
GRENADA MANUFACTURING, LLC 

635 Hwy. 332 (o) 662.226.1161 
Grenada, Mississippi 38901 (f) 662.226.1166 

Transmitted via Electronic Mail and Overnight Delivery 

January 29, 2016 

Stephen P. Smith, Esquire 
Associate Regional Counsel 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 4 
Sam Nunn Atlanta Federal Center 
61 Forsyth Street 
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960 

Re: Response to Request for Additional Interim Measures at the Grenada 
Manufacturing, LLC Facility in Grenada, Grenada County, Mississippi 

Deai' Mr. Smith: 

Consistent with my limited authority and responsibilities as counsel for Grenada 
Manufacturing, LLC ("Grenada Manufacturing" or "Permittee"), as disclosed and explained in 
my January 28, 2016 letter to Mr. Greg Luetscher (United States Environmental Protection 
Agency - EPA) and Mr. Trey Hess (Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality - MDEQ), 
I am submitting this response to your letter dated December 30, 2015, a copy of which is 
enclosed as "Exhibit A." As explained in my letter to Mr. Luetscher and Mr. Hess, a copy of 
which is enclosed as "Exhibit B," while Grenada Manufacturing is the holder of both the EPA 
Hazardous and Solid Waste Permit I.D. No. MSD 007037278, issued July 29, 2010 to Grenada 
Manufacturing ("HSWA Permit"), and the MDEQ Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
Hazardous Waste Ref. No. MSD007037278 ("RCRA Permit"), Grenada Manufacturing has not 
been an operating entity since its bankruptcy action over a decade ago. Nevertheless, Grenada 
Manufacturing recognizes that, as the HSWA permittee, it is responsible for ensuring compliance 
with the permit and is the primary point of contact for both EPA and MDEQ. Accordingly, 
Grenada Manufacturing greatly appreciates the opportunity to continue discussions among the 
relevant parties concerning the permit terms, the requested actions, and the most recent data 
analyses. 

As a preliminary matter, and as emphasized in my letter to Mr. Luetscher and Mr. Hess, 
please note that, unless contributions by the Permittee to any submission to either EPA, MDEQ, 
or both, are clearly attributed to the Permittee, the views, data, recommendations, and documents 
associated with the submissions are presumed to constitute the positions of parties other than 
Grenada Manufacturing, which parties may be contractually obligated to Grenada Manufacturing 
or third-parties to perform aspects of work requested by EPA. Thus, as counsel for Grenada 
Manufacturing, I will confer, as I have done here, with counsel for these other entities to 
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determine which actions, if any, they are prepared to perform, based on a review of the HSWA 
Permit, the most recent monitoring data, and the terms of any applicable contractual 
arrangements, and report their responses to EPA and/or MDEQ in a submission over my 
signature, unless otherwise necessary or appropriate. 

Your December 30,2015 letter requests that Grenada Manufacturing prepare an updated 
interim measures work plan ("IMWP") to include a number of additional on-site and off-site 
"corrective measures" as outlined in the letter. Although the terms "interim measures" and 
"corrective measures" are used somewhat interchangeably in your letter, we understand that the 
last sentence of the second paragraph of your letter, which provides in pertinent part that "[t]he 
EPA requests that all of the following interim measures be conducted to mitigate any current or 
potential threats to human health or the environment" most clearly reflects EPA's intent. 

Under Condition II.F.I.a., EPA may require the performance of "interim measures" at any 
SWMU or AOC which EPA determines requires accelerated action to protect human health and 
the environment. Upon notification by EPA, Permittee must prepare and submit to EPA for 
approval within thirty (30) calendar days of notification an IMWP for any SWMU or AOC with 
respect to which EPA determines action is necessary. 

Before exercising its authority to require interim measures at an on-site SWMU or AOC, 
EPA first must determine that there has been a release from the subject unit, in accordance with 
the Confirmatory Sampling provisions of Condition II.D., or the RCRA Facility Investigation 
provisions of Condition II.E. In addition, with respect to any off-site interim measures requested 
by EPA, the Agency first must make an initial determination that the requested interim measures 
are necessary to address contamination migrating beyond the facility boundary from a 
documented SWMU or AOC on the facility premises, in accordance with the Confirmatory 
Sampling provisions of Condition II.D., or the RCRA Facility Investigation provisions of 
Condition II.E. 

I. EPA has not Demonstrated that Contamination is Migrating Beyond the Plant Boundary 

Under its Permit, Grenada Manufacturing is not responsible for addressing contamination 
existing beyond the facility's boundaries unless EPA can demonstrate that the plant is the source 
of such "off-site" contamination. While EPA initially asserted that TCE in plant groundwater 
was migrating north to the Eastern Heights neighborhood and to an area between the plant 
boundary and the neighborhood (the MW-20 area), the technical data generated at EPA's 
direction does not support that conclusion. 

Rather, a recent comprehensive evaluation of groundwater data collected between 1990 
and 2015 in a study area comprised of the Grenada Manufacturing facility, the MW-20 area 
located north of the facility, the Eastern Heights neighborhood located further north of the MW-
20 area, a railyard located east of the neighborhood, and the Moose Lodge Road Area located 
further east of the railyard area concluded that contaminants at the "off-site" locations of concern 
did not emanate from the Grenada facility. See Summary of Comprehensive Evaluation of 
Groundwater in Study Area, Grenada, Mississippi, T&M Associates, January 22, 2016, enclosed 
herewith as Exhibit C. Accordingly, as discussed in greater detail below, the terms of Grenada 
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Manufacturing's permit do not provide a basis for EPA's directives in its December 30th 

correspondence that Permittee perform the requested off-site corrective actions. 

II. Interim Measures Are Not Necessary to Protect Human Health and the Environment 

In its December 30, 2015 correspondence, EPA has directed Permittee to perform several 
interim measures that relate to the vapor intrusion ("VI") investigation previously undertaken 
pursuant to a September 11, 2015 IMWP prepared by Arcadis. A copy of the September 11, 
2015 IMWP was enclosed with EPA's December 30, 2015 letter. The September 11, 2015 
IMWP was prepared in response to a June 30, 2015 EPA directive that Permittee investigate a 
potential vapor intrusion pathway into the Eastern Heights neighborhood north of the Grenada 
Manufacturing plant. (See Exhibit D.) Initial data from soil gas probes and groundwater 
samples collected in an area between the plant boundary and the neighborhood (the MW-20 area) 
indicated the presence of elevated levels of TCE. After EPA determined that groundwater 
sampling data from the MW-20 area exceeded the new regulatory risk screening level for 
trichloroethylene ("TCE"), it issued the June 30, 2015 directive requiring an assessment of 
whether volatilized TCE was entering residences via a groundwater plume present in the 
southern portion of the neighborhood. 

Relying upon EPA's representations regarding the origin of the groundwater plume 
allegedly migrating toward the neighborhood from the MW-20 area, and that immediate action 
was necessary to protect human health and the environment, an environmental consulting firm 
specializing in vapor intrusion matters was retained to prepare the IMWP and conduct the studies 
required by the June 30, 2015 directive. The approved IMWP included the placement of 
additional vapor probes along a utility right-of-way behind homes on Lyon Drive; ambient air 
sampling in and around six homes on Lyon Drive; and soil and groundwater sampling within the 
neighborhood. Implementation of the IMWP commenced in September of 2015. 

The results of the initial sampling indicated that a pathway for VI was not present. EPA 
has acknowledged that the suspected vapor pathway into the residences does not exist. See e
mail correspondence of December 3,2015 from Brian Bastek to Don Williams enclosed 
herewith as Exhibit E, in which EPA stated that "[a]s suggested in Arcadis's comments, [TCE] 
does not appear to be migrating directly from the sub-surface soil gas to the residential indoor 
air." EPA also acknowledged in its December 30th correspondence to Permittee that TCE and 
related contaminants detected in ambient air samples in and around the neighborhood are "below 
levels that require a response action at this time." Thus, EPA's own statements belie any 
assertion that additional measures to protect human health and the environment in the 
neighborhood are necessary. 

III. Specific Responses to Requested Off-Site and Qn-Site Corrective Actions 

In light of the foregoing, Grenada Manufacturing responds as follows to EPA's request 
that it perform the interim measures outlined in your letter of December 30, 2015. 
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A. Off-Site Corrective Actions 

1) EPA has requested that Grenada Manufacturing conduct a comprehensive ambient air 
investigation to identify sources of TCE and related contaminants detected in the September 
2015 VI study. However, the results of that study do not support a finding by EPA that 
additional ambient air monitoring is necessary to protect human health and the environment. As 
discussed by Arcadis in its correspondence and demonstrated by the VI study results, TCE was 
detected in both ambient air and indoor air at similar concentrations, an outcome indicative of the 
routine exchange of indoor air with ambient air, rather than of the existence of a VI pathway. 
The same conclusion applies to the minimal concentrations of cis-l,2-dichloroethene, and of 
benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene (BTEX) detected in soil gas or sub slab samples, 
particularly in light of the fact that BTEX compounds are fairly ubiquitous in the urban 
environment. See e-mail correspondence ofNovember 13,2015 from John Ellis to Brian Bastek 
enclosing the VI study results, enclosed herewith as Exhibit F. 

In addition, before EPA may require such an investigation in off-site areas, it first must 
determine that there has been a release from an on-site SWMU or AOC that has resulted in the 
migration of contamination beyond the plant boundary. In order to make that determination 
under the terms of the HSWA Permit, EPA first must comply with the Confirmatory Sampling 
provisions of Condition II.D., or the RCRA Facility Investigation provisions of Condition II.E. 
Permittee has no information indicating that this necessary prerequisite has been satisfied. 

Rather, as discussed above, recent data indicates that the groundwater plume initially 
believed by EPA to be migrating from the MW-20 area into the southern portion of the 
neighborhood does not emanate from the Grenada plant. See Exhibit C. Instead, the 
groundwater plume appears to be emanating from the railroad yard east of the neighborhood or 
from an area further east of the railroad yard. Thus, a likely source of the TCE and related 
compounds identified in ambient air samples in the neighborhood are the areas east of the 
neighborhood, which are unrelated to the Grenada plant. 

2) EPA has requested that Grenada Manufacturing conduct a second round of soil gas, sub-
slab, and indoor air sampling in homes previously sampled during the September 2015 VI study, 
and expand the investigation as directed by the EPA to additional homes on Lyon Drive and 
other possible roads in the Eastern Heights neighborhood. For the reasons set forth in response 
to item 1) above, Permittee has no responsibility to perform the requested additional sampling 
measures based on current information. Nonetheless, Arcadis will complete the second round of 
sampling at the six homes, as provided in the approved IMWP. 

In your December 30th letter, you state that "the EPA is arranging for its Science and 
Ecosystem Support Division to conduct the ambient air sampling within the next two weeks." 
You also request "that Grenada Manufacturing take over the investigation if or when additional 
rounds of ambient air sampling are determined to be necessary." Given the open-ended nature of 
this request, and the results of the sampling conducted thus far, a response by Grenada 
Manufacturing at this time would be premature. Rather, once EPA obtains the additional 
ambient air sampling results and makes them available to Grenada Manufacturing, EPA and 
Permittee can then discuss whether further investigation is even necessary and, if it is, whether it 
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constitutes an obligation of Grenada Manufacturing under the interim measures provisions of the 
HSWA Permit. 

3) EPA has requested that Grenada Manufacturing complete delineation of groundwater 
contamination at or adjacent to the Grenada Manufacturing facility. However, additional 
sampling intended to further delineate groundwater contamination at or adjacent to the Grenada 
Manufacturing facility is not an "interim measure" authorized under the HSWA Permit, but 
rather would constitute additional investigative measures subject to the Confirmatory Sampling 
provisions of Condition II.D., or the RCRA Facility Investigation provisions of Condition II.E. 
In addition, to the extent that EPA is seeking further delineation of groundwater contamination 
beyond the Grenada facility's boundary, EPA first must determine in accordance with the 
Conditions referenced above that any such groundwater contamination resulted from migration 
beyond the Grenada facility boundary. Permittee has no information indicating that this 
necessary prerequisite has been satisfied. 

In any event, a delineation of groundwater contamination previously was performed at 
the Grenada Manufacturing facility. More recently, as discussed in Exhibit C, a delineation of 
groundwater in the entire study area was completed under MDEQ's direction, and the final 
report will be issued shortly. 

4) EPA has requested that Grenada Manufacturing develop and implement interim measures 
to control and remediate off-site contaminated groundwater. As an initial matter, this directive is 
vague and lacks the definition and precision necessary to enable Permittee to understand its 
obligations thereunder. Moreover, as noted in response to item 1) above, a summary of a 
comprehensive groundwater evaluation was submitted to EPA on January 22, 2016, and that 
evaluation demonstrated that off-site groundwater contamination in the study area did not 
emanate from Grenada Manufacturing. Further, as discussed in response to item 3) above, EPA 
first must determine that any such groundwater contamination resulted from migration beyond 
the Grenada facility boundary. Permittee has no information indicating that this necessary 
prerequisite has been satisfied. 

5) EPA has requested that Grenada Manufacturing conduct any other measures determined 
to be necessary to protect the residents in the nearby neighborhood as data is received. This 
directive is ambiguous and lacks clarity. For example, it fails to identify gating events that 
would trigger the need to conduct "any other measures." The directive also fails to specify the 
process by which the need to conduct "any other measures" would be determined. Thus, the 
directive lacks the definition and precision necessary for the Permittee to understand its 
obligations thereunder. In addition, for the reasons outlined above with respect to EPA's other 
directives, before requiring such measures, EPA first must determine that the contamination at 
issue resulted from migration beyond the Grenada facility boundary. Permittee has no 
information indicating that this necessary prerequisite has been satisfied and, as further discussed 
in items 1) and 4) above, the recent comprehensive analysis of area-wide groundwater data 
demonstrates that "off-site" contamination did not emanate from the Grenada plant. 
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B. On-site Corrective Measures 

1) EPA has requested that Grenada Manufacturing undertake interim measures to prevent 
releases of contaminants to Riverdale Creek, including the conduct of a thorough investigation 
and the preparation of recommendations for upgrading the existing permeable reactive barrier 
(PRB). EPA has further requested that, if no feasible and timely solution to the PRB is available, 
Grenada Manufacturing develop, install, and operate alternative control measures. 

As EPA staff knows, parties other than Grenada Manufacturing are implementing various 
portions of the approved Corrective Measures Study ('CMS"). In relevant part, the CMS 
provides that "Component 6 (PRB) was selected for the site-wide groundwater plume control for 
the plant site." The strategy behind this recommendation was to "[u]tilize the PRB as a site-wide 
migration control measure." CMS at p. 1-15. EPA provided unconditional approval of the 
CMS. Since the PRB's installation adjacent to the Riverdale Creek, monitoring has occurred 
regularly pursuant to an Agency-approved performance monitoring plan. Detailed annual 
monitoring reports are submitted to EPA, which the Agency has approved. Over the years of the 
PRB's operation, the sampling data has shown that the PRB is effective in protecting the Creek, 
as contaminant concentrations have decreased significantly in both the surface water and the 
sediment. Recently, however, a slight increase was noted in surface water data obtained during 
local drought conditions in the summer of 2015. 

A detailed investigation of the PRB was undertaken, and a comprehensive report of the 
investigation was submitted to EPA. Following a series of studies, a decrease in permeability 
was detected at the front face of panels comprising the PRB. Nonetheless, it was determined that 
the PRB continues to be protective of Riverdale Creek and remains capable of treating sitewide 
groundwater with modifications to be installed in the near future. 

A status update on activities conducted to investigate and rejuvenate the PRB was 
submitted to EPA under cover of a letter dated November 20, 2015. (See Exhibit G hereto.) A 
further detailed oral presentation was made to EPA staff at a meeting held on December 11, 
2015. Since that meeting, analysis has been conducted of in-wall tests that were completed in 
the last quarter of 2015, and additional laboratory tests were performed to aid in the selection of 
effective methods to prevent clogging of injection wells that will be part of the PRB rejuvenation 
process. A plan also is under development to address groundwater bypass that may be occurring 
to the south of the PRB to better protect Riverdale Creek. Upon completion, the plan will be 
submitted to EPA for discussion and approval. 

EPA's authority under the HSWA Permit to require modifications to the PRB, the 
remedy selected by EPA to address site-wide groundwater contamination at the Grenada facility, 
resides under the provisions of Section ILL (Selected Remedy), Section II.H. (Remedy Approval 
and Permit Modification), and Section II.J. (Corrective Measures Implementation). Grenada 
Manufacturing's understanding of these permit provisions is as follows. 

Condition II.I.2. provides that the "Permittee shall implement the remedies recommended 
by the Permittee in the Corrective Measures Study Report (August 2003), the Design Basis 
Report for the Permeable Reactive Barrier (PRB) Groundwater Interim Measure (September 
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2004), and the Final Corrective Measures Pre-Design Investigation Report (July 2008)... 
Those documents constitute the primary record pursuant to which EPA selected the PRB as the 
remedy for site-wide contaminated groundwater at the plant. 

In addition, Condition II.J. 1. provides that "[t]he Permittee shall submit, for review by 
[EPA], effectiveness reports on the corrective measures on a semi-annual or other basis as agreed 
upon," and Condition II.J.2. provides, in pertinent part, that "[i]f the Corrective Measures 
Effectiveness Report concludes that the selected corrective measures are ineffective, then the 
[Report] shall propose alternate corrective measures ..." Finally, Condition II.J.2. further 
provides, in pertinent part, that "[i]f [EPA's] review finds that the selected corrective measures 
are ineffective, then within ninety (90) calendar days of notification by [EPA] ... the Permittee 
shall submit a revised Corrective Action Work Plan containing alternate corrective measures ... 

55 

The foregoing provisions constitute the procedural mechanism pursuant to which EPA 
may seek to modify a selected remedy under the HSWA Permit. Permittee has no information 
indicating that EPA intends to utilize any of the foregoing procedures with respect to its request 
for modifications to the PRB. In light of the on-going investigation and the plans for 
rejuvenation of the PRB, EPA's request for a more formal modification of that remedy is 
premature. 

2) EPA has requested that Grenada Manufacturing develop and implement interim measures 
to remediate contaminated groundwater beneath the facility. Although EPA notes that , 
groundwater contaminant levels have remained at elevated levels for ten years, contaminant 
concentrations in the core of the plume have decreased significantly. 

In addition, the HSWA Permit does not specify any deadline by which the PRB remedy 
must achieve appropriate cleanup standards for site-wide groundwater. Rather, Condition 11.1.4. 
simply provides that the PRB must remain in place until applicable MCLs or Alternate 
Concentration Limits are met. 

Accordingly, as stated in response to item 1) above, EPA's authority under the HSWA 
Permit to require modifications to the site-wide groundwater remedy at the Grenada facility, 
resides under the provisions of Section II.I. (Selected Remedy), Section II.H. (Remedy Approval 
and Permit Modification), and Section II. J. (Corrective Measures Implementation). Permittee 
has no information indicating that EPA intends to utilize any of the foregoing procedures with 
respect to its request for modifications to the site-wide groundwater remedy for the plant. 

3) EPA has requested that Grenada Manufacturing assess and remediate SWMUs that were 
previously recognized as "No further action until taken out of service" and which now are out of 
service. The assessment of any such SWMUs would not be subject to the "interim measures" 
referenced by EPA, but rather first would be subject to the Confirmatory Sampling provisions of 
Condition II.D., or the RCRA Facility Investigation provisions of Condition II.E. before 
consideration of appropriate remediation measures, if any, could be undertaken. 
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4) EPA has requested that Grenada Manufacturing conduct sampling of lower aquifer 
production wells to determine if any impact has occurred from prior facility operations. 
Pennitee's response to this request is provided in Item No. 4 in the letter dated November 20, 
2015. See Exhibit G. 

As noted at the outset, Grenada Manufacturing greatly appreciates the opportunity to 
continue discussions between the parties concerning the permit terms, the requested actions, and 
the most recent data analysis. Please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned if you have any 
questions or comments regarding this letter. 

Cc: Mr. Greg Luetscher, Esq. (w/ enclosures) 
Mr. Trey Hess, Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality (w/ enclosures) 
Ms. Gretchen Zmitrovich, Esq. Mississippi Department of Environmental Quality (w/ 
enclosures) 
Ms. Trudy Fisher, Esq., Butler Snow LLP (w/ enclosures) 

Respectfully, 

Grenada Manufacturing, LLC 
By: James I. Palmer, Jr., Legal Counsel 

Enclosures 
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