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Mr. Tim Fischer

‘Remedial Project Manager

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
77 W. Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, IL 60604-3507

Mr. Brian Nickel

Remedial Project Manager

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
401 East 5™ Street

Dayton, OH 45402-2911

‘Dear Mr. Fischer and Mr. Nickel:

Subject: Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site Wide Institutional Controls Applied
to the Former Mound Site Property, June 2008

Dr. Mr. Fischer & M. Nickel:

Enclosed please find the final “Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide Institutional
Controls Applied to the Former Mound Site Property,” June 2008. This report was prepared in
accordance with the “Operation and Maintenance Plan for the Implementation of Institutional
controls at the 1998 Mound Plant Property, Phase I Parcel Update, Rev. 0.”

“The report includes results of DOE’s April physical inspections of the site, including the April 14,
2008, walkaround. It also includes information obtained during the DOE review of related records
from the City of Miamisburg, Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation and Ohio
Department of Natural Resources well logs.

Copies of the Report are available to the public in the Mound Reading Room, and a pdf copy will
be added to the LM Mound Website under “Transition, Other Documents.”

3600 Collins Ferry Road, Morgantown, WV 26505
1000 Independence Ave., S.W., Washington, DC 20585
10995 Hamilton-Cleves Highway, Harrison, OH 45030
232 Energy Way, N. Las Vegas, NV 83030
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Tim Fischer, USEPA
Brian Nickel, OEPA
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If you have any questions regarding the attached report, please contact me at 937-847-8350
extension 318.

Sincerely,

Jith o™

Arthur W, Kleinrath
LM DOE Site Manager
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Report Distribution:

Paul Lucas, EMCBC

Randy Tormey, EMCBC

Joe Crombie, ODH

Frank Bullock, MMCIC

Ellen Stanifer, City of Miamisburg

- Mindy Gould, Tetra Tech EM

Becky Cato, Stoller
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ré~-miound



LMS/MND/S04030

Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of
Site-Wide Institutional Controls
Applied to the Former
DOE Mound Site Property

June 2008



This page intentionally left blank




Contents

BRI s s mpv csvmnssemssms i RO s v sy A S b eenss A g AN BN 5 S B8 PSR \
(R OO P U - i S l
20 Overview of Parcel TransTel PIOBBES ... amusmsississsssissmarasossonssssisnssainyssnssonssns syssbisssiiessrns ]
30 Oxnerview of Institutianal Conols (JUB) ...omimsimisemonmspmssiisimssimsmsssisonsimsssssassintimsskoosss 4
40 Poriod 0F BEVIBIW ooaissmmaosoisss s sissmssssrs e oo s e s (s s 5
50 Asrial View of the Moond Sie PEODEILY ..o vicumisiimimmsss s st mmvsiss s 5
6.0 Summary of Previous Year’s Annual ASSESSIMENL.......c.cccureiireereernreineseessasssssessssessssassanessns 5
7.0 Sommary of Physical Inspections Performed ... msvusnvesussssississinssnisiossissassssusiysinsisasssss 7
Tod. PO D isosamsaanib i oo e o s ot i (s ok h eSS R o h s ot 8
T2 POBBL T cciuniomiivisnimunmpmesssomens konsianes shsmayssssoam s s Ao s mass s O RRESR s etk 10
T3 PHELY crvivsammmmsiosisis s s s s o iR s i A R e AR R 12
T8 PR 8 coimmmrrmvosrmees A s tessnevasns s TS Ay sms sxnsras VAN AR s LIEASNIEYS 14
Tt PHARE T EMIORY. oo nmmmmminisms i s o o AR A e S T T v 17
80 Intervicws and Recomds REVIBWS cuwsccmssscimsisassmmmvensmsmssssiiasitos arnssmnesiies fastlesemvonions 26
8.1 Interviews with City Personnel and Review of City or MMCIC Records .........cccuun. 26
8.2 Records, Other Than Permits, Issued by the City of Miamisburg..........coccevvuervunenens 30
0 CORCIOIIIN o nmnrr oo i BTNy s bt AT SR e mamirs U 05 SRR SRS AV SRR TS 31
100 ReCODIMCTEIMNONS vuoocisinsmmissbsis s s s o s R I s e issas 31
11.0 Foy Kather IBIOMRON cimanisonsmeaminiimammin o iis i s i e taacsssios 33
128 BEBRNEEE .o conssiinmibssivon s sy Erimar s s ARk e mas S Ot sy onen NS 34
Figures
Figure 1. Parcel Map of the Former DOE Mound Site Property, Miamisburg, Ohio ...........c....... 3
Figure 2. April 2006 Aerial View of Mound Plant Showing Parcel Boundaries ..........ccccovvureununs 6
Riginte 3. PRis] B DG ARl VI, . ausumssssasmorossitfismmmnsmsmmmsme s s bomnns s !
Fipure 4. Paroel H Novthenst HIBRIIR ..ot aissimsrossoimsy s i misisossoses 10
Fisute 5. Parcel H 2000 ABHE] VIOW et is s s naim s 11
Figure 6. Parcel 3 View from Parking Lot North toward Mound Museum Building — Art
Kleinrath is sShown i PhOL0....c.wwmesmmassiammsssmimmmissomessmssirasssssissensspnsrsnssssrassds 12
Figure 7. Parcel 3 View from Parking Lot NW toward OSE Building .........ccccocvivvviniiciiiciininnnnns 12 .
Piguie 8. Parcel 3 2000 AGrill VIBW iwusosmsinmnumsmaisnimiiuiinasiinssssmsicisisposibe 1
. Figure 9. Parcel 4 MMCIC Flex Building in Southwest Corner of Parcel 4 (Near Benner Road
B ERAEDY. . visinaimvcmiimiisisiasass s R RS s S 14
Figore 10. Parcel 4 2000 Aerial VIEW .......cvoesisescmunsarsssassnssssssssassassmnens AT PR P 15
Figure 11. Parcel 4 Locked Gate, Facing South on Old Construction Road ..........c.cceeviveiiiininnenn 16
Figure 12. Parcel 4 MMCIC Retention Pond with New Signage in Foreground. Bike Path at
Liower Lelt of PHOM0. cusvsosisisonsssvessaronsins s haessss i sassisesssis /e es Sss nuossnssss 16
Figure 13. Parcel 4 Well 0444, Locked and in Good Repair...........cccoveenevincsiinisnessinessnnssescssenees 17
Figure 14. Well 0444 Identification Markings ........cccceevueervsseeessesisessuennnsssessessssssssessssssesssssanas 17
Figure 15, Parcel 4 Fallen Log Lying across PENCE. . .sssmsmismmasmisiismsmesmvissssariiussainsonss 17
Figure 16. Phase | MNA Remedy Monitoring LoCations..........cccueruiernesimmsesmsnesesiossassnessessessuenaes 19
Figure 17. Parcel Phasg 1A 2000 ASHAl VIEW ..cocamssaumnmnmssinmaiansiis aimcasimamioing 20
Figurée 18, Parcel Phase TB 2006 AGHll VIBW ... orm s ssismvuiysasiomspoiosiisissiasomssssmsvoiotis 21
Figure 19. Parcel Phase IC 2000 Aerial VIEW ......c.coccveerrvirieiiieniessesiissiiessssesssaesssssssssssesssssnes 22
T e eSS Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs

Doc. No. S0403000



Figure 20. Phase IB Empty Salt Storage Shed........ccoininciincnceissect e 23

Figure 21. Phase IB Well 0411, Locked, Labeled, and in Good Repair.......cccooonniiriseiiinnianiinnns 23
Figure 22, Parcel IB Well 0442, Locked, Labeled, and in Good Repair. Art Kleinrath in photo. 23
Figure 23. Parcel IB Well 0443, Locked, Labeled, and in Good Repair........c.ccceecivensivirnniuannns 24
Figure 24. Parcel IB Groundwater Seep 0617 in Good Repair .........cccocricvmvininminiciniiinn: 24
Figure 25. Parcel IC Well 0445, Locked, Labeled, and in Good Repair. Art Kleinrath in photo 24
Figure 26. Parcel IC Well 0400, Locked, Labeled, and in Good Repair........c.ccoceuvvvineiniucnicnincanan 25
Figure 27. Parcel IC Well 0319, Locked, Labeled, and in Good Repair.........c..ccevveeriveiicinnricnans 25
Figure 28. Parcel IC Well P033, in Good Repair but without Permanent Identification Marker. 25
Figure 29. Parcel 9 MNA Well 0353, Locked, Labeled, and in Good Repair.........cccceceeecnrcnnnee. 26
Figure 30. Parcel 9 MNA Well 0402, Locked, Labeled, and in Good Repair.........ccccvveeviniinenne 26
Figuts 31. Mol Site. Balladings and PRCEIS «....civissassrnesviosiisssiss s aowiaiis s 28
Tables
Table 1. Monitoring Wells and Seeps in Parcels Inspected or Part of Phase I Remedy............... 18
Table 2. Crosswalk of Street Addresses to DOE Building Identifications...........ccooveceiiucienrinncns 27
Table 3. City of Miamisburg Permit Files on Mound Site ........c.ccoevcnivicvninciensiiinsnnnnies S— 29
Table 4. City of Miamisburg Files - Planning Commission REVIEWS ........cccoiveriniincinicniniinn 29
Table 5. Recommendations from Previous Inspections of ICs.........ccccveivimicieieesinicnncinninineene 32
Table 6. Recommendations from 2008 Annual Inspection for ICs........ccuviviniiniinnnicccnciinnnnnn. 33
Appendix

Appendix A Field Inspection Checklists for Parcels D, H, 4, 3, and 1

Exhibits
Exhibit 1 Real Estate Easement for Utility Work Performed on MMCIC Property
Exhibit 2 Institutional Controls: A Citizen’s Guide to Understanding Institutional Controls

at Superfund, Brownfields, Federal Facilities, Underground Storage Tank, and
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Cleanups

Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs U.S. Department of Energy
Doc. No. S0403000 Lans 2AN0



Acronyms

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act

CRP Comprehensive Reuse Plan

DOE U.S. Department of Energy

EM Office of Environmental Management

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

IC institutional controls

LM Office of Legacy Management

MMCIC Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation
MNA monitored natural attenuation '
NESHAPs  National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
Oo&M - Operations and Maintenance

ODH Ohio Department of Health

ODNR Ohio Department of Natural Resources

OEPA Ohio Environmental Protection Agency

ou Operable Unit

ROD record of decision

TCE trichloroethylene

U.S. Department of Energy Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs

Noe. No. S0403000



End of current text

Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs
Doc. No. 50403000

U.S. Department of Energy
[uns 2008




1.0 Introduction

This report documents the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) Office of Legacy Management
(LM) 2008 annual assessment of the effectiveness of site-wide institutional controls (ICs) for the
Mound Site in Miamisburg, Ohio. This assessment covers only those parcels that have completed
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)
120(h) requirements for property transfer. The ICs, which are legal and administrative tools in
the form of deed restrictions, are defined in the record of decision (ROD) for each parcel and are
described in the Operation and Maintenance (O&M) Plan for the Implementation of Institutional
Controls at the 1998 Mound Plant Property, Phase I Parcel, update, Rev. 0.(O&M Plan)

This 2008 annual assessment, which covers the period from March 20, 2007, to April 14, 2008,
includes the ICs for Parcels D, H, 3, and 4 and the Phase I land parcel (A, B, and C) of the
Mound Site Property. The Miamisburg Mound Community Improvement Corporation (MMCIC)
owns Parcels D, H, 3, and 4, and DOE still owns the Phase I land parcel. Section 2 describes the
parcel transfer process. Parcels 6, 6A, 7, 8, and 9 are not included in this IC assessment because
they have not completed the CERCLA process.

The ICs are developed and presented in the ROD process, which includes input from the public,
the City of Miamisburg, the regulators, and MMCIC. RODs require that DOE perform an annual
assessment to document the effectiveness of the ICs (in the form of deed restrictions) and to
confirm that all site changes comply with them. Section 3 describes the ICs in detail.

Each annual assessment includes a physical inspection of land parcels; discussions with the
property owners; a review of all applicable records, including (but not limited to) construction,
street opening, occupancy, and other permits; zoning modification requests; and well drilling
logs.

DOE contacted the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Ohio Environmental
Protection Agency (OEPA), and the Ohio Department of Health (ODH) 30 days before the visual
inspection. DOE must submit the draft annual assessment report to EPA and OEPA no later than
June 13 of each year.

2.0 Overview of Parcel Transfer Process

DOE executed a sales agreement in January 1998 with a DOE-designated community reuse
organization. The agreement calls for the transfer of discrete land parcels to MMCIC, via a series
of quitclaim deeds, after the parcels have been declared excess to DOE’s needs and after all
requirements of CERCLA 120(h) have been met for property transfer. When MMCIC acquires a
parcel, it becomes part of the Mound Advanced Technology Center, which is a light
industrial/technology park operated by MMCIC.

The following properties covered by this 2008 annual assessment were transferred to MMCIC on
the dates shown:

° March 1999—Parcel D (formerly called Release Block D), containing -approximately
12.5 acres of land and two buildings.
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o August 1999—Parcel H (formerly called Release Block H), containing approximately
14.3 acres of land, a large parking lot, and a site-access road.

0 April 2001—Parcel 4, containing approximately 95 acres of undeveloped land. MMCIC
' has built the Flex Building on that parcel.

° August 2002—Parcel 3, containing approximately 5 acres of land and Buildings GH and
GP-1. ' '

The following property has an approved ROD and has been offered to MMCIC:

° December 2003—Phase I (A, B, and C), containing approximately 52 acres of land and
several buildings. The ROD was executed, EPA approved the transfer, and DOE has made
an offer for conveyance via quitclaim deed to MMCIC.

The O&M Plan for site-wide ICs applies to all land parcels that have undergone the

CERCLA 120(h) process for property transfer, whether or not title to those parcels has actually
tiransferred to MMCIC. Therefore, this annual assessment includes Parcels D, H, 3, and 4 and the
Phase I land parcel, which represent approximately 60 percent of the total acreage of the former
DOE Mound Site Property (estimated total acreage: 306). The remaining acreage still subject to
completion of CERCLA 120(h) requirements has been divided into five parcels (Parcels 6, 6A,
7,8, and 9). DOE is completing the CERCLA 120(h) requirements for Parcels 6, 6A, 7, 8, and 9.

Figure 1 shows the original boundaries of the former DOE Mound Site Property divided into
parcels:

° Parcels D, H, 3, and 4 have completed the CERCLA 120(h) process and been transferred
to MMCIC. ‘ :

° The Phase I (A, B, and C) land parcel has completed the CERCLA 120(h) process and has
been offered to MMCIC, but it has not been transferred.

o  Parcels 6, 6A, 7, 8, and 9 have not completed the CERCLA 120(h) process.

Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide [Cs U.S. Department of Energy
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3.0  Overview of Institutional Controls (ICs)

The ICs are defined in the RODs for each parcel and are described in the O&M Plan. The ICs are
developed and presented in the ROD process, which includes input from the public, the City of
Miamisburg, the regulators, and MMCIC.

The former DOE Mound Site Property was remediated to EPA’s risk-based standards for
industrial/commercial use only. Certain restrictions, called ICs (which are in the form of deed
restrictions), were placed on the property and its use. ICs are legal and administrative tools for
protecting human health and the environment. (See Exhibit 2, “Institutional Controls: A Citizen’s
Guide to Understanding Institutional Controls at Superfund, Brownfields, Federal Facilities,
Underground Storage Tank, and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Cleanups.”)

Each parcel ROD contains deed-restriction language to be embedded in the quitclaim deed and
includes the CERCLA 120(h) Summary Notice of Hazardous Substances for the parcel. Because
both the quitclaim deed and the CERCLA summary notice are recorded with Montgomery
County, all future property owners will be knowledgeable of the deed restrictions the CERCLA
remedy has imposed on their property.

The three deed restrictions for the five parcels are designed to:

1. Prohibit the removal of soil from the original DOE Mound Site Property boundaries,
unless prior written approval from OEPA and ODH has been obtained.

2.  Prohibit the extraction, consumption, exposure, or use in any way of the groundwater
underlying the premises, unless prior written approval from EPA and OEPA has been
obtained.

3.  Limit land use to industrial/commercial only. Each parcel ROD identifies land uses that
will not be permitted, but the list is not all-inclusive. Parcels may not be used for any
residential or farming activities, or any activities that could result in the chronic exposure
of children under 18 years of age to soil or groundwater from the premises. Restricted uses
include, but are not limited to:

o Single or multi-family dwellings or rental units.
e Daycare facilities.
° Schools or other educational facilities for children under 18 years of age.

‘e Community centers, playgrounds, or other recreational or religious facilities for
children under 18 years of age.

The preceding language on the deed restrictions is a summary only. RODs for individual land
parcels contain the parcel-specific deed-restriction language. RODs for parcels, as well as other
patcel-specific CERCLA documents, are available in the CERCLA Public Reading Room,
located at 955 Mound Road, Miamisburg, Ohio 45342. These documents are also available
electronically by request at the LM Mound website (http://www.Ilm.doe.gov/land/sites/oh/mound
/mound.htm) by clicking the “CERCLA Administrative Record” link.
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4.0  Period of Review
This annual assessment covers the period from March 20, 2007, to April 14, 2008.

Each annual assessment identifies new information, such as new construction, demolition or
excavation, lot-splits or the sale of parcels to new landowners, and permit applications filed by
property owners or their agents since the last reporting period. Previous annual assessments are
available in the CERCLA Public Reading Room or online at the LM Mound website (http://www
Jm.doe.gov/land/sites/oh/mound/mound.htm) by clicking the “CERCLA Administrative Record”

link,

5.0  Aerial View of the Mound Site Property

Figure 2 and the following individual parcel figures are from an April 2006 aerial photograph of
the Mound Site, showing parcel and phase boundaries. The actual photographs were taken at low
altitude, using a nominal negative scale of 1:4800, and were developed using 1”’=100" scale
planimetric mapping (the scale sizes of figures in this assessment vary). Photographic-controls
points were Horizontal Datum: NAD83, Vertical Datum: NAVD88, US Survey Feet, and State
Plane — Ohio South Zone.

6.0 Summary of Previous Year’s Annual Assessment

The 2007 annual assessment concluded that the ICs functioned as designed, adequate oversight
mechanisms appeared to be in place to identify possible violations, and adequate resources were
available to correct or mitigate any problems if a violation were to occur.

The 2007 Annual Assessment Report made three new recommendations:

1. Add City Planning Commission requests to the list of documents examined for annual

assessments.
2. Add Ohio Department of Natural Resources (ODNR) well logs to the list of documents

examined for annual assessments.
3. Determine when OEPA will remove the air monitoring station in Parcel H.

See Section 10 for the list of the previous annual and five-year inspection recommendations that
were still open in last year’s annual assessment report.

U.S. Department of Energy Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs
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7.0  Summary of Physical Inspections Performed

DOE conducted the physical inspections in stages during April 2008. Art Kleinrath, DOE-LM
Site Manager, and Stoller personnel conducted preliminary physical inspections of all areas,

observed changes, and took photos.

Art Kleinrath also led the annual physical inspection walkdown of Parcels D, H, 3, and 4 and the
Phase I land parcel on April 14, 2008. Participants included Paul Lucas, DOE Office of
Environmental Management (EM); Tim Fisher, EPA; Brian Nickel, OEPA; Joe Crombie, ODH;

Frank Bullock, MMCIC,; Ellen Stanifer, City of Miamisburg; and Becky Cato,
Gary Weidenbach, and Joyce Massie, S.M. Stoller.

The results of the physical inspection for each parcel are summarized in the following sections.
A copy of the physical inspection checklist is also included (Appendix A).
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71 ParcelD

In Parcel D, there were no observations of noncompliance with the ICs. In particular, there was
no evidence of unauthorized well installation or soil removal from the original boundaries of the
DOE Mound Site Property (Figure 3).
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7.2 Parcel H

In Parcel H (Figure 5), there were no observations of noncompliance with the ICs. In particular,
there was no evidence of unauthorized well installation or soil removal from the original
boundaries of the DOE Mound Site Property (Figure 4).

Figure 4. Parcel H Northeast Hillside

Air monitoring is not part of the CERCLA remedy for Parcel H. However, there are DOE and
OEPA air monitoring stations located on the northeast corner of Parcel H (Figure 5). OEPA
plans to abandon its air monitoring stations, which are not operational. DOE-EM is assisting
OEPA with disposing of the stations. ‘

The DOE air monitoring stations for the Mound Site will remain operational until National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPs) requirements are met after
Operable Unit (OU)-1 work is completed.
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7.3 Parcel 3

In Parcel 3, there were no observations of noncompliance with the ICs. In particular, there was
no evidence of unauthorized well installation or soil removal from the original boundaries of the
DOE Mound Site Property (Figure 8). There are no groundwater monitoring wells located on
Parcel 3.

Figure 6. Parcel 3 View from Parking Lot North toward Mound Museum Building — Art Kleinrath is
shown in photo.

Figure 7. Parcel 3 View from Parking Lot NW toward OSE Building
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7.4 Parcel4

In Parcel 4 (Figure 9), there were no observations of noncompliance with the ICs. In particular,
there was no evidence of unauthorized well installation or soil removal from the original
boundaries of the DOE Mound Site Propetty. ;

Well 0158, located near the intersection of Benner Road and Old State Route 25, was confirmed
to be abandoned since last year’s inspection. It was cut off 3 feet below surface and sealed with
cement and bentonite.

The Flex Building in the southwest corner of Parcel 4 is leased to a single tenant. The tenant’s
line of business is consistent with the City of Miamisburg’s I-2 General Industrial District
Zoning ordinance (Figure 9).

Figure 9. Pércel 4 MMCIC Flex Building in Southwest Corner of Parcel 4
(Near Benner Road and Old 25)

Unauthorized vehicular access to the old southeast construction road is still prohibited by a
sidewalk installed along Benner Road. The northern entrance to this road is blocked by fencing

and a locked gate (Figure 11).
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Figure 11. Parcel 4 Locked Gate, Facing South on Old Construction Road

There is a pond for retaining and detaining stormwater run-off on Parcel 4 (Figure 12). There are
four new signs, stating, “Recreational Use Prohibited”; they are located around the perimeter of
the lake.

Figure 12. Parcel 4 MMCIC Retention Pond with New Signage in Foreground. Bike Path at Lower Left
of Photo.

Well 0444, the only active groundwater monitoring well on Parcel 4, is located on the northern
boundary of Parcel 4, south of the Phase IB land parcel. Well 0444 was padlocked and in good
repair. It does not have a permanent identification marker, but it is marked with black marker.
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Figure 13. Parcel 4 Well 0444, Locked and in Figure 14. Well 0444 Identification Markings
Good Repair .

As noted last year, the log was still lying across a damaged fence along the northern boundary of
Parcel 4 near well 0444, The fencing is not part of the IC for that parcel (Figure 15).

Figure 15. Parcel 4 Fallen Log Lying across Fence

7.5 Phase I Parcel

The Phase I land parcel consists of three noncontiguous sub-parcels (A, B, and C), which have
not been transferred to MMCIC. The remedy for Phase I (A, B, and C) includes ICs for the land
parcel and monitored natural attenuation (MNA) to address trichloroethylene (TCE)-impacted
groundwater,

In the Phase I land parcel, there were no observations of noncompliance with the ICs. In
particular, there was no evidence of unauthorized well installation or soil removal from the
original boundaries of the DOE Mound Site Property. The construction well drilled by the OU-1
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excavation contractor in Parcel 9 near the northwest boundary of Parcel 1C is still in place. This
well was not used for water consumption but was used for used dust suppression. The well log
was located during the document search on the ODNR website.

The groundwater monitoring component is provided in the Phase I Remedy (Monitored Natural
Attenuation) Groundwater Monitoring Plan (final, September 29, 2004). Table 1 and Figure 16
give the requirements and locations of the wells and seep for the Phase I groundwater
monitoring. Under the MNA remedy, TCE and its degradation products are monitored to verify
that concentrations are decreasing. Although not part of the remedy, monitoring is conducted to
confirm the behavior of barium, radium, nickel, and chromium in Phase I groundwater. The

“wells for this monitoring are listed under the “Confirmatory” column in Table 1. Ten
groundwater monitoring wells and one groundwater seep are sampled for Phase L.

Table 1. Monitoring Wells and Seeps in Parcels Inspected or Part of Phase | Remedy

Monitoring Requirement Well/Seep # Located in Parcel
"‘;‘;n“;]‘jsy Confirmatory 4 IA 1B Ic 9
X X Well P033 X
X Well 0319 X
X Well 0353 , X
X X Well 0400 X
X X Well 0402
X Well 0411 - X
X Well 0442 X
X X Well 0443 X
X Well 0444 X X
X X Well 0445 X
X Seep 0617 X

This annual assessment report documents the effectiveness of the ICs’ remedy applied to the
Phase I land parcel (and Parcels D, H, 4, and 3). This does not include a determination of the
effectiveness of the various groundwater remedies, including the MNA remedy associated with
the Phase I land parcel. All of the monitoring wells shown are in operable condition. The Phase 1
Remedy MNA Groundwater Monitoring Annual Report can be found in the CERCLA Public
Reading Room at 955 Mound Road, Miamisburg, OH 45342.

The 2006 annual IC assessment recommended the abandonment of well 0445 located in Phase
IC. However, after the data from well 0445 were evaluated, the Phase I Groundwater
Monitoring Report Calendar Year 2007 recommended to continue monitoring TCE, radium, and
barium semiannually.

Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs U.S. Department of Energy
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The salt storage shed and concrete pad in Parcel 1B remain empty, as shown in Figure 20.

Figure 20. Phase IB Empty Salt Storage Shed

Wells 0411, 0442, and 0443 were locked, labeled, and in good repair, and Seep 0617 was in
good condition (Figure 21, Figure 22, Figure 23, and Figure 24).

Flgure 21. Phase IB Well 0411, Locked, Labeled, Figure 22. Parcel IB Well 0442, Locked, Labeled,

and in Good Repair and in Good Repair. Art Kleinrath in photo.
U.S. Department of Energy Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs
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Figure 23. Parcel IB Well 0443, Locked, Labeled, Figure 24. Parcel IB Groundwater Seep 0617 in
Good Repair

and in Good Repair

Figure 25. Parcel IC Well 0445, Locked, Labeled,
and in Good Repair. Art Kleinrath in photo

Well 0445 was locked, labeled, and in good repair (Figure 25).
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Wells 0400 and 0319 were locked, labeled, and in good repair (Figure 26 and Figure 27).
Well 0344, which was adjacent to Well 0319, was confirmed as abandoned on
September 17, 2007. It was cut off 3 feet below the surface and sealed with cement and
bentonite.

P033 was in good repair, but it did not have a permanent identification marker (Figure 28).

Figure 26. Parcel IC Well 0400, Locked, Labeled,

and in Good Repair Figure 27. Parcel IC Well 0319, Locked, Labeled,
and in Good Repair

Figure 28. Parcel IC Well P033, in Good Repair but
without Permanent Identification Marker

U.S. Department of Energy Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs
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Monitoring wells 0353 and 0402 for the Phase I Remedy (Monitored Natural Attenuation)
Groundwater Monitoring Plan are located in Parcel 9. These wells were locked and in good
repair. Drainage around well 0353 will be corrected after the adjacent stockpile is removed.

Figure 29. Parcel 9 MNA Well 0353, Locked, Labeled, ~ Figure 30. Parcel 9 MNA Well 0402, Locked,
and in Good Repair ' Labeled, and in Good Repair

8.0 Interviews and Records Reviews
8.1 Interviews with City Personnel and Review of City or MMCIC Records

In addition to the physical inspections for the annual assessment, DOE reviews, at a minimum,
construction, street opening, occupancy or other permits, zoning modification requests, planning
commission requests, and well logs issued for land parcels that have completed the

CERCLA 120[h] process for property transfer. Documents may be located at the City of
Miamisburg, at Miami Township, at Montgomery County, or in ODNR’s (well log) files.

Stoller personnel visited the City of Miamisburg Engineering and City Planning Departments on
April 8, 2008, and reviewed permits maintained by those departments for all work performed by
MMCIC, and its tenants or subcontractors, on Parcels D, H, 4, and 3 and the Phase I land parcel.

The following tables do not repeat information on permits included in previous years’ DOE
assessment reports on the effectiveness of the site-wide ICs. Furthermore, each year’s report will
not necessarily list permits filed by MMCIC or its tenants or subcontractors for work performed
on DOE-owned/MMCIC-leased property. Instead, the following tables are typically limited to
permits filed after a ROD has been executed for a particular parcel, since DOE is responsible for
the O&M of the site-wide ICs remedy (regardless of whether DOE has conveyed title of that
parcel, in whole or in part, to MMCIC).

Until DOE conveys a land parcel to MMCIC, in whole or in part, the property is not subject to
City of Miamisburg permitting requirements. MMCIC has proactively used the City-permitting
process in order to familiarize the City with the properties that will eventually belong to
MMCIC. This familiarity can greatly reduce the amount of time it takes for MMCIC to receive
City approval (e.g., for a building occupancy permit), once MMCIC acquires title of that
property from DOE. Since DOE first began performing annual assessments of City records in

Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs U.S. Department of Energy
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May 2001, DOE has performed spot-checks of all permits located within a particular City file
(City files are maintained by street address) in order to confirm that the entire set of permits is
maintained in chronological order (with the most recent permit at the front of the file). These
spot-checks have consistently shown that the City maintains its permit files under configuration
control.

Table 2 provides the DOE building identification and the Miamisburg street addresses for each
building. Only four buildings reside in land parcels that DOE has conveyed in whole or in part to
MMCIC via quitclaim deed. The City of Miamisburg does not maintain files on buildings that
MMCIC plans to demolish. City files do exist on buildings that have already been demolished;
however, those files are now considered obsolete.

During the review of files at the City of Miamisburg, it was discovered that the two street names
had been changed by MMCIC in March 2008. DOE was not advised of this change. It is
important to keep DOE informed of changes to the street names or addresses of buildings, since
City permits are filed by address.

Table 2. Crosswalk of Street Addresses to DOE Building Identifications

DOE Building ID Miamishurg Street Address Revised Address 2008 Parcel

2 To be demolished 7

28 925 Capstone Drive 6

45 930 Capstone Drive 6

61 885 Mound Road 7

63 1070 Vanguard Blvd. 7

87and 3 1100 Vanguard Blvd. 1B

100* 790 Enterprise Court D

102 1075 Mound Road . 1A

105* 1195 Mound Road D
126 955 Mound Road ) BA

Cos 965 Capstone Drive 8

GH* 500 Capstone Circle 500 Vantage Point 3

OSE 480 Capstone Circle 480 Vantage Point 6

osw 460 Capstone Circle 460 Vantage Point 8

il 945 Capstone Drive 8

None Flex Building® 1380 Vanguard Blvd. 4

*Covered by ICs

Figure 31 also shows the location of site buildings and indicates those owned by MMCIC and
included in this IC assessment.
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None of the permits reviewed pertained to work that was performed on or could have impacted
transferred parcels since the date of DOE’s last assessment. All permits on file for the site are
detailed in Table 3. Elise Hafenbrack, Building Inspection Department with the City of
Miamisburg, provided the records for review on April 8, 2008.

Table 3. City of Miamisburg Permit Files on Mound Site

Location Permit - | Date of Permit . Work Performed
of Work | Number Application Submitted by Nature of Work by
osw 200701108 6/19/07 MMCIC ;’:}'{';‘:"m' facade, new | 1pp

Y . N Advance
Oosw 20070110H 8/13/07 Advanced Mechanical |Heating Mechanical
osw 20070162E 9/07/07 | Chappell " | Electrical — exterior Chappell Electric

. - Advance

OSwW .20070192H 10/26/07 Advance Mechanical | Reroute gas piping Mechanical
OSwW 20070162E 12/12/07 Chappell Electric Electrical Chappell Electric
45 200800158 2/11/08 MMCIC Add loading ramp Wenco
coS 20080026E 3/18/08 Alan Scheer Assoc ;ﬁgfgﬁe renovation | tpse Const
cos 200800278 3/18/08 | Alan Scheer Assoc :;iz’;’;ﬁge renovation | ypp
COS 20080027E 318/08 Alan Scheer Assoc Electrical Reddy Electric
COS 20080028E 3/18/08 Alan Scheer Assoc Electrical TBD

Table 4 lists work requests that did not require a City permit but did require review by the City
Planning Commission. These requests included excavation activities.

Table 4. City of Miamisburg Files - Planning Commission Reviews

. Date of Submitied Parcel/
Location of Work | ID Number Application by Nature of Work Building Status
- Parking lot,
osw SP-04-07 6/4/07 MMCIC land scaping

All work that was performed by MMCIC or other parties (e.g., contractors to MMCIC) on the
former DOE Mound Site Property, that Art Kleinrath and Frank Bullock were aware of during
, the 12-month reporting period, appeared to be adequately covered by permits submitted to, and
approved by, the Clty of Miamisburg,

As noted in previous annual reports on the effectiveness of site-wide ICs, the City of Miamisburg
implemented an electronic permits database in 2003, which allows permits to be queried via
keyword search (e.g., permit number, date, location, nature of work). Permits issued by the City
prior to the implementation of the City’s new database (e.g., permits documented in DOE’s
annual reports dating back to 2001) may not be input in the City’s database. However, paper
copies of all permits are retained by the City in accordance with a records-retention plan that
meets all State of Ohio requirements.

Given that permits filed with the City of Miamisburg do not have an expiration date, DOE and

the property owner (at present, MMCIC) should remain knowledgeable of permits filed with the
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City of Miamisburg, where work covered by that permit may have been postponed for
performance at a later date. Maintaining this knowledge will provide a checks-and-balances
system to ensure that work requiring a permit and performed since the date of the last DOE
annual assessment was, indeed, approved by the appropriate City officials.

In general, the permit-review process demonstrated that the City of Miamisburg’s recordkeeping
system is adequate.

8.2 Records, Other Than Permits, Issued by the City of Miamisburg

The property owner’s adherence to the site-wide ICs imposed on a land parcel is critical to
DOE’s effective maintenance of the CERCLA remedy. MMCIC, including all future property
owners, is required to comply with the ICs associated with parcels at the former DOE Mound
Site Property. To facilitate compliance, MMCIC ensures that all parties performing work on
behalf of MMCIC (e.g., landscaping, utility work involving excavation, construction) are aware
of, and subject to compliance with, the ICs. MMCIC accomplishes this by consistently
embedding the following language in the “Technical Requirements” section of all requests for
proposal and subsequent work orders:

Excavated soils must be managed and remain on MMCIC property. Soils from
excavation shall be placed at an on-site location, as directed by MMCIC.

The MMCIC project manager who oversees work performed on site also monitors the vendor’s
work and conformance to all technical requirements in the work order. MMCIC provides, in
addition to the technical requirement that mandates compliance with the ICs, a real estate
easement to the vendor. This easement is recorded with Montgomery County as a matter of
public record. A copy of the real estate easement used for utility work on MMCIC property is
included as Exhibit 1. Note that Section 2 of the easement provides the utility provider/vendor
with detailed information on the ICs associated with MMCIC’s property. This requires
compliance with restrictions, which are the ICs.

Continuing public education is an important component of DOE’s post-closure responsibilities.
Exhibit 2 is a document produced by EPA to give citizens information concerning ICs.
Educating all future property owners on their responsibility to comply with the ICs will be an
important element of DOE’s public-education campaign. It is more difficult, for DOE and the
property owner (currently, MMCIC), to educate the general public on the importance of adhering
to the site-wide ICs. Therefore, postings (such as warning signs near the MMCIC pond, which
state that recreational use is prohibited) are an important part of properly educating the public
about complying with ICs.

Prior to initiating construction on any land parcel, MMCIC provides the builder with a pre-
construction package that includes a description of the ICs associated with that particular parcel.
This is how MMCIC ensures that the builder is aware of applicable ICs. In a new-construction
scenario, probably the most important IC to educate builders about is the prohibition against
removing any soils from the original boundaries of the approximately 306 acres that constitute
the former DOE Mound Site Property.
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To assure that the necessary wording continues to be included in MMCIC contracts or easements
after site transfer, DOE will add these documents to those examined during the annual IC
assessment. See Section 10, Recommendations.

MMCIC’s Comprehensive Reuse Plan Update, Décember 31, 2003, (CRP) identifies each
building at the Mound Advanced Technology Center with its own lot. A copy of the CRP is
available in the CERCLA Reading Room.

Eventually, MMCIC plans to plat the entire former DOE Mound Site Property. In order for
MMCIC to receive financing (e.g., for new construction) on land parcels that make up the
original DOE Mound Site Property, MMCIC records a lot-split with the Montgomery County
Recorder’s Office. If MMCIC does not require financing for property improvements it conducts
within a parcel, MMCIC does not have to immediately record a Miamisburg Planning \
Commission—approved lot-split with the County. However, if MMCIC decides to sell the

property, MMCIC has to record the lot-split with the County at that time. The recorded real |
estate documentation would include the original quitclaim deed that DOE issued to MMCIC for
the parcel, as a whole, as well as the CERCLA 120(h) Summary Notice of Hazardous Substances
associated with the original parcel. This will ensure that future property owners, of individual
lot-splits, remain aware of the site-wide ICs imposed on acreage that lies within the boundaries
of the parcels as originally conveyed by DOE to MMCIC.

The property owner’s adherence to the ICs imposed on a land parcel is vital to the effective
maintenance of those ICs. MMCIC currently coordinates the movement of soil and site grading,
~ as DOE oversees completion of the OU-1 Project in Parcel 9. Once DOE’s EM mission is
complete, managing the movement of soil throughout the site should be an effective way for the
property owners to ensure that soil is not being removed from the site, as a whole. To accomplish
this task, MMCIC’s CRP establishes locations where future construction/property improvements
will occur on the former DOE Mound Site Property. The CRP also includes a site-wide soil-
grading plan. The CRP was adopted by the City of Miamisburg, and it was incorporated into the
City’s comprehensive plan. The City’s comprehensive plan is the basis for the zoning of
properties that fall within the city limits. If MMCIC decides to subdivide the property and sell
portions (or all) of the former DOE Mound Site Property, the new property owners would be
required to comply with the requirements stipulated in the CRP and the City’s comprehensive

plan.

9.0 Conclusions

The ICs for Parcels D, H, 3, and 4 and the Phase I land parcel continue to function as designed.
Adequate oversight mechanisms appear to be in place to identify possible violations of those
controls, and adequate resources are available to correct or mitigate any problems in the event

that violations occurred.

10.0 Recommendations

The following tables list recommendations and status from previous inspections and new
recommendations from this year’s annual inspection for ICs.
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Table 5. Recommendations from Previous Inspections of ICs

in Parcel H.

i Issue/ Status 2007 Current Status 2008
Origin " Corrected?
Recommendation Report Report
Will include with other Will continue to monitor
2006 : wells abandoned in ISSUE semiannually. Revisit in next annual
1 Annual Auandon Well 0445 in Parezll post-OU-1-work CLOSED Phase | Groundwater Monitoring

maonitoring plan. Report (April 2009).
Signs have not been

Ineffective signage at the changed in accordance

Parcel 4 retention basin has with the five-year ; .,

5 lEnavaar resulted in violation of the ICs  [review's ISSUE 2?“’?33;%3 ]q‘?;ig?gaft?;r:;elj;e
in the past (land use recommendations. No CLOSED 9 L%

: : ) ot Prohibited,” around the pond.
inconsistent with indications of
industrial/lcommercial land use). | recreational use have
been observed.
Determine which wells
. |Pomanenio markers oo |0 nludedipos-
3 |Five-Year |installed on all long-term 9 | INPROCESS L g LU
i i S e 3 plan. Install permanent waterproof ink and are identified on
g 9 " |ID markers on those site maps.
wells.
Protective casings of the long- | Determine which wells All wells covered in annual IC

4 |eiveNYear term groundwater monitoring | will be included in post— ISSUE inspection were in good repair.
locations are in general OU-1-work monitoring CLOSED Bollards are present around wells
disrepair. plan. ; near vehicular traffic.

Adequate protection from Identify remaining wells

5 |Five-Year vehicular traffic is not present  |included in post-OU-1- ISSUE All wells covered in annual IC
for long-term groundwater work monitoring plan. CLOSED inspection were in good repair.
monitoring wells. Protect at that time.

Excessive vegetation is present ;

6 |Five-Year around the long-term \ﬁz;;?;prg;?fbﬁﬂfﬁ)rk ISSUE All wells covered in annual IC
groundwater monitoring Sl CLOSED inspection were in good repair.
iainia monitoring plan.

Excessive vegetation is present |OU-1 area being

7 |Evaoar around the OU-1 facility and excavated. Will review ISSUE OU-1 work continues. Will review
structures and on the landfill issue after work is CLOSED after completion.
surface. completed.

. QU-1 work continues. Steps were
Inadequate stormwater control [OU-1 area being
: Repagit : p taken to control runoff. Stormwater

; is maintained on the excavated. Will review ISSUE — § e
o southwestern corner of the issue alter work is CLOSED conlrol 5 |.ncorporated fuifd fined
. ; configuration of OU-1 after
landfill, completed. G
excavation is complete.
; Gradient info now

Inadequate documentation and |. ; T ; : ; ;
: 3 included in Gradient info, including diagram, is

9 |Five-Year ﬁfgﬁ:ﬁﬁg%’;g %ﬁ?;ﬂ'gﬁfnd Environmental Cll?gg ED included in Environmental

remedy is maintained. Restaration monthly Restoration monthly reports.
reports.
_ Add City Planning Commission
10 2007 requests to list of documents New in 2007 ISSUE Added City Planning Commission
Annual examined for annual : CLOSED requests. c
assessments.
2007 Add ODNR well logs to list of ISSUE

11 Annua documents examined for New in 2007. CLOSED Added ODNR well logs.
annual assessments.

2007 Determine when OEPA OEPA is working with DOE-EM to

12 Asifiial removes air monitoring station |[New in 2007. IN PROCESS |dispose of their air monitoring

stations on site.
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Table 6. Recommendations from 2008 Annual Inspection for ICs

Origin Issue/ Recommendation Status/Disposition
1 DOE-LM contractor will add label to well P033. New
Landowner or management organizalion will notify DOE-LM when there
2 are changes of address or street names on site. Building permits are New
filed by street addresses.
3 Add landowner or management organization (MMCIC) contracts and B
easement documents to those reviewed for the annual IC assessment.

11.0 For Further Information

For further information on the content of this annual report or the former DOE Mound Site

Property, in general, contact either:

Mr. Paul Lucas

Remedial Project Manager

DOE Office of Environmental Management
955 Mound Road

Miamisburg, OH 45342

(937) 847-8350 X301

or

Mr. Art Kleinrath

Site Manager

DOE Office of Legacy Management
955 Mound Road

Miamisburg, Ohio 45342

(937) 847-8350 X318

For further information on the regulatory guidelines governing the CERCLA 120(h) process for
property transfer at the former DOE Mound Site Property, contact:

Mr. Tim Fischer

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
77 W. Jackson Blvd.

Chicago, IL 60604-3590

(312) 886-7058

- or

Mr. Brian Nickel

Remedial Project Manager

Ohio Environmental Protection Agency
401 E. Fifth St.

Dayton, OH 45402-2911

(937) 285-6468
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Appendix A

Annual Assessment Checklists For
Parcels D, H, 4, and 3 and Phase I Land Parcel

(Physical Walkover Conducted on April 14, 2008)
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CHECKLIST WORKSHEET - COMBINED - ALL PARCELS
Review of Effectiveness of Institutional Controls

Parcelsrevrewed D, H, 3, 4, Phase | (A, B, and C)

Date(s) Performed: April 7 and Aprll 14, 2008
Review led by: Art Kleinrath, DOE-LM Phone #: 937-847-8350 X318

 Participants in Physical Inspection Walkaround on April 14, 2008:

 Paul Lucas, DOE-EM; Tim Fisher, EPA; Brian Nickel, OEPA; Joe Grombie, ODH; Frank Bullock, MMCIC;
- Ellen Stanifer, City of Miamisburg; and Rebecca Cato, Gary Weidenbach and Joyce Massie, S.M. Stoller. -

Summai‘y of property improvements since DOE’s sale of paréel or since the previous ‘
review (whichever is most recent). For example, have buildings been demolished or
~erected? Has surface-water flow been modified? Has landscaping been done?

Parcel D: No
Parcel H: No
Parcel 3:  No
Parcel 4 No
Phase IA: No

Phase IB: No o 7 -
_PhaseiC: No o ; ) Byt

Evidence of soil removal from the 1998 Mound Plant Property? ~ Yes () No (x)

Parcel D: Noevidence ) o R

Parcel H: 4No evrdence, , 5 s  e——e R
'Parcels ~ No evidence Pr—— R R, S T NS T ST

Parcel4 No evidence

. Phase 1A No evidence

Phase 1B No evrdence o - ] . o

Phase 1C No evrdence o e =T . R

Evrdence of (non DOE) groundwater use" o . ' f Yes() I_\J_o'_(/ir)

Paﬁ:el_D_ Noevrdence , s el e T Lp
- Parcel H: ‘ANo evrdence, ‘ 8o, _ P et o o
Parce|3 Noevidence S e arneners e 2

Parcel4 No evidence e e k. __as g
' Phase 1A: Noevidence R o
Phase 1B: No evrdence 7 i
Phase 1C: Well  log number 2_009362 at upper-left corner near road |s in Parcel 9 Used for OU 1 work

U.S. Departrient of Energy Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs
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CHECKLIST WORKSHEET
Review of Effectiveness of Institutional Controls

3 Eyidenée of land use other than industrial (e.g., residential)? Yes( ) No(x)

Parcel D: No
Parcel H: No
Parcel 3: No
Parcel 4: No
Phase 1A: No
Phase 1B: No
Phase 1C No

Signage/Markers in good repair (if applicable)? Yes (x) No ()

Parcel D:  N/A. Signage is not an IC for this parcel.
Parcel H; N/A. Signage is not an IC for this parcel.
Parcel 3: N/A. Signage is not an IC for this parcel.
Parcel 4
4/7: Signage is a part of the ICs for the retention pond. One sign present (by tree).

Phase 1A N/A Slgnage is notan IC for this parcel
Phase 1B: N/A. Signage is not an IC for this parcel.

Phase 1C: N/A. Signage is not an IC for this parcel.

‘Fencing in good repair (if applicable)? ~  N/A(x) Yes()No()

Some fencmg had been removed from the site boundanes

' Parcel D:  N/A. Fencing is not an IC for this parcel.
Parcel H: N/A Fencing is not an IC for thls parcel.
Parcel 3: N/A Fencing is notan IC for thlS parcel.

Parcel 4: N/A Fencing is not an IC for this parcel.
Phase 1A: N/A. Fencing is not an IC for this parcel.
Phase 1B: N/A Fencing is not an IC for this parcel.

Phase 1C NIA Fencing is | not an IC for thls parcel.
“Groundwater monitoring wells maintained properly? ~ Yes(x) No()

Parcel D: N/A. There are no monitoring wells in this parcel.
Parcel H:  N/A. There are no monitoring wells in this parcel.
Parcel 3:  N/A. There are no monitoring wells in this parcel.
Parcel 4
' Well 0444: Locked and in good repair.
Well 0158 (near intersection of Benner Road and Old State Route 25): Abandoned
'9/19/07; cut off 3 ft. below surface and sealed with cement/bentonite.

Phase IAi » N/A There are no momtorlng wells in thls parcel

Phase IB

Well 0411:  Locked, labeled, and in good repair.

Well 0442: Locked, labeled, and in good repair.

Well 0443: Locked, labeled, and in good repair.

Seep 0617: In good repair.
Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs U.S. Department of Energy
Doc. No. 0403000 . June 2008
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CHECKLIST WORKSHEET - COMBINED - ALL PARCELS
Review of Effectiveness of Institutional Controls

.- Phase IC

' P033: Locked and in good repair. Not labeled.

Well 0319: Locked, labeled, and in good repair.

Well 0344: Was adjacent to well 0319. Abandoned 9/17/07; cut off 3 ft. below surface and
sealed with cement/bentonite.

Well 0400: Locked, labeled, and in good repair.

Well 0445:  Locked, labeled, and in good repair.

Air monitoring stations maintained properly (if applicable)? N/A (x) Yes () No ()

| Parcel D N/A Alr monltonng is not an IC for thls parcel

" Parcel H:  N/A. Air monitoring is not an IC for this parcel. However, there are two air monltorlng stations
located in the parcel at the northeast corner of the parking lot. EPA plans to remove its station. DOE will
maintain its station until the NESHAPs monitoring requirements are satisfied following the work in Parcel
9 (on OU-1 excavation).
Parcel 3:  N/A. Air monitoring-is not an IC for this parcel.
Parcel 4: N/A Al»r monitoring is not an IC for thls parcel.

 Phase IA: NIA Air monitoring is not an IC for this parcel.
Phase IB_:_V__N/A Air monitoring is not an IC for this parcel.
Phase IC: N/A. Alr monitoring is not an IC for thls parcel.

 Containment systems in good repair (if applicable)? ~ N/A (x) Yes () No ()
ParcelD: NA , R - D '

' ParcelH: N/A E ) )

- Parcel 3: VN/A_»

Parcel4 N/A B - - - - -
_Phase IA: N/A o - o - o B S
'_»Phase IB: N/A o o S . ,
Phase IC; N/A

Site surveillance equipment in good repair (if applicable?) ~ N/A (x) Yes() No()

Parcel D N/A )

| Parcel H “N/A o
Parcel 3: N/A ) , . A - ; P — = e
Parcel 4: N/A o SR B BT -

PhaselA: NA - e Y 1 S
Phase IB: N/A ] - , ) ) TR

"PhaselC: NA , A , ) o

 Other equnpment assbcnated with maintenance ofthe  N/A(x) Yes() No gg -

Instltutlonal Controls in good repair (if applicable)?

ParcelD: NA
{ParcelH: NA R P

Parcel3: NA - e e o o am T
Parcel 4: NA I T e e

Phase IA: NA e A
PhaselB: NNA S :

PhaselC: NNA I : I—

Annual Assessment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs
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Dates of previous reviews: annual report (August 2006), five-year review (2008), annual report (June 2007)

CHECKLIST WORKSHEET
" Review of Effectiveness of Institutional Controls

Origin | Issue/Recommendation Status 2007 Corrected? | Current status 2008 Report
Report
Will include with other |[ISSUE Will continue to monitor
1 2006 Abandon Well 0445 in Parcel |wells abandonedin |CLOSED semiannually. Revisit in next
Annual |l post—0U-1-work annual Phase | Groundwater
monitoring plan. Monitoring Report (April 2009).
N Signs have not been [ISSUE MMCIC has installed four new
:;]::(':Zﬂvﬁatséa?iigebztsilgi - changed in CLOSED signs stating, “Recreational Use
hastillailfeeictton of Hes 10 accordance with the . Prohibited," around the pond.
Five- ; five-year review
2 Y. in the past (land use :
ear Hrapneletant with recommendations. No
] A . indication of
:jlsfieL;stnaI/commercral land sectsational iias Has
i been observed.
Determine which wells|IN PROCESS |Five wells are without permanent
will be included in markers. All are marked with
g |Five- sgtmz[ﬁ:dl [;nnlf:lﬁ;grzz-?; - post-OU-1-work waterproof ink and are identified
Year ; . monitoring plan. Install on site maps.
groundwater monitoring wells. permanent ID markers
on those wells. :
Protective casings of the Determine which wells [ISSUE - All wells covered in annual IC
4 Five- long-term groundwater will be included in CLOSED inspection were in good repair.
Year meonitoring locations arein ~ |post-OU-1-work ‘ Bollards are present around
general disrepair. monitoring plan. wells near vehicular traffic.
" Identify remaining ISSUE All wells covered in annual IC
Five- 5g;23:§?t$€:§:§?§?:;:I:rr:sent wells included in post-|CLOSED inspection were in good repair.
® |vear |forlong-term groundwater qgg‘;‘f;fc{"aﬁ';ﬁ:{'"g
monitoring wells, g
time.
Excessive vegetation is ; ISSUE All wells covered in annual IC
5 Five- present around the long-term ﬁzﬁs"}zprz‘;f_déﬁ?:lide CLOSED inspection were in good repair.
Year groundwater monitoring K PR I
tnestisn. work monitoring plan.
; Excessive vegetation is OU-1 area being ISSUE 0OU-1 work continues. Will review
7 |Five- present around the OU-1 _ |excavated. Will review | CLOSED after completion.
Year facility and structures and on |issue after work is
the landlill surface. completed. ;
ISSUE OU-1 work continues. Steps
Inadequate stormwater OU-1 area being CLOSED were taken to control runoff.
8 Five- control is maintained on the |excavated. Will review Stormwater control is
Year southwestern corner of the  [issue after work is incorporated into final
landfill. completed. configuration of OU-1 after
excavation is complete.
Inadequate documentation  |Gradient info now ISSUE Gradient info, including diagram,
Five- and interpretation of included in CLOSED is included in Environmental
9 Vit operational and monitoring Environmental Restoration monthly reports.
data for the OU-1 remedy is  |Restoration monthly
maintained. reports.
10 2007 [Add City Planning Commission requests to list of ISSUE Added
_Annual |documents examined for annual assessments. CLOSED
1 2007 |Add ODNR well logs to list of documents examined |[ISSUE Added
Annual [or annual assessments. CLOSED )
12 2007 |Determine when OEPA will remove air monitoring IN PROCESS |OEPA is working with DOE-EM
Annual [station in Parcel H. to dispose of their air monitoring
stations on site.
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CHECKLIST WORKSHEET — COMBINED - ALL PARCELS
Review of Effectiveness of Institutional Controls

Personnel interviewed during the physical walkover of parcel, or during review of

documentation associated with the parcel:
Elise Hafenbrack, City of Miamisburg Engineering Department o L |

List of documents reviewed (e g., street Openmg pel mits or construction perm:ts apploved by
the City of Miamisburg, engineering drawings for improvements to property, aerial

photographs, maps, City Planning Commission requests, ODNR well logs):
DOE and Stoller personnel reviewed City of Miamisburg building permits and City Planning Commission
requests on April 8, 2008. Staff reviewed the ODNR well logs and located the log for the aRc well near OU-1's
southwest corner and the northwest corner of Parcel 1C. This well was used for work at OU-1 and has not
been closed yet. There were permits for work in parcels that are not covered by this annual IC inspection.

Based upon the review of the above-listed documents, were property improvements covered by
the appropriate approvals (e.g., construction permit approved by City, movement of soil or use
of groundwater approved by the regulators)?  Yes () No (x)

Parcel D
No permits filed since last inspection. No evidence of work performed since last inspection.

Parcel H
No permits filed since last inspection. No evidence of work performed since last inspection.

Parcel 3
No permits filed since last inspection. No evidence of work performed since last inspection.

Parcel 4
' No permits filed since last inspection. No evidence of work performed since last inspection. ]

Phase |A
No permits filed since last inspection. No evidence of work performed since last inspection. - |

Phase IB
No permits filed since last inspection. No evidence of work performed since last inspection.

Phase IC

Miscellaneous items noted during review:
Parcel D

Parcel H

Parcel 3

Pércel 4

Phase |IA

.Phase IB

Phase IC
Water well was installed in January 2007 in Parcel 9 at edge of northwest boundary of Parcel IC. The well log

was located on the ODNR website. This seems to confirm that this is a valid method to check for drilled wells

U.S. Department of Energy Annual Asscssment of the Effectiveness of Site-Wide ICs
Doc. No. $0403000

June 2008
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" CHECKLIST WORKSHEET
Review of Iffectiveness of Institutional Controls

Recommendations as a result of 2008 IC inspection:

Parcel D

(ParcelH

Parcel 3
Notify DOE when street names are changed

Parcel 4

Phase IA

Phase IB

B e S S e
Label well P033.

Conclusion:

Parcel D
The ICs for Parcel D remain protective. There was no evidence of noncompliance.

ParcelH :
The ICs for Parcel D remain protective. There was no evidence of noncompliance.

Parcel 3
The ICs for Parcel D remain protective. There was no evidence of noncompliance.

Parcel 4 )
The ICs for Parcel D remain protective. There was no evidence of noncompliance.

Phase 1A
The ICs for Parcel D remain protective. There was no evidence of noncompliance.

Phase 1B ,
The ICs for Parcel D remain protective. There was no evidence of noncompliance.

‘PhaseiC
The ICs for Parcel D remain protective. There was no evidence of noncompliance.

Art Kleinrath, Site Manager
Office of Legacy Management

P_fe ] 74
Checklist pj’_egared‘hﬁm ~ . Date: /}’l?, 272 2007) 4

U.S. Department of Energy
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Exhibit 1

Real Estate Easement for Utility Work
Performed on MMCIC Property
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- iy 0, 2003_ -
» .;;;“8'”‘“ J(gl mco{m'v nun:ma

C.

NGW ‘THEREFQORE, in consideration of the recitals: set forth: above and the terms:and ccmdxtmns
set forth below, Declarant ‘heteby:declares as follows:-

1.  Grant Dec!mnt hereby grants:to AV "ECH, its:successors. and:assigns; a Pefmanent; non-
exclusive -easement: upon, .over-and:under the -area- of theDeclamnt‘s Propetty dscnhed in“Exhibit:C;
attached hereto-and: mcotpotated hereinby. refererice; (“E.xpanded Easeiii ';-Arw,”) Bymakmg useofthe -
Expanded Easement Area, AMERITECH shall-be:de¢rited to have ggreed to be'bound: by the tetmsaud
conditions:ofthis: Declm‘atmn ' d

- "-om' hanceWithR&cmm ANIERII'ECHs!mHhavewwewedthemmtsmdcovmmset

forth in theDeedsby w}uch Ecouveyed to Declamnt ﬂmDeclarant’s Property pnor tothe construction-
its-use of: the Expanded Easement Awa 1s subject 10! the temstheteoﬁ and: ﬁxrther agrm«o bedbound to

-comply-with: the-restrictions; -and: covenants set forth therein; mc!udmg wxd:wtﬁnntauon, the foIlowmg:

o~
& 2.1 “Excepting’ thosesmlsnmanmapprommaidywﬁethdeandzw A7 feetlong bounded
Eg ¢ on the east'by.the centerling ofMoundRoad asdwcdbed above, Gmntee.coven'ants thatany: ﬁ-omthe ‘
'?‘-_o,"éPremis'ec..shall»not.be . ) 5 : i
« 78 Brecorded at Deed Book1
28rs
m &8
8T 87
gg-‘séé
8823



: page45 DeedBook 1258 pag&s Sﬁand 74 Deed Deed’ Bgok 1256'-‘3 page:l79?ﬁh/ﬁcro-FicheBI-376Aal*

and contractors to ahxdeby ﬂus;wtnman.

22 - Eachutility. prowder covenints not1o use;:or allow; the.use of; 1heDec1amnt's Prope:ty for .
anyresxdenual or farminig-activities; or any.other. activities that:could result: ] '
childrénunder-eighteen years of age to Sojl or grotindwatesfroi theﬂedamnt'sl’mpérty Restmted uses . -
shall-include, but nict:be. lumted to: : .

(1) *smgle or: muIﬁfarme dwellings orrental units;.

{2)  daycarefucilities; - -

(3). schools-orothereducational facilitres for chﬂdren under: eighteen: YEars. of age; and

“) commumtycwters, plagggrounds oruﬂxerreczm:.renalrehgmusfaﬁiﬂw for children
. ‘under-eighteen; years ofage. -

would baconstdered a restncted use

,2.’3 AMERI'I'ECH covenants not to extract, uonsume, ‘expose, oOr use.in any way ‘the
groundwater undeﬂymg the Declarant’s Property without the pricr written: approval of the United States
‘Environmental Protection Agency (Region V) and'the’ OEPA.

Ifthere is any:conflict between the teris of the Deeds and this. SuppleruentaxyDeclaratmn .of Easemient, the:
terms of the Deeds:shall control,

3 Incorporation of Original Easenent, This:Supplementary Declaration: ofEasement incorporatesby
réferenceiallof the terms; cond:ﬁons and covenants of theOngmaIEasement Agreemmt -Byitsacceptance.
ofthe easement granted i in this: Supplementalyﬂeclaranon of Easefiient, AMERITECH herebycovmantsto
comply with-and observe the: temms, conditions:and covenants ofthe Original Easement for:the benefit-of
Declarant, its successors and assigns forever; and-agrees that Declariint; its successorsand: assigns forever,

sha]lhavethenght 1o-eniforce suchterms, covenants:and conditions. Asised inithé: OngmaI Easemem, the
term’ prenum” shiall méan Declarants real-property; wiiether-or not burdened by:the easemients granted
herein or'in the Original Easemam, and:all surrounding’ Goverment-owned real property. All-notices
required-to.be: prawded to-the:DOE: under%he Original Easement: -shall be: prov:ded £0-Declarant at'720
Mound Road, COS:BIdg;, Suite 480, Ivﬁamnsburg, Oliio 45342-6714, Attn; Planiﬁng Manager of'such
other address as provided by Graritor.

4.  Reservation. Declarant: mewesfor:tselﬁ:tssumorsandassggusfmmer the right: tousethe
Expanded Easement -Area for any-purpose not:incorisistent. thhtﬁe nghts conveyed £0:2 A
herein; provided: however,tbatl)eolm shall:not-use the Expt Zasemer -Areamamawﬂmtwﬂl
prevent or hinder its use by AMERITECH for the; purpom prnwdedhewn.




| IN-WIINESS WHEREOE, thé undersigiid as: executed this Stipplemértary Declaration of
' Easement onbehalfofDedmasofmedayandyearﬁrstsetfonh above

? mmsavp,eueumcof TUNITY
IVMPROVEMENT-CORPOR ._'.;noN

STATE opfbmo COUNTY OF MONTGOMERY, S:

The foregomg instrument :was: aclmowledged before me: th:s
1S Geaping the ?(‘es:dm:f

I and for thes:ma! oMo -
‘My Commission Explras: June.28, 2004

Thmmmmmtpmpuudby'
Sl\umonLCoswo&q. =
WW&WM&WWC«) LPA.
33w, ﬁmsm«,mmo o
Daytoa, Ohio 45402



Exhibit 2

Institutional Controls: A Citizen’s Guide to Understanding
Institutional Controls at
Superfund, Brownfields, Federal Facilities, Underground Storage
Tank, and Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Cleanups
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SEPA

Institutional Controls:

A Citizen’s Guide to Understanding Institutional
Controls at Superfund, Brownfields, Federal Facilities,
Underground Storage Tank, and Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act Cleanups

Table of Contents

RUBBEISHE. | coitiin. oo o marisvntiminmumms o a5 e wsdia iy Disiwsimh 1
WHAT ARE INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS? ....... 2
WHEN AREICS UISEDY ;5 vvi a5 a6 i mei vis duris bms 2

WHY CAN’T ALL THE CONTAMINATION BE

HOW MANY ICs ARE REQUIRED?

WHO IS RESPONSIBLE FOR MAKING SURE ICs WORIS

ASINTENDEDY .cvn suvs swmamwn aws s simes s3ms 4
WILL ICs HINDER THE USE OF THE SITE? ....... -
HOW AND WHEN CAN THE COMMUNITY GET
INVOLVEINE oo cammmmonmem mam e i susme s 5
BONELUISTON' o ¢ svimmmmmmasememms i smalnsed 5
GLOSSARY.......... o S NI s R RS 7/

PURPOSE
The purpose of this guide is to provide
community members with general information
about the role of institutional controls (ICs) in
Superfund, Brownfields, Federal Facilities,
Underground Storage Tanks (UST) and
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) cleanups occurring in their
neighborhoods. This guide will also discuss the
community’s role in providing input for the
selection of ICs and helping to monitor them to
ensure that human health and the environment
remain protected in the future.
= =martin s e s e s st e e U o e |
Key Points
* [Cs are legal and administrative tools used to
maintain protection of human health and the
environment at sites.

* ICs are often an important part of the overall
cleanup at a site.

e ICs can be used for many reasons and come '
in different types. These include restricting site

Terms that appear in bold can be found in a
glossary at the end of the document. Many of
these terms describe some types of ICs.

use, modifying behavior, and providing
information to people.

* There are 4 general types of ICs:
governmental, proprietary, enforcement,
and informational.



[Eoiori o= == = —aecnira ST e e e e et |
* ICs are designed to lower the potential for
people and the environment to be exposed to
contamination.

« ICs are usually most effective when layered
and used in series to improve protectiveness.

* ICs should fit the needs of the specific site
and community.

¢ The community can play an important role in
identifying potential future uses of the site.

* A cooperative relationship should be
established early between government, the entity
doing the cleanup and the community.

*  Seeking community input and involvement
can maximize the effectiveness of ICs.

« Communities can play a vital role as “eyes
and ears” for monitoring ICs.

* Federal, state, tribal, and local governments
and parties responsible for the cleanup should
keep the public informed of cleanup decisions
that may affect them.

[Zro===am o eena T s s s s e e aeear |

What Are Institutional Controls?

[Cs are generally administrative and legal tools that
do not involve construction or physically changing
the site. ICs are generally divided into four
categories:

1) Government Controls- include local laws or
permits (e.g., county zoning, building permits, and
Base Master Plans at military facilities);

2) Proprietary Controls- include property use
restrictions based on private property law (e.g.,
easements and covenants);

3) Enforcement Tools- include documents that
require individuals or companies to conduct or
prohibit specific actions (e.g., environmental
cleanup consent decrees, unilateral orders, or
permits); and,

4) Informational Devices- include deed
notices or public advisories that alert and educate
people about a site.

In many site cleanups, ICs help reduce the
possibility that people will come in contact with
contamination and may also protect expensive
cleanup equipment from damage. The use of [Cs
is not a way “around” treatment, but rather part of
a balanced, practical approach to site cleanup that
relies on both engineered and non-engineered
remedies.

When Are ICs Used?

ICs are normally used when waste is left onsite
and when there is a limit to the activities that can
safely take place at the site (i.e,. the site cannot
support unlimited use and unrestricted exposure)
and/or when cleanup equipment remains onsite.
ICs are often used throughout a site cleanup,
including when:

«  contamination is first discovered (i.e., to
protect people from coming in contact with
poteniially harmful materials while the
contamination is being investigated)

s cleanup work is ongoing (in some cases it may
take many years to complete cleanup)

= some amount of contamination remains on-site
as part of a cleanup remedy.

ICs can play an important role when a cleanup is
conducted and when it is too difficult or too costly




to remove all contamination from a site. [Cs are
rarely used alone to deal with contamination at a
site. Typically, ICs are part of a larger cleanup
solution and serve as a non-engineered layer of
protection. ICs are designed to keep people from
using the site in a way that is not safe and/or from
doing things that could damage the cleanup
equipment, thus, potentially jeopardizing
protection of people and the environment. For
example, an IC may be necessary at a former
landfill to notify the community and guard against
excavators digging through a clay barrier that is
meant to stop rain water from entering the landfill.

It is also important to remember that ICs are
frequently used to protect cleanup equipment
while the cleanup is being conducted. For
example, sites may require complex technologies
that remove, treat, and discharge groundwater.
Operation of these systems may be needed for a
long time in order to reach the cleanup goals.

Most cleanups will need to use a combination of
engineered remedies and ICs. ICs provide an
additional level of safety and help to make sure the
remedy remains securely in place. Also, it is
important to understand that a cleanup is not
finished until all necessary action has been taken to
protect people and the environment from
contamination at the site.

Why Can’t All The Contamination Be
Removed?

Removing all traces of contamination from a site is
often not possible or practicable because of the
types and location of contamination. However,
the presence of some residual contamination does
not mean that a site can’t be used safely.

Use of a site with residual contamination is
considered safe if exposure to contamination is
prevented. ICs can help a site be reused. A
common example of a site reuse is when a surface
barrier layer is installed over contaminated soil and
the area is used for athletic fields, a golf course, or
a park because ICs are in place to prevent
disturbance of the barrier layer.

Are ICs Reliable?

All ICs have strengths and weaknesses. With this
understanding, it is important to choose the best
combination of ICs that will be protective of
human health and the environment. One key
challenge is that ICs are often implemented,
monitored, and enforced by various levels of
federal, state, tribal, or local governments.
Therefore, it is critical to make sure there are
enough IC safeguards and overlaps so no
significant risk to human health or the environment
or damage to the remedy occur.

EPA guidance encourages the use of ICs in:
“layers” and/or in “series” to enhance overall
protectiveness. Layering ICs means using more
than one IC at the same time, all with the same
goal (e.g., a consent decree, deed notice, and
covenant stopping the use of drinking water wells).
Using ICs in series uses different ICs over time
when site circumstances or IC processes change.
For example, restrictions can gradually be reduced
as progress is made toward cleanup goals. Used
in such overlapping ways ICs can be more
securely relied upon to provide an important
measure of safety. Thus, usually more than one
kind of IC is put in place at a single site.



How Many ICs Are Required?

The decisions about how many and what types of
ICs are needed are usually very site-specific.
There are many important factors to consider
when deciding how many [Cs are required at a
site. A few common considerations include:

+ the level of experience and resource capacities
of the party doing the cleanup

* who the intended ICs will affect and how

* the type of enforcement mechanism used
(consent decree, order, permit, ordinance)

* who will enforce the mechanism (i.e., EPA,
another federal agency at sites it owns, the State, a
local agency) ‘
+ the likelihood of future redevelopment and/or
reuse of the site

* the degree of cooperation exhibited by the

- different levels of government and community
involved in the cleanup.

Who Is Responsible For Making Sure ICs
Work As Intended?

The responsibility for making sure that ICs work
depends largely on the type of IC and who is
conducting the cleanup. Overlapping
responsibilities sometimes make it difficult to
identify the person or entity responsible for the IC.
For example, zoning is often the responsibility of a
local zoning board, easements are based on state
law, and permits or orders can occur at the '
federal, state, tribal and local level. It is also
common for several entities to have some
overlapping responsibility for an IC. For example,
an agency that approves a cleanup frequently has

- some responsibility for making sure that the ICs
work. However, the actual implementation steps
may be completed by the cleanup party and/or
another agency (i.e., local zoning board).
Exceptions are active military facilities; the

authority for regulating and enforcing ICs typically
lies with the commanding officer.

Regardless of who is responsible, ICs should be
regularly monitored to make sure all the
requirements are still in place and the ICs continue
to work effectively. Because federal, state, and
tribal government officials are not always located
in the neighborhood of the site, local governments
and community members can contribute to ensure
that ICs work properly. One way to improve the
use of ICs is to make sure that roles and
responsibilities are clearly stated early in the
process of choosing the ICs.

Will ICs Hinder The Reuse of the Site?

In many ways, ICs can help return a site to a safe
and productive reuse. ICs can identify possible
uses for a site and communicate use limitations to
present and future users. For example, a site may
be fit for industrial reuse, but not for residential
development. To determine the appropriate types
of ICs, it is important to make sure that the
preferred future use of the land is taken into
account. It is important to recognize that ICs can
affect future development at a site. For this
reason, the appropriate mix of ICs is key. The
objective is not to have as many ICs as possible,
but to strike a balance that gives reasonable
assurance that the site remedy will remain
protective over time while being consistent with
the site’s future use. In most cases, the ICs can
help shape the reuse of the site to one that is
suitable, safe, and positive for the community.

Communities should be proactive in
communicating with appropriate decision-makers
about the types of land use they think will be best
for their community. Because each community has
a different history and different development




needs, it is critical that these needs are effectively
communicated to elected officials and the cleanup
agency so they can be taken into consideration
during selection of the cleanup method and reuse
plan for the site. Opportunities for involvement
include attending public meetings, commenting on
documents which state potential cleanup methods,
and participating in local groups.

How And When Can The Community Get
Involved?

Community input can be essential to selecting,
using, and monitoring ICs that are the best fit for
the community and the protectiveness of the
remedy. The cleanup agency or private party and
other stakeholders should develop a working
relationship with the community early in the
cleanup process. Mutual respect, trust, and open
and timely communication can greatly enhance the
ability of all involved to ensure that the most
effective ICs are used at the site.

The first time the community can get involved is
during master planning meetings, zoning hearings,
land use planning meetings to name a few. The
community can also be involved in the site
investigation and remedy selection process.
Federal, state, tribal, and local authorities should
make information available to the public so
community members can provide informed input
.into the remedy selection process. EPA, States,
Tribes, local governments and cleanup parties
should evaluate ICs as thoroughly and rigorously
as all remedy components. This analysis will help
to identify potential strengths and weaknesses and
to develop the appropriate balance of ICs and
ultimately increase the long-term viability of the
remedy. Because [Cs are remedy components,
they should be presented to the community in
documents and at meetings. This is especially

important for ICs that may impose land use
restrictions on property(ies) next to the site. The
potential impacts of the ICs should be presented in
a manner that can be understood by the local
community.

The second way in which the community can be of
great benefit is in assisting with monitoring ICs.
Individual residents and business owners are the
eyes and ears of a community. They are often the
first to notice uses or excavation that appear
inconsistent with the site’s future use or remedy
restrictions. By contacting the appropriate party,
an important series of checks and balances can be
developed. Cleanup parties should work with the
community to establish an effective and user-
friendly system for reporting and monitoring
information about the site and ICs.

CONCLUSION

The institutional controls discussed in this guide can be
essential components of environmental cleanups. It is
important for citizens to understand [Cs and have the
opportunity to take an active role in their selection,

use, and monitoring. Because institutional controls are
often in place long after physical cleanup is finished,
community knowledge and input can be important in
assuring that the ICs remain protective of human health
and the environment. Working relationships between
governments, stakeholders and communities are vital
ingredients in the successful application of cleanups,
especially the IC components.

For additional information about ICs, refer to the EPA
web page at:
http:/www.epa.gov/superfund/action/ic/index.htm.
For site specific information contact the Office of
Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation
(OSRTI), the Federal Facilities Restoration and
Reuse Office (FFRRO), the Office of Solid Waste




(OSW or RCRA), the Office of Brownfields Cleanup

and Redevelopment (OBCR), or the Office of
Underground Storage Tanks (OUST) and/or the
respective state or local agency. Information about
EPA program offices can be found online at
http://www.epa.gov/oswer/.

This document provides guidance to EPA Regions and States involved
in Superfund, Brownfields, Federal Facilities, Underground Storage
Tanks, and RCRA corrective action cleanups. It also provides
guidance to the public and the regulated community on how EPA
intends to evaluate and implement ICs as part of a cleanup decision.
The guidance is designed to implement national policy on these
issues. The document does not, however, substitute for CERCLA,
RCRA or EPA's regulations, nor is it a regulation itself. Thus, it does
not impose legally-binding requirements on EPA, States, or the
regulated community, and may not apply to a particular situation
based upon the circumstances. EPA and State decision-makers retain
the discretion to adopt approaches on a case-by-case basis that differ
from this guidance where appropriate. Any decisions regarding a
particular facility will be made based on the applicable statutes and
regulations. Therefore, interested parties are free to raise questions
and objections about the appropriateness of the application of this
guidance to a particular situation, and EPA will consider whether or
not the recommendations or interpretations in the guidance are
appropriate in that situation. EPA may change this guidance in the
future.

Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response (5202G)
OSWER 9355.0-98
EPA- 540-R-04-003

http:/fwww.cpa.govisuperfund/action/ic/guide/index.htm
February 2005




GLOSSARY

Consent Decree: Legal document approved by a judge that formalizes an agreement reached between EPA
and companies, governments, or individuals associated with contamination at the sites (potentially responsible
parties (PRPs)) through which PRPs will take certain actions to resolve the contamination at a Superfund site.
Deed Notice: Non-enforceable, informational document filed in land records to alert the public to important
information pertaining to a land parcel.

Easement: Property right conveyed by the land owner to another party, giving the second party certain rights
to the land.

Enforcement Tools: Types of institutional controls that include orders compelling a party to limit certain site
activities as well as ensure the performance of affirmative obligations (e.g, consent decree, RCRA permit,
unilateral administrative order).

Governmental Controls: Types of institutional controls that impose land or resource restrictions using the
authority of an existing unit of government (e.g., state legislation, local ordinance, well drilling permit, etc.).
Informational Devices: Type of institutional controls that provide information or notification to the public of
contamination remaining in place.

Institutional Controls: Non-engineered instruments, such as administrative and/or legal controls, that help
minimize the potential for human exposure to contamination and/or protect the integrity of a remedy by limiting
land and/or resource use (e.g., easement, fish advisory, local permit).

Proprietary Control: Type of legal instrument that has its basis in real property law and is unique in that it '
generally creates legal property interests placed in the chain of title of a site property (e.g., casement, restrictive
covenant).

Unilateral Administrative Order: Legal document signed by EPA directing a responsible party to take
corrective action or refrain from an activity; it may describe the violations and actions to be taken, and can be

enforced in court.






