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I. FINAL DECISION 

This is the United States Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Final 
Decision and Response to Comments (FDRTC) for the former Molycorp, Inc. 
Washington Plant Facility located in Canton Township, Washington County, 
Pennsylvania (the Facility or the site). On July 25,2012, EPA issued a Statement of 
Basis (SB) for the Facility describing the Agency's proposed remedy and requesting 
comments on the proposal. The proposed remedy consisted of a combination of 
engineered and institutional controls. A copy of the SB is included in Attachment A of 
this FDRTC and comments on the SB with EPA's responses are included in Attachment 
B of this document. 

After careful review of all comments, EPA has concluded that no modification of 
the proposed remedy is necessary. The remedy proposed in the SB is now final and is 
called the selected remedy. Below is a summary of the engineered and institutional 
controls required by the selected remedy. 

Engineered controls are engineered physical barriers or structures designed to 
control or limit exposure to contamination. The engineered controls required by this 
FDRTC have already been installed at the Facility and comprise a barrier of two feet of 
clean soil in areas where excavation of contaminated soil occurred during remediation 
activities. Prior to the start of significant excavation activity, a concrete Transshipment 
Pad, used as a staging area, was constructed in the North Process Area (Area 1). This is 



now a permanent structure that serves as an engineered barrier to residual contamination 
in the North Process Area subsurface. The sheet pile/jet grout wall installed in the 
Southeast Low-lying Storage Area (Areas SA-D) is another engineered control designed 
to prevent coal tar seepage onto the Facility property from soils beneath Interstate 70. 

Institutional controls (ICs) are non-engineered instruments such as administrative 
and/or legal controls that minimize the potential for human exposure to contamination 
and/or protect the integrity of the selected remedy by limiting land or resource use. Some 
contaminants remain in the groundwater and soil at the Facility above levels appropriate 
for residential uses. Therefore, this FDRTC requires the compliance with and 
maintenance of land and groundwater use restrictions. 

EPA has determined that the environmental covenant recorded in Washington 
County on September 27, 2011 imposes the activity use limitations (AULs) necessary to 
minimize human exposure to remaining contaminants at the Facility. A copy of the 
environmental covenant in its entirety can be found as an attachment to the SB, which is 
included within this FDRTC in Attachment A. The environmental covenant includes the 
following restrictions and conditions: 

• Facility-wide restriction of groundwater use for potable, 
commercial/industrial, or commercial/agricultural purposes. Any activity that 
may increase the flow of groundwater to Chartiers Creek is also prohibited 
without prior approval from the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection (P ADEP). 

• Prohibition of residential redevelopment in Areas 1, 2, 3, SA, SB, SC, SD, 
7B-E and 10 ofthe Facility. 

• Prohibition of redevelopment along the railroad spur in Area 1 until the 
bed soils and stones are further characterized and remediated, if necessary. 

• Prohibition of excavation through or beneath the engineered barriers 
without prior written notice and P ADEP approval. 

If P ADEP were to approve changes to the environmental covenant that EPA 
determined made the ICs no longer protective of human health and the environment, EPA 
would take steps under applicable law to ensure protection of human health and the 
environment. 

II. PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

On July 2S, 2012, EPA issued a Statement ofBasis (Attachment A) in which it 
announced its proposed remedy for the Facility. Consistent with public participation 
provisions under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), EPA requested 
comments from the public on the proposed remedy. A thirty (30)-day public comment 
period was announced in the Washington Observer-Reporter and on the EPA Region III 
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website on August 7, 2012. During this public comment period, Mr. Barry Piacenza, a 
resident of Canton Township, formally requested a public meeting to discuss the 
proposed remedy. A public meeting was held in the Canton Township Municipal 
Building in Washington, P A on December 10, 2012 and the public comment period was 
extended to December 17, 2012. 

EPA received thirteen comments from six different commenters. EPA's response 
to public comments is provided in Attachment B of this FDRTC. Each comment is 
summarized and followed by EPA's response. No changes to the proposed remedy were 
necessary based on the received comments; however, a few documents have been added 
to the Administrative Record to address the comments. An Amended Index to the 
Administrative Record is included in Attachment C of this document. 

III. AUTHORITY 

EPA is issuing this FDRTC under the authority ofthe Solid Waste Disposal Act, 
as amended by RCRA, and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSW A) of 
1984,42 U.S.C. Sections 6901 to 6992k. 

IV. DECLARATION 

Based on the Administrative Record compiled for the Corrective Action at the 
former Molycorp, Inc. Washington Plant Facility, EPA has determined that the remedy 
selected in this Final Decision and Response to Comments is protective of human health 
and the environment. 

Abraham F erdas, Director 
Land & Chemicals Division 
U.S. EPA Region III 

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS 
A. July 25, 2012, Statement of Basis. 
B. Response to Comments 
C. Amended Index to Administrative Record 
D. Piacenza Molycorp Presentation 
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I. Introduction 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has prepared this Statement 
of Basis (SB) to solicit public comment on its proposed decision for the Molycorp Incorporated 
Washington Plant located at 300 Caldwell Avenue, Washington, PA 15301 (the Facility). 
EPA's proposed decision consists of a combination of engineering controls ("ECs") and 
institutional controls ("ICs") which are designed to minimize the potential for human exposure to 
contamination. This SB highlights key information relied upon by EPA in making its proposed 
decision. 

The Facility is subject to EPA's Corrective Action Program under the Solid Waste 
Disposal Act, as amended by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976, 
and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984, 42 U.S.C. §§ 6901 et seq. 
(Corrective Action Program). The Corrective Action Program is designed to ensure that certain 
facilities subject to RCRA have investigated and addressed any releases of hazardous waste and 
hazardous constituents that have occurred at their property. Pennsylvania is not authorized for 
the Corrective Action Program under Section 3006 ofRCRA. Therefore, EPA retains primary 
authority in the Commonwealth for the Corrective Action Program. 

The Administrative Record (AR) for the Facility contains documents, including data and 
quality assurance information, which EPA considered or relied upon in reaching its proposed 
decision. Attachment 1 contains an index to documents in the AR. See Section IX, Public 
Participation, for information on how you may review these documents. 

II. Facility Background 

The Facility property consists of approximately 73 acres (the Property) and is surrounded 
by industrial properties to the north, Interstate I -70 to the east, and a mixture of residential 
properties and undeveloped land to the south and west. A location map is attached as Figure 1. 

The Property is comprised of three distinct areas: the North Process Area, the Southeast 
Low-lying Storage Area and the Southwest Hill Area. These areas were further subdivided into 
Area Nos. 1 through 10 during the Facility's characterization and assessment phases. Two 
surface water bodies, Chartiers Creek and Sugar Run, bisect the property and form the 
boundaries of several of the subdivided areas. Figure 2 provides an area designation map and 
Table 1 provides descriptions of the individual areas. Parcels of land owned by Molycorp, 
Incorporated (Molycorp) to the west/northwest (Area 8) and east (Area 9) of the North Process 
Area (Areas 1A, 1B and 2) were never used for industrial activities and have no known impacts 
associated with any Facility operations. Similarly, parcels ofland in the Southwest Low-lying 
Storage Area including Areas 4, 7B-C and 7B-W have no known impacts. The Facility has been 
owned by the Chevron Mining Co. (Chevron) since August 2005. 

Molycorp operated as a manufacturer of ferro alloys and molybdenum products from the 
1920s through 1991 . All plant buildings and structures except for the guardhouse and scales 
were demolished and removed from the property in 2002. The Facility underwent extensive 
remediation from 2006 through 2011 for both radiological and nonradiological contamination. 
EPA last visited the Facility on June 29, 2010 to view the progress of the remediation effort. 
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Radiological Contamination 

The clean-up of the radiological contamination was overseen by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission (NRC) and the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Protection (PADEP) 
Bureau ofRadiation Protection (BRP). From 1964 through 1970, Molycorp produced a ferro­
columbium alloy that generated a radioactive thorium-bearing slag, some of which was used as 
fill material over portions of the Facility. From April2006 through May 2009, approximately 
104,000 cubic yards of radiological materials were excavated from the North Process Area and 
the Southeast Low-lying Storage Area and shipped to the U.S. Ecology facility in Grand View, 
Idaho for disposal. During the remediation, more than 31 million gallons of groundwater and 
surface runoff water entering into excavation areas were pumped to an onsite treatment plant, 
resulting in the removal of approximately 9, 100 pounds of contaminants, primarily metals. 
Excavated areas were covered with a minimum of two feet of clean soil. The radioactive 
materials license for the Facility was terminated by PADEP's BRP on December 20,2010. 

Non-Radiological Contamination 

Molycorp conducted an investigation pursuant to the Pennsylvania Land Recycling and 
Environmental Remediation Standards Act (Act 2), 35 P.S. Sections 6026.101, et seq. PADEP 
and EPA are addressing the Molycorp facility under the One Cleanup Program Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) signed by EPA and P ADEP in 2004. The MOA is in the Administrative 
Record. Molycorp received PADEP approval for its Act 2 Final Report in August 2011. Below 
is a summary of the work that was completed by the Facility. 

Portions of the Southeast Low-lying Storage Area and the Southwest Hill Area were 
formerly owned by the Hazel Atlas Glass Company (Hazel), which housed its operations on a 
parcel ofland east of the Facility, and is known to have operated a manufactured gas plant 
(MGP). A byproduct of the MGP coal gasification process is coal tar, an oily, viscous liquid that 
would condense out of the gas at various stages during gas production. The portion of the east 
Low-lying Storage Area previously owned by Hazel contained at least two coal tar ponds (North 
and South) and several tar seepage areas when Molycorp purchased the property in the mid-
1970s. Coal tar was also present in the soils upon which Interstate 70 (1-70) was constructed in 
the 1950s and the substance was historically observed seeping from the 1-70 embankment onto 
the Low-Lying Storage Area. Additional coal tar was observed in an approximately 15,000 
square-foot uncovered concrete foundation in the Southwest Hill Area. The coal tar was tested 
several times using the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP), but no constituents 
were ever detected at levels above the TCLP limits. 

From April2006 through May 2009, approximately 71,000 cubic yards of soils with 
visual indications of coal tar were excavated and shipped off-site for disposal, including 200 
cubic yards of sediments from Chartiers Creek and 3,900 cubic yards of stream bank soils. 
Chevron developed the remediated South Tar Pond Area into a viable 3 .6-acre wetland habitat. 
A sheet pile/jet grout wall was installed along the eastern boundary of the Southeast Low-lying 
Storage Area to prevent seepage of coal tar from beneath Interstate 70 onto the Facility. Finally, 
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Chevron repaired and realigned a state-owned storm sewer system which greatly reduced the 
amount of contaminated runoff and groundwater discharging into Chartiers Creek. 

III. Summary of Environmental Investigation 

The extent of radiological and non-radiological contamination in soil, groundwater, 
surface water and sediment is described in the Site Characterization Report (Foster Wheeler, 
199S), Supplemental Site Characterization Report (Malcolm Pirnie, 2004), Remedial 
Investigation Report (Malcolm Pirnie, 200S), Final Report for Remediation of Areas SA and SB 
(Malcolm Pirnie, 2008), Final Report for the Molycorp Washington Remediation Site (Malcolm 
Pirnie, 2009) and Act 2 Final Report (Arcadis, 2011). PADEP approved the Act 2 Final Report 
on August 3, 2011 and an Environmental Covenant for the Facility (Attachment 2) was recorded 
on September 27, 2011. All of these documents are available for review in the administrative 
record. 

The above investigations were completed pursuant to PADEP's Act 2 Program and 
sampling results in those reports were compared to Act 2 Statewide Health Standards (SHSs) 
Medium Specific Concentrations (MSCs). Unless otherwise noted, these standards are 
equivalent to EPA standards for the identified constituents of concern (COCs). 

Soils in many areas of the Facility were found to contain several contaminants above 
P ADEP SHSs. Prior to remediation, soils in the North Process Area and portions of the 
Southeast Low-lying Storage Area (Areas 1, 2, 3 and 1 OA) also contained licensed radiologic 
material at levels in excess of unrestricted release criteria. After all radiologic materials in 
excess of the unrestricted release criteria were removed, all excavated portions of Areas 1, 2, 3 
and 1 OA were covered with at least two feet of clean soil which serves as an engineering control 
preventing exposure to any remaining residual contamination. 

In the South Tar Pond Area (Areas SA and SB), the North Tar Pond Area (Areas SC and 
SD), the portion of the Southwest Hill Area where coal tar was observed (Area 7A), and western 
portions of the Southeast Low-lying Storage Area (Areas SE and 7B-E), the remedial action 
consisted of the removal of all soil with visual indications of tar. Post-remedial soil samples in 
these areas attained the residential SHS for all constituents analyzed for except benzo(a)pyrene. 
The remaining benzo(a)pyrene does meet the nonresidential SHS. The North Tar Pond Area also 
contains concentrations of arsenic and molybdenum in the unexcavated portions that were above 
residential but below nonresidential SHSs. A combination of engineering and institutional 
controls contained in the executed environmental covenant ensures that the exposure pathways 
for these areas will remain incomplete. 

It should be noted that at the time the Final Report for Remediation of Areas SA and SB 
was written (June 2008), exceedances of residential and nonresidential SHSs were reported for 
dibenzofuran. The SHSs for dibenzofuran at the time were based on generic values. P ADEP has 
since published toxicological-based dibenzofuran SHSs and the residential SHS for that 
contaminant was met in this and all other areas where post-excavation sampling was conducted. 
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Groundwater 

In the North Process Area and Southeast Low-lying Storage Area, groundwater in the 
unconsolidated deposits and bedrock flows west across the Facility toward Chartiers Creek. An 
upward vertical gradient in the bedrock monitoring wells located adjacent to the creek indicates 
that Chartiers Creek acts as the local discharge zone for both the overburden and uppermost 
bedrock water bearing zones. In the Southwest Hill Area of the Facility, groundwater discharges 
into either Sugar Run or Chartiers Creek through the alluvium along the valley floor. 

Between 1982 and 2010, the Facility conducted five major investigations of groundwater 
beneath the Facility. Full reports can be found in the Administrative Record. These 
investigations formed the basis of the monitoring program that concluded in 2010. 

Molycorp demonstrated that groundwater at the Facility has been impacted by on-site 
operations with molybdenum being the most consistent and widespread contaminant. Other 
metals found in groundwater at levels above their respective P ADEP MSCs include arsenic, lead, 
boron, thallium, iron and manganese. Volatiles and semi-volatile organics were also found 
sporadically, but generally not at levels of concern. 

Molycorp's post-remediation monitoring program routinely found boron, iron, 
manganese and molybdenum at concentrations exceeding both residential and nonresidential 
PADEP SHSs. There were no detections ofPAHs in the groundwater samples and radiological 
constituents were not detected above background levels. 

In summary, EPA and PADEP have concluded that Molycorp has demonstrated that 
groundwater contamination remains beneath the Facility. The contamination consists primarily 
of four inorganic chemicals: molybdenum, boron, iron and manganese. Iron and manganese are 
naturally occurring, while molybdenum and boron are the results of releases from former plant 
operations. The contamination is confined to the uppermost aquifer, which ultimately discharges 
into Chartiers Creek. There are no other off-site impacts. 

Surface Water 

Historical (pre-remediation) surface water sampling of Chartiers Creek indicates the 
stream was impacted by the Facility activities. Concentrations of molybdenum in surface water 
have been observed to increase in Chartiers Creek from the furthest upstream to downstream 
surface water sample locations. While EPA and P ADEP do not have numeric surface water 
quality criterion for molybdenum, Molycorp and P ADEP agreed to a risk-based surface water 
quality standard of 175 micrograms per liter (JJ.g/1) as part of the Act 2 process for the Facility. 
Elevated concentrations of aluminum and iron were present in both the pre-remedial and post­
remedial surface water samples collected at the Facility, but the upstream concentrations of these 
metals were of the same order of magnitude as the furthest downstream samples indicating that 
this contamination originated from an off-site upstream source. 

The highest molybdenum surface water concentration observed as part of the 1994 Site 
Characterization was from the furthest downstream sample located near the northwest comer of 
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the North Process Area (Sample No. CR4- 1,500 J.tg/1). Surface water samples collected during 
the remediation saw molybdenum concentrations greater than 12,000 J.tg/1 at sample location SS-
01 (approximately same location as CR4). These elevated concentrations were related to the 
dewatering activities that occurred during the remediation. Surface water samples were collected 
from five locations along Chartiers Creek in the eight rounds of post remedial surface water 
sampling from June 2009 to December 2010 for the Act 2 Final Report. Molybdenum 
concentrations in the surface water have decreased dramatically since the remediation efforts 
have been completed. Comparison of the sample results to the agreed upon surface water quality 
standard of 175 J.tg/1 indicates compliance with that standard. 

IV. Corrective Action Objectives 

EPA's Corrective Action Objectives for the Facility are the following: 

1. Soils 

EPA has determined that the combination of Pennsylvania's residential, nonresidential 
and site-specific standards set forth in the PADEP Final Report Summary dated August 3, 2011 
is protective of human health and the environment for individual contaminants at this Facility. 
Therefore, EPA's Corrective Action Objective for Facility soils is to control exposure to the 
hazardous constituents remaining in soils by requiring the compliance with and maintenance of 
land use restrictions at the Facility where necessary. 

Table 2 provides the maximum site-specific soil concentrations per area for those 
contaminants remaining in Facility soils for which the site-specific standard was achieved under 
P ADEP's Act 2. In the areas where no post-remediation soil sampling occurred because the 
remediation with the selected land use restrictions resulted in pathway elimination, Table 2 lists 
the maximum concentrations detected prior to remediation. 

2. Groundwater 

EPA has determined that the combination of Pennsylvania's residential, nonresidential 
and site-specific standards set forth in the PADEP Final Report Summary dated August 3, 2011 
is protective of human health and the environment for individual contaminants at this Facility 
provided that consumptive uses of groundwater are prohibited. Therefore, EPA's Corrective 
Action Objective for Facility groundwater is to control exposure to the hazardous constituents 
remaining in the groundwater by requiring the compliance with and maintenance of groundwater 
use restrictions at the Facility. 

Table 3 provides the maximum site-specific groundwater concentrations per area for 
those contaminants remaining in groundwater for which the site-specific standard was achieved 
under PADEP's Act 2. The executed environmental covenant placed a protective site-wide 
restriction on the use of groundwater for potable, commercial/industrial and 
commercial/agricultural purposes. 
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V. Proposed Decision 

EPA's proposed decision for the Molycorp, Inc. Washington Plant is engineering and 
institutional controls, and their continued maintenance. 

Engineering Controls 

The engineering controls hereby proposed and already in place at the Facility include the 
engineered barrier of two feet of clean soil in areas where excavation occurred during the 
remediation (Areas 1, 2, 3, 5C, 5D, 7B-E and 1 0). Prior to the start of significant excavation 
activity, a concrete Transshipment Pad, which would later be used as a staging area for shipping 
the radiological material, was constructed in the North Process Area. This is a permanent 
structure that also serves as an engineered barrier to residual contamination in the North Process 
Area subsurface. The sheet pile/jet grout wall in the Southeast Low-lying Storage Area is 
another engineering control designed to prevent coal tar seepage onto the Facility property. 

Institutional Controls 

Institutional controls (ICs) are non-engineered instruments such as administrative and/or 
legal controls that minimize the potential for human exposure to contamination and/or protect the 
integrity of the decision by limiting land or resource use. Under this proposed decision, some 
contaminants remain in the groundwater and soil at the Facility above levels appropriate for 
residential uses. Because some contaminants remain in the groundwater and soil at the Facility 
at levels which exceed residential use, EPA's proposed decision requires the compliance with 
and maintenance of land and groundwater use restrictions. 

EPA has determined that the environmental covenant with Chevron, as both Grantor and 
Grantee, which was recorded in the Washington County Recorder ofDeeds Office on September 
27, 2011, imposes land and groundwater use restrictions necessary to prevent human exposure to 
contaminants at the Facility. The covenant includes the following restrictions and conditions 
(See Attachment 2 for more details): 

• Facility-wide restriction of groundwater use for potable, commercial/industrial, or 
commercial/agricultural purposes, including, but not limited to, irrigation of crops, 
watering of livestock, and food production, processing or packaging. Any 
conveyances, excavation or grading that may increase the flow of groundwater to 
Chartiers Creek are also prohibited without prior approval from P ADEP. 

• Prohibition of residential redevelopment unless additional remediation is performed 
to address direct contact exposure in Areas 1, 2, 3, 5A, 5B, 5C, 5D, 7B-E and 10. 

• Prohibition of redevelopment along the railroad spur in Area 1 until the bed soils and 
stones are further characterized and remediated, if necessary. 

• Prohibition of excavation through or beneath the engineered barriers without prior 
written notice and P ADEP approval. Any plan to disturb the engineered barrier must 
include a schedule of implementation, applicable worker health and safety 
requirements, access limitations during excavation, disposal or reuse of excavated 
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materials requirements, and plans for the restoration of the clean fill cover or suitable 
alternatives. 

IfPADEP were to approve changes to the environmental covenant that EPA determined 
made the ICs no longer protective of human health and the environment, EPA would take steps 
under applicable law to ensure protection of human health and the environment. 

VI. Evaluation of EPA's Proposed Decision 

This section provides a description of the criteria EPA uses to evaluate proposed 
remedies under the Corrective Action program. The criteria are applied in two phases. In the 
first phase, EPA evaluates three criteria, known as Threshold Criteria. EPA's Threshold Criteria 
evaluation can be found in Subsection A below. In the second phase, EPA sometimes uses as 
many as seven balancing criteria to select among alternative solutions, if more than one is 
proposed. The Current conditions at the Facility meet the threshold criteria established by EPA. 
Although EPA is not selecting among alternatives, the balancing criteria are evaluated in 
Subsection B below in further support of the proposed remedy. 

A. Threshold Criteria 

1. Protect Human Health and the Environment 

The Facility remediation included the removal of 104,000 cubic yards of radiological 
materials and 71,000 cubic yards of soils containing coal tar, including coal-tar contaminated 
sediments and stream banks soils of Chartiers Creek. These materials, if left on-site without a 
cover, would have continued to pose direct contact threats to human health and the environment 
as well as threats related to the potential for migration of contamination in the soils via soil 
erosion, surface water run-off and leaching to groundwater. The engineered barrier of two feet 
of clean soil effectively eliminates the potential for direct contact to contaminants remaining in 
the subsurface for future Property occupants and the restriction of certain portions of the 
Property to nonresidential use will prevent direct exposures to more sensitive residential 
receptors. 

The Act 2 Final Report evaluated all relevant exposure pathways, including the potential 
for vapor intrusion into future buildings, the groundwater to surface water migration pathway as 
well as potential areas of ecological concern. No unacceptable ecological risks or risks 
associated with vapor intrusion were identified. With respect to groundwater, while significant 
levels of contaminants remain in the groundwater beneath the Facility, Chartiers Creek, which 
receives groundwater from both the unconsolidated and upper bedrock water bearing zones, is 
not being significantly impacted. Groundwater is not used as a source of drinking water, for 
agricultural purposes, or for any other known purpose in the Facility vicinity. 

Based on the results summarized in the Act 2 Final Report, EPA has determined that the 
remedial activities described above are protective of human health and the environment provided 
that the land and water use restrictions detailed in the environmental covenant, recorded on 
September 27, 2011, continue to be implemented and maintained. The environmental covenant 
restrictions are enforceable by Pennsylvania, and provide long-term assurance that the exposure 
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assumptions used in developing EPA's proposed remedy are not changed without State approval. 
If P ADEP were to approve changes to the environmental covenant that EPA determined made 
the ICs no longer protective of human health and the environment, EPA would take steps under 
applicable law to ensure protection of human health and the environment. 

2. Achieve Media Cleanup Objectives 

The Facility has achieved a combination of Pennsylvania's residential Statewide Health 
Standards (SHSs), nonresidential SHSs and site-specific standards for soils and groundwater. 
These standards meet EPA risk guidelines for human health and the environment at the Facility 
provided that certain activity and use limitations are imposed on the Property. EPA's proposed 
decision requires the implementation and maintenance of institutional controls to ensure that 
portions of the Property are not used for residential purposes and groundwater beneath the 
Property is not used for any purpose. 

3. Remediating the Source of Releases 

In all proposed decisions, EPA seeks to eliminate or reduce further releases of hazardous 
wastes or hazardous constituents that may pose a threat to human health and the environment. 
As shown in the Act 2 Final Report, the Facility met this objective by excavating and disposing 
of 104,000 cubic yards of radiologic materials and 71,000 cubic yards of coal tar impacted soils, 
as well as the installation of a two foot barrier consisting of clean, compacted soil in excavated 
areas and the installation of a jet-grouted sheet pile wall to prevent coal tar seepage onto the 
property from beneath highway I-70. There are no remaining large, discrete sources of waste 
from which constituents would be released to the environment. Therefore, EPA has determined 
that this criterion has been met. 

B. Balancing/Evaluation Criteria 

1. Long-Term Effectiveness 

The proposed ICs will maintain protection of human health and the environment over 
time by controlling exposure to the hazardous constituents and hazardous wastes remaining in 
soils and groundwater. EPA's proposed decision requires the compliance with and maintenance 
ofland use and groundwater use restrictions at the Facility. The land use and groundwater use 
restrictions have already been implemented through an environmental covenant recorded with 
the deed for the Facility property. The environmental covenant runs with the land and as such 
will be enforceable by the State against future land owners. 

2. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume of the Hazardous Constituents 

The reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume of hazardous constituents and hazardous 
wastes at the Facility has already been achieved by soil excavation activities, which resulted in 
the removal of more than175,000 cubic yards of radiologic and contaminated soils/materials 
from the Facility. During excavation activities, groundwater and surface runoff entering into 
excavation areas were pumped to an onsite treatment plant prior to being discharged through a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitted outfall to Chartiers Creek. 
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More than 31 million gallons ofwater were treated in that system, resulting in the removal of 
approximately 9,100 pounds of contaminants, primarily metals. Excavated areas were backfilled 
with compacted clay loams that serve to reduce the hydraulic gradient in the overburden aquifer, 
reducing the flow of contaminated groundwater into the creek. The repaired storm sewer now 
discharges to the ground surface in a remote area away from former Facility operations, which 
effectively removed a preferential pathway for Facility-contaminated groundwater to enter 
Chartiers Creek. The jet grout sheet pile wall in the Southeast Low-lying Storage Area prevents 
the migration of off-site sources of coal tar from reaching the Property. 

3. Short-Term Effectiveness 

EPA's proposed decision does not involve any activities, such as construction or 
excavation, that would pose short-term risks to workers, residents, or the environment. In 
addition, the land use and/or groundwater use restrictions have already been implemented 
through an environmental covenant recorded with the deed for the Facility property. 

4. lmplementability 

EPA's proposed decision is readily implementable. The ICs are in place. Therefore, 
EPA does not anticipate any regulatory constraints in implementing. its proposed decision. 

5. Cost 

EPA's proposed decision is cost effective. An environmental covenant has already been 
recorded with the deed to the Facility property. Therefore, there should be no additional costs 
associated with implementing the proposed decision. 

6. Community Acceptance 

EPA will evaluate Community acceptance of the proposed decision during the public 
comment period, and this evaluation will be described in the Final Decision and Response to 
Comments. 

7. State/Support Agency Acceptance 

EPA will evaluate State acceptance based on comments received from P ADEP during the 
public comment period. This evaluation will be described in the Final Decision and Response to 
Comments. 

VII. Environmental Indicators 

EPA sets national goals to measure progress toward meeting the nation's major 
environmental objectives. For Corrective Action, EPA evaluates two key environmental 
indicators for each Facility: (1) current human exposures under control and (2) migration of 
contaminated groundwater under control. The EPA determined that the Facility met the 
indicator for Human Health on November 4, 2003 and that the Facility met the indicator for 
Groundwater on December 27, 2011. 

9 





































































































Attachment B 

Response to Comments 



PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Mr. Barry Piacenza, a resident of Canton Township, PA, requested a public meeting via 
an email message sent on September 4, 2012 to Andrew Clibanoff, EPA Corrective 
Action Project Manager. This email message was received by EPA during the 30-day 
public comment period for the Statement of Basis (SB) for the former Molycorp, Inc. 
Washington Plant Facility (the Facility), in which the Agency publicized its proposed 
remedy under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Corrective Action 
Program for the Facility. While Mr. Piacenza was unable to attend the December 10, 
2012 public meeting, EPA met with him in his residence the following day. Mr. Piacenza 
had prepared a presentation with his concerns and that presentation has been added to the 
Administrative Record for the Facility. EPA reviewed Mr. Piacenza's presentation in its 
entirety. In this summary, EPA has paraphrased Mr. Piacenza's comments for clarity. 
The full presentation is included in Attachment D of the Final Decision and Response to 
Comments (FDRTC). 

1. Comment: The site appears to be economically disadvantaged because it will 
still require additional remediation according to the use to be placed on the site 
and competition with greenfields. 

EPA Response: EPA policy clearly states that cleanups need to be consistent with 
reasonably anticipated future land uses. A non-residential use is anticipated and 
the cleanup results support redevelopment throughout the property. In fact, 
approximately 25% of the property could currently be redeveloped for residential 
purposes provided that groundwater is not used for drinking water purposes. Both 
Canton Township and the City of Washington have ordinances requiring owners 
of improved property to connect to the public water supply system so restricting 
groundwater use would not put those portions of the property at a disadvantage to 
area residential properties. 

Much of the area designated for non-residential use in the environmental covenant 
contains wetlands and/or lies within the 100-year flood-plain and would not be 
suitable for redevelopment for those reasons. The former plant areas located 
north and south of Caldwell A venues have historically been and are currently 
zoned as industrial areas and can be redeveloped for such purposes immediately. 
No additional remediation would be necessary in the areas zoned for industrial 
use, although approval from the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental 
Protection (P ADEP) would be required if any of the installed engineered barriers 
would need to be disturbed for the redevelopment. Any economic costs 
associated with the potential disturbance of any engineered barriers is subject to 
negotiations among all parties to any future transaction. 

2. Comment: The Foster Wheeler and Malcolm Pirnie studies raise the possibility of 
radioactive pockets within Caldwell A venue due to migration of radioactive 
material. 
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EPA Response: The cleanup of radiological materials at the Facility was 
overseen by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) and PADEP's Bureau of 
Radiation Protection (BRP). EPA and the NRC have a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) in which EPA agrees to a policy of deferral to NRC 
decision making on decommissioning. As part of the radiological cleanup, all 
materials in excess of the unrestricted release criteria were removed from the 
Facility. The radioactive materials license for the Facility was terminated by 
BRP, which was authorized to do so by the NRC, on December 20,2010 
following a 30-day public comment period. 

Caldwell A venue has been in existence for at least as long as the Caldwell 
Avenue bridge over Chartiers Creek, which was constructed in 1939. Ores 
containing radiological materials were not processed at Molycorp until the mid-
1960s. To further address Mr. Piacenza's comment, Chevron, the current 
property owner, provided additional information, including two reports which 
were previously submitted to and approved by the BRP and have now been added 
to the Administrative Record. These two reports are the Final Status Survey, 
Release Record Survey, Unit Utility Pole Area (June 2009) and the Final Status 
Survey, Release Record Survey, Unit Caldwell Avenue, Unaffected Area. EPA is 
not relying on these reports in its own decision-making regarding the site. 

Any remaining questions concerning the radiological portion of the cleanup may 
be addressed to Robert C. Maiers, Chief of the Decommissioning and 
Environmental Surveillance Division, PADEP BRP. Mr. Maiers can be reached 
by phone at (717) 783-8979 or by email at rmaiers@pa.gov. 

3. Comment: With all the parameters having changed including corporation 
ownership, board members at the municipal level, and negotiators, some of the 
original concepts and requests made several years ago may have devolved over 
time. Mr. Piacenza was a member on the NRC's Site-Specific Advisory Board 
(SSAB) and attended a charrette organized by EDA W, Inc., an 
architectural/planning firm several years ago. 

EPA Response: While there clearly have been changes in Facility ownership, 
township officials, negotiators, and regulatory agencies since Mr. Piacenza was 
involved with the SSAB, EPA did not participate in the SSAB or charrette 
discussions. However, the Agency's objectives for a remedy that is protective of 
human health and the environment are unaffected by the changes that have 
occurred. From a radiological standpoint, BRP's termination ofthe Source 
Materials License in December 2010 cleared the Facility for unrestricted use (up 
to and including residential use). For non-radiological contamination, certain 
portions of the site contain residual contaminants in soils and groundwater at 
concentrations acceptable for non-residential use, but not for residential use. As 
long as these areas are redeveloped for non-residential use only, the selected 
remedy for the Facility is protective. An executed environmental covenant exists 
to ensure that the remedy will remain in effect. 
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4. Comment: Why were no financial assurances provided? Given the fact that this 
site may have challenges economically in comparison to greenfields, would it not 
be more prudent to provide a financial assurance? 

EPA Response: Financial assurance is required so that a Facility can demonstrate 
its ability to pay for the cost of closure and/or post closure care. While Chevron 
would almost certainly pass the Corporate Financial Test to demonstrate Financial 
Assurance capability for its post closure care responsibilities at the Facility, EPA 
does not believe this is necessary in this instance. Chevron has already fully 
funded the cleanup at the Facility and the groundwater and surface water post­
remedial monitoring required by the Post-Remediation Care Plan under PADEP 
Act 2. The remaining costs are limited to inspection and landscaping. EPA 
considers these costs de minimis ami-is not requiring financial assurance. 

5. Comment: What assurances are there that the material will not migrate either 
above ground or in aquifers? 

EPA Response: Through discussions with Mr. Piacenza, "material" refers to both 
radiologic and non-radiologic contamination. As stated in EPA's response to 
Comment No. 2 above, the cleanup of radiological materials at the Facility was 
deferred by EPA to the NRC and BRP. The residual radiological materials that 
remain beneath the engineered barriers consist of extremely low level naturally 
occurring radioactive materials (NORM) that meet the NRC/BRP's unrestricted 
use criteria. There has been no evidence that any radiological soil contamination 
has migrated into groundwater or surface water at the Facility. 

Groundwater at the Facility has been impacted with molybdenum being the most 
consistent and widespread contaminant. Historically, molybdenum had been seen 
as high as 285 mg/l in a sample collected during 1994 Site Characterization. 
Post-remediation molybdenum concentrations have been below the residential 
non-used aquifer medium specific concentration ( 40 mg/1) with the highest 
concentration seen in the final round of sampling at 23 .1 mg/1. It is apparent that 
the removal ofthe source material from the Facility has had a positive impact on 
groundwater but contaminant concentrations do remain elevated above drinking 
water standards. 

Groundwater in the former plant area and south of Caldwell A venue flows west 
until it discharges into Chartiers Creek. Several components of the completed site 
remediation ensure that Chartiers Creek will not be significantly impactedby 
contaminants migrating from groundwater into that water body. The excavated 
areas (approximately 75% of the site) were backfilled with clay loam, eliminating 
the source ofthe majority of the groundwater contamination. The loam was 
placed in lifts and compacted, which further reduced the permeability of the 
material and therefore reduced the hydraulic conductivity and the hydraulic 
gradient of the overburden aquifer. Chevron also repaired and realigned a state-
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owned storm sewer system which had been providing a preferential pathway for 
contaminated groundwater to reach Chartiers Creek. Chevron has conducted 
modeling that shows that no contaminants are entering Chartiers Creek at 
concentrations above the applicable surface water quality criteria (SWQC) using 
the post-remediation hydraulic conductivity and gradient values. The modeling 
has been verified through the eight rounds of post remedial surface water 
sampling for the Act 2 Final Report. 

All soils containing any visible signs of manufactured gas plant (MGP) coal tar 
have been removed from the Facility and therefore can no longer migrate toward 
groundwater or Chartiers Creek. A sheet-pile jet grout wall prevents MGP coal 
tar in soils beneath Interstate 70 from seeping onto the Facility property. 

See the Administrative Record for more details on the cleanup and steps taken to 
assure that any remaining residual contamination at the Facililty will not 
significantly impact neighboring properties, aquifers or streams. 

6. Comment: Have considerations been made for flood conditions? 

EPA Response: The vast majority of the remaining residual contamination at the 
Facility is located either beneath the engineered barriers comprised of a minimum 
of two feet of clean soil or below the concrete transshipment pad that is located in 
the former plant area north of Caldwell A venue. This contamination would not 
be impacted by flood conditions. The environmental covenant states that the 
engineered barriers must be maintained at all times. Any flood damage to the 
engineered barriers would be required to be addressed immediately. 

Chevron also developed a 3 .6-acre engineered wetland habitat at the former South 
Tar Pond location. This wetland provides an additional flood control buffer 
capacity for the Chartiers Creek watershed that did not exist prior to the 
remediation. 

7. Comment: Originally all of the material was to be removed and shipped off to an 
off-site location. However it looks as though this case has seen an alleged 
impounding in place. 

EPA Response: Approximately 104,000 cubic yards of radiological materials and 
71,000 cubic yards of soils with visual indications of coal tar were excavated and 
shipped off-site for disposal. Seventy five (75%) percent ofthe Facility's surface 
soils were disturbed to accomplish that amount of removal. The BRP has 
determined that the Facility has been cleared for unrestricted use taking into 
account the remaining low level NORM beneath the engineered barriers at the 
Facility. Similarly, EPA has determined that the remaining concentrations of 
non-radiological contaminants in the Facility soils and groundwater fall within the 
Agency's allowable risk range for the designated land uses specified in the 
executed environmental covenant. 
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8. Comment: Concerns related to brownfield systemics as a land-use schema. Mr. 
Piacenza was concerned that the restrictions and requirements of the 
environmental covenant may be lost over time leaving future Facility property 
owners and workers susceptible to unknown risks. 

EPA Response: Environmental covenants help to ensure that properties are only 
used for purposes and activities appropriate for the cleanup standards obtained. 
Before Pennsylvania adopted the Uniform Environmental Covenants Act 
(UECA), environmental covenants were treated in the same manner as other real 
estate covenants, which lead to certain weaknesses in durability and 
enforceability. Covenants today under the Pennsylvania UECA run with the land, 
meaning a covenant remains in effect until actively removed, regardless of how 
many times the land is sold. The environmental covenant for the Facility has 
been recorded in the property's chain oftitle and serves to notify prospective 
buyers of the activity and use limitations (AULs) placed on the property. Both 
EPA and P ADEP can enforce the requirements of the covenant. If P ADEP were 
to approve changes to the environmental covenant that EPA determined made the 
institutional controls within it no longer protective of human health and the 
environment, EPA would take steps under applicable law to ensure protection of 
human health and the environment. 

On August 8, 2012, Mr. Lee Rogers of Washington, PA called Andrew Clibanoff, EPA, 
with the following comment. 

9. Comment: Mr. Rogers stated that he was 62 years old and worked at Molycorp 
from April1970 through 1978. He went on to mention that he and several ofhis 
coworkers and relatives have had various illnesses over the years, possibly 
attributable in his opinion to exposure to hazardous materials at Molycorp while 
they were employed there. With all the money spent on remediation, former 
workers at the plant had not been compensated fairly in his opinion. 

EPA Response: Nothing contained in EPA's selected remedy impacts Mr. 
Rogers' ability to seek legal action against Molycorp if he believes that conditions 
were unsafe at the time ofhis employment. The focus of the RCRA Corrective 
Action at the Facility was on current and potential future exposures to hazardous 
materials/wastes and EPA believes its selected remedy minimizes or eliminates 
those exposures. 

On August 9, 2012, Ms. Nancy Weiss ofWashington, PA sent an email message to 
Andrew Clibanoff, EPA, with the following comment. 

10. Comment: The August 8, 2012 (Washington, PA) Observer-Reporter reports 
near completion of cleanup of the former Molycorp plant (now owned by 
Chevron Mining), to be followed by possible development of the site. The site 
has limited use in the future in order to restrict exposure to contaminants, 
therefore ruling out many possible uses. My suggestion for development is that 
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you install a solar farm, covering the site with solar panels. These would 
contribute to the very environment that was once polluted and would be a 
constant visible reminder to the community of how good an environmental 
steward Chevron Mining is. 

EPA Response: EPA appreciates Ms. Weiss' comment and will forward this 
response for Chevron's consideration. EPA has authority to restrict certain land 
use (e.g., residential) to protect the environment. Once that goal is achieved, 
decisions on specific use of the property are the responsibility of the owner in 
concert with local land use authorities. EPA would suggest the local Washington 
area community to maintain open dialogue with Chevron so that it will continue 
to be informed of the owner's plans for the property. Chevron has a website that 
discusses all aspects of the project and provides contact information at 
http:/ /www.cantonproject.com. 

EPA held a public meeting to discuss the proposed remedy on December 10, 2012. At 
the meeting, Andrew Clibanoff, EPA's Project Manager, gave a presentation describing 
the work that had been accomplished and the engineered and institutional controls relied 
upon to support the remedy. Mark Lafferty, representing Chevron, gave a presentation 
describing his company's efforts to comply with all of the Facility's environmental 
obligations. After these presentations, comments were accepted from the meeting 
attendees and were recorded by a Court Reporter. A copy of the transcript of the public 
comments has been added to the Administrative Record and posted on EPA's website at 
http://www .epa.gov /reg3 wcmd/ cal pal otherdocs/Mol ycorp _public_ hearing_121 0. pdf. 
The following comments were made during the December 12, 2012 public meeting. 

Harlan Shober, Jr., Commissioner of Washington County: 

11. Comment: One of the big concerns we have now is trying to get the bridge work 
done. We are going back through the environmental studies, because we've been 
delayed and delayed on these things. We've done the environmental clean-up as 
stated here at the bridge site. I guess I'm kind of wondering why we're going 
back through gyrations to get this thing moving. The bridge has been down for 
four years. We'd like to get it moving. And I guess PennDOT can talk about 
that. Are we going through more studies right now? 

EPA Response: Mr. Shober was referring to the Caldwell Avenue Bridge over 
Chartiers Creek. Nothing in EPA's selected remedy impedes the progress ofthe 
reconstruction of the bridge. During the meeting, two individuals, Gary Barber 
and Josh Zakovitch, from the Pennsylvania Department of Transportation 
(PennDOT) responded to Mr. Shober's comment. Mr. Barber stated that 
PennDOT had just a few more steps to take to ensure the safety ofthe individuals 
completing the construction and that the Department was committed to fast 
tracking the project. Mr. Barber stated that the plan was to have the project out to 
construction by late spring, early summer 2013. Mr. Zakovitch stated that 
PennDOT is compiling information from the environmental covenant and making 
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it easier for the central office to review. When construction does start on the 
bridge, Chevron has agreed to have technicians present to monitor radiological 
levels as the project progresses. If elevated levels are encountered, Chevron will 
ensure that the material is handled properly. 

Theresa Mancuso, Canton Township Resident: 

12. Comment: Does Chevron allow hunting on the property? 

EPA Response: During the public meeting, Mark Lafferty of Chevron stated that 
hunting is not permitted on the property and No Hunting signs have been posted. 

Joe Bonetti, Canton Township Resident: 

13. Comment: At this point, is all the environmental monitoring done, are all the 
monitoring wells closed, and has the water treatment plant been removed and 
decommissioned? 

EPA Response: During the public meeting, Mark Lafferty of Chevron stated that 
the water treatment plant had been removed and that the wells will not be 
removed until EPA issues its Final Decision. Mr. Clibanoff stated during the 
meeting that eight rounds of post-remediation groundwater monitoring have been 
conducted and that a downward trend in contaminant concentrations has been 
observed. He added that the contaminants in groundwater are not impacting 
Chartiers Creek and that the Agency does not see a need to monitor groundwater 
at the Facility any longer. The selected remedy does not require additional 
environmental monitoring and Chevron will be directed to properly abandon the 
existing monitoring wells at the Facility once this decision is fmalized. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

AMENDED INDEX TO ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 
FORMER MOLYCORP FACILITY 

1. Molycorp, Inc. Site Characterization Report for License Termination of the 
Washington, PA Facility, prepared by Foster Wheeler Environmental 
Corporation, January 1995. 

2. Moly corp Supplemental Site Characterization Report for the Washington; P A 
Site, prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., April 2004. 

3. One Cleanup Program Memorandum of Agreement Between the Commonwealth 
ofPennsylvania Department ofEnvironmental Protection and Region 3 of the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency, April2004. 

4. Remedial Investigation Report, Molycorp Washington, PA Site, prepared by 
Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., March 2005. 

5. Risk Assessment and Remedy Selection Report, prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, 
Inc., April2005. 

6. Cleanup Plan, Molycorp Washington, PA Site, prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., 
January 2006. 

7. MGP Tar Areas.Post Remediation Sampling and Analysis Plan, Molycorp 
Washington Remediation Project, prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., September 
2007. 

8. Final Report for Remediation of Areas 5A and 5B, Molycorp Washington 
Remediation Project, prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., June 2008. 

9. Post Remediation Groundwater and Surface Water Monitoring Plan, Proposed 
Monitoring Well Installation and Quarterly Sampling Program, Molycorp 
Washington Remediation Project, prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., September 
2008. 

10. Post Remediation Final Dose Assessment Report, Molycorp, Washington 
Remediation Site, prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., September 2009. 

11. Final Report for the Molycorp Washington Remediation Site, prepared by 
Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., September 2009. 



12. Chain of Custody and Sampling Reports associated with 2004 Supplemental Site 
Characterization Report, 2005 Remedial Investigation Report, and Post­
Remediation Quarterly/ Annual Groundwater· and Monitoring Report (Revised 
April2011), September 2003- November 2010. 

13. Final Post Remediation Quarterly/Annual Groundwater and Surface Water 
Monitoring Report, Molycorp Washington Site, prepared by Arcadis U S., Inc. , 
Revised April 2011 . 

14. Act 2 Final Report for the Molycorp Washington Remediation Site, prepared by 
Arcadis U S., Inc., April2011. 

15. Correspondence from David Eberle, Program Manager, Environmental Cleanup 
Program, PADEP, to Mark Lafferty, Chevron Environmental Management 
Company, Site Specific Final Report Approval, August 3, 201 1. 

16. Correspondence from Mark Lafferty, Chevron Environmental Management 
Company to Andrew Clibanoff, RCRA Project Manager, EPA, Technical 
Memorandum, Site Groundwater Cleanup Standards, Molycorp Washington 
Remediation Project Site, December 5, 2011. 

17. Correspondence from Cullen Flanders, Project Manager, Arcadis U S., Inc. to 
Andrew Clibanoff, RCRA Project Manager, EPA, Molycorp Washington 
Remediation Site- Maximum Site-Specific Constituent Concentration Tables, 
January 19, 2012. 

· 18. Molycorp Powerpoint Presentation prepared for December 11 , 2012 EPA meeting 
at residence in Canton Township, P A, prepared by Barry Piacenza, December 
2012. 

19. Final Status Survey, Release Record Survey, Unit Caldwell Avenue, Unaffected 
· Area, Chevron Molycorp Washington Remediation Project, prepared by Malcolm 
Pirnie, Inc., June 2009. 

20. Final Status Survey, Release Record Survey, Unit Utility Pole Area, Chevron 
Molycorp Washington Remediation Project, prepared by Malcolm Pirnie, Inc., 
June 2009. 

21. Transcript ofPublic Comments, Public Hearing for EPA Proposed Remedy at the 
Former Molycorp, Inc. Facility, Canton Township, Pennsylvania, reported by 
Susan Perkins, Court Reporter and Notary Public, December 10, 2012. 



Attachment D 

Molycorp Presentation 
prepared by 

Barry Piacenza, Canton Towship Resident 
December 2012 



Statement of Purpose and Intent 

My sole purpose is to have this information made available to the residents of 
Canton Township particularly those who made up the original citizens group 
relative to the Molycorp site. Hopefully this will assist the Township by reducing 
ats liability particularly as it pertains to Caldwell Avenue. I represent no party. My 
ole interest is only to bring this information to light. Other than that I have no 

.......... ~l!!!lo .. interests. 



Areas of Concern 

• The kernel of the matter is that the company placed the site 
under Act 2 in Pennsylvania however the site allegedly appears 
economically disadvantaged the site will still have to have 
additional remediation according to the use to be placed on the 
site and compete with greenfields .. 

• This puts the Township at an alleged economic disadvantage and 
it looks as though parts of the road may still be radioactive. 

• With all the parameters having changed including ownership of 
the corporation board members at the municipal level and 
negotiators some of the original concepts and requests may have 
found themselves devolved over time. 



Themes 
• Specific concerns regarding 

• groundwater issues 
• radiological contamination level 

• various controls including but not limited to 
o financial assurances 
o institutional 
o environmental 
o surface and groundwater water runoff 
o financial assurances 
o all of which seem to be short shrift as well as the 

economic development issues. 
o The site-specific advisory board report was also 

concerned about quality economic development and 
value-added job creation in conjunction with the 
municipal comprehensive plan and Charrette that 
was conducted by EDAW within the municipality 
which included all stake holders. 



Nuclear Regulatory Commissions Site­
Specific Advisory Board 

Matrix of business, industry, municipal, citizen, elected officials, report 
submitted to Nuclear Regulatory Commission over 2000 pages which included 
exhibits. 



Studies 

Charette by EDA W- stakeholders 
• Public, private, educational, stakeholder property owners, industry, there 

was a complete matrix of stakeholders over a 3 to 4 day timeframe all of 
whom were interviewed the Charette was well attended practically standing 
room only. 

• Complete rework of all Township ordinances. 
• New comprehensive plan 
• Rail trail and Greenway plan 

0ther reviews of these plans 



Caldwell Avenue- Foster Wheeler and 
comparative Malcolm Pirniri studies 

Regarding radioactive levels and 
locations 

Raise the possibility of radioactive pockets within Caldwell Avenue due to 
migration of radioactive material. Studies conducted by Foster Wheeler­
submitted by Molycorp as part of site-specific advisory board presentations 
and evidence 



Right-of-way comparatives 

The Foster Wheeler analysis shows the capability for bubbles of contamination 
within the right-of-way. These are just a positioned to the specific core borings 
that took place later. It raises the capability for right-of-way contamination and 
liability. 

It is the request that the local municipality and or other governmental entities 
be spared the possible financial liability inherent in this area of concern. 
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