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February 12, 1988

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. P 125 261 173

Mr. Fred Ahlers T
- Vicksburg Chemical Corporation

P. O. Box 3

Vicksburg, Mississippi 39180

Dear Mr. Ahlers:

In order to settle certain environmental issues regarding Vicksburg Chemical
Corporation, you have agreed to the conditions of Administrative Order
No. 1316-88, which is enclosed,

If you have any questions about this matter, please contact Mr. Chuck Estes
at telephone #601/961-5171.

Sincerely, Ve
= o e

(Frotoe Clioiise

Charles H. Chisolm
Bureau Director

CHC :mh

" Enclosure



COUNTY OF HINDS

iN THE MATTER OF:
MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESCURCES
COMPLAINANT

vs. ORDER NO. 1 318 3 8

VICKSBURG CHEMICAL CORPORATICN
M3D99G71408t

RESPONDENT
AGREED ORDER

COMES NOW THE Mississippi Department of Natural Resources,
Complainant, and Vicksburg Chemical Corporation, Respondent, in the
above referenced administrative action and would show forth as

follows:

1. On January 12, 1988, Respondent was contacted by
Complainant and notified of Complainant's intent to cite Respondent
for a certain violation and/or violations of requirements set forth
in the Bureau of Polluticon Control's letter of December 28, 1987, a
copy of whicﬁ is attached hereto and incorporated herein by

reference; said violation being as follows:

8. Two drums containing hazardous waste were not marked with
accumulation dates in violation of Mississippi Hazardous
Ya§€e)ﬂanagement Regulations {MHWMR) Section 262.3%4

a){2);

b, Two drums containing hazardous waste were not clearly
marked with the words "Hazardous Waste" in violation of
MHWMR Section 262.34(a)(3); '

¢. The list of emergency coordinators was not updated as
required by MHWMR Section 265.52{d}.

and,

2. Complainant and Respondent do hereby agree, in lieu of =z

formal filing of Complaint by Complainant, to enter into this



v' Srdosp ynarsin Zesponiant —{r—‘: may o and Tounlaiaant

agrees to accept, the sum of $750.00 as a full and complaets

gettlement thereof, said sum to be payable as follows:
Within 20 days after the date of entry of this order.
and,

3. Respondent further understands and agrees that, as part of
the above referenced settlement, Respondent shall immediately

comply with the above referenced regulations.

4. Respondent understands and agrees that it is fully
entitled to an evidentiary hearing befeore the Commission on Natural
Resources pursuant to Sections 49-17-31 and 49-17-41 of the
Mississippi Code Annotated, and that it agrees to the above
referenced settlement only after having been fully informed of its
right to gaid hearing and having waived its right %o such a

hearing; and

5. Respondent understands and agrees that this settilement
agreement in no way 1s an admission of liability on its part, and
is entered into for the gole purpose of caunsing a swift resolution

of thig adminigstrative matter.

SO ORDERED, thisthe/ﬁgday of ‘%é%; 1988.

MISIISSIPPI DEPARTMENT CF
NATURAL RESOURCES

AGREED to this the _ 2  day of
%W

4
REIPONDENT




BEFORE THE MISSISSIPPI COMMISSION ON NATURAL RESOCURCES
BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTROL

IN THE MATTER OF:

MISSISSIPPI COMMISSION ON
NATUR4AL RESOURCES

COMPLAINANT

LER ORDER NO. 1 2

CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

¢
Wy,

87

RESPONDENT

ORDER OF DISMISSAL

The above styled cause came on this date for consideration
and the Mississippi Commission on Natural Resources (the
"Commission™), having heard and considered same, finds as

follows:

1.

Based upon investigation by the Mississippi Department of
Natural Resources (the "Department™), with reapect to a surface
impoundment {the “facility"). located at the Respondent's Vicksburg
Plant, written Complaint dated July 9, 1986 was issued by the
Commission charging that the Respondent had failed to comply with
Parts 264 and 265 of the Mississippi Hazardous Waste Management
Regulations ("regulations") applicable to closure and post-closure
plans, groundwater assessment, and liability insurance, all with

respect to the facility,

2.

The Respondenf'contends that the facility is not properly
designated a hazardous waste facility subjeet to the regulations
and based upon said contentions, Respondent has filed its motion to
dismiss asserting lack of jurisdiction over the subject matter of

the Complaint,
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3.

By order of the Commission dated August 26, 1986, (Order No.
1046-86), the Respondent was ordered to carry out certain
activities with respect to the faeility, subject to final
disposition of Respondent's aforesaid motion to dismiss. The
Department staff initially concluded that the Respondent's facility
Was a hazardous waste facility Subjeect to the regulations on the
basis of d1n05eb manufacturing operations. The Commission
conducted a hearing on the Respondent's motion on Tuesday,
September 16, 1986, ang ultimately concluded that pursuant te the
"deminimis axception" to the Mixture Rule codified in the
regulations at Section 261.3(a)(2)(iv)(D), the facility was not 2
hazardous waste facility pursuant to the regulations. At the
request of the staff, however, the issue of whether the facility
could be a hazardous waste facility by virtue of other past
operations at the plant was left to subsequent investigation ang
hearing. The Department staff then subjected the sediment in the
facility to another round of sampling and analysis to determine if
the settlement contained any of the "characteristics® of hazardous
waste listed in the regulations pursuant to the EP toxicity test,
Again, the facility was found not tc be a hazardous waste facility
on that basis. The Department staff finally asserted ip April,
1987, based upon an advisory opinion which it had sought from EPA,
that from November, 1980 until October, 1982, the prier owner of
the Vieksburg Chemicsl Plant had discharged to the facility
"untreated process wastewater from production of toxaphene” and
that it had generatad "wastewater treatment sludge from the
production of toxaphene" and contended that these two waste streams
constituted hazardous waste pursuant to Section 261.32 of the

regulations, "K098" and "KO#1", respectively.

5,
The Respondent 2gain denied that it was a RCRA regulated
facility on the basis of toxaphene manufacturing operations of sz
previgus owner and maintained that it had never generated K098 or

KOU1 as the same are identified in the Listing Background Document
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("LBD"™} for the two respective waste streams and further that any
toxaphene found in the facility was a product of deminimis leaks
and spills of the finished product toxaphene from packaging and
shipping points located on the plant site. Accordingly, according
to the Respondent, the deminimis exception granted for dinoseb was

equally applicable to the toxaphene process.

5.

Mississippi's regulations for identifying hazardous waste
were taken in toto from the federal regulations identifying the
same. In this proceeding, this Commission had the unique
opportunity of hearing from two men directly responsible for the
development of those regulations, Gary Dietrich, who in 1980 served
as Deputy Director of the Environmental Protection Agency and was
directly responsible for the develcpmént of the hazardous waste
listings under 40 CFR Part 261, including K098 and K041, and
Matthew A. Strauss, presently Chief of the Waste Characterization
Branch of the EPA in Washington, D.C., and one of Mr. Dietrich's
primary assistants in the development of the regulations. Dietrich
testified that EPA was operating with insufficient data at the time
that the K098 and KO41 listings were made, at least insofar as the
Vicksburg facility is concerned. He pointed out that the LED for
K098 and KOU1 identified these waste streams solely on the basis of
information generated from Hercules, Inc., at its Brunswick,
Georgia, plant. Hercules' manufacturing process was substantially
different from the Vicksburg Plant's process from manufacture of
toxaphene. Hercules in its toxaphene process produced an impure
chemical, camphene, from approximately 1,500 - 2,000 tons of pine
stumps every day, Vicksburg did not produce camphene but instead
bought pure camphene. The resulting waste streams and methods of
manufacturing were substantially different. The Listing Background
Document states that the basis for the K098 and K041 listings is
the hezvy concentration cf‘toxaphene in the process wastewater and
in sludge resulting from treatment of the process wastewater. Up
to 140 pounds of toxaphene each day was generated at the Hercules,

Inc., Brunswick, Georgia, toxaphene plant. That should be
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contrasted with the process waste stream generated at the Vicksburg
Plant which the testimony of Plant Chemist, Dr. Bill Gastrock,
showed contained no detectible lavel of toxaphene. In short, not
only were the processes different, the toxaphene process waste
streams generated were virtually incomparable. The affidavit
testimony of Matthew A, Strauss was to the effect that while indeed
the processes were different, the technical definition of K098 and
K041 would include the Vieksburg waste streams despite the fact
that they contained little or no toxaphene. Dietrich testified
that in his opinion the K098 and K041 listings would have
specifically excluded the Vicksburg wastes had they had the data
which he presently has access to. Suceinetly, Dietrieh testified
that the Vicksburg waste streams were not the type K098 and X041
were intended to cover. It is important to note that the present
owner of the Vicksburg facility never manufactured toxaphene and

the previous owner ceased operations in October, 1982,

6.

Equally important, aside from the technical regulatory
interpretation issues, is the envirgonmental impact that closing the
surface impoundment would have. The Industrial Wastewater Section
of the Bureau of Pollution Control recommended in 1983 that the
impoundment should be kept open "to treat runoff from the plant and
act as an emergency spill control impoundment™ under the plant's
water discharge permit. Dietrich testified that in his opinion the
impoundment does serve an important environmental function and the
closure of the impoundment would cause that function to be lost.

He explained that the entire plant site which operated for many
years prior to the adoption of the present environmental
regulations is contghinated and the impcundment serves as a
collection point for rain water runoff from the plant site.
Dietrich further suggested that in the event of a large chemical
spill, the impoundment would serve as a cateh basin and without it,
such a spill would quickly leak to navigable streams and waters.
Because of its affinity for soil and low solubility in water, the

toxaphene presently contained in sediments on the bottom of the



impoundment is not likely to leach from the impoundment. Indeed,

analyses from the groundwatar monitoring wells encircling the pond

reveal no toxaphene.

7.

It is also significant to know the position of the staff of
the Bureau of Pollution Control. The staff {and the Respondent)
have conceded that continued groundwater monitoring, NPDES
discharge reports, periodic inspections and sampling of the
impoundment for possible leaching and necessary groundwater cleanup
will be required regardless of whether the facility is designated a

hazardous waste storage facility.

8.

This Commission is empowered by the statutes of the State of
Misgsissippi to determine what material is hazardous and what
material is not. Mississippi Code Annotated Section 17=17=27(1)
authorizes this Commission to make determinations on whether any
waste or any combinations of wastes is hazardous. The only
restriction on the state statute is a provision that those
regulations shall be "equivalent" to the EPA's Rules and
Regulations. The EPA authorization of state hazardous waste
programs requires only that the state programs be "econsistent with
the federal program" and that the state program adopt a list of
hazardous wastes and characteristics for identifying hazardous
wastes which are "equivalent to those under HQ CFR Part 2614,
Mississippi has done this. It has identified K098 and KO41 as
hazardous wastes. It did so on the basis of the EPA's Listing
Background Document which identifies K098 and K041 as process waste
sireams with heavy ®oncentrations of toxaphene. This record is
clear, however, that the former cwner of the Vicksburg Chemical
Plant did not generate between 1980 and 1982 a process waste stream
from the manufacture of toxaphene with "heavy concentrations of
toxaphene®. On the contrary, the record indicates, and indeed so
does the Listing Background Document, that those waste streams

contained no detectable limit of toxaphene. We, therefore, must



® @
assume that the K098 and KO41 in the regulations does not cover the
process wasteistreams generated at the Vieksburg Chemical Plant in
its manufacture of toxaphene between 1980 and 1982. Thus, insofar
as the regulations are concerned, those waste streanms identified
Wwould be limited solely to the Hercules Plant at Brunswick,
Georgia. Such a finding is not in our opinion either inconsistent
with the federal program or not equivalent to it. While testimony
has been recejived that a technieal interpretation of the federal
program would require the waste streams at Vicksburg to be covered
by the regulations, we believe that interpretation to be faulty.
It is obvicus from the Listing Background Document and from the
testimony of Mr. Dietrich, one of the authors of that document, and
We therefore find, that the basis on which each of the listings was
promulgated has no application to wastes that were generated at the
Respondent's Vicksburg Plant, We also find that, as in the case of
dinoseb, toxaphene losses at the Vicksburg Plant were exempt from
regulation under deminimis exception to the Mixture Rule, MHWMR

Section 261.3(2)(2)(iv)(D),

9.

A determinaficn that the facility is not a hazardous waste
storage facility pursuant to the regulation, does not remove it
from the entire environmental regulatory scheme which this
Commission is charged with the responsibility to enforce. On the
contrary, groundwater monitoring has been required of this facility
pursuant not only to the regulations, but also on the basis of the
Clean Water Act. The Respondent continues to have a responsibility
to sample and analyze groundwater monitoring wells that have been
installed on the perimeter of the surface impoundment on s regular
basis and to reporf the analytical results of such samples to the
Mississippi Department of Natural Resources on a quarterly basis,
In the event the Department should determine on the basis of such
analytical results the corrective action is necessary to protect
human health or the environment, the Department still maintains the

power and indeed the duty to require the Respondent to implement
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such corrective action as shall be reasonably required. The
Respondent maintains a closure trust fund for the Vicksburg Plant,
which the Respondent is willing to maintain intaect, in order to
provide financial assurance that the surface impoundment will
eventuslly be closed when it is no longer needed for waste
management; including collection of contaminated storm water
runoff. Moreover, the company maintains the responsibility of
maintaining the integrity of the containment dikes around the
surface impoundment. This obligation exists under both the Clean
Water Act and RCRA. Further, the company must continue to comply
with all provisions of its NPDES permit as it pertains to the
treatment and discharge of a fluid from the surface impoundment,
including not only non-hazardous wastewater discharge to the
surface impoundment from ineorganic preduction operations at the
plant, but also surface and storm water runoff received from the

surface impoundment.

IT IS THEREFORE ORDERED that the motion to dismiss filed by
the Respondent is granted. This Commission's Order No. 1046-86 is
hereby and forthwith vacated. Order No. 115386 is incorporated

herein by reference.

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, this the Sth day of August, 1987, by

the Mississippi Commission on Natural Resources.

MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES

BY: ﬁﬁf?/}&dd

EXECUTIVE.DIRECTOR
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April 23, 1987

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. P-506 567 581

Mr. Fred Ahlers, Plant Manager
Vicksburg Chemica! Corporation
P. O. Box 3

Vicksburg, Mississippt 39180

Dear Mr. Ahlers:

At its meeting held on Wednesday, April 22, 1987, the Mississippi Commission
on Natural Resources considered certain evidence regarding your operation

in Warren County. Enclosed is Commission Order No. 1217-87, which has been
issued as a result of that consideration. Please note that the Commission
assessed a monetary penalty in the amount of $750.00, which the company has
agreed to pay in settlement of this matter.

Your cooperation in carrying out the provisions of the enclosed order is
encouraged. As you know, appeals can be taken in accordance with the law.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Sam Mabry at telephone number
961-5171.

Sincerely,

A S G e
Charlie L. Blalock
Executive Director

CLB:CHC :mh

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Bill Smith, Brunini, Grantham, Grower § Hewes, Jackson, MS
(w /enclosure)
Mr. Allen T. Malone, Apperson, Crump, Duzane & Maxwell, Memphis, TN
(w /enclosure)



BMBWRE THE MISSISSIPPI COMMISSIQON ON 'URAL RESOURCES
BUREAU OF PQLLUTION CONTROL

IN THE MATTER OF:

MISSISSIPPI COMMISSICN ON
NATURAL RESOURCES

COMPLAINANT
P - €3
Vs, ORDER NO. 1 e ]_ : &) '?
VICKSBURG CHEMICAL CORPORATION
RESPONDENT
ORDER

The above styled cause came on this date for consideration
and the Commiasion, having heard and considered the same, finds as

follows:

1.

The Respondent, Vicksburg Chemical Ceorporation, owns and
operates a facility producing inorganic chemicals and pesticides,
which processes have resulted in the generation of hazardous wastes
and, as such, is subject to the provisions of laws of this State
governing the storage and handling of hazardous wastes, the same
appearing as Section 17-17-1, et. seq., and the rules and

regulations of the Mississippi Commission on Natural Rescurces.

2.
On February 19, 1987, staff of the Bureau of Polluticon
Control discovered that the Respondent had not complied fully with
all requirements pertaining to hazardous waste management at his

facillty,

3.
Respondent admitted that, in accordance with the Mississippi
Hazardous Waste Management Regulations (MHWMR), Vicksburg Chemical

Corporation has:



a) stored hazardous wastes in improper containers in
viclation of MHWME Section 265.171
b) stored hozardous wastes in containers that were not
properly closed in violation of MYWMR Section 265,173
L4,

Premises considered, and with full knowledge and agreement of
Vicksburg Chemical Corporation, the Commission hereby assesses 2z
monetary penalty of $750 against Vieksburg Chemical Corporation
for the aforementioned acta. The Respondent has agreed to pay this
negotiated penalty as settlement for the violations specified
above. The company has since come into compliance with the
aforementiocned regulations, and has expressed a desire to carry out
whatever requirements would be placed on the Company so as to
resolve this matter, including, the waiving of service of a
complaint in connection herewith, and the waiving of a formal

hearing before the Commission.

IT I35, THEREFORE, ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the Respondent

LS

Vicksburg Chemical Corporation, pay to the Commission on Natural

Resources a monetary penalty of $750 within 60 days.

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, this the 22nd day of April, by the

Mississippi Commissior on Natural Resources.

MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES

: ’"1Ti2#%if'c;’f:;;féf.f

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

-~ BY
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s R P.O. Box 20305
Jackson, Mississippi 39209
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April 23, 1987
CERTIFIED MAIL NO. P-506 567 581 T

Mr. Fred Ahlers, Plant Manager
Vicksburg Chemical Corpeoration
P. 0. Box 3

Vicksburg, Mississippi 39180

Dear Mr. Ahlers:

At its meeting held on Wednesday, April 22, 1987, the Mississippi Commission
on Natural Resources considered certain evidence regarding your operation

in Warren County. Enclosed is Commission Order No. 1217-87, which has been
issued as a result of that consideration. Please note that the Commission
assessed a monetary penalty in the amount of $750.00, which the company has
agreed to pay in settlement of this matter.

Your cooperation in carrying out the provisions of the enclosed order is
encouraged. As you know, appeals can be taken in accordance with the law.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Sam Mabry at telephone number
961-5171.

Sincerely,

/J’ D Ez <

Charhe L Blalock
Executive Director

CLB:CHC :mh

Enclosure

cc: Mr. Bill Smith, Brunini, Grantham, Grower & Hewes, Jackson, MS
(w /enclosure)
Mr. Allen T. Malone, Apperson, Crump, Duzane & Maxwell, Memphis, TN
(w fenclosure)
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BEFORE THE MISSISSIPPI COMMISSION ON NATURAL RESOURCES
BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTROL

IN THE MATTER OF:
MISSISSIPPI COMMISSION ON
NATURAL RESOQURCES
COMPLATINANT

vs. ORDER NO. 1 2 j. L Sfa ?

VICKSBURG CHEMICAL CORPORATION

RESPONDENT

ORDER

The above styled cause came on this date for consideration
and the Commission, having heard and considered the same, finds as

follows:

1.

The Respondent, Vicksburg Chemical Corporation, owns and
operates a facility producing inorganic chemicals and pesticides,
which processes have resulted in the generation of hazardous wastes
and, as such, is subject to the provisions of laws of this State
governing the storage and handling of hazardous wastes, the same
appearing as Section 17-17-1, et. seq., and the rules and

regulations of the Mississippi Commission on Natural Resources.

2.
On February 19, 1987, staff of the Bureau of Polluticn
Control discovered that the Respondent had not complied fully with
all requirements pertaining to hazardous waste management at his

facility.

3.
Respondent admitted that, in accordance with the Mississippi
Hazardous Waste Management Regulations (MHWMR), Vicksburg Chemical

Corporation has:



a) stored hazardous wastes in improper containers in
viclation of MHWMR Section 265,171
b) stored hazsrdous wastes in containers that were not
properly closed in violation of MHWMR Section 265,173
4,

Premises considered, and with full knowledge and agreement of
Vicksburg Chemical Corporation, the Commission hereby assesses a
menetary penalty of $750 against Vicksburg Chemical Corporaticn
for the aforementioned acts. The Respondent has agreed to pay this
negotiated penalty as settlement for the violations specified
above. The company has since come into compliance with the
aforementioned regulations, and has expressed a desire to carry out
whatever requirements would be placed on the Company so as to
resolve this matter, including, the waiving of service of a
complaint in connection herewith, and the waiving of a formal

hearing before the Commission.

IT I3, THEREFORE, ORDERED AND ADJUDGED that the Respondent,
Vicksburg Chemical Corporation, pay to the Commission oo Katural

Resources z monetary pernalty of $750 within 60 days.

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED, this the 22nd day of April, by the

Mississippi Commission on Natural Resocurces.

MISSTSSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF
NATURAL RESOURCES

: A S e

CHARLIE L. BLALOCK
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR

BY
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= MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OFf NATURAL RESOURCES
lv‘\;,:"””"—.???‘ Bureau of Pollution Control
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Jackson, Mississippi 39209
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MEMORAN UM
T0: File
FROM: Sam Mabry
DATE: June 18, 1987
SUBJECT:

Penalty settlement for Vicksburg Chemical Corporation

A penalty of $1874 was calculated using the EPA penalty computation worksheet.
Because the facility is currently involved in a separate major RCRA legal
proceeding before our Commission, the Bureau has accepted a decreased penalty

settlement which will eliminate charges of harassment from the Company that
could influence the legal proceedings.

The Company agreed to a settlement of
$750.

SM:sae
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IX. APPENDIX
PENALTY COMPUTATION WORKSHEET

Company Name: Vieledhuoy G, ca /
Regulation vi§i§E§¢ 17|+ 2¢5,173 e
Asessments for e;caﬂv&io atﬂjgﬁqgﬁoﬁdmg;v &%@Eﬂtfﬁn&meﬂ
on separate worksheets and totalled.
(1f more space is needed, attach separate sheet.)
Part 1 - Seriousness of Violation Penalty
1. Potential for Harm: Nyac
2. Extent of Deviation: Mol era Tt
3. Matrix Cell Range: 500 ~%1117
Penalty Amount Chosen: 4/’-{?6
' Justification for Penalty Ma xinyn n O‘C'R"ﬁﬂ-’
Amount Chosen:
4. Per-Day Assessment: Dine Frme ol
Part Il - Penalty Adjustments
Percentage Change* Dollar Amount
1. Good faith efforts
good faith: " WA o o
2 Do or negligence:. _ A o
> Hl:;zzgmg{iance: 17‘”2}\5/27 £z 7(
4. Other unique factors: V.2is o
5. Justification for
Adjustments:
i * Percentage adjustments are applied to the dolilar
amount calculated on line 4, Part 1I.

L
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PENALTY COMPUTATION WORKSHEET {cont.)

6. Adjusted Per-day
Penalty (Line 4,
Part I + Lines
l-4, Part I1):

7. Number of Days of
Viclation:

8. Multi-day Penalty

(Number of days x
Line 6, Part 11):

9. Economic Benefit of

Noncompliance:

Justification:

10. Total (Lines 8 + 9, Part 1I):
11. Ability to Pay Adjustment:

B 187

AA

NB

NA

#1%79

e

Justification for
Adjustment: NA

12. Total Penalty Amount
(must not exceed $25,000

per day of violation): A [<;/7’-{

%fmt/—:h/ dor Hovnr — Miweor

_/Zé— Zkzﬁ/maé@. aF Exposvre o AM&M:- s 1S minser/,

O The vmcavered aﬁm"m consistedk af A Sen-solid wbeh
£5 uwlrk Ao "ﬂf'“"" €.

z) 0.¢,)/7 ol CotRTIer A wa) cw ey Bmee
3) Constrivors ave Sterid ow M4 caverefe base CovwecFol
b n colboton sumpg,
Eoctentt oF Devintios — IHodewate
The foecidity viehtek Sectim 26517/ which rogoies corbriers
£ be closed .



SUMMARY OF REGULATORY ACTIONS
AND OTHER WORK PERFORMED AT
CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI

40CFR 265.90 required that, by November 11, 1981, cperators of‘
surface impoundments or landfills must install and operate a
groundwater monitoring system.

i.

2)

The first hydrogeclogical work performed at the Cedar Chemical
gite was done in September-October 1981. It is summarized in a
report by Developers International Services Corporation (DISC)
dated November 21, 19%81. Four monitoring wells were installed
as follows:

a) #1 - 30 feet BLS

b) #2 - 40 feet BLS

c) #3 30 feet BLS

d) #4 - 20 feet BLS

These wells were sampled:
a) December 16, 1%81

b) April 13, 1982

¢) September 30, 1982

d) December 27, 1982

See Memc to File from David Lee dated April 15, 1982

Four additional wells were installed in march 1983. Sampling
occured: ‘

a) June 3, 1983 (Welle 4,5,6,7,8 only)

b} July , 1983 (wells 4,5,6,7,8 only)

c) October 31, 1983 (Wells 1,2,5,6,7,8)

d) November 9, 1983 (MDNR sampled all 8 wells)

e) February 1984 (Wells 1,2,5,6,7,8)

f) December 1984 (MDNR sampled wells 1 and 8)

g) May 1985 (Appendix VIII was done on all 8 wells)
h) February 6, 1986 (Wells 1,4,9,10,11 for DNBP only)

A USEPA Site Investigation was conducted on October 28, 1981.
Four sediment samples and two surface water samples were
collected. Vertac submitted the report to MDNR on April 20,
1982. The focusa of the investigation was a reclaimed pit
(landfill) area just to the southeast of the lagoons. (I




3)

4)

5)

6)

7}

8)

2)

10)

11)

believe this to be where the SWCA was placed in 1989).

Several soil samples were collected (see August 24, 19282 letter)
to locate clean dirt for remedial activities. Additional soil
samples were collected in this area on October 28, 1982.

Commisesion Order 599-82 was issued November 11, 1982.

The Part B was formally requested by EPA in early 1983 (perhaps
January) . ’

The dike to the lagoons ruptured in February 1983, releasing
700,000 gallons of wastewater into Stout's Bayou. MDEQ
collected several samples.

In late February-early March 1983, four additional monitoring
wells were installed by MCI of Memphis, Tennessee. See March
21, 1983 report by MCI.

Three seepage/leachate samples were collected by MDNR on March
1, 1983.

The Part B was submitted on Bugust 10, 1983. EPA commented on
September 16, 1983. MDNR issued comments September 29, 1983. A
revised Part B was requested by MDNR on November 1, 1983. On
December 22, 1983, Vertac resubmitted the revised Part B.
Mississippi Commigsion on Natural Resourcea Order 717-84 was
issued June 11, 1984. It required submittal of a groundwater
assesament program and a revised Part B. The groundwater
assessment plan was submitted on August 6, 1984. The revised

Part B was submitted September 27, 1984. An interim report for

the groundwater assessment program was submitted on April 15,
1985, Because many of Vertac's responses to 'requests for
additional information" were not in a form which could be
incorporated into the Part B, MDNR requested on March 29, 1985
that Vertac resubmit a Part B, taking in all past comments and
responses, plus additional info that MDNR felt was lacking.
This revised Part B was submitted on June 18, 1985.

Wells 1 - 8 were sampled for Appendix VIII constituents on May

23, 1985.

A Notice-of-vioclation (NOV)was issued to Vertac by EPA on
September 12, 1985 due to failure by Vertac to submit exposure



12)

13)

14}

15)

16)

17)

18)

19)

20)

information for the impoundment as regquired by 270.10(3)(2).

On November 14, 1985, MDNR sent an NOD to Vertac regarding its
most recent (June 18, 1985) submittal of Part B.

-On November 20, 1985, MCNR issued Order 948-85, requiring a

revised closure/post closure, groundwater monitoring and
corrective action plans.

In late 1985, Vertac installed four new monitoring wells,
bringing the total to twelve oneite monitoring wells.

on July 9, 1986, Vertac filed a Motion-to-Dismies, based on the

"idea that the South Plant surface impcundments should be exempt

from RCRA regulation due to the "de minimig" exclusion of the
mixture rule (40 CFR 261.3). The case was argued at the
September 16, 1986, Missiesippi Commission on Natural Resources
hearing, but no verdict was given. :

Oon July 10, 1986, a Show-Cause hearing was called for Vertac at
MDNR offices on August 26, 1986.

On July 31, 1986, MNR Permit Board formally denied Vertac
isguance of a hazardous waste storage permit.

Numerous sediment and water samples were collected by MDNR on
September 3, 1986. Some splits were sent by Vertac to EPS Lab.

On December 17, 1986, the Commiseion ruled that, with regard to
Dinoeeb, the South Plant impoundments were exempt from RCRA
regulation. EPA and MDNR then wanted to have the units
regulated with regard to Toxaphene.

On August 5, 1987, the Misseissippi Commission on Natural
Resources ruled that the surface impoundment at Vertac (Cedar)
was not a hazardous waste management unit for Toxaphene wastes.
This, coupled with the ruling of the Commission on December 17,
1986, for Dinossb, effectively ended the need for a RCRA permit
for that unit. ‘

However, the Drum Storage Area, which had been found to be
mismanaged in previous inspections, was coneidered by EPA to not
be a less-than-90 day storage unit.



21)

22)

23)

Because that Cedar knew that EPA did not view the South Plant
surface impoundments well in spite of the Commission's ruling,
they offered to contain sediments from the impoundmente by
solidification and landfilling. The impoundments could then
continue to be used for non-hazardous waste treatment. However,
Cedar did not want to proceed without the blessings of EPA and
MDNR (now DEQ). EPA and DEQ refused to formally approve the
action until a closure plan was submitted.

The Closure/Retrofit plan was submitted in Rugust 1988. The
plan called for the removal of contaminated gediments from the
surface impoundment system and solidification in a double-lined,
capped, leachate collected Solid Waste Consolidation Area (SWCA).
The impoundments'were to then be retrofitted with a double-liner
with leachate collection and leak detection.

Closure work began about January 1989 and concluded .

a:CEDRSMRY .DOC
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Number

10

11

12

13

14
15
16
17
18

19
20

- 21

Date
0zfi6/83
03/14/83

04/07/83
04/25/83
05/31/83

06/06 /83
06/09/83
06/21/83
06/30/83

07/18/83

08/10/83
08/24/83

09/16/83

09/29/83
10/26 /83
10/28/83
10/18/83
11/01/83

11/18/83
11/21/83

12/22/83

DOCKET

Vertac Chemical Corporation

Description

EPA and DNR letter requesting Part B
Memo describing a meeting on the Part B submittal

Vertac letter describing activities tro
replace the impoundment dike

Vertac letter describing contracts for
dike impoundment

Vertac letter with reﬁised Part A and
information on tank storage

Commission order to repair the dike

Vertac letter revishg inspection form
Vertac submittal of plans for mo&ifying dike
Vertac modifications to contingency plans

EPA letter concerning review of the dike
corrections

Part B recei#ed

DNR letter to EPA transmitting Part B
applications

EPA letter reviewing proposed dike
construction

. DNR letter commenting on dike construction

Memo on inspection of dike construction
Vertac letter concerning dike construction
EPA letter on completeness re#iew

DNR letter with completeness review

DNR inspection letter of impoumdment dike
Vertac letter certifying dike completion

. Vertac response to completeness review and

Part B modifications



Docket

Vertac Chemical Corporation

Page 2

Number

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31
32
33

34

35

36

Date

01/24/84

03/09/84

06/11/84

08/06/84

08/14/84

09/13/84

09/27/84

10/03/84

11/14/84

11/26/84
02/22/85
02/28/85

03/12/85

03/19/85

03/29/85

Description

Memo on conversation with Vertac concerning
groundwater contamination

Vertac letter on possible groundwater
contamination

BPC letter requiring additional Part B
information

Vertac letter on groundwater assessment

Vertac request for extension for submittal
of additional Part B information

BPC letter granting Part B extension

Vertac letter on additional Part B
information

BPC letter on Vertac's groundwater
assessment

Vertac letter on groundwater assessment
Appendix VII scan

BPﬁ letter on groundwater assessment
Vertac letter on Appendix VIII scan
BPC letter requiring Appendix VIII_scan
EPA letter requiring Vertac to submit
revised Part B in accordance with 1984

amendments

Letter from Vertac requesting BPC approval
of Appendix VIII sampling proposal

Letter from Vertac



Docket
Vertac Chemical Corporation
Page 3

Number Date
37 03/29/85
38 04/11/85
39 04/22/85
40 05/23/85
41 05/28/85
42 06/05/85
43 06/18/85
'44 106/01/85
45 ' 04/25/86

46 04/26/86

Description

Letter from BPC requiring a revised Part B
and groundwater corrective action plan

Letter from EPA notifying Vertac of the
1984 HSWA requirements

BPC letter to Vertac approving Appendix VIII
sampling plan

Letter from IT Corporation requesting
extension of the deadline for Part B
revision

Vertac letter confirming inability to
meet June 19, 1985 submittal date.

BPC letter to Caron Falconer enclosing
latest information on Vertac's groundwater

BPC letter granting an extension for Part B
submittal

Vertac letter to Region IV stating intentions
of submitting Exposure Report by 10/25/85

Facility Status Sheet - Part B

Facility Status Sheet - Closure
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CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

24th Floor » 5100 Poplar Avenue ® Memphis, TN 38137 = 901-685-5348

REPLY TO: P. O. BOX 3
VICKSBURG, M5 39180

(601) 636-1231
CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
P 677 981 802 fr-

RECEIVED

Mr. Steve Spengler, P.E.
Coordinator - TSD Branch

Hazardous Waste Division DEC 28 1988

Bureau of Pollution Control Dept. of Nat,

2380 U.S. Highway 80 West R
Jackson, Mississippi 39209 2

December 21, 1988

Subject: Cedar Chemical, Vicksburg Chemical Division
South Pond Closure and Retrofit Post-Closure Activities

Dear Mr. Spengler:

As we discussed by telephone December 19, 1988, Vicksburg Chemical
desires to modify the current groundwater monitoring program it operates
at the Vicksburg facility. We currently sample and analyze fourteen
wells for total arsenic, methylene chloride, toxaphene and
dinitro-butylphenol on a quarterly basis.

We wish to reduce the frequency of sampling from guarterly to
bi-annually with the exception of Well Ho. 1A. Additionally, we wish to
discuss the elimination of wells which may be redundant for sampl ing
purpeses and wish to discuss which parameters are appropriate for future
monitoring.

As groundwater monitoring activities influence the post-closure care
cost estimate, we would very much like to meet with you to discuss the
details involved in calculating the required amount of funding to be
held in trust and for what period.

Please advise if January 17, 1989, is a convienient date toc meet and
discuss these items. Thank you for your consideration.

Slincerely,
§m (. CBosnmalR

STB: pc Steven T. Boswell
Director of Env. Affairs

%c: ¥Mr. Ahlers
Mr. Madsen
Mr. Malone



Environmental Protection Systems

Comprehensive Engineering Services and Anafytical Testing

Srvigaon of
& nvirg Analysis Lorp.

November 3, 1988
File No. 1.89.3.0733

RECEIVED

Mr. Louis H. Crawford, P.E. N0V - 41988
TDS Branch, Hazardous Waste Division P

Bureau of Pollution Control Do W Nl despurces
P. 0. Box 10385 o i D S0T00 Bt
Jackson, MS 39209

Dear Mr. Crawford:
Subject: Vicksburg Chemical Results

The "not determined" results for the Well No. 1A at Vicksburg Chemical was
a result of no qualitative recovery of surrogate standard for that sample.
This was the probable result of new analysts doing this complicated
esterification process for the first time. I have required our new Organic
Group to successfully esterify dinitrobutyphenol and a surrogate standard
on at least three sets of blank water samples before analyzing the next
quarter's samples from these wells.

If you have any questions or comments, piease do not hesitate to call.
Sincerely,

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SYSTEMS DIVISIUN OF SOLID WASTE

REVIEWED BY ?i\
DATE e 2ol BE

John P. Broussard
Laboratory Coordinator

COMMENTS S22zt a”?"ﬁé

Ll Ao £7H

JPB/ncr

P. 0. Box 20382 « Jackson, MS 39289-1382 ;;"}‘!: (601 922-8242 « Fax (601) 922-9263
Branches: Jackson, MS « Pensacola, FL « Nashville, TN « @&kl  Memphis, TN » Chantilly, VA « Fair Lawn, NJ » Hayward, CA




- ‘a“'."
October 18, 1988

My. Btaven Boswell

Ceday Chemical Corporation
vicksbuig Chemical Division
?. O, Box 3

Vicksburg, Mississippi 39180

Re: Closura/Retrofit Plan
Burface Impoundwent Svstom
Sutmitted August 4, 1988
BEPA ID No. MBD950714081

Dear Mr. Boswell:

The Burean has completed its review of the Closure/Retrofit Plan for
the surface impoundment system at your Vicksbarg facility, submitted
to this office on August 4, 1988. We have also reviewed
International Technology Corporation's (IT) August 30, 1988, response
tocamaentsmdecntkapl&ndurim;ﬂwmtingheﬂmn
representatives of the Bureau and Vicksburg Chemical on August 30,
1988.

as we have discussed, our rewiew of this clogure plan has not been
made to ensure coppliance with RCBA closure requiresments for surface
impoundments and therefore the closure may not meet the RCRA closwre
standards. However, the Barean ooncurs that this plan would
congtitute an environmentally sound closure provided that the
following <hanges ave made:

1. 'The changea in the plan proposed in IT's August 30, 1988,
letter ave incorporated into the plan, including;

a} The egquipment decontamination criteria and procedures
as described in the first response in IT's letter,

b} Whenever the Action Leakage Rate (ALR) of 20 gallons
per acre per day is exceeded, Vicksburg Chemical
gubmite a Respanwe Action Plan to the Pureau within 50
days from the time WX determines the rate has
been exceeded.

c} Pmt—ciasure care of the cover for the Solid Waste
Consolidation Area {SWCA) including groundwater
monitoring be conducted for a ainiswm of

30 years.




¥Mr. Steven Boswell
October 18, 1988

Page ~2-

2.

3.

4.

6.

VOC shauld sample the soils left in place benesth the liners
and the leachate collection and detection systems to
determine the levels of contamination left in place that
might impact the groundwater., The parameters analyzed for
shaild at a minimm include arsenic, toxaphene, atrazine,
bladex, dinoseb, and methyl perathion. Samples should be
analyzed for both total concentrations of these paremeters
and using EP Toxicity Procedures.

VCC should determine the source of groundweter contaminetion
detected in wells Mé-1, M&-1A, and Mi-15.

The post-closure cost estimate should include costs for
anticipated well replacement or repair.

WC's current trust agresment providing financial assurance
for closure and/or post-closure should be fully funded to
cover the entire amount of post-closre. These fimds should
not be used to relmburse WX for costs incurred during
closure.,

WL determine the leaksge rate of the liner systems at
least weekly.

If you hawe any questions, please contact me at 961-5171,

WEEmes

Sincerely,

W, Stephen Spengler, P.E.
Coordinator ~ TSD Branch
Hazardous Waste Division

ce: Mr, James H. Scaerbrough, EPA, Region 1V
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Vicksburg Chemical File ﬂLE COPY

FROM: Jack McCord

SUBJECT: Closure Plan for Surface Impoundment
DATE: August 22, 1988

On this date, I met with Steve Boswell of Vicksburg Chemical
Corporation (VCC) to discuss guestions I had concerning the closure
plan for their surface impoundment. VCC would like to bid out the
closure in the next two weeks. I informed Mr. Boswell that it would
be extremely unlikely that the Bureau would issue any formal opinion
that the closure complies with all RCRA standards within the next
few months. I also informed Mr. Boswell that by closing without
formal approval VCC was risking a possible future action by EPA that
could rule the closure was inadequate by RCRA standards.

During the meeting I expressed concern about the following elements
of the closure plan:

1. WC did not state what levels of contamination would be used

for determining if equipment used during closure had been
successfully decontaminated.

The proposed post-closure care pericd of only three years is
entirely inadecuate.

Neither the text or drawings in the closure plan make clear
the number or location of the gas vents.

The equalization culverts that would penetrate the liners
and connect the differing cells of the surface impoundment
represent a significant potential for liner failure.

VOC fails to specify the levels of leachate generation that

would trigger an investigation of possible liner failure and
liner repair.

VOC does not address the potential for liner degradation due
to exposure to sunlight.



. P ®

7. VCC should explain why it will be necessary for the HDPE
valve stem casing that provides access to the culvert gate
valve to penetrate the liner.

B. The high level alarm in the leachate collection/leachate
detection sump should be set so that the alarm would sound
prior to the leachate backing up into the collection system.

9. VCC should specify the level of leachate collected in the
sump that would activate the submersible pump.

I also expressed the concern that the proposed depth of the surface
impoundment cambined with the slickness and the steep slope of its
side could pose a safety hazard at the site.

Mr. Boswell said he thought they could address all of my concerns
with the possible exception of the equalization culverts. He would
get with his consultants and make the necessary changes as quickly as
possible.

JM:1r



CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

24th Floor # 5100 Poplar Avenue ® Memphis, TN 38137 » 901-685-5348

REPLY TO: P, 0. BOX 3
VICKSBURG, MS 319180
(601) 636-1231

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
P 877 980 764 {L””“ﬂg"

August 12, 1988

Mr. Jack McCord ; BRI
Environmental Engineer Cg

Bureau of Poilution Control
2380 Highway 80 West
Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Subject: 30 Day Extension for Waste Disposal
Dear Mr. McCord:

As requested in the letter dated July 14, 1988, from Mr. Sam Mabrv,
please find attached copies of the returned manifests for the drums
described in previous correspondence,

There were weight discrepancies reported by Ensco, Inc., and they are
noted an the returned manifests. Forty-two drums were disposed rather
than the thirty-six originally described. 8Six were added for the
convenience of disposal at the same time.

If there are guestions concerning this matter, please contact me.

Sincere]y,

. —>
i JM W \ ; s } )S‘wa-a_.\g\

STB: pc Steven T. Boswell
Director of Env. Affairs
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501-863-7173
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adivision of enwronrnenta] syslems company

American Qil Road
P.O. Box 1957

 DATE: -G £l Dorado, Arkansas 71731

COMPANY NAME: / % /éﬁ@(}/ ﬂ)}bﬂmﬁéﬂﬂ

ATTENTION:

This letter will serve to notify you of the following discrepancies on
/00 S/ L received at ENSCC, INC., on (Date),

AR-
Plant ¢ JPS - _§DEF  ®om).

Weight Discrepancy + 10%. The correct weight is /3, ? 6/17
- rd
Generator's EPA or State I.D. # corrected or added

Generator's address corrected or added

Container count chamged from to
Manifest ereated from AR- . Doamentatrion on file.
# of drams

D.0.T. Description corrected or added

Additional Comments:

This letter is being used to fulfill ENSCO's obligation to comply with the
Arkansas State Hazardous Waste Management Code. We at Ensco, Inc. appreciate
your cooperation in this mztter.

If you DO NOT agree with this final information, contact your sales corres-
pondent immediately to reconcile any discrepancies.

Gerald Cameron
Material Handling Manager

GC/ sm
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Avgust 10, 1388

Mr., James R. Scarbrough, P. E., Chief
RCRA Branch

U. 8. Envirormental Protection Agency
345 Courtland Street, N.E,

Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Dear Mr. Scarbrough:

Re: Cedar Chemicel's Surface
Impoundment Closure Plan

Enclosed for your review is one copy of Cedar Chemical's closure plan
for the surface impoundment at their Vicksburg facility. It is our
intent to closely coordinate with the Region in our review of this
document.

If you have any questions regarding activities at this facility,
please contact Jack McCord of my staff at (601) 961-5171.

Sincerely,

Wm Stephen Spengler, P. E., Cocrdinator
TSD Branch, Hazardous Waste Pivigion

WSS sJMsom
Enclosure




MISSISSI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESO’CES
Bureau of Pollution Control
P. O. Box 10385
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_% im J‘:é‘: Jackson, Mississippi 39209
“:__‘a“‘.__ *,."‘%\“‘ (601) 961-5171
.‘-"‘:.:,:”:’l’: :l JI"..‘“

TO: Vicksburg Chemical (VCC) File

FROM: Jack McCord

THROUGH: Steve Spengler

SUBJECT: Status of Work Being Done at Vicksburg Chemical

DATE:

July 15, 1988

Today, I spoke to Steve Boswell concerning the work being done at

Vicksburg Chemical. During our telephone conversation Steve made me
aware of the following items:

l.

JM:els

He had not yet received our letter granting a 30 day
extenzion for their drums of mixed dinoseb and sulfuric
acid wastes. However, they were expecting Cecos to
approve the waste stream next week and be able to dispose
of the waste shortly. They have received non-reacting drum
liners and expect to receive 70 new drums on Monday. If
Cecos does not approve the waste stream VOC will be able
to repackage the waste for shipment anyway.

The wells and piezameters WCC proposed to remove in the
letter dated June 21, 1988, have been removed and plugged.
A new well has been added also as proposed in the letter.
WC will be submitting a plan for adding this well to their
sampling and analysis plan,

WX has recently changed primary contractors for finalizing
their closure plan. The new contractor is IT Corporation.
Although they are still about 1 month behind they are now
making substantial progress.

They will be shipping the drums out of their returned
product storage area to Chem Waste Management within the
next couple of weeks., They will then rent a cement grinder
and try and make same more progress on cleaning the floors
both there and in the hazardous waste storage area. They
ultimately would like to establish a new less than 90 day
drum storage area in a more secure place.

cc: Mr. James Scarbrough, EPA



FILE COPY

July 14, 1988

Mr, Steven T, Boswell
Manager, Enviroomental Affairs
Vicksburg Chemical Coxporation
F, O, Box 3

Vicksburg, Mississippi 39180

Deay Mr. Boseslls

Ra: Request for a 30 Day Extension
of the 9¢ Pay Storage iimit
Chemical Corporation
m:ssonmm

Based on conversarions with my staff, and your letter dated July 6,
1988, it is my understanding that you are no longer requesting an
emargancy permit under the Mississippi Hazardous Waste Managsment
Regulations (GMWMER) Saection 270.61. You are instead requesting a

30 day extension of the 90 day storage limit for the thirty-six drums
containing Dinosedb (P020) conteminated with sulfuric acid that you
previoualy wished to be allowsd to treat on-site. The reason for
this request is to allow time for Vicksburg Chemical to contract a
firm capable {1} of handling the material while preventing additional
deterioration of the dromss and (2) of safsly transporting the
material for ultimate disposal.

] MIBMR Section 262.34 (b) Vickﬁmg Chemical will
hegivananmimofﬂm&mmg&nmﬂm@@imm days from the
date of this letter, In oxrder to documemit that Vicksburg Chemical
has disposed of the waste within the specified time period, we
regquest that Vieksbarg Chemical submit to our office copiles of all
manifests used to ship this waste to a parmitted or interim status
treatment, storage, or disposal company within 15 days after

1f you have any questions, please cmtact Jack McCord of my staff, at
961-5171.

Sinceraly,

Sam Mabry, Director
Bazardous Waste Branch

SdsdMily
eo:  Mr, James Scarbrough, BPA



CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

24th Floor # 5100 Poplar Avenve ® Memphis, TN 38137 » 90]-685-5348

REPLY TO: P. ©. BOX 3
YICKSBURG, MS 39180
{601) 636-1231

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

P 677 980 758 RECE,VED '—;

' |

July 6, 1988 ;

JUL 11 1988 I

Mr. Jack McCord Dept. of Nat ;
Environmental Engineer Bureau of prura Rksguiiy,

Bureau of Pollution Control uwauofPommnnconUOI__l

2380 Highway B0 West
Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Subject: Vicksburg Chemical
Hazardous Waste Drum Storage Area
30 day Extention of Accumulation Time Limit

Dear Mr. McCord:

As we discussed by telephone today, July 6, 1988, Vicksburg Chemical
requests the issuance of a 30 day extension to the time limit for
accumulation of wastes at its drum accumulation area. This extension

will allow time for overpacking and subseguent off-site disposal of the
materials held.

Also, as we discussed, Vicksburg Chemical withdraws its request made
July 1, 1988, for a short term permit to allow on-site solidification of
those wastes. On-site treatment was considered but the idea has been
dismissed due to the chance for spills during handling.

If there are questions concerning this matter, please contact me.

Sincerely,

STB: pc Steven T. Boswell
Director of Env. Affairs




CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

24th Floor » 5100 Poplar Avenue * Memphis, TN 38137 = 901-685-5348

REPLY TO: P. O. BOX 3
VICKSBURG, MS 39180
(601) 636-1231

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REGUESTED
P 677 981 857

Mr. Sam Mabry, Director July 5, 1988
Mr. Steve Spengler

Mc. Jack McCord

Divigion of Hazardous Waste

Miggsissippi Department of HNatural Resources

P.0. Box 10385

Jackson, Mississippl 39209

Subject: Vicksburg Chemical Plant, Surface Impoundment Closure

Gentlemen:

This letter is sent to inform you that is has become necessary for
Vicksburg Chemical to select a replacement design engineering firm for
the construction of the retrofit of a double liner and sludge disposal
cell in the surface impoundment at the Vicksburg Facility. This
obviously will cause a delay in submitting the final construction plans
for your review,

The current work on the design has entailed determination of the volume
of material to be solidified, determination of material to be used for
pozzolanic stabilization and predicting the resulting volume of the
stabilized material. Site plan drawings have been prepared including
one-foot contour mapping and pond bottom contours. Soil borings have
been taken in the center dike to determine its ability to withstand
hydraulic loading during the sequential dewatering and lining process.
A review of the pond’s dike construction has been done and plans for
inspection during construction are being prepared. With the already
avallable data, the newly selected engineering firm will be able to
procduce the final desiagn in a shorter period that otherwige.



We regret the delay at this late date, but believe that it is a
necessary step we must take in order to assure the proper outcome of

this undertaking.

August

1, 1988.

We now estimate having plans ready for review by

Please contact me with any questions you may have.

STB: pc

xc: Mp
Mr
Mr

. Bhiers
. Madsen
. Malone

Sincerely,

B kM
Steven T. Boswell
Director of Env. Affairs



CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

24th Floor » 5100 Poplar Avenue * Memphis, TN 38137 * 901-685-5348

REPLY TO: P. O. BOX 3
VICKSBURG, MS 39180
(601} 636-1231

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
P 113 213 024

July, 1, 1968 | RECEIVED

Mr. Jack McCord JUL = 5 1988
Environmental Engineer ‘

Bureau of Pollution Control Qept. of Natural Resources
2380 Highway 80 West Bureau of Poltution Control

Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Subject: Vicksburg Chemical
Hazardous Waste Drum Storage Area
Short Term Permit

Dear Mr. McCord:

As we discussed by telephone today, July i, 1988, Vicksburg Chemical
requests the issuance of a gshort term permit to allow treatment of
containerized waste currently held in anticipation of off-site disposal.

The treatment is needed to effect safer handling of the material. The
material to be treated consists of waste Dinoseb (P020) contaminated
with sulfuric acid. When thlis particular material was drummed, there
were no apparent liquids and no absorbent was added. Subsequently, the
acid mentioned above has seeped out of the material and has corroded the
containers. Four out of thirty-six drums have developed pin-hole
seepage. Rather than re-containerizing the material as is, we wish to
solidify it prior to drumming. The procedure we wish to use requires
adding absorbent "outside" a container and therefore the regquest for
short term permit.

The procedure to be used would be as follows:

1. One drum at a time will be opened (seeping drums first), and the
content{s placed on a screen to drain as much free iiquid as possibie
from the material. A small volume of water will be used to rinse off
regidual acid.

2. The liguid will be collected and placed in a lined, closed-head drum
for off-site dlsposal.

3. The separated solids wiil be mixed with cement dust to neutralize
and solidify these materials. Requisite safety equipment is
present.




»
. w“" )

4., The golidified material will be re-containerized for cff-site
disposal.

To prevent a reocurrance of this situation, removabie, plastic, fiber
reinforced drum liners have been purchased. Al] damaged or contaminhated
drums and equipment will disposed off-site. We expect this procedure to
require six weeks for completion.

If there are questions concerning this matter, please contact me.

Sincerely,
STB: pe Steven T. Boswell

Dicector of Env, Affairs

DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE

REVIEWED BY
DATE o Z-L-93

COMMENTS ch -
Dol -g¢ W*ﬁ& ?Q&ﬁdjﬂq
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By, Allen 7. Halone

Apparsan, Crump, Duszane, & MaXwell
Attoveys st Law _

106 Both Haln Bullding

20th Floor

Henphis, Tennesioe 38103

Demr Hy. BRslone

Re: Cedxr Chemical Coxporation
_asms&ﬂ-ﬁaﬂl -

Aswmmmawmmmwmcmmmm
mmﬁxmmcwciwm Corparation As dscomwed with the compsny
we ae withhcding formal comments witil such tinme 28 we receive a
conplets mbnittal. Upon recept of the Clomme Plan referencsd in your
lotoer of Juwe 1, 1988, we intend to make & timely xeview with comments o
the Sacility. Wawﬁ%%ﬁamﬁmcmmwﬁsﬂ. '
Begion W for thelr meview., Howews, baded upon our disoussics
a@gﬁmm‘we&mmﬂratﬁ?hwmmfmalmmmmwm
ﬁmmﬁmamm

Due to the Missiaxpy Gﬂmm on ﬂm Rescurces roling on August 5,
1%?,mmﬂmmmmmmnmﬁw?gmm
for apoval as a formal RORA clomme, However, the Burean will peovide
comments on the clomre plan's techiicsl mects using RCRA recmiremernts as
quidarce. Alhough the Pureau id not regulating Ceder Chlemicals suxface
ippoupdnent a3 &4 RBCRA hazardous waste ik, we will continue 1o woark wish
mwmmmmmmmmmmwm

irenmertally safe noanrer,

ﬁmmWMMMMM me st {601} 961-8171.
poerely, _

Razacdeus Wesbe Branch

] Chamical
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EasT OFFicE

SUITE 10O

KIRBY CENTRE

I7SE KIREY PARKWAY
MEMPHIS, TENMNESSEE 348112
201/756- 8300

RECEIVED

JUN -6 1988
Mr. Sam Mabry, Director U
8PL. of Nawura) 4
Mr. Steve Spangler Bureau of e50urcyy
Mr. Jack McCord Polluion Control

Division cof Hazardous Waste
Mississippl Department of
Natural Resources

P. 0. Box 10385

Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Re: Vicksburg Chemical Plant/Surface Impoundment
Gentlemen:

I have been regquested by management of Cedar Chemical
Corporation to document in this letter the Company's intentions
with regard to the Surface Impoundment which was the subject of
hearings before the Mississippi Commission on Natural Resources
in 1986 and 1987 (Commission Orders 1153-86 and 1253-87). As you
know, consistent with the Commission's Orders, the Company has
continued to use the Surface Impoundment to accept non-hazardous
waste water generated by plant operations as well as storm water
run-off, which wastes are treated and discharged pursuant tec the
Company's NPDES Permit.

Last November, a Jackson newspaper reported that EPA was
displeased with the Commission's determination that the Surface
Impoundment is not subject to regulations applicable to hazardous
waste treatment, storage and disposal facilities. The same
article, quoting the Regional Administrator for EPA, Region IV,
indicated that EPA was pursuing legal action against Cedar.
Primarily as a result of this article, we requested a meeting
with EPA, to which representatives of the Bureau were invited.
Representatives of Cedar met with Allyn Antley and other EPA
representatives in Atlanta on December 17, 1987, to discuss the
regulatory status of the Vicksburg Plant, including the results
of EPA's RCRA inspection of the Plant in February, 1987.

At our meeting in Atlanta, we explored briefly whether
EPA would object to a Closure Plan for the Surface Impoundment
involving consolidation and capping sludges in place while using
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APFPERSON, CRUMFE DUZANE & MAXWELL

Mr. Sam Mabry, et al.
June 1, 1988

Page Two

the remainder of the unit to continue accepting treating and
discharging non-hazardous wastes. Mr. Antley stated that such a
plan is not necessarily inconsistent with RCRA requirements, but
indicated that it is the Bureau's function to pass on any pro-
posed closure plan.

On February 11, 1988, Fred Ahlers, Steve Boswell and 1
met in your offices to discuss conceptual plans for closure of
the Impoundment along the lines suggested in our meeting in
Atlanta last December and confirmed in my letter of January 26,
1988 to Art Prestage. We were encouraged to proceed with deve-
lopment of a closure plan outlined at the meeting. Subsequently,
Cedar has submitted conceptual drawings; there have been a number
of meetings and conversations between Steve Boswell and Bureau
personnel to refine the Closure Plan; and detailed drawings and
work plans for the proposed closure are scheduled to be presented
to you the third week of June, 1988.

This letter is to assure you that Cedar's management is
committed to implement the proposed Closure Plan which you will
review later this month, provided that the plan receives final
approval by your office, and assuming that EPA Region IV is in
accord. Jim Scarbrough's letter of February 5, 1988 requested
that the Company's submissions be closely coordinated with his
office. I assume that is happening. For obvious reasons the
Company is reluctant to implement its proposed Closure Plan at a
cost estimated by the Company to exceed $1,500,0G0, unless we
have a high degree of comfort that EPA will not attempt to block
the Company from continuing to use the unit for acceptance,
treatment and discharge of non-hazardous wastes, once the plan
has been implemented. If the Company can obtain such assurances
promptly, we expect that the closure can be completed, as pro-
posed, by November of this year. Accordingly, we respectfully
request that you expedite review of the proposed Closure Plan and
furnish us with the Bureau's position as well as the position of
Region IV as soon as possible after the plan has been submitted.

Allen E. Malone
ATM: jw

cc: Mr. J. Arthur Prestage
Ms. Zylpha K. Pryor
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MEMORARDUM
TO: Hazardous Waste Generators, Transporters, Treatment,
Storage and Disposal Facilities
FROM: Mississippi Bureau of Pollution Control
DATE: Mareh 1, 1988

SUBJECT: The 1987 Hazardous Waste Biennial Report

Enclosed please find 1987 Hazardous Waste Biennial Report forms that appear
appropriate for your facility based on our records. Mississippl Hazsrdous
Waste Management Regulations, implementing the Resource Conssrvation and
Recovery Act, require facilities handling hazardous wastes to prepare and
submit a Biennial Report by March 1at of each even numbered year covering the
activities during the previous year. However, thls year significant changes
have been made in the reporting forma in order to gather more definitive
information regarding the handling, treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste
and waste reduction efforts. These changes have reaulted in delays at EPA in
preparation of these forms and their issuance. Therefore, the Missiasippi
Bureau of Pollution Control requires the forms be completed and returned to the
Bureau of Pollution Control by May 1, 1988. This requirement is consistent
with the federal EPA action.

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Jim Hardage or Mr. John Lister at
the Bureau at 961-5171, or Dr. Charlie Waggoner at Mississippi State University
at 325-3584. Dr. Waggoner is helping to repond to facility requests for
information regarding completion of theae forms.

CD:eb




a€0 5y .
.")‘\\ 73.‘:9.. a -

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

L pp® REGION IV
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30363 RECEIVED
FER 17 lF -
FEB 23 1988
4WD-RCRA

Dapt. of Natwa) o
Bursau of Puﬁum:;' gg?;:?

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. C. Alan Spaes
Vice President
Citizens and Fidelity Bank
and Trust Company
115 East Fifty-Seventh
. Suite 1220
New York, New York 10022

Re: FOI-4~-RIN-067-88
Cedar Chemlcal Corporation
Vicksburg, Mississippi
Memphis, Tennesses

Dear Mr. Spaes:

This is in response to your Freedom of Information Act (FOIA) request for
information regarding the referenced company. Per conversations with my
staff regarding the exact nature of the material you requested, Region IV
found pertinent information in the Waste Management Division. Additional
information in the other Euvironmental Programs administered by EPA may be
found in the State files.

EPA has determined that we must withhold parts of the requested records
because they are predecisional and are therefore exempt from disclo-
sure under FOIA. See 5 U.S5.C. Section 552(b}(5) and 40 CFR Section
2,118(a)(5). An index of withheld records, classified by exemption is
enclosed.

Should you wish to appeal this denial, you must submit a written appeal to
the following address within thirty days of receipt of this letter.

Freedom of Information Officer (A-101)

United States Environmental Protection Agency
401 M Street, S.W.

Washington, D.,C. 20460

Re:; FOI-4-RIN-067-88

Your appeal should reference the above RIN number, the date of this
determination and my name, title and address.

Total fees for searching and duplicating these files were $160. Please
remit payment in this amount to the following address.
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
P.0. Box 100142

Atlanta, Georgia 30344

Re: FQOI 4-RIN-067-88

Should you have questions regarding the withheld information or appeal
procedure, please contact Zylpha K. Pryor, Assistant Regional Counsel at
(404) 347-2641. Should you have any questions regarding this denial,
please contact Walton Jones at (404) 347-3004,

Sincerely yours, : .

%ﬂhzd F\a:}Juev«Hnwwnd -%:;;

Lee A. DeHihng, III
Acting Reglonal Administrator

Enclosure

cc: Walton Jones - FOI Officer
Sam Mabry — MSDNR
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CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION
FOI-4-RIN-067-88

Documents Withheld

Exclusion — 40 CFR Part 2.118(a)(5)

July 31, 1987 - Letter to Sam Mabry, MSDNR, from James Scarbrough,
EPA-Region IV, regarding Mississippi facilities
compliance status.,

June 26, 1986 - Letter to Charles Chisolm, MSDNR, from James Scarbrough,
EPA-Region IV; removed references to other facilities.



‘5.,\\‘

W""”?

AL

Eusn,% .
N +

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

AGeNG!

md"&@ REGION IV

345 COURTLAND STREET
T
FEB 0 5 1965 ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30365

4WD-RCRA

Mr, Sam Mabry, Director

Hazardous Waste Division

Bureans of Pollution Control

Mississippi Department of Natural
Raesources

P, 0, Box 10385

Jackson, Mississippl 39209

Dear Mr. Mabry:

RECEIVED
FEB - 9 1988

Dept. of Natural Resources
Bureau of Pollution Control

This letter is to confirm our pasition on Vieksburg Chemical Company as
discussed with you and your staff and Allan Antley, Beverly Foster, and
Jason Dardby of my staff on February 4, 1988,

We agree in substance with the letter sent you by the company”s counsel,
That is, they are encouraged to seek technical assistance from the State
regarding a "voluntary" submission of a closure plan designed to meet the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) standards for a regulated
facility., We would like any such submission and review to be closely

coordinated with the Region.

Due to the legal issues posed by the Commission”s decision not to regulate
this facility, the State appears to be barred from formal closure plan

public notice and post-closure permit issuance.

However, if the company

voluntarily rescinds its "non-regulated" status or otherwise becomes
regulated, the up—front technilcal work and actual field implementation
would already he on-going and would expedite formal closure plan public

notice and permit processing.

Thank you for working with us. We stand ready to assist you as requested.
If you need further contact on the c¢losure issues, please contact Beverly
Foster, Chief, AL/MS Unit, Waste Engineering Section at {404) 347-3433,
For information regarding compliance, please contact Allan Aatley, Chief,
Waste Compliance Section at (404) 347-7603.

Sincerely yours,

Jées H. é{irbrough, .E.
Clef, RCRA Branch

Waste Management Division
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THOMAS 8. BUCKNER TELECOPY S0I/521- 0789 MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 3819

TON!I CAMPBELL PARKER
J. KEITH MECORMIC
MELOOY W, OLIVER
WILLIAM B. MASON, JR.

P01 /756 - 5300

January 26, 1988

SAMUEL RUBENSTEIN
JOMM HART TODD
OF COUNSEL

Mr. J., Arthur Prestage

Special Assistant Attorney General
Office of the Attorney General
Carroll Gartin Justice Building
Post Office Box 220

Jackson, Mississippi 39205-0220

Re: Cedar Chemical Corporation
Vicksburg Plant

Dear Art:

As you know from our meeting last month in Atlanta with
Allan Antley and other EPA personnel, it is the position of
Region IV that it is up to the Bureau of Pollution Control to

approve any closure plan with regard to the subject Surface
Impoundment.

The purpose of this letter is to request a meeting next
week at the Bureau of Pollution Control to attempt to reach an
agreement on a conceptional plan for closure of the Surface
Impoundment at the Vicksburg Plant which has been under
discussion for some time. Specifically, Cedar would like to
explore the possibility of a closure plan that would permit con-
solidation of pond sediment into one section of the existing pond
followed by dewatering, fixation and capping the pond sediment in
Place in a manner that would permit the company to continue using
the remainder of the pond for receipt and discharge of non-
hazardous waste streams pursuant to its NPDES Permit. Allan
Antley indicated at our meeting that there are various closure
alternatives available, including dewatering and capping the pond
in place.

I still have no idea what, if any, action EPA intends to
take with respect to the Commission's Order last year. I am
enclosing a copy of a letter from Zylpha Pryor which doesn't
really tell me anything. 1In any event, I can see no disadavan-
tage in beginning to explore a closure plan intended to be
egquivalent to closure of a hazardous waste facility pursuant to



APPERSON, CRUMP, DUZANE & MAXWELL

Mr. J. Arthur Prestage
January 26, 1988

Page Two

the RCRA regulations, even though the pond is not classified as a
facility required to meet such regulations. Regardless of the
likelihood that EPA would initiate an action that might ultima-
tely overturn the Commission's ruling of last year, Cedar could
determine independently that it would be desirable to take reme-
dial action with respect to the pond sediments to further assure
that there will be no future releases of wastes or pollutants.

In fact, if an agreement on a conceptional plan can be reached,
Cedar is prepared to commission an environmental engineering firm
to prepare a detailed plan with drawings and schematics of the
type that would normally need to be submitted in connection with
the closure of hazardous waste facilities under RCRA.

Please let me know if the people at the Bureau who would
be responsible for approval of a closure plan would be willing to
sit down with Steve Boswell and me next week to try to reach
conceptional agreement on a mutually acceptable closure plan,
That, incidentally, was the reason that I left a message for you
to call me last week. :

ATM: jw

cc: Mr. Steve Boswell
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Allen T. Malone, Esquire
Apperson, Crump, Duzane & Maxwell
26th Floor

100 North Main Building

Memphis, Tennessee 38103

Re: Vicksburg Chemical Facility
Vicksburg, Mississippi

Dear Allen:

We are always willing to meet with facility representatives to
discuss any matters of concern. I trust that the December 17th
meeting was informative for you and clarified EPA's position
regarding Vicksburg Chemical's regulatory status.

While the practical effect of EPA's efforts regarding your
facility could result in an overturn of the Mississippi Commission's
ruling, that is not our primary objective. More exactly, we are
seeking to enforce the regulations governing Mississippi facilities.
To that end, we continue to evaluate data on Vicksburg Chemical and
consider enforcement alternatives. EPA representatives will remain
available to discuss compliance issues with the facility regardless
of our enforcement posture. '

Some of the factual allegations contained in your letter require
a response as they are points of contention. Briefly, we cannot
concede that the presence of the surface impoundment is yielding
positive environmental benefits. The fact that its closure would
result in expenses and hardship to the facility cannot permit EPA to
overlook the long-term negative environmental and regulatory impact
of its remaining open. The status and regulation of Vicksburg
Chemical Company deserve and are receiving high priority attention
from EPA - Region IV.

Additionally, EPA cannot concede that only wastes covered by the
de minimis exclusion have been placed into the surface impoundment.
??éliminary review by EPA indicates that three hazardous wastes have
been treated, stored or disposed of in the impoundment. Those wastes
are designated by hazardous waste numbers K041, K098 and P020.
Finally, future review of material may reveal additional wastes
managed in the impoundment.
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I appreclate Steve Boswell's continued efforts to secure piping
diagrams and the information responsive to Jeaneanne Gettle's
questions. I will certainly apprise you of EPA's need for additional
information from Vicksburg Chemical.

Sincerely yours,
—

,‘gsfﬁiz;

Zylpha K. Pryor
Assistant Regional Counsel

cc: Jeaneanne Gettle
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345 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30355
JAN 28 1388

REF: 4WD-RCRA

J. Arthur Prestage £
special Assistant Attorney General ‘MmRNEY GENER
office of Attorney General AL
Carroll Gartin Justice Building

P.0O. Box 220

Jackson, Mississippi 39202-0220

S OFrcE

RE: Comments concerning HSWA 3004&(t), 3005(e), 3005(a)
3006(£)}, and 1004(22) statutory equivalence

Dear Mr. Prestage:

The Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Review Team has
completed its review of Mississippi's response to our comments
regarding Mississippi's analogs to HSWA 3004(t), 3005(a),
3005(e), 3006(f), and 1004(22). The review indicated that

no statutory modifications will be required regarding the
above State analogs as long as the Attorney General provides
appropriate explanation and certification of equivalence when
a program revision application is submitted.

FPA will continue to assist the Attorney General's office and
the Bureau of Pollution Control in addressing any future delega-
tion issues and in the pursuit of HSWA authorization.

Sincerely yours,

T & Gl =

Lee A. DeHihns, III
Acting Regional Administrator



MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

& ;,:‘df 3 "‘f_’_f.;';-.__- Bureau of Pollution Control

‘:\‘. ﬁs@‘ : “-?ﬁ-. P. O. Box 10385

Wl " i ) :5'2 Jackson, Mississippi 39209

TR SO {601) 961-5171
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Hazardous Waste Generators, Transporters, Treatment,
Storage and Disposal Facilities

FROM: Mississippi Bureau of Pollution Control

DATE: Januvary 1, 1988

SUBJECT: The 1987 Hazardous Waste Biennial Report

Mississippi Hazardous Waste Management Requlations implementing the Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act require facilities handling hazardous wastes
toprepareandsuhnitaBlemualReportbyMarchlstofeache\mnmbered
year covering the activities during the previous year.

This year significant changes have been made in the reporting forms in order
to gather more definitive information regarding the handling, treatment, and
disposal of hazardous waste and waste reduction efforts.

The Mississippi Pureau of Pollution Control will be issuing the revised EPA
Forms 8700-13 A and B for Biennial Reporting this year and mailing them to
you in January as early as possible. The forms should be completed and
returned to the Bureau of Pollution Control by March 1, 1988, as requived by
law.

If you have any questions please contact Mr. Jim Hardage at the Bureau at
961-5171.

CD:sae



CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

24th Floor # 5100 Poplar Avenue ® Memphis, TN 38137  901-685-5348

REPLY TO: P. 0. BOX 3

@l AECEIVED
CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
P 113 213 008 DEC 2 8 1987

Dept. of Naturai Resy
B
December 23, 1987 Bureau of Polution gy

Ny

Mr. Jack McCord
Environmental Engineer
Bureau of Poliution Control
2380 Highway 80 West
Jackson, Miesissippl 39209

" Subject: Commigsion Order No. 1253 87
Condition No. 9, Groundwater Monitoring

Dear Mr. McCord:

Az we discussed by telephone December 15, 1987, enclosed are the results
and groundwater elevations for the November 4, re-sampling of Cedar‘s
wella for dinitro-butyl-phencol (alil wells) and methylene chloride (well
13 only).

Our taboratory contractor reported interference in several samples and
Is unable to report exact resulis in those samples. Maximum estimated
concentrations are reported in those cases. Sampling for the last
quarter of 1987 has been completed and samples are in route to a
different contract laboratory at the time of this letter.

All wells will be analyzed for the parameters previously reported (DNBP,
toxaphene, methylene chloride and arsenic).

If there are guestions concerning this matter, please contact me.

DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE

REVIEWED BY S : ?'

DATE L2=28787 ) T o
STB: PC  COMMENTS & Uv’eml' (‘/mm_c _ Steven T. Boswell

o ELA W{&L of Ilflﬁ’ 77 Director of Env. Affairs

Sincerely,

3
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WiLLIAM . SaSom, JR. December 21, 1987
SAMUEL RUBENMSTEIN
JOHM HART TOGOD
OF COUMSEL
RECEIVED
Ms. Zylpha K. Pryor EB - 4 1988
Assistant Region Counsel F
Hazardous Waste Law Branch Dept. of Naturat Aesources
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency Bureau of Poltution Sontrol
Region IV '

345 Courtlanﬁ Street, N.E,
Atlanta, Georgia 30365

Re: Vickshurg Chemical Plant
Vicksburg, Mississippi

Dear Zylpha:

We appreciate the time which you, Allan Antley, Doyle
Brittain and others in your' office took to meet with us last week
to discuss the Surface Impoundment in use at Cedar Chemical's
Vicksburg Plant. I remain concerned that EPA is considering
efforts to overturn the determination of the Mississippi
Commission on Natural Resources to the effect that the Surface
Impoundment is not a regulated unit under RCRA as promulgated in
the State of Mississippi. I was relieved, however, that data
developed to date do not suggest to EPA that conditions at the
site present any hazard of the type which would call for action

under RCRA Section 7003. Cedar's consultants certainly share
that view.

The purpose of this letter is to confirm our offer to
assist in the generation of information of the type that might
otherwise be sought under RCRA Section 3013. Specifically,
although Mississippi's Bureau of Pollution Control was provided
complete information on past operations relative to the Surface
Impoundment at the Vicksburg Plant, including all available
Piping diagrams, Steve Boswell is currently making inquiries to
determine if additional information is available that would be
responsive to the specific questions raised by Jeaneanne Gettle
at our meeting (pertaining to past operation and plugging of '
sumps, as well as the possible existence of a ditch with liquid
material flowing from the area of the closed-out landfill.)



AFRRPERSCN, CRUMP, DUZANE & MAXWELL

Ms., Zylpha K. Pryor
December 21, 1987
Page Two

Investigation to date has indicated clearly that no
hazardous wastes (other than those covered by the de minimis
exception to the mixture rule) have been discharged to the
Impoundment by former owners and operators of the Vicksburg Plant
at any time subsequent to the effective date of the RCRA regula-
tions. While I realize that EPA disagrees with the Mississippi
Commission's ruling on the scope of the K098 and KOAl hazardous
waste listings, I continue to hope that Region IV has more impor-
tant issues to litigate than this one - particularly inasmuch as
the presence of the Surface Impoundment affords positive environ-
mental benefits, which its closure would eliminate, not to mention
the substantial expense and hardship which such a closure would
involve.

" If there is additional information which either EPA or
the Mississippi Bureau of Pollution Control might be interested
in obtaining, whether pursuant to RCRA Section 3013 or
otherwise, please notify me.

el

Sincerely yours,

Malone
ATM: jw

cc: Mr. Art Prestage
Mr. Steve Boswell
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November 16, 1987 -

345 Courtland Street, M. E,

Atlanta, Georyia 30365
Dear Mr. Scarbrough:

Re: Vicksburg Chemical Corporation

Erwlosadmﬂmfollmﬁmdocmmtsasmmstedbythamm&nplim

Section of your Branch:

September 24, 1987
June 1, 1987

May 19, 1987
April 29, 1987
March 9, 1987

February 9, 1987
April 18, 1986

Pebruary 25, 1985
February 21, 1985

February 21, 1985
Janmary 9, 1985

Letter from VOC on groundwater sampling,
data stipmlated to in Commission Hearing,

memo from Matt Straus to James Scarbrough,
letter from Al Malone on toxaphene,

letter from VWO transmitting groundwater data,
letter from BPC to WX on returned product

stovage area, '
letter from WC updating closure/post closure
cost estimate,

letter from VOO on financial test,

letter from WO confirming graomdwater
contamination, :

letter fram VCC on future use of Impoundment,
letter from W on liability insurance, '

If additional information is needed, please contact Jack McCord of my staff

at (601) 961~5171.

CE:JBM:zae
Enclosure

B8incerely,

Charles Estes, P. E,, Coordinator
Hazardous Waste Division



CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

24th Floor * 5100 Poplar Avenue * Memphis, TN 38137 & 901-685-5348

REPLY TO: P. Q. BOX 3
VICKSBURG, MS 39180

{601) 635-1231
-\L—: Yt g g ‘ i
CERTIFIED MAIL f BECEIVED |
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED i i
P 113 212 999 ] [0V 20 1987 ;
November 16, 1987 [ Copt. of Natural desguryes 5
i Bureau of Pellution Gontrof !

Mr. Jack McCord
Environmental Engineer
Bureau of Pollution Control
2380 Highway 80 West
Jackeson, Mississippi 39209

Subject: Commission Order No. 12563 87
Condition No. 9, Groundwater Monitoring

Dear Mr. McCord:

As we dlscussed by telephone November 13, 1987, enclosed are the

groundwater elevations for the September 29 sampling of Cedar‘s wells.
The levels previously remitted were from the November 4, sampl ing and
were mistakenly sent with the analyses for the September 29, sampl ing.

Also, as we discussed, our laboratory contractor lost the sample of
MW-1A from the November sampling due to breakage of the sample bottle.
Results for that well were reported for the September sampling at a
level of 0.34 mg-l.

If there are guestions concerning this matter, please contact me.

Sincerely,
o1 (ZossQR
STB: pc Steven T. Boswell 4
Director of Env. Affairs
DIVISION OF SOWTE i
REVIEWED BY e -

<;
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P. O. Box 10385
Jackson, Mississippi 39209

.,qf

{601) 961-5171
MEMORANDUM
TO: Vicksburg Chemical File
FROM:

Jack MeCord

SUBJECT: Quarterly Groundwater Sampling

DATR: November 13, 1987
|

Steve Boswell called to tell me that after Vicksburg Chemical re-sampled their
wells because of previous elevated detection limits for dinoseb, that the lab
had dropped and broken the zample for Well 1A.

Jince the previous analysis had
Mr.
ones.

shown detectable levels of dinoseb in Well 1A, I told Mr. Boswell that
resampling 1A would not be necessary. Boawell alsc told me he had sent me
the incorrect groundwater elevations, but that he was sending me the correct

JM: cm

ce: Mr. James H., Scarbrough, EPA
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CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

24t Floor + 5100 Poplar Avenue * Memphis, TN 38137 ¢ 901-685-3348

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
P 113 212 998

November &, 1987

Mr. Jack McCord
Environmental Engineer
Bureau of Pollution Control
2380 Highway B0 West '
Jackson, Mississippi 39209

REPLY TO:

pP.0.BOX 3
VICKSBURG, MS 39130
{601) 636-1231

RECEIVED
MOV - 9 1987

Dept. of Natural Resources
Burean of Pallution Control

|
|

Subject: Commission Order No. 1253 87
Condition No. 9, Groundwater Monitoring

Dear Mr. Mclord:

As we discussed by telephone November 5, 1987, please find enclosed the
resuits of the sampling of Cedar’s groundwater monitoring wells as
described in my letter of September 24.

The wells have been re-sampled for dinitro-butyiphencl as those
analyses were not done by a method having great enough sensitivity. We
will repeat the sampling of well MW-13 for methylene chioride. The

resampling was conducted on November 4.

As no other sample contained

methyiene chloride, we susgpect the sampie was contaminated.

Also, please find enclosed the plan locations of wells 13, 14 and 15,
If there are questions concerning this matter, please contact me.

STB: pc

Sincerely,

_A........l\.,{..__

H
sy

e, L. Qo%»:»*—w\\__

Steven T. Boswelli

Director of Env.

DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE
REVIEWED BY '

Affairs

pare _Jl ~9-87
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OCi 2 & ves ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30365

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGEN

"lmc¢é§ REGION 1V

345 COURTLAND STREET

RECEiVER
ROV - 2 1987

Dept. of Nagy

i Resp
Bureay of Pouutlon CG':II;‘I";? I

4WD-RCRA

Mr. Sam Mabry, Director
Hazardous Waste Division
Bureau of Pollution Control
Department of Natural Resources
Post Office Box 10385

Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Re: Vicksburg Chemical Company (VCC)
EPA ID No.: MSD990714081

Dear Mr, Mabry:

By thisg letter, EPA is providing notice to you, per the Memoranchm of
Agreement, of our intent to issue a 3008(a) Camplaint and Campliance
Order to the referenced facility.

We have determined this facility to be in violation of certain require-
ments of RCRA. Specifically, the facility lost interim status on
November 8, 1985, due to its failure to certify campliance with all
applicable financial requirements. Subseguently, VCC failed to com-
plete a groundwater assessment program or monitor existing wells.,
Additiconally, VCC failed to operate its storage area so as to comply
with 40 CFR Part 262.34(a){l). Therefore, the unit is not considered
less than ninety () day storage and cannot operate without interim
status or a permit.,

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please contact
Jeaneanne M., Gettle of my staff at (404) 347-7603.

Sincerely yours,

s T u

James H. Scarbrough, P.E. DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE

Chief, RCRA Branch REVIEWED BY (\M-

Waste Management Division N
oate M- T-€7

cmmzm.ﬁ.ﬁu__&mm ¢

It o7




CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

24th Floor » 5100 Poplar Avenue * Memphis, TN 38137 » 901-685-5348

REPLY TO: P. ©. BOX 3

CERTIFIED MAIL &ﬁﬁ?ﬁ?&: MS 39180

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
P 113 212 993

iy 3

RECEIVER

September 24, 1987

SEP29 9g7 |
Mr. Jack McCord Dept f
Environmental Engineer Bu?eéuowgéﬂm eSOy ¢ !
Bureau of Pollution Controil 01 Contro| f

2380 Highway 80 West
Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Sublect: Commission Order Ho. 1253 87
Condition No. 9, Groundwater Monitoring

Dear Mr. McCord:

As we disgussed by telephone yesterday, Cedar will immediately begin a
groundwatdi sampling program to comply with Condition No. ¢ of the above
Order.

For the first round of sampling, well numbers 14, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9,
i0, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 1% will be sampled and analyzed for toxaphene,
dinitro-butylphenol, arsenic and methylene chioride. Groundwater
elevations will be determined prior to bailing ang sampling.

Sampling will be conducted on a quarterly schedule as required by the
Order. We reguest that If no signiflcant levels of methylene chloride
are found that this analysis be reduced in frequency or eliminated.
Incidently, sampling conducted by the USEPA in February of this year did
not detect methylene chioride in wells 1, 2, 4, 6 or 8.

The first sampling should have been conducted by the time you have
received this letter. We will report the results to you promptly as
they are recejived.

If there are questjons concerning this matter, pleasge contact me.

DIVISION OF s(m;ﬁprSTE
Sincerely,
REVIEWED BY |
DATE _ %&% { M
STB: pt commems.:éw“(/ b Steven T. Boswel!

O -t~ Director of Env. Affairs
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" Mr. Tom Goldman

SEP 111987

AWD-RCRA

Commienion Chailrman

Coenmiasion on Natural Resources
P.0. Box 1623

Meridian, Mississippi 39301

Lear Mr. Goldman!?

The purpose of thia lstter is tv call your atteantion to sericus concerns
regarding the Stats of Mississippi”s administrstion of the hazardous waste
nsnagemant progres under the authority of the Rasource Conservation sad
Recovery Act. On two ocgasions, the Commission on Matural Resources hes
failed to teke action that the knvironmsntal Protection Agency censiders
sppropriate for an authorized State, Specifically, the Agency does not
approve of the Commission’s decisions regarding Vertac (also known as
Vicksburg Chemical Company) and Southern Pine Wood Preserving. These
decisiona are of special comcern becavse the State’s Divisica of Solid/
Hazardous Waste Managemant has staff who are cepable of eaffectively
handling both cuases. '

I would like to meat with you and the Commiseion teo discuss these concerns
in more detail. Please placs me on the agenda for one of your future
neatings. The date should be coordinated with my secretary, Gloria
Knight, at 404/347-4727.

Sincerely yours,

Original Signed Bya

Lee A. Delihos, IXI
Acting Regional Aduinistrator

cc: Mr. Sam Mabry, Director
Divieslon of Solid/Basardous Wsste
Managenent
Miasissippl Departwmeut of Hatural
Resourcas

Jela Pﬂur. Jr.

Executive Directer

Mississippi Department of Natural
Rosources
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" FILE COPY

July‘ 159 1987

Hr. James Scarbrough, P, B., Chief
Residuals Management Rranch

U. 8. Environmental Protection Aganoy
Region IV

345 Courtland Street, N. E.

Atleants, Georgla 30365

Deayr Mr. Boarbrough:

Re: Cedar Chemical Corporation
¥3D99071 4081

Enolosed for your records io a copy of the tranacript of the May 27, 1087,
hearing before the Missiesippi Commiseion on Naturel Rescurces held to
determine if the Cedar Chemical Corporation surface impoundment is subject to
the NMississippi Hazardous Waste Mansgement Regulations.

If =dditional informstion 18 needed, pleass contact me at (601) 961-5171,

Sincarely,

dam Mabry, Director
Hagardons Waste Division

3M: B ane
Bnolosure

—"



June 3, 1987

¥r. Pat Tobin, Director

¥Waste Management Diviaion
Environmental Protection Agency
Begion IV

345 Courtland Bireet, HB
Atlants, Georgia 50365

Dear Mr. Tobin:

Thig is to express my sppreclation for the support Jim Scarbrough provided to
our hasardous waste program in the Vicksburg Chemical Company matier, and for
your apecial efforts to arrenge for Mait Strauss to be avallsdle to testify.

I recognise fully the resource etrain on you and your eteff such support
causes. However, it ls only through such State-Federal cooperation that the
complex RCHA program can be implemented.

8incerely,

Charles H. Chisolm
Buresn Director

CHC:8M:bdb
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FILE COPY

June %, 1987

¥Ms. Marcia Willisme, Director
O0ffice of Splid ¥Waste

WH~562

Environmentel Protection Agency
4071 ¥ Btreet, SW

Washington, D.¢. 20460

Dear Ms. Williams:

This is to express my appreciation for the generous support to our hazardous
waste program provided by Kr. Matt Strauss of your staff in the Vicksburg
Chemicel Company matter.

His time and sxpertlise in preparing & detalled regulatory interpretation =znd
traveling twice to KMississippi to assess the site and then to testify were
invaluable to the Siate’s csse. Although this kind of commitment to supporst
authorizaed state programe is essential if the extremely complex RORA regulatory
program is to be implementable, I recognize fully the reacurce strain such
support must place on you and your ataff. Thank you for sllowing Mr. Strauss
the time required to help us.

Yours truly,

Charles H. Chisolm
Burean Director

CHC :S¥:hdb



v ® I
o SHE g MISSISSIPP| DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Sz, Bureau of Pollution Control
a‘sﬁ@% P. O. Box 10385
i e 5“ ,é‘ Jackson, Mississippi 39209
AT YR (601) 961-5171
.;"-g "'-.:‘:f, "‘ﬂ&;ﬂ" '
EEMORANDUN
] . -
T0: Vickaburg Chemical File Fre L TPy
FROM: Jack McCord i
SUBJECT: Vicksburg Chemical Sludge Sampling Results
DATE: June 1, 1987

The attached is analytical data on Vicksburg Chemical's impoundment sludge,
hand delivered to the Bureau on May 26

» 1987

The data ia a combination of
JMc:hdb

data obtained by both the Bureau and Vicksburg Chemical and is the data that
Vicksburg Chemical would stipulate to at the May 27, 1987 hesaring.
Attachment

DIVISION OF SO

ESE?STE
REVIEWED BY -

e
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Laboratory
—Number

726,113
726,114

726,115
726,116
726,117
726,118

726,119
726,120
726,121
726,122

726,123
726,124
726,125
726,126
726,127
726,128
726,129
726,130
726,131

Sample
Marked

o

EP EXT

m O 0

EP EXT
F TCLP

& = N

EP EXT

n @m0 "W o =2 =R b o=

Toxaphene

334
244

~ND @ 0.004

167

322

487

56

ND @ 0.1

ND & 0.04
62
6.3
84

18.1
ND € 0.04

1.8
1.2
ND @ 31
ND @ 1
ND @ 1
22
29
4.6
42.9

Pl ey ) —

P



Well Samples

87053026
87053027
87053028
8705302¢%
87053030
87053031
87053032
87053033
87053034
B7053035
87053036

87053037

Location
Location
Location
Location
Location
Location
Location
Location
Location
Location
Location

Location

10

11

iz

14

15

A

nalysis for Toxaphene

<0.24
<0.24
<0.24
<0.24
<0.24
<0.24
<0.24
<0.24
<0.24
<0.24
<0.24

<0.24

;fv;i,ésuﬁié (\L@Cﬁfd N M%f S
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Cedar Chemical Corporation, Vieksburg

In 1986, Cedar Chemical, Vicksturg, filed a petition with the Commission
contending that the Company's surface impoundment is not properly designated
as a hazardous waste facility and is not subject to the hazardous waste
regulations. Specifically, the Company argued that past use of the surface
impoundment as a catchment basin for storage, treatment, or disposal of spills
in connection with production of pesticides at the Vicksburg plant constitutes
"de minimus" losses.

This matter was heard on September 16, 1986, where evidence was presented

relating to the pesticide Dinoseb (DNBP). At its December 17, 1986, meeting

the Commission ruled that the impoundment was not regulated for purposes of
Dinoseb. However, it determined that the question of whether it was regulated
for purposes of another pesticide formerly manufactured at the plant,
Toxaphene, had not yet been determined. The Commission on that date issued
Order No. 1153-86, incorporating the ruling on Dincseb. The Order additionally
provided that a subsequent hearing would be set to determine whether the
surface impoundment is regulated because of Toxaphene-related wastes,rafter the
Bureau of Pollution Control staff and the Company had developed their .

-arguments.

The purpose of this hearing today is to hear the arguments relating to the
Tbxaphene waste streams so that the Commission can make a final determination
as to whether the impoundment is covered under the hazardous waste regulatory

program.

DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE

REVIEWED BY S2%_
DATE < £=27-97

COMMENTS
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Chuck Estes

Telecopy Number:

MISSISSIPPI

~ Department of Natural
Bureau of Pollution
Division of Solid Waste

Resources
Control
Management

P.0. Box 10385
.~ Jackson, Mississippi

39209

Director, Division of Solid Waste
Management, Superfund

Superfund

—

R ——

601/961-5062

r—"/

—_—W
Coordinator, Hazardous Waste Section

DiVISION OF SOLID WASTE
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0%‘-\50 57’4,-6.
;? r? %, UNITED STATZS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
% Q.;‘ WASHINGTON, 0.2 20460
%" e
MAY 19 587
QOFFICE OF
SOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE
MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: Regulatory Determination With Respect to Cedar

Chemical Corporation (formerly Vicksburg Chemical
Corporation) Located in Vicksburg, Mississippi

FROM: Matthew A. Straus, Chief ?72£¢:v ;51?:3:2:;

Waste Characterization Branch

TO James E. Scarborough, Chief

Residuals Management Branch, EPA Region IV

This memorandum is in response to your regquest that a regu-
latory 1nterpretatlon be made as to whether Vicksburg Chemical
Corporation's (VCC) facility in Vlcksburg, Mississippi [now operated
by Cedar Chemical Corporatlon] generated EPA Hazardous Waste
Nos. K098 (Untreated Process Wastewater from the Production of
Toxaphene) and K041 (Wastewater Treatment Sludge from the Produc-
tion of Toxaphene) after November 19, 1980; in addition, you also
asked whether VCC's on-site surface impoundments are subject to
regulation under the hazardous waste rules. Based on all the
materials reviewed (see Attachment A for list of documents) and
my visit to VCC's facility on January 23, 1987, I believe that
VCC generated EPA Hazardous Waste Nos. K098 and K041 after November
19, 19280. In addition, I have determined that the surface impound-
ments located at VCC's facility in Vicksburg, Mississippi are
subject to the hazardous waste regulations. The remainder of
this memo explains the basis for my decision and responds to a
number of statements made by Mr. Fred ARhlers, Plant Manager at
VCC's Vicksburg facility, Mr. Allen T. Malone, who is representing
Cedar Chemical Corporation, and Mr. Gary Dietrich, Senior Vice
President of ICF Technology, who is also representing the Cedar
Chemical Corporation. (It should be noted that since some of the
material contained in this memorandum is obtained from documents
marke? as confidential, the memorandum must be handled as confiden-
tial.

I/ Throughout this memorandum, I will refer to this facility
as the Vicksburg Chemical Corporation {vee) facility even though
it is now operated by the Cedar Chemical Corporation.



DESCRIPTION OF PROCESS AND WASTE GENERATED 2/

Toxaphene was produced at VCC's facility in Vicksburg,
Mississippi until October, 1982. In the manufacturing process,
purchased camphene was chlorinated in the presence of a solvent
to produce toxaphene. (See Figure 1 for block flow diagram of
the toxaphene process.) The toxaphene produced from the reactor
was then diluted and sold as a 90 percent product.

As a part of the reaction step, a hydrogen chloride/solvent
mixture was generated. This mixture was separated; the
solvent that was recovered was reused, while the hydrogen
chloride was sent to an acid recovery system. The hydrogen
chloride that was reclaimed was disscolved in water and sold.

The "waste streams" that were generated in this process are
spills and leaks from varicus parts of the manufacturing process
and a dilute hydrogen chloride waste from the acid recovery
system. These wastes were discharged to the on~site surface

impoundments: these wastes were then sent through an activated
carbon filter and then discharged to the Mississippi River under

an NPDES permit.

BASIS FOR DECISION

In determining that VCC's facility in Vi cksburg, Mississippi
generated EPA Hazardous Waste Nos. K098 and K041 after November
19, 1980, a number of key points had to be addressed. In particular:
{1) what unit processes are part of the toxaphene manufacturing
process; (2) was a "wastewater" generated from the toxaphene
manufacturing process; and (3) were the on-site surface impoundments
part of the wastewater treatment system. (The first two questions
apply to EPA Hazardous Waste No. K098 (untreated process wastewater)
while the third qguestion addresses EPA Hazardous No. K041 (wastewater

treatment sludge).

Z7 The description of VCC's toxaphene manufacturing process is
- taken from several documents supplied by Ceder Chemical
Corporation or their representatives.



(1)

What unit processes are part of the toxaphene
manufacturing process?

The issue is whether the acid recovery system is
part of the toxaphene manufacturing process or whether
it is a completely separate process? (See letter dated
January 23, 1987, from Gary Dietrich to Matthew Straug
where it states, “The muriatic acid recovery system
associated with the toxaphene manufacturing process did
generate a scrubber wastewater, but I contend that this
was not as "untreated process wastewater from the
production of toxaphene" as defined by the K098 listing.
Rather, it was a wastewater generated by an entirely
separate unit process (i.e., the muriatic acid recovery
process.")

First, in reviewing the actual regulation, the
listing language itself is not limited to any steps in
the production process; thus, any wastewater that comes
from any of the steps in the production of toxaphene
are covered by the listing. Where the Agency wished to
limit itself, it has used listing descriptions limited to
wastes from a particular process step. By not doing it
here, the Agency intended no such limits. See, e.qg., EPA
Hazardous Waste No. K097 (Vacuum stripper discharge
from the chlordane chlorinator in the production of
chlordane):; EPA Hazardous Waste No. K073 (Chlorinated
hydrocarbon waste from the purification step of the
diaphragm cell process using graphite anodes in chlorine
production):; and EPA Hazardous Waste No. K033 (Wastewater
and scrub water from the chlorination of cyclopentadiene
in the production of chlordane). The listing here (K098)
is not limited to "wastewater from the chlorination of
camphene in toxaphene production." Moreover, based on a
review of the listing background document (LBD) for the
toxaphene listings, a review of the various blockflow
diagrams of the toxaphene manufacturing process, and
based on a number of statements made by a Mr. Fred Ahlers
of Cedar Chemical (and cited on the next page), I have
determined that the acid recovery system is an integral
part of the toxaphene manufacturing process. More speci-
fically, the LBD for the toxaphene listings, in describing
the wastes generated by this process, specifically in-
cludes the wastes generated by the acid recovery system
(see page 5, last paragraph of the LBD where it
states, "At Vertac's Vicksburg plant, the toxaphene



(2)

-4

containing process wastewater stream seem to be the
bleed stream from the caustic soda scrubber for off-gas
cleanup in the HCl absorption and recovery step...,
along with residual toxaphene from past spills...").
Thus, the support documentation to the toxaphene listings
which Cedar Chemical Corporation personnel (and their
representatives) has reviewed makes it clear that the
acid recovery system is a part of the toxaphene manufac-
turing process. In addition, in reviewing the various
blockflow diagrams (e.g., flow diagram contained on

bage 4 of the LBD; flow diagram provided by Cedar
Chemical Corporation in Attachment J to their letter
dated November 10, 1986, to Sam Mabry, Director, Division
of Hazardous Waste, Mississippi Department of Natural
Resources (DNR) from Fred Ahlers, Plant Manager at

VCC's Vicksburg facility; and the flow diagram contained
on page 40 of the Report Wastewater Treatment Technology
Documentation for Toxaphehieé Manufacture), I find that
these sources include the acid recovery step as part

of the toxaphene manufacturing process. This point is
further supported by several statements made by a
representative of the Cedar Chemical Corporation. 1In

particular:

*The November 10, 1986, letter from Fred Ahlers

to Sam Mabry indicates (on page 2) that 10,744
tons of by-product, Muriatic Acid (HCl) were
produced between November, 1980 through October,
1982 at the Toxaphene facility; this statement
strongly supports the argumént that the acid
recovery step is a part of the toxaphene manufac-

turing process.

°The November 10, 1986, letter from Fred Ahlers

to Sam Mabry states (on page 6) that, "In fact,

the only "waste streams" associated with toxaphene
production at the Vicksburg Plant would have
consisted of any de minimis losses associated

by minor leaks and spills, and scrubber water
generated from operation of the Plants air emission
control procedures in connection with its HCl re-
covery system (muriatic acid or HCl being a
by-product of the toxaphene production process).

Was a "wastewater" generated from the toxaphene
manufacturing process?

Several of the documents that I reviewed (which
are cited in this paragraph) stated that no process
wastewater is generated from the production of toxaphene
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(see, for example, Attachement J to the November 10, 1986,
letter from Pred Ahlers to Sam Mabry where it states,
“There was no process wastewater from the production of
Toxaphene nor was there any wastewater treatment sludge
generated in the Vicksburg Toxaphene Process" and page

41 of the Report Wastewater Treatment Technology Documenta-—
tion for Toxaphene Manufacture where it states, "Toxaphene
produces no liquld wastewater,..."). I believe these
statements are in error. There is a wastewater stream
from the production of toxaphene, althcugh there is not

a continuous process stream coming form the chlorinator
(i.e., where camphene is reacted with chlorine).

In dealing with this question, howewver, one must
first determine what is meant by the term “wastewater.*“
Under the hazardous waste rules, the Agency has not
specifically defined the term wastewater. However,
wastewater has been defined in the effluent guidelines
and standards requlations. 1In particular, a process
wastewater means "any water which, during manufacturing
or processing comes into direct contact with or results
from the production or use of any material, intermediate
product, finished product, or product. See 40 CFR
401.11(g). Since a wastewater stream is generated from
the toxaphene manufacturing process (i.e., scrubber
water from the acid recovery system—--see previous
subparagraph for a discussion of this point) and since
this water stream contains various pollutants as well
as comes into direct contact with various materials
used in the toxaphene manufacturing process, a wastewater
stream was generated at VCC's toxaphene manufacturing
process at their plant in Vicksburg, Mississippi. This
point appears to be substantiated in reviewing VCC's
permit application for their NPDES permit (Attachment A
to the November 10, 1986, letter from Fred Ahlers to
Sam Mabry) where it states {on page 6) that the average
flow of wastewater from the Toxaphene Plant to both
outfalls #1 and #3 is 0.005 million gallons per vear.

FOR ALL OF THE ABOVE REASONS, THE LISTED WASTE (EPA HAZARDOQUS
WASTE NO. KO98-UNTREATED PROCESS WASTEWATER FROM THE
PRODUCTION OF TOXAPHENE) WAS GENERATED AT VCC's FACILITY IN
VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI. 1IN ADDITION, SINCE THIS LISTED
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HAZARDOUS WASTE WAS DISCHARGED TO THE SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS
LOCATED AT VCC's FACILITY IN VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI, THE
SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS ARE SUBJECT TO REGULATION UNDER THE
RCRA HAZARDOUS WASTE PROGRAM.

(3) Are the on-site surface impoundments part of the
wastewater treatment system?

Another issue is whether the on-site surface impoundments
are used to treat the wastewater and thus, generate and store
EPA Hazardous Waste No. K041 (Wastewater treatment sludge
from the production of toxaphene). Based on the information
provided by Cedar Chemical and their representatives, I have
determined that the on-site impoundments are used as part of
the wastewater treatment system (i.e., are used to treat
the wastewater). In particular, In the report “Wastewater
Treatment Technology Documentation for Toxaphene Manufac-
ture,”" it indicates (on page 42) under the subheading Waste-
water Treatment that the effluent from the toxaphene process
at the Vicksburg facility is "discharged to a final neutral-
ization and settling pond located on-site..." Under the
definition of treatment in the RCRA hazardous waste program,
both neutralization and settling are considered treatment.
Thus, the impoundments are used to treat the wastewaters.
This point is further substantiated in a letter dated Ja nuary
23, 1987, from Gary Dietrich, Senior Vice-President of ICF
to myself where it states:

"The three surface impoundments (in series) at the Cedar
Chemical (formerly Vicksburg Chemical) facility receive
sewered process wastewaters, floor drainage, and storm-
water from the facility and discharge these wastewaters
through an activated carbon filter to the Mississippi
River under an NPDES permit. As such, these impoundments
serve a necessary water pollution control purpose by
preventing the discharge of these wastewaters into the
small local surface water stream and by facilitating
the carbon treatment of these wastewaters before they
are discharged into the Mississippi River."

FOR ALL THESE REASONS, THE LISTED WASTE (EPA HAZARDOUS WASTE

NO. KO41-WASTEWATER TREATMENT SLUDGE FROM THE PRODUCTION OF
TOXAPHENE)} WAS GENERATED IN THE SURFACE IMPOUNDMENTS AT VCC's
FACILITY IN VICKSBURG, MISSISSIPPI. SINCE THE IMPOUNDMENTS
CONTAINED (AND MAY STILL CONTAIN) THE LISTED WASTE, THE IMPOUND-
MENTS ARE SUBJECT TO REGULATION UNDER THE RCRA HAZARDOUS

WASTE PROGRAM.



COMMENTS

In the previous section, I indicate the reasons that the
waste streams that were generated from the toxaphene manufacturing
process at VCC's facility in Vi cksburg Missisippi are a listed
hazardous wastes. 1In this section, I will respond to a number of
comments/statements made by representatives of the Cedar Chemical

Corporation. :

°De minimis Loss Provision - In reviewing the documents
submitted by Cedar Chemical and their representatives,
they appear to believe that de minimis losses of commer-
¢cial chemical products that occurred and are associated
and included as the basis for listing the untreated
process wastewater from toxaphene production (K098)

are exempt from regulation under the mixture rule exemp-
tion. See §261.3(a)(2){iv)(D). This is not supported
by EPA's rules. Under this part of the mixture rule
exemption, it indicates that de minimis losseés3/ of
commercial chemical products that are discharged to
wastewaters {that are subject to regulation under
Section 4942 or 307(b) of the Clean Water Act) are not
automatically considered hazardous wastes, unless the
wastewater is a listed hazardous waste or the wastewater
exhibits one or more of the hazardous waste characteris-
tics. The purpose of this provision was to avoid the
unnecessary requlation of wastewater treatment units
that only receive de minimis losses of commercial chemical
products. Since the Agency has specifically listed

the wastewaters from toxaphene production, and since we
have not specifically excluded this listing or any part
of it from the mixture rule exemption, the commercial
chemical product exemption in §261.33{a)(2)(iv)(D)

does not apply in this case.

Intent of Listings - In the November 10, 1986, letter
from Fred Ahlers to Sam Mabry, it indicates (on pg. 5;
answer to Question 11) that "no toxaphene contaminated
process wastewater or sludges of the type contemplated

by EPA's Background Document were generated at the
Vicksburg Plant." This is simply not the case. The LED
clearly describes the wastestreams that were generated

at Vicksburg and recognizes that there is some difference
between these wastestreams and those generated at the
Hercules facility. 1In particular:

2/ De minimis losses is defined to include minor spills, leaks
from pipes and valves, minor leaks from process equipment, leaks
from well-maintained pump packings and seals, etc.
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"At the Hercules Plant, wastewater is generated from
the toxaphene production process (leaks, spills,
and washdowns), as well as from the scrubbing
of vent gases in the HCl absorption and recovery
step... The sludge results from the addition of
diatomacecus earth and lime to the wastewater.

The solids are allowed to settle in holding ponds
and...

"At Vertac's Vi cksburg plant, the toxaphene contain-
ing process wastewater stream seems to be the bleed
stream from the caustic soda scrubber for off-gas
cleanup in the HCl absorption and recovery step...
These effluent streams, discharged at a flow rate
of about 0.63 liters/sec (l0gpm), along with
residual toxaphene from past spills, are piped to
an equilization pond, and then treated in activated
carbon absorption units."

Therefore, the LBD describes Vertac's wastestreams and does
not {as the letter states) contemplate something different.

°Intent of Footnote on pg. 6 of the LBD - In the

November 20, 1986, letter from Allen T. Malone to Sam
Mabry, it says (on pg. 3) that the footnote on page 6 of
the LBD "makes it clear that the classification (K041)
had nothing to do with any such wastes generated at the
Vicksburg Plant." Again, this is simply not the case.
The footnote on page 6 simply says that there is no data
{at the time the LBD was prepared) on the guantity of
wastewater treatment sludges generated at the Vertac
Plant nor was there any data available on the concen-
tration of toxaphene in these sludges. It does not (as
the letter implies) say that the wastes generated at
Vertac do not meet the listing description. [It should
be noted that since the LBD was prepared, analytical data
has been collected by the Mississippi DNR on the concen-
tration of toxaphene in the sludges contained in the
surface impoundments at VCC's facility in Vi cksburg,
Mississippli (see Attachment B). This data demonstrates
that the concentration of toxaphene in these sludges is
significant {(i.e., up to 2,300ppm.]

Please feel free to give me a call at (FTS) 8-475-8551 i'f you have any
guestions.

cc: 8. Mabry (Mississippi DNR}

Attachments



Attachment A - List of Documents Reviewed

Memorandum {(undated) from James E. Scarbrough, Chief, Residuals
Management Branch, EPA Region IV to Matt Straus, Chief, Waste
Characterization Branch, WCB, 0SW [Attachments to memo are listed
separately].

letter dated October 22, 1986, from Sam Mabry, Director,
Hazardous Waste Division, Mississippi DNR 2D James Scarbrough,
Chief, Residuals Management Branch, EPA Region IV

Listing background Document to Toxaphene Listings (Version
iamicludes proprietary information relevant to VCC's facility

in Vicksburg, Mississippi)

letter {(with attachments) dated November 10, 1986, from

Fred Ahlers, Plant Manager, Cedar Chemical Corporation to
Sam Mabry, Director, Hazardous Waste Division, Mississippi
DNR; Attachments to the letter include: (1) VCC NPDES Permit
Applicaton dated June 26, 1981 (Attachment A); (2) VCC NPDES
Permit Application dated January 3, 1986 (Attachment B);

{3) Letter from MDNR Bureau of Pollution Control dated
November 8, 1985 (Attachment C); (4) MDNR Generator Annual
Hazardous Waste Report - 1981 (Attachment D); (5) MDNR
Generator Annual Hazardous Waste Report - 1982 (Attachment
E); (6) MDNR Generator Annual Hazardous Waste Report - 1983
(Attachment F-1); (7) MDNR Facility Annual Hazardous Waster
Report — 1983 (Attachment F-2); (8) EPA Facility Biennial
Hazardous Waste Report B¢ 1985 (Attachment G); {9) Piping
Diagram-North Plant (Attachment H); (10) Letter dated February
18, 1983 from R. F. Maraman, Chief Chemist, VCC to MDNR
Bureau of Pollution Control {Attachment I}; (11) Schematic
of VCC's Toxaphene Production Process (Attachment J); and
(12) Schematic of what is believed to be Hercules' Toxaphene

Production Process (Attachment K).

Three Mississippi Commission Orders against VCC: (1) Comp-
liant No. 599-82, Novemmmm: 10, 1982; (2) Complaint No.
717-84, June 11, 1984; and (3) Complaint No. 948-85, November

20, 1985,

Letter dated November 20, 1986, from Allen T. Malone of the
Law Offices of Apperson, Crump, Duzane, and Maxwell to Sam
Mabry, Director, Hazardous Waste Division, Mississippi DNR.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

15.

As.

Wastewater Treatment Technology Documentation for Toxaphene
Manufacture, Report prepared by the Midwest Research Institute

for the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EPA 400/9-76-013
(PB-253 676), February 6, 1976.

Mixture Rule Amendment, 46 FR 56582, November 17, 1981.
Letter (undated) from James H., Scarbrough, Chief, Residuals
Management Branch, EPA Region IV to Charles H. Chisolm,
Director, Bureau of Pollution Control, Mississippi DNR.

Analytical Data of VCC's Sludge Taken from the On-site Surface
Impoundments.

‘Three RCRA Site Inspection Reports at VCC's W:cksburg

facility: (1) Jim Cook, Inspector, November 22,1985; (2) Andrew
Kromis, Inspector, July 27, 1981: and (3) Jane Stone,
Inspector, August 7, 1986.

Data from a grab sample in 1983 from an area near the impound-
ments.

An excerpt from VCC's Part B Permit Application. i

Letter dated February 21, 1985, from Dick Karkkainen, Director
of Environment and Safety, Vertac Chemical Corporation to
Chuck Estes, Hazardous Waste Section, Mississippi DNR.

letter dated January 23, 1987, from Gary Dietrich, Senior
Vice President, ICF Technology to Matthew Strauss, Chief,
WIEB, OSW.
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Sampling Flan

Vicikaturg Chemiceal Impoundment
MSD99071 4081

Vickasburg, Missiesippi

Perameter: Toxaphene ‘ . :
-~ Arsenic ; ' T
Dinoaeb : !
Acid Extractables S -1
Bage Neutral Compounds

Py
. 4

et L L

*7

Total Extractions will be run for 2ll parameters. If any samplee ﬁontain-cver‘J,

0.5 mg/1 of toxaphene, then both the Extraztion Procedures Toxicity and the
Toxicity Cheracteriatic Leaching Procedure will be run on the sample with the
highest level of toxaphene. ;

I
Safety: Due to the nature of the material in the impoundment and the
probability that the sampling will require the ube of a boat, a separate site
safety plan will be prepared by the contractor,

Equipment: Semples may be collected from & boat Wsing shelby tubes, aplit
spoons, push tubes, or equivalent methods.

Coring equipment usad to colleet samplee ahould be \such that disturbance of the
80ll column is minimized.

Sample containers and ice chests will be provided by \the MBPC.

Semple Types: Grab sediment samples.

Split Samples: Splits of all samples will be offered to Vickaburg Chemigal
Company.

Sampling Peints: A ameries of 26 dimcrete seuple point locations have been
selected on a SO ft. grid for the impoundment with the exception of sample
points 1 and 1A which will be taken near the mouth of the inlet pipe [see
illustration #1].

Sample Compositing: The samples from the 26 discrete sampling points will
be composited per the following echeme:

®6 ft. ~ 4 ft. core depth
Sample Number

Compoaite discretes 1 & 14 Ca=i
Composite digcretes 2 & 5 . VC-B
Composite diacretean 3 & 4 ve-C
Composite discretes 6, 7, & 8 VC-D

A

*4 ft. = 2 1, core depth

Comporite digcretes | & 14 VC-E
Composite discretes 2 & 5 VCur
Composite discretes 3 & 4 Ve-G

Compesite discretes 6, 7, & 8 V0-H
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%2 £%. - O ft. core depth
. Sample Number
Composite discretes 1 & 14 VG-I
Composite discrates 2 & 5 Ve-J
Composite discretes 3 & 4 Vc-K
Composite discretes 6, 7, & 8 VO~L
Composite discretea 9, 10, 11 & 12 VC-M
Composite diecretea 13 & 14 YC-X
Composite diacretes 15 & 16 Ve-0
Composite discretes 17 & 18 VC~P
Composite discretes 19 & 20 VC-Q
Compomite discretes 21, 22, & 24 VC-R
Cottposite discretes 23 & 25 VC-8

Sample Collection: Samples 1, 1A, and 2 through 8 shall be collected in

2 ft. portions to a total depth of 6 ft. Semple points 9-25 should be
collected to & maximum depth of 2 ft. Illustration #2 provides information as
1o the expected sediment depths. A1l samplea will be collectad according to
EPA QA/QC standards, Samples shall be composited in glass or stainless steel
bowls that huve been cleaned with acetons and hexane and covered with aluminum
foil prior to use. The samples will be thoroughly mixed using atainless steel
epoons prior to placing in the sample container. '

All sempling activities will be conducted under the supervision of a
reprasentative of MEBPRC.

JMiels
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CHARLES METCALF CRUMP .
EasT OFFICE

KIRBY CENTRE

April 29, 1987

BRIV

MAY -1 19/

SAMUEL RUBEMNSTEIN
JOHN HART TODD
OF COUNSEL

Mr. Sam Mabry, Director
Division of Hazardous Waste

Mississippi Department of
Natural Resources

DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURDE
BUREAU OF £ LUTION COMNI™IL

1766 KIRBY PARKWAY
MEMPHIS, TEMNESSEE 3819

Bureau of Pollution Control F SOLID WASTE
P. O. Box 10385 DIVISION O
Jackson, Mississippi 39209 REVIEWED BY

Re: Cedar Chemical Corporation DATE =

Vicksburg Chemical DivisioncoMMENTS
Order No. 1153-86 4—
<$ ey

& ErH

Dear Mr. Mabry:

487

On behalf of Cedar Chemical Corporation, the respondent

in the referenced Order of Dismissal issued December 17, 1987 by
the Mississippi Commission on Natural Resources (the "Order"),

this is to respond to your letter to Mr. Fred Ahlers, Vicksburg
Plant Manager, dated April 15, 1987

It having been finally determined in the Order that the

handling of wastes in connection with past Dinoseb production at
the Vicksburg Plant does not afford a basis for regulating the

Plant's "Surface Impoundment” under RCRA,

the Department now

asserts that past toxaphene production at the Plant (which ceased
in October, 1982) brings the Surface Impoundment under the regu=-
latory framework of RCRA, as adopted in Mississippi by the
Mississippi Hazardous Waste Management regulations {"MHWMR"). To
come to such a conclusion, you had to determine that the prior
owner of the Vicksburg Plant either discharged to the Surface
Impoundment “"untreated process wastewater" from toxaphene produc-

tion (listed harzardous waste No.

K098) or that sediment in the

Surface Impoundment constitutes "wastewater treatment sludge"

from toxaphene production (listed hazardous waste No.

K041).

You have acknowledged that interpretation of the appli-

cable MHWMR in this case is based entirely on an advisory opinion
issued by Mr. Matthew Strauss with EPA's Office of Solid Waste.
Pursuant to the Department's regulations, we request that you
furnish us with a copy of Mr. Strauss' opinion as soon as
possible in order for us to prepare for the May 27th hearing.
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APPERSON, CRUMP, DUZANE & MAXWELL

Mr. Sam Mabry
April 29, 1987
Page Two

_ By letter dated January 23, 1987 to Mr. Strauss, Mr.
Gary Dietrich, who served as EPA's Deputy Director in charge of
hazardous waste listings at the time the "toxaphene rule" was
promulgated, and who previously testified before the Commission
in this case, expressed the opinion that the above K098 and K041
listings have no applicability to the wastes previously generated
at the Vicksburg Plant. A careful review of EPA's background
document will show that the decision to list K098 and K041 as
hazardous wastes was based on data relating to a toxaphene plant
previously operated by Hercules Inc. at Brunswick, Georgia. The
Hercules Plant produced process wastewater resulting in seven
tons per day of wastewater treatment sludge containing toxaphene
at levels of approximately 10,000 parts per million. The manu-
facturing process used at the Vicksburg Plant generated no such
process wastewater nor did it result in any sludge of the kind
described in the background document with respect to the Hercules
Plant. These undisputed facts have been documented in prior sub-
mittals on behalf of Cedar, all of which should be part of the
record for review by the Commission.

You have suggested that a "delisting petition" would
have been the proper procedure for removing past waste streams at
the Vicksburg Plant from the hazardous waste designations pro-
posed in your letter. Cedar's only response is that the person-
nel at the Plant would never have dreamed that scrubberwater
produced from recovery of HCl (containing non-detectible con-
centrations of toxaphene) or de minimis and incidental leaks and
spills that might have occurred in the course of toxaphene pro-
duction at the Plant could have possibly been considered
"untreated process wastewater from production of toxaphene® or
that the sediments at the bottom of the Surface Impoundment could
ever be considered "wastewater treatment sludge" as intended by
K098 and KO41l.

Putting aside issues relating to the scope reasonably
intended by the K098 and K041 hazardous waste listings, we submit
that subjecting the Surface Impoundment at the Vicksburg Plant to
RCRA regulation will actually do more harm than good in terms of
protecting the environment. It is important to direct the
Commission's attention to the following facts:

The Surface Impoundment which is used to handle, treat
and discharge non-hazardous wastes generated daily at the
Vicksburg Plant is essential to the Plant's ability to con-
tinue operating.
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Mr. Sam Mabry
April 29, 1987
Page Three

If the Surface Impoundment is designated a hazardous
waste unit under RCRA, Cedar would be required to discontinue
use of the Impoundment, and replace it with new facilities in
order to keep the Vicksburg Plant operational. It is doubt-
ful that Cedar or any other company could justify the costs
of constructing above-ground tanks to replace the Surface
Impoundment, coupled with the costs of closing the
Impoundment.

The Surface Impoundment presently collects storm water
run—-off which typically contains sediments contaminated with
pesticides. In its present operations, Cedar treats the
water leaving the Impoundment, and discharges it to the
Mississippi River daily, pursuant to its NPDES Permit. As a
result, operation of the Impoundment and pretreatment system
prevents the uncontrolled migration of toxaphene and other
contaminants to surface waters and streams at the Plant site.
Closure of the Impoundment would eliminate this valuable
function.

These unfortunate results which would flow from sub-
jecting the Surface Impoundment to RCRA regulations can be
avoided by rejecting the unreasonable interpretation of the MHWMR
advanced by EPA. As you have acknowledged, the Department is
fully capable of assuring that the Surface Impoundment poses no
threat of contamination to groundwater, whether or not it is
determined to be a hazardous waste unit under RCRA. In fact,
assuming that EPA's interpretation of the MHWMR is rejected,
Cedar is nevertheless committed to continued groundwater moni-
toring at the Vicksburg Plant.

We believe the sensible approach is for the Department
to continue to regulate the Surface Impoundment so as not to eli-
minate the useful environmental and operating functions which it
now serves. That was precisely the approach suggested by Mr.
Dietrich in his letter of January 23, 1987 - an approach which
would not only help protect the environment at the Vickshurg
Plant but would also help protect the jobs held by numerous resi-
dents of Warren County who depend on the Plant for their liveli-
hood.

ATM: iw
cc: Mr. William L. Smith
Brunini, Grantham, Grower & Hewes
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SOLID WASTE AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE
MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Headquarters Support at State Commission Hearing

) )
FROM: Marcia Williams, Director HW(A"‘“
Office of Solid Waste
TO: Pat Tobin, Director
Waste Management Division, EPA Region 1V

This is in response to your memorandum of March 26, 1987,
concerning your request to have Matt Straus testify at the
Mississippi Department of Natural Resources Commission hearing o
May 27, 1987. As you know, I believe it is vital to support the:
Regions and the States in the implementation/enforcement of the
hazardous waste regulations. Therefore, Matt Straus will attend
the hearing and will be available to provide testimony on behalf
of the State. In fact, Matt has already been in contact with
Sam Mabry of the Mississippi Department of Natural Resources and
is scheduled to meet with him on April 29 in Washington D.C.
regarding the hearing.

With regard to Mr. Straus' written report on the situation,
he will get it prepared and sent to the Region and the State by
the first week of May. Please feel free to contact Matt Straus
at 8-475-8551 if you have any further questions regarding this
matter.

cc: Doyle T, Brittain (Region IEL//
Sam Mabry (Mississippi DNR)
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Mr. Fred Ahlers, Plant Manager
Vicksburg Chemical Corporation
P. 0. Box 3

Vicksburg, Mississippi 39180

Dear Mr. Ahlers:

In accordance with Migsissippi Commission on Natural Resources Order No.
1153-86, this letter states the basis for the Bureau of Pollution Control to
regulate the Vicksburg Chemical Corporation surface impoundment as a hazardous
wvaste facility.

Tt is the Bureau's position that

1. After the November 19, 1980, effective date of the Mississippi Hazardous
Waste Management Regulations (MHWMR), the surface impoundment continued for °
some time to receive & listed hazardous waste, K098, "untreated process
wastewater from the production of toxaphene” (MEWMR 261.32); and

2. The impoundment now contains a second listed hazardous waste, K041,

"waste?ater treatment sludge from the production of toxaphene” (MHWMR
. 261.32).

Because both listed wastes have been placed (or generated) in the impoundment
after the effective date of the MHWMRE, the impoundment is g regulated hazardous
waste lmpoundment.

The Bureau bases its determination that K098 was discharged into the
impoundment after November 19, 1980, on the following language in your letter
of November 10, 1986, to me (see enclosure ):

In fact the only "waste streams” agsociated with toxaphene preoduction at
the Vickaburg plant would have consisted of any de minimis losses
occasioned by minor leaks and spills, and serubber water generated from
operation of the plant's air emission control procedures in connection with
its HC1 recovery system {(muriatic aeid or HE1 being a by-product of the .
toxaphene production process). ‘ ' :

The EPA Background Listing Document (see enclosure) describes the listed K098
loxaphene wastewater as "leaks, spills and wash (washdowns) as well as the
scrubbing of vent gases in the HC1 absorption and recovery step."

The wastewater described in Vicksburg Chemical's November 10, 1986, letter
seemns essentially identical to the deacription of X098 in the Background
Listing Document. The same letter indicates further that the mariatic acid
-waste streams from the toxaphene production Process. continued to be generated
and discharged into the pond until October, 1982. '

L,
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Sampling and analyses have shown quantifiable levels of toxaphene to be present
in the sludge in the impoundment (ses enclosure). The Bureau's position is
that the impoundment sludge, therefore, meets:the K041 listing description:
"wastewater treatment sludge from the production of toxaphene.”

Vicksburg Chemical Company has, both in your November 10, 1986, letter and in
Mr. Allen Malone's letter of November 20, 1986 (see enclosurs), argued that the
K098 and KO41 listings relate only to the toxaphene waste streams generated at
the time of listing {November 19, 1980, effective date) by the Hercules, Inc.,
Brunswick, Georgia,-plant,.and not to Vicksburg Chemical's wastes. However,
the Bursau finds nothing either in the specific language of the listing
descriptions or in the Background Listing Document itself to substantiate this
position taken by the company. The listings are generic to any toxaphens
wastewaters or sludges. The MHAWMR gpecify procedures for petitioning BPA to
exclude a listed waste produced at a particular facility if the petitioning
owner/operator believes that the waste produced at the facility "does not meéet
any of the criteria under which the waste was listed as a hagzardous wasie"
(MHHWMR 260.22). Tt is the Bureau's position that this "delisting” procedure is
the only appropriate means prescribed in the regulations for addressing the
company 's contention that its wastes are essentially different from the waste
streams on whiech the listings were based.

impoundment is a regulated hazardous waste unit, having received and stored
listed hazardous wastes aftsr the effective date of the applicable
regulations. As provided by Commission Order No. 1153-86, the company hag
fourteen days from receipt of this letter to provide a written response to the
Bureau. Also, in accordance with the order and as discussed with one of the
company 's attorneys, Mr., Bill Smith, a hearing on the matter will be scheduled
for the May 27, 1987, regular Commission meeting. We will inform you of the
time of the hearing as soon as the achedule is fingl.

In sumﬁary; the Bureau asserts that the Vicksburg Chemical Company surface

Please c¢all me if you have any questions regarding this letter or the
enclogures.

Sincerely,

Sam Mabry, Director _
Hazardous Waste Division

SM:els
Enclosure

~ect Mr. Bill Smith, Brunini, Grantham, Grower, & Hewes

¥r. Allen Malone, Apperson, Crump, Duzane, & Maxwell
Mr. Matt Strauss, EPA, Washington
Mr. James H. Scarbrough, EPA, Atlanta
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CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

24th Floor * 5100 Poplar Avenue * Memphis, TN 38137 ¢ 901-685-5348

~

REPLY TO: P. 0. BOX 2 |
VICKSBURG, MS 39180 i

(601) 636-1231 i

|

CERTIFIED MAIL @EHWED

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED ‘ D :

P 113 206 271 . j
FEB 19 1987

February 16, 1987 DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCE

BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTROL,

Mr. Jack McCord

Mississippi Department of Natural Resources
Bureau of Pollution Control

Industrial Wastewater Control Section

2380 Highway 80 West ‘

Jackson, MS 39204

Re: Commission Order No. 1046-86
Dear Mr. McCord:
Per requirement number 4 of the subject Order (submission date as

subsequently modified) attached is the additional monitoring data
(Table 1) and documentation of the installation of the three new

wells (Appendix 4)
Sincerely, rééggyf

JGH/1d John G. Hill
Enc. Environmental Engineer

cc - F. Ahlers
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January 23, 1987

Mr. Matthew Strauss

Chief, Waste Identification Branch
Office of Solid Waste
Environmental Protection Agency
401 M Street, SW

Washington, D.C. 20460

Subject: RCRA Status of Surface Impoundments at Cedar Chemical

Dear Matt,

Thank you for meeting with me on Wednesday afternoon of last
week. As I promised, this letter is to summarize the points that
I made on the subject situaticon.

The three surface impoundments (in series) at the Cedar Chemical
(formerly Vicksburg Chemical) facility receive sewered process
wastewaters, floor drainage and stormwater from the facility and
discharge these wastewaters through an activated carbon filter to
the Mississippi River under an NPDES permit. As such, these
impoundments serve a necessary water pollution control purpose by
preventing the discharge of these wastewaters into the small
local surface water stream and by facilitating the carbon
treatment of these wastewaters before they are discharged into
the Mississippi River.

The stormwater influent into these impoundments carries some
amount of sediment from the facility site which, over the many
yvears of pesticide production at the facility, have become
unavoidably contaminated from de minimus leaks and spills of
pesticide product. The floor drainage influent into these
impoundments also carry small amounts of pesticide residues from
building and containment structures that derive from de minimus
leaks and spills of pesticide product. These sediments and
residues settle in the impoundments and over the yvears have
formed a contaminated sediment in the impoundments. Because
toxaphene was produced at the facility for over a decade, the

Imtermnational Square 1850 K Street, Northwest, Washingoon, D.C. 200068 (202) 86=2-1100
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sediments in the ponds contain concentrations of toxaphene that
range from non-detectable to 2330 ppm. Happily, because of its
affinity to absorb onto soil sediments, this toXaphene is and has
been well contained in these sediments and has not migrated into
the environment. EP and TCLP analyses vield non-detectable :
levels (<0.04 ppm) of toxaphene in extracts and toxaphene has not
been detected in groundwater monitoring well surrounding and
downgradient from the impoundments. Carbon filtration ©of the
impoundment discharges to the Mississippi River have controlled
migration of toxaphene to surface waters.

Notwithstanding the above-described environmental protection
benefit served by the impoundments, the State and Region IV have
raised the question of whether the impoundments are hagardous
waste units by virtue of containing and having received
toxaphene. My reading of the hazardous waste regulations
indicate that the impoundments would be hazardous waste units by
virtue of toxaphene if (1) the sediments in the impoundments
exhibit the characteristic of EP toxicity for toxaphene, (2)
greater than de minimus losses of toxaphene product were
discharged to the impoundment, or (3) EPA Hazardous Waste K098 or
K041 were discharged to the ponds. As described below, my
analysis indicates that none of these criteria are or were met
and, therefore, the impoundments are not hazardous waste units by
virtue ¢of toxaphene content or wastewater influents.

Analyses of the sediments in the impoundments, based on sampling
and analyses performed by the State, show that they do not
exhibit the characteristic of EP toxicity for toxaphene. EP
extract toxaphene concentrations of 0.1, 0.04 and 0.04 ppm were
obtained against the characteristic concentration limit of 0.5
ppm. A previocus State sample showed an EP extract concentration
of 0.02 ppm toxaphene. In additional, analyvses of samples taken
by Cedar Chemical show that the sediments do not exhibit any of
the other characteristics of hazardous waste, including the EP
toxicity characteristic for the heavy metals. Consequently, the
impoundments cannot be regarded as hazardous waste units by
virtue of containing sediments that exhibit characteristics of
hazardous waste. ‘

Cedar Chemical reports that there were no discharges of discarded
commercial product to the impoundments, including discharges
resulting from significant spills or leaks of toxaphene product,
during the period of toxaphene manufacture. There were, however,
de minimus losses of toxaphene product from the manufacturing
process as a result of occasional pipe flange, pump packing, hose
coupling and other minor leaks. Over time, these losses were
washed into the impoundments through the floor drainage and
stormwaters collected by the facility's sewer system. Indeed, it
was these losses that produced the toxaphene concentrations
currently found in the impoundment sediments. These current
concentrations of toxaphene in the sediments are in the same
order of magnitude as concentrations of DNBP in the sediments.
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Cedar Chemical has made a demonstration to the State that the
DNBP concentrations in the impoundments could only have resulted
from de minimus losses of DNBP product from the manufacturing
process. Cedar Chemical is prepared toc make the same
demonstration with respect to tcxaphene. In summary, there were
no discharges of discarded toxaphene product to the 1mpoundments
other than discharges resulting from de minimus losses of
toxaphene product from the manufacturing process. Hence the
impoundments cannot be regarded as hazardous waste units by -
virtue of receiving discarded toxaphene product.

As indicated by the attached flow diagram, the toxaphene
manufacturing process employed by Cedar Chemical did not generate
a process wastewater. The muriatic acid recovery system
associated with the toxaphene manufacturing process did generate
a scrubber wastewater, but I contend that this was not an
"untreated process wastewater from the preduction of toxaphene"
as defined by the K098 listing. Rather, it was a wastewater
generated by an entirely separate unit process; i.e., the
muriatic acid recovery process. Furthermore, it was a wastewater
that contained no detectable amount of toxaphene (see page 41 of
Reference 4 of the listing background document) because the low
volatility of toxaphene prevented detectable amcunts from being
entrained in the reactor vent gases that were passed over to the
muriatic acid recovery system. In summary, K098 wastes were not
discharged into the impoundments.

Because no process wastewater was generated by the toxaphene
manufacturing process, there was no wastewater to treat.
Therefore, no K041 waste {(i.e., "wastewater treatment sludge from
the production of toxaphene”) was generated or discharged into
the impoundments.

The State and Region IV seem to believe that the Listing
Background Document for Toxaphene Production support their
contention that the scrubber wastewater that was generated by the
muriatic acid recovery system was a K098 waste. A careful review
of the Background Document clearly reveals that the conclusion to
list K098 and K041 wastes as hazardous wastes was based
exclusively on the toxaphene contained in the process wastewaters
and wastewater treatment sludges generated by the Hercules plant
in Gecrge. In items I.1 and I.2 on page 1 of the document, the
following two considerations were the only considerations
respecting toxaphene generation used to list toxaphene production
wastes and these considerations are based exclusively on data
from the Hercules plant:

"Toxaphene is present in each of these waste streams; in the
case of the wastewater treatment sludge, if it is found it is
found in wvery high concentrations."

"Approximately 7 tons of wastewater treatment sludge
containing about 140 1lbs. of toxaphene are generated per



production day. About 19,000 tons of sludge are already
disposed of in a landfill in Georgia."

With respect to the first of these considerations, there is no
data presented in the Background Document to support the fact
that the scrubber wastewater stream or any other wastewater
stream generated by the Cedar Chemical plant contains any
toxaphene. (There is a statement on page 5 of the Document which

‘states that "Analysis of the bleed stream (Cedar Chemical's -

scrubber wastewater stream) indicated the presence of chloroform
at 8 ng/l, carbon tetrachloride at 625 ng/l, chlorobenzene at 146
ng/l, and toxaphene at 33 ng/l", but this information is
attributed to the Georgia Department of Natural Resources which
leads one to believe that it pertains to a bleed stream from the
Hercules plant rather than the Cedar Chemical plant). Instead,
there is information on page 41 of the effluent guidelines
document which was used in the development of the Background
Document (see reference 4 of the Background Document) which
states: "The only liquid waste produced in the toxaphene process
at the Vicksburg, Mississippi, plant is the neutralized HCl waste
discharged at a rate of about 10 gpm from the caustic scrubber
{Meiners and Mumma, 1975¢). Chemical analyses performed by
independent testing laboratories on samples of this effluent have
not detected any toxaphene."

With respect to the second consideration, there is no evidence in
the Background Document that the Cedar Chemical plant (1)
generated a wastewater treatment sludge, (2) generated 7 tons of
wastewater treatment sludge, or discharged 140 pounds of
toxaphene per production day. In fact, if one hypothesizes that
the 10 gpm of scrubber wastewater contained 1 mg/l of toxaphene
on the basis that this was the detection limit of the analytical
method used by the independent testing laboratory in the analysis
reported on page 41 of the effluent guideline document used to
support the Background Document, the daily discharge of toxaphene
through the scrubber effluent would have been 0.12 pounds/day, a
far cry from the 140 pounds/day used in the second consideration.

Furthermore, virtually all of the discussion in the Background
Document describing the generation and management of wastewaters
and wastewater treatment sludges that contain toxaphene and
describing the consequences of mismanagement of these wastes is
based on information about the Hercules plant {see pages 3
through 8 of the Background Document). Only one paragraph on
pages 5 and 6 describe the generation and management of
wastewaters at the Cedar Chemical plant and there is no
discussion of the consequences of mismanagement of these
wastewaters. In short, the Cedar Chemical plant is implicated
for the discharge and potential mismanagement of large quantities
of toxaphene-containing wastewaters and wastewater treatment
sludges based on information from the Hercules plant.

As you and I both know, the toxaphene and other Background



Documents were hurriedly written in the early months of 1980 in
order to support the listing of hazardous wastes in the
regulaticns that we had to promulgate and did promulgate in May
of that year. We did not have the luxury for a great deal of
quality control and, in hindsight, one of the conseguences of
that paucity of quality control was, in my opinion, the poor
support for the listing of toxaphene process wastes in the
Background Document discussed in this letter. Indeed, in my
opinion, if we would have had better quality control, we probably
would have written a toxaphene listing description that clearly
excluded the scrubber effluent from the Cedar Chemical plant
because the data clearly did not support the listing of that

_ waste stream.

I hope this information and these views are helpful to you in
advising the State and Region IV of the regulatory status of the
Cedar Chemical impoundments. If you would like to further
discuss this matter with me, please give me a call at 862~-7271.

Sincerely yours,

.
Gary N. Dietrich
Senior Vice President

Attachment
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JAN 1 9 1987
Mr. Sam Mabry, Pirector
Division of Solid/Hazardous Waste DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCE
Management BUREAU OF POLLUTION cONTROL,
Migsissippi Department of Natural
Resources

Post Office Box 10385
Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Dear Mr, Mabry:

As was requested by the Mississippi Department of Natural Resources (MSINR),
EPA Region IV has undertaken a background review of the regulatory status
of the ity Chemlcal Corporation (WCCW In conducting this review,
EPA has P®41a8¥&d, and MSDNR has agreed to supply » & copy of the piping
diagram recently generated by VCC. The diagram is critical to our evalua—
tion of VCC.

To date, EPA has not received the diagram. Please forward a copy of the
docurent to Paul Peronard of my staff as soon as possible. Thank you for
your anticipated cooperation in the matter.

Sincerely yours,

C %M/}/ﬁ\

James H. Scarbrough, P.E., Chief
Residuals Management Branch
Waste Management Division

DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE
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MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
Bureau of Pollution Control
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MEMORANDUON
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T0: Vicksburg Chemical File
FROM: Jack McCord
SUBJECT: Sampling Reconmnaissance Trip

DATE: January 13, 1987

On the above referenced date Paul Peronard of EPA Region IV, personnel from the
EPA Athens lab, and T vislted Vicksburg Chemicel in preparation for a sampling
inspection to be conducted in mid February.

John Hill of Vicksburg Chemical, accompanied us on a tour of the plant. Areas
looked at during the tour included the hazardous waste surface impoundment, the
hazardous waste and returned product drum storage areas, the north plant
impoundment,. the product drumming area, the Dinoseb and speecialty products
(formerly toxzophene) production facilities, and the bayous adjacent to the
south plant’s hazardous waste disposal lagoon. We also checked the sampling

accegs upstream of the plant for Stouts and Hatcher Bayous and the downsirsam
access for Hennessey's Bayou.

The surface impoundment was at the highest level I have obgerved., The level

was within 6 to 8 inches of the top of the finger dike, and the inlet pipe was
completely covered.

The Dinosedb production area was flooded with zpproximately four inches of

water. John Hill called for a vacuum truck to remove the water, but it had not
arrived by the time we left the plant. ~

The returned product drum storage area was much cleaner than it was in

September. The floor wes stained yellow, but there was no spill and absorbent
material on the floor.

JMc:hdb
cer Chuck Eates
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ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30355
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Mr. Sam Mabry, Director BUREAY 0y REF"‘B&E
Hazardous Waste Section HROL
Missisgsippi Bureau of

Pollution Control
Post Office Box 10385
Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Dear Mr. Mabry:

Per your phone corwersation with Jeaneanne Gettle on Monday, January 5, 1987,
this confirms that FPA Waste Compliance personnel in conjunction with EPA
Envirommental Services Division, Athens, will be conducting a reconnaissance
at Vertac Chemical Corporation, Vicksburg, Mississippi on January 13, 1987.
This reconnaissance is in preparation for a site investigation to be scheduled
in February.

If you have any questions, please call Jeaneanne Gettle at 404/347-7603.

Sincerely yours,

Ll z
Allan E. Antley, Chief
Waste Compliance Section




W T 7 wiww o w ow VT Y ¢ e ow e L

-';:“;‘ng'"é‘“. - . . - :"-.1.’- :
4 o

3
{w § . UNITEDSTATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

I REGION IV

34 COURTLANDG STARLT
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Mr. Charles H, Chianlm, P,R,, Nirvector
Bureau of Pollution Control

Migsissipni Department of Natural Resources
P. 0. Box 10385

Jackson, Mississinni 39209

Pear Mr, Chisolm:

- The discussion of the requlatory status of Vertac Chemical fomany (VCC)
hinges around waste streams resultimg from two operations: (1) the produc-
tion of dincseb, and (2) the past production of toxanhene. Rased upon a
review of the information submitted by VCC and available in the EPA compli-
ance file, the surface impoundment at Vo is a RCRA requlaced unit for
the treatment, storage and disposal of KU98 and KN4l {untreated wastewater
and wastewater treatment sludae from the nroduction of toxaphena) and
posaibly PO20 (any residus of any cammercial product or manufacturing
intermediate having the generic name listed in the paragranh 261.33(e) or
{£) (dinoseb)). A summary of the facts in this matter are given below:

Toxaphene listinq: VCC had a toxaphene wastewatar strean which flowed
into the surface impoundment through October 1982. This is conflmed v
VCC's Notification of Hazardous wWaste Activity, Part A Apnlication, at
least one EPA Inspection Report, the backqground listing document for K041
and K098, the February 6, 1976, "Wastewater Treatment Technology Documen~
tation for Toxaphene Manufacture" publighed for the EPA hy the Midwest
Research Institute; VCC's resnonse, dated November 10, 1986, to the infor-
mation remuest flrom MSDNR; and in Mr, Allen T, Malone's (Attorney for
Cedar Chamical) letter of November 20, 1986, to Sam Mabry, Several
wastewatar streams, some untreated, were discharged into the surface
impoundment, thus justifying the listing for X098 (untreated process waste-
water fram the production of toxaphene), In addition, siudge has been
found in the surface impoundment with concentrations up to 2,320 pom
toxaphena, This would meet the listing for K041 (wastewater treatment
sludge from the production of toxaphene),

In the letter of November 20, 1986, Mr. Malone presents same specicus
argunents as to why the surface impoundment is not a requlated unit.
These, along with responses, are given below:

1. Mr. Malone mentions that he is encouraged that the ",.. toxaphene
concentrations do not appear to be of requlatory significance”.,

[T ORI G Er
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A, Tt is EPA's position that 2,320 nom toxaphene is a major requla-
tory concarn, Quoting fram page § of the backgeound listing

document s

"paxaphene {g an excentionally dangerous waste constituent. 1Tt

is extremely toxic, highly bicaccumulative, and has been reported
to cause cancer in laboratory animals. It is also been shown to be
mutagenic. Toxaphene ig regulated as a toxlc poliutant urder
§307(a) of the Clean Water Act. After an adjudicatory nroceeding,
a discharge concentration limitation of 1.5 ppb has been established
for toxaphens discharmes into navigable waters, and this discharge
limitation was judicially upheld in Hercules, Inc, vs EPA, 598 F.
24 91 (N.C. Cir 1978). (The administrative and judicial records
are incorporated by reference into this listing background docu-
ment.) The Agency has also established a national interim primary
drinking water standard of 005 mg/l for toxaphene. (That adminis-
trative record is likewlse Incorporated by reference.)

The wastes are listed as toxic hased on the potential for waste
mismanagement and resulting ernvironmental harm. Toxaphene ia
both moblle and persistent, having frequently been found in
clarified and treated municipal drinking water."

Mr. Malone implies throughout the letker that since only the Hercules -
plant in Brunswick, Gerogia, is discussed in any detail in the back-
ground listing documant, (BLD) the processes utilized at Hercules

must be duplicated in order to have K04l and/or K098,

A. It is EPA's position that the BLD is only used to provide a basis
for listing a particular t waste stream and to give some examples
of facilities that have this type waste stream, It is by no means
inclusive of all possible variations that may result in a particu-
lar listed hazardous waste. If such were the case, the size of
the BLD for woodtreating and electronlating wastes alone would
dwarf the regulationa themselves, The listings provided in 40
CFR 263.31-33 are deasigned to "stand on their om,® with the RLD
only providing limited clarification.

Mr. Malone implies that the VCC facility, its waste streams and its
sludges, are entirely dlasimilar to these described in the BLD,

A. On page 3 of the BLD in a discussion of the two toxaphene manufac~
turers in the United States (Hercules and Vertac), the following
gtatenant is made:

-"Toxaphene is produced in essentially the same manner by both
demegtic marmfacturers,”

rhe BLD further delineates the generated waste streams at the
Hercules plant. The description includes "leaks, spills and
washdowns" f£rom the production area, This is analogous to VCC's
sump and drain system which collected production spills and
routed than to the surface immoundment, Although VCC's sump and
drain system has been described emmerable times (albeit with
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greatly varying descriptions neiny arovidad) one only hag o look
to the first paragraph on page 6 of VCC's Novamber 10, 19848,
response to MSINR's request for information to find documentation
by VCC that leaks occurred and were routed untreated ko the

surface impoundment., As for the nature of the sludge fourd in

the surface impoundment, the BLD mentions several times that
toxaphene concentrations of 10,000 prm were found in the wastewater
treatment sludge at Hercules. At VCC, toxaphene concentrations in
the wastewater trsatment sludge were found in the hundred to thousands
pom range., This is cartainly an appreciahble level of toxaphene,
ard quite comparable to those found at Hercules,

4, Mr. Malone asserts that the toxaphens waste stream should be exemphred
by the "de minimus" exclusion found in 40 CFR 261.3,

A. It is EPA's position that the de minimus exclusion only applies
to "discarded commercial products" found in 40 CFR 261.33. The
K041 and ¥098 listings are found in 40 CFR 261.32. Fven if the
da minlmus exclusion was deemed relevant hy some stretch of the
regulations, the quantities and concentrations found in the surface
impoundment preclude the losses from being de minimus.

5, Cedar Chemical states that "no toxaphene contaminated procass waste-
water or sludgea of the tyne contemplated hy EPA's background document
wore generated at the Vicksburg plant”, ‘

A. EPA disagrees, The background document states that K04l wastewater
"{s generated from the toxaphene production process {leaks

snills and washdowns), as wll as fram the scrubbing of vent cases
in the HC tion and recovery sten, Cedar Chemical states
on page siX "the only 'wastestreams’ associated with toxaphene

production at the Vicksburg Plant would have consisted of de
minimus losses occassioned by minor leaks and spills, and scrubber
water generated from operation of the plant’'s aEr emission control
procedures associated in connection with its HCl recovery system,”
By the campany's own admission, they clearly meet the background
document example of the K04l wastewater listing. De minimus is
not applicable to §261.32 hazardous wastes from speclfic sources.

additionally, as the federal background document was developed,
. only two companies in the nation produced toxaphene—-Hercules,

Georgia and Vertac, Mississippi, A footnote in the background

document gtatea that no information is available fram Vertac on
the amount of wastewater treatment sludges generated.

6. The company submitted a schematic of the Vigksburg process (Attachment J}
and the Rercules process (Attachment K). Their nosition is that the
background document is based on the Hercules process which they state
iz different from thelr operation.

A, FPA disagrees. The background document shows the Hercules schematic
in Figure 1. This figure is different fram Cedar Chemical's
Attachment K submitted to represent the Hercules process,. In
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fact, Flgure 1 of the backaround Jdocumant 13 {dentfcal to Artarh-—
mant .T of the Vicksburg nrocass in the areas of concern (X041 and
K098 production).

The company states that "Cedar helisves that the sludge from koxanhene
wastewatar treatment referred to in the Rackground Document arxd
classified as K098 under RCRA resulted from the filtration of toxaphene

sclution through diatomacecus earth in accordance with the process
utilized by Hercules, incC., At its Prunswick, Geornia dlant, producing,
according to the Background Document, approximately 7 tons per day of
sludge contalning approximately 1% toxanhene by weight."

A, This assumption is incorrect. As 5l:ated garlier, the definition
tor K098 wastewater Is leaks and spills from the toxaphene nroduc-
tion process along with scrubber effluent from the HCl recove
proceas not "the filtration r.:g toxaﬁene solutzon th_r__qgﬁ diatoma-
cecus earth," in addititlon, the tration of toxaphene solution
Ts shown only on Attachment K submitted by Cedar Chemical Corpora—
tion to venvesent the filters the K098 scrubber wastewater through
Atatomacecus earth and lime to remove any toxaphene, ([Cedar
Chemical does not present this in their schematic; the correspon-
dence from the company dated November 10, 1986, does not address
what happens to the K041l scrubber water arnd leaks and spills; ard
this is critical in knowing the requlatory status of the facilityl,

Cedar Chemical states "no such sludge was produced in the process uti-
lized at the Vickshurg Plant, nor did the Vicksburg toxaphene process
imvolve the dimcharge of any untreated process wastewater, as that
term was intended -in connection with the K098 RCRA classification.”

A, The background document does not discuss "disc e of untreated
process wastewater”, therefore, this is not the orrect definition
for the K098 clasgification, Tt is true that treated process
wastewater {8 moe included under the listing, but Cedar Chemical
does not state explicitly that they gensrate process wastewater to
he treated; however, they do %ﬁg process wastewater (see
discussion under #1) and the ng of the wastewater prior to
treatmant would be regulated.

Cedar Chemical concludes by stating that "It is believed that the
Vicksburg Plant was able to avoid the generation of process wastewater
{K098) and sludge (X041) of the tynme generated by Hercules, Inc., at
its Brunswick, Georgia Plant by utilizing high purity cawhene, which
it purchagses as a raw material (toxaphens being produced by the
chlorination of camphena). Hevcules produced a relatively low purity
product requirirg substantial filtration which the Vicksburg Plant
process did not redguire,

A. FfPA disagrees. The background document states that the K098 is
gonerated from production spills and leaks and the scrubbing of
HCl vent gases, It also states that K098 is generated from treat-
ment Of the K04l wastewater. It is unclear how Cedar Chemical
"avoid(s) the generation of process wastewater due to a difference
in camphene." Aalso, the reference to the Filtration is Hercules'
method of wastewater treatment, not production.
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10, ™r, Malone stated in the 1eﬂ-er' of November >0 19496, that; "You
may have already noted that the footnote at nage 6 of the background
document makes it clear that the classification (K041) had nothing to
do with any such waste generated at the Vickshurg nlant,”

A. The grounds for this concluaion are not appropriate, The footnote
marely states that data on the wastewater treatment sludges at
Vertac were unavailable. In talking with perscnnel at Headquarters,
it was found that this was apparently because (1) Vertac did not
have such information, {2) were unwilling to nrovide such informa-
tion, and/or (3) were unwilling to allcw EPA tO gather such
information,

1l. Mr, Malone states in the November 20, 1986 letter, that the "HCL
scrubber (sic) water generated in connection with toxaphene production
at the Vicksburg plant in fact ¢ontained no detectable toxaphene
concentrations.” He then concludes that it would be “1llogical” to
requlate the impoundment.

A. The factam are rather clear that:

i) Wastewater (same untreated) from the toxaphene productioﬁ area

was routed to VOC's surface 1mpmndmont, meeting the listing
!Qr Kﬂgau

il} Lame quantities of sludge, with high concentrations of toxa-
phene present have been found in VCC's surface impoundment.
These sludges were formed from wastewater emanating from
VCC's toxaphene production area, 7This meets the listing for
K041,

1ii) pased on this information, it would be illogical not to regu-
late the surface impourciment as handling K04l and K094,

s (e ince 1980, FPA and MSINR have maintained that the sur-
‘ fooundament at VOC reqularly received, and therefore was a regulated
unit-. For treatment, storage, and disposal of P020 (found in 40 CFR 261.33(e)).
Only recently, when VCC was informed that the surface ilmpoundment must go
through full 265 closure (vis-a-vis LOIS) has VCC maintained that the unit
should not be regqulated due to the de minimus exclusion. VCC's argument

has two supporting foundations: (1) By extrapolation of sampling data, the
amount of losses from VCC's operations are rather small on a daily basis,
and (2) the only source of dirceeb flowing into the impoundment was from

the production area, i.e., that no dincseb from the drum storage area goes
into the impoundment. Thess assertions are addressed below:

1., Small ntities: During the MSDINR-BP(C comnlssion hearing held on
SapEa—nsEl;er 15, 1986, VCC presented Mr, Gary Dietrich, a former Deputy
Director for the EPA, ag an expert witness. Among other things,

Mr, Dietrich presented some rough calculations as to the cuantity of
waste dinoseb deposited into the surface impoundment and plant aite,
Mr. Dietrich states that approximately 1365 pounds of dinoseb have
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been deposited in the surface immourdment over 13 years (found on pane
26 of the hearing transcrint). This is based on an eatimated volume
of sludge in the impoundment, and assumed a dinoseh concentration
range of 2-173 ppm, If we assume Mr. Dietrich's basic logic is
correct, there are still same problems with his calculatlons:

a. Mr. Nietrich used average dincseb concentrations of 12, 74, & 39
ppM.  The most recent sampling data indicatea dinoseb concentra-
tions un to 5900 opom, making his calculations off by a factor of
roughly 100, If we assume, as a conservative estimate, that his
averaje concentrations are off hv a factor of 50, that would make
approximatley 58,500 pounds of dinoseb in the impoundment.

b. Mr. Nietrich used a aludge depth of 3.9 feet., The most recent
sampling has shown significant concentratieons of dincsed in the
sludge to a depth of 6 feet. Accounting for the Llncreage in
volume this would make the total amount of dinoseb depcseited
arcund 87,750 pounds.

Ce Mr. Districh calculated the dincseb losses per day hased on twice
his calcuated value of 1365 pounds, yielding on average loss .6
pounds per day to the impoundment. This calculation is based on
several erroneous assumptions:

1} Mr. Dietrich does not account for the dike hreach in 1983, in
which the entire liqui¢ content, and undoubtably some of the
sludge content, was amptied into a nearby stream.

2) Mr. Dietrich assumes the surface lmpoundment received dincseb
waste every day for 13 ymarg. This does not allow for the period
when the dike broke and/or shut downs in the dinoseb process.,

3} No accounting was made €or the material apparently taken fram
inside the impoundment and used to repalr a washout in the dike
in 1985,

4) A well run facility with only de minimus logses would surely
not have leaks as an every day part of their operation.

Even working with Mr, Dietrich's assumption of 13 continuous work years
{4745 days}, this would give a dinoseb loss of 18,49 pounds per day to
the surface impowriment alone, This also assumes that the material
spilled was 100% dinoceeb, not a camercial grade or intermediate product.
T™is would indicate that an even greater amount of material was aspilled.
This is an extremely large cquantity of such a highly toxic substance to
spill on a daily basis,

2. Only Production Losses: During the September 16, 1986, commission
earing, a n sevaral racently submitted documents, VCC “as stated

that no waste fram their drum storage went to the surface impoundment.
This brings up several questions:

a., Why is it that the sump in the drum storage area has never been
routed to the gurface impoundment like every other sump and drain
in the South Plant (with the exception of the MSMA area)?
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In VCC's Part B application, the statement iz made;

"+..30il within plant boundaries will additionally flow as sedi-
ment particles during rain. the sediment rarticles will settle
within the 3 million gallon surface impoundment, It is pogsihle
that gome of the soil may have been contaminated by operations in
the past. and be cateqgorized as P20 (dinoseb) or p123 {toxaphena)."

If it is true, as VCC has maintained, that.the only spills have
been de minimus losses in the production area (which has a concrete
floor and drainage system), then how and when did the so0il become
contaminated? My, Dietrich, in the September 16, 1986, commission
hearing, indicated that soils in and around the plant area have
dinoseb concentrations in the 1 to 10 Pom range. How did this
material get there?

Also, inVCC's Part B application is the statement that: "Snills
and leaks from the process area or product storage area or water
from clean up of such a spill fall within P020 of RCRA paragraph
261.33, Such spills flow to the 3 million gallon surface impound-
ment.” If VCC acknowledges spills and clean up of spills of commer-
cial product (meeting exactly the description found in 40 CFR
162.33(e)), why should this be exempted fram regqulation?

VCC has submitted and agreed to 3 previous BRC cammission orders
(November 11, 1983; June 18, 1984; and November 22, 1985), 1In
aach of theee conmission orders, VCC has aqreed that the surface
impoundment is a RCRA requlated unit, Why now should the EPA not
believe VCC's earlier adnissions? 1Is the impoundment operated
differently? 1f 80, why has VCC not sought either to have the
impoundment delisted or closed?

All BPA inspection reports and inspactors back to 1981 have indi-
cated that spilt material from the drum storage area has flowed
to the surface immoundment, Why has VCC provided Epa inspectors
with this information in the past and then recently changed the
process descriptien? -

On Pebruary 21, 196%, Mr, Dick Rarkkainen, Director of Envirorment
ard Safety, VCC, sent a letter to Mr. Chuck Estea. In that letter
the following statement was made: "the purpose of the impourximent
s o collect raimwater run off frem the scuth plant and serve as
a =pill collection system in the south plant (spills will flow
through the drainage systenm to the impoundment or will flow to a
sum and be mumped to the impourdiment), The exception to this
flow pattern is the MSMA plant where rainwater and spills are
contained within MSMA plant boundarie «* If, as VCC maintains,
the sump and drain system in the drum storage area is not connected
to the surface impoundment, why did Mr, Rarkkainen state that the
only exception to the normal South Plant drainage syatem is the
MSMA plant?
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g. Also in the February 21, 198%, letker to Mr. Rstes, Mr. Karkkainen
concedes that ",,.we have deferrad to the judgement of the Bureau
of Pollution Control that the impoundment is a hazardous waste
unlt..,". Why, after six years of RCRA regulakion, has VCC changed
this position, other than that it is now faced with the expense
of RCRA closure?

T

he If Vertac Chemical originally submitted a Part A application as a
protective filer, why did they not indicate this, until 1984,
aeither on the Part A application or in some corresmndenca with
EPA or MSDNR?

i. VCC has already detected significant levels of dincseb contamina-
tion in the groundwater and, as of yet, has not proceeded with
any action to delineate the size and extent of the plume of
contamination, How can such groundwater contamination result
from de minimus losses at a "well run" facility in a "well-maintained"
surface Ilmpourximent?

In ¢iting the "de minimus" exclusion found at 40 CFR 261,3(a}{2)(iv)(D):

*A discarded commercial chemical product, or chemical intermediate listed
in 261.33, arising from de minimis losses of these materials from manufac-
turing operations in which these materials are used as raw materials or
are produced in the manufacturing process. For purposes of this subpara-
graph, "de minimus losses include those from normal material handlimg
operation (e.g. spllls from the unloading or transfer of materials from
bins or other containers, leaks from pipes, valves or other devices used
to transfer materials); minor leaks or process equimment, storage tarks
or contalners; leaks fram well-maintained pump packings and seals; sample
purgeay relief device discharges; discharges from safety showers and
rinsing and cleaning of perscnal safety equipment; and rinses fram empty
containers or from containers that are rendered empty by that ringing.”

VCC has maintained that they have had only "minor leaks of process equip~
ment.” Aowever, judging from the quantity and concentrations of dinocseb
found throughout the facility, the "minor leaks® theory is questionable,
In reviewing the facility file, past inspection reports, past Commission
Orders, the extensive history of nomrcompliance, and rvecent sampling
data, the concept that any cperation at this facility is "well maintained”
is nOt eatablished. VOC has presented so many conflicting statements
regarding their dincmeb cperation that to accept on face value their
recent assertion of the de minimis exclusion would be premature and
ill-founded, It is, therefore, recamended that the surface impoundment
be regulated as treating, storing, and disposing of P020,

Aa a side issue, the sump in the drum storage area apparently serves now
as a catch basin only, Recent guidance from the Office of Solid wWaate
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indicates that this unit should be requlated as a hazarf‘lous.waste sktorage
tank (if it can be certified as a tank) or as a land disrosal unik.

Sincerely yours,

James H. Scarbmn; chi' Chlef
Residuals Management Branch
Waste Management Division

ecs  Mr. Sam Mabry, Mississipni Department
of Natural Resources




(TN o 20048 O sC} a0/ ad
Vvickshurg Chemical CQr;"ation (VECY, Vicksbhurg, M3 /{

James E, Scarbrough, Chief
Residuals Management Branch, Reqion TV

Matt Strayss, Chief
Waste Tdentificaktion Branch
Office of Solid Waste, HQ

AS was discussed with Ms, lLebleu-Biawas of your staff on December 15, 1986, I
am forwarding to you a complete packet of information on the Vicksburg Chemical
Corporation (VCC}, Vicksburg, Mississippi, The regulatory issues at VCC stem
from two areas (1) VCC's claim to the "de minimus™ exclusion {(found in 40 CFR
261.3) for their dinoseb (P020) waste streams, and (2) whether the facility's
past toxaphene waste streams met the listing requirements for K041 and K098.
Region IV Waste Compliance Section requesta confirmation of its declsion that
VCC's surface impoundment is a RCRA regulated land disposal unit.

Below is an outline of the pertinent documenta (along with a brief description
of each document) submitted for review:

Document #1

Lettar from James H. Scarbrough, Chief, Residuals Management Branch Region
IV, EPA to Sam Mabry, Director, Hazardous Waste Division, Mississippi Department
of Natural Rescurces.

This document outlines Region IV's position that VCC's surface impoundment
is a regulated unit. In addition, it addresses several specific arguments
brought forward by VCC on the dincseb and toxaphene issues.

Document; #2

This is a copy of analytical data sampled throughout VCC's "south plant”.
The first set of data is a series of sludge samplea taken from the surface
impoundment (note the extremely high levels of both dinoseb and toxaphena).
The second set of data is taken from various sights at VCC. Note that pond
No. 1 and lagoon No. 2 are contiguous parts of VCC's surface impoundment,
and are considered to be one unit. Also, note that the "returned product
area" is WC's hazardous waste drim storage area.

Document. #3
A series of EPA inspection reports dating back to July 27, 198l. HNote the

repeated drum storage spills, violations and the general description of
contamination throughout the site.
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Document k4

A copy of data ffcm a grab sample taken in 1983 from the area near the
impaundment aa described.

Oecument §5

A letter from Allen T. Malone, Attorney for Cedar Chemical Corporation (the
parent campany of VCC) to Sam Mabry. This letter presents WC's arguments
concerning the toxaphene lssues. The attachments to this letter include
schematics of VCC's operation.

RDocument #6
A letter from VCC giving some basic descriptions of VCC's spill collection

System. The "modiflcations® described in paragraph #1 were actually repairs
to the dike after it failed in 1983,

Document §#7

An excerpt from VCC’'s Part B application. Note the description of the pro-
cess wastes atreams and VCC statement that P020 is generated.

Docunant. §8

Three Mississippl Cormissioners Ordars against VCC, These Commissioners
Orders demonstrate that VCC has consented to regulation several times in
the past. It is only when faced with closure have the exewption {ssues
come forth.

Docunent #9

The transcript of the Mississippi Commission meeting discussing the regula-
tlon of WC for dinoseb.

If you have any questions, please call Paul Peronard (FTS 257-7603). Thank
you for your prompt attention.

A

/4.
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Vertac Chemical Corporation

Environmental Engineer
West Compliance Unit

Matt Strauss, Chief
Waste Identification Branch, £PA HQ}'s

Per our phone conversation of December 1, 1986, I am forwarding to you infor-
mation generated by Vertac Chemical Corporation, in defense of their position
that their gurface impoundment is mot subject to RCRA regulation. Specifically,
that they do not generate nor have ever generated K041l and x098.

We are requesting your offices input as to whether or not their argunent is
correct. We are to regpond to the state no later than QOB 12/8/88, therefore,
we requeat feedback from your office early Monday morning (12/8/88).

Thank you for your assistance. IE you have any questions, please call me or
Paul Peronard at FIS 257-7603. ,

Jeaneanne M. Gettle
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Director, Waste Management Division
UsS. Envirommental Protection &gency, Region IV

Marcia williams, Director
Office of Solid Waste

This requests that Mate Strauss, Chief of the Waste Identification Branch,

attend the May 27, 1987, Mississippi Department of Natyral Resources Camission
hearing in Jackaon, Misgissippli. He is needed to testify as to his determimation
on the regulatory status of Vertac Chemical Corporation, Vicksburg, Mississippi,

Mr. Strauss' testimony in the May hearing is critical to the states case, because
of his expertise in this area. He became involved in thig case at the request of
EPA Region IV, Mr. Strauss vigited the above-ment ioned facility and studied docy-
ments pertaining to the argument that the facility is not requlated for toxaphene
wastewater (K098), sludge generated in toxaphene production (K041} and dincseb
{PO20), 1In January the commission ruled the facility not requlated for PO20,
however, they will rule on the toxaphene issue in Ma .

Mississippi has not yet received Mr, Skrayss' written report and has asked that
1t be sent as goon ag possible. The State needes to review the report and allow
the company time to do so prior to the hearing.

If you require additional information regarding this matter, ‘contact Doyle T,

Brittaln of my staff at rrg 257-7603, or Sam Mabry of the Mississippl Department
of Natural Resources at (601) 961-5171,

Patrick M. Tobin
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¥ovenber ?6, i986

Hr. Allen T. Malone

Apperson, Crump, Dusane, & Maxwell
Attorneys-at-Law

100 North Main Building

26th Floor -

Hemphin, Tennessee 38103%

Dear Mr. Malone:

Re: Supplemental Information Relating o
Cedar Chemical Corporation's Plant,
Vicksburg, Missiesippi

¥s have received your lettsr of Hovember 20, 1986, and the enclosed information

which supplements Mr. Pred Ahlers’ response to our October 22, 1986,
questionnarie.

Both the Bureau of Pollution Control and EPA Reglon IV staff are sontinuning to
svaluate Mr. Ahlers' response. The evaluation will include consideration of
the new information, copies of which are being Forwardsd to EPA. Ye will

make a formel response to Mr. Ahlers’ submittal when review and analyais arae
completed.

¥nclosed are coples of the analytical results from the Bureau's sampling of the
surface impoundment in guestiorn, as raguested in your letter. Please Tenl fres
to contact me 1f you have guestions concerning thess results.

Sincsrely,

Sam Mabry, Director -
Hazardous Waste Divigion

SHisae
Enclosure

Y
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SAMPLE RESULTS - VICKSBURG CHEMICAL

Sample # Sample Type/Location DNBP(ppm) Atragine(ppm) To ta:‘l.’chroue Total Arsenic ‘otal Lead
! : — ££ S Xy T ..._ﬂ?_e::_
¥C-1 Water; Influent pipe to lagoon 8 0.03
,Ez Water; Influent pipe to lsgoon 0.03 .29 .008
3 Sludge; Pond No. T T 13,000 5
vC-4 Sludge; Pond No. 1 R 123 362 142 ._
¥¢-5 Vater; Lagoon No. 2 3 0.03
¥C-6 Water; lagoon No. 2 .05 .74 .01
—yc-7 Sludge; Lagoon Mo, 2 5.8
Yc-8 Sludge; Lagoon No. 2 __ 10.2 21 5.3
¥c-9 Water; sump near returned product area 130 15
— ¥C-10 Water; sump near returned product area .03 2,47 .05
y_Vve-11 Water; sump below product drumming areal 260 .2
¢ VC-12 Water; sump below product drusming area 108 - bl 2.9
- 20llda; returned product area 230,000
v YC-14 Solids; returned product area 47T 43.5 T 9%
— ¥C-15 “Boil; N.¥. of NDEP piant 96
16 “Soil; N.¥. of DEBP plant 40.7 7.8 170
- Water; sump N.¥W. of DHBF plant 300 0.01
Water; sump N.W. of DNBP plant .03 -G2 02

E &
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LAW OFFICES
APFPERSON, CRUMP, DUZANE & MAXWELL

CHARLES W. METCALF, 1840 - 1924 2eTH FLOOR

WALLIAM P METCALF, 1872 1240

JOHN W. APPERSCN, 1898-1986 100 NORTH MAIN BUILDING EasT OFFICE
CHARLES METCALF CRUMP MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38103 SUITE 100
. I
jéfazgaé M?akiw;_r_,m. ot/ 8251711 KIRAY CENTRE
ALLEN T. MALONE ‘
PHILIP G. KAMINSKY 1765 KIRBY PARKWAY
ROBERT L. DINKELSHIEL MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 36119
MICHAEL £, HEWGLEY 7
JAMES F, RUSSELL 201 +756 - 6300
JGMN L AYDER
TONI CAMPBELL PARKER
. KEITH MCCORMIC
I:I"ELODYWA OLIVER November 20, 1986 3 E E'ﬁ? *
SAMUEL RUBEMSTEIN i u %
JOHN HART TODD
OF COUNSEL
NOV 24 1
Mr. Sam Mabry DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCE
Director, Division BUREAY OF PouLuTioN CONTROL

of Hazardous Waste _
Mississippi Department of
Natural Rescurces

P. O. Box 10385
Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Re: In the Matter of: Mississippi Commission on
Natural Resources v. Cedar Chemical Corporation
Order No. 1046-86

Dear Sam:

I was shocked and disappointed to learn yesterday that
the Commission deferred until the December meeting a ruling on

and adjourned without giving Walter Weems an opportunity to
appear and state our position. In our conference call Tuesday,
you agreed to put the matter at the heels of the agenda so that
we would have an opportunity confer at noon and pPick a time for
Walter to appear, assuming the Bureau of Pollution Control was
still planning to oppose entry of an order granting the motion.

I realize you might not have been aware that the meeting would be
adjourned in the morning, but someone could certainly have
attempted to reach Walter by telephone as soon as that fact
became apparent. Failing to do so was in my opinion inconsistent
with the good faith course of dealings which I thought had been
established between us.

To avoid any possible misunderstanding, this will con-
firm in writing what you were told during our conference call -
that Cedar is unwilling to supplement the administrative record
in this case in any form or fashion. Inasmuch as you advised that

(which was the only issue presented at the hearing), I cannot
understand why the Bureau would want the Commission Lo continue
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APPERSON, CRUMP, DUZANE & MAXWELL

Mr. Sam Mabry
November 20, 1986
Page Two

to defer a ruling on the motion. We have said repeatedly, (and
as I thought the Commission had already ruled) that if RCRA regu-
lation of the pond should be asserted in the future on some basis
other than that asserted in the hearing of September 16, 1986, a
new proceeding would have to be initiated, giving Cedar an oppor-
tunity for a response to the new allegations and opportunity for
hearing. Naturally, we hope such a hearing will not be
necessary, but in the meantime, we believe that deferring a
ruling on the present motion serves no purpose. If I have missed
something, I wish you would enlighten me.

With regard to your continuing investigation into the
regulatory status of the subject surface impoundment at the
Vicksburg Plant, I would appreciate it if you would forward to me
a copy of the analytical results of the sediment samples which
the Bureau took in October. Your description of the results in
our conversation on Tuesday sounded encouraging. I am particular
pPleased to know that, even utilizing the new methods of analysis
proposed by EPA for determining the EP toxicity characteristie,
toxaphene concentrations do not appear to be of regulatory signi-
ficance.

Finally, this letter will supplement Cedar's November
10, 1986 response to questions 11-13 in your the questionnaire
that you submitted on October 22, 1986, relative to past
toxaphene production at the plant. I recently received and
enclose herewith the document entitled Wastewater Treatment
Technology Documentation For Toxaphene Manufacture, dated
February 6, 1976, referred to in Footnote 4 to EPA's Listing
Background Document for toxaphene production. The following
information in the enclosed document should be useful to you in
connection with the gquestions that have been raised: :

Hercules' production and waste handling processes at its
Brunswick Plant are discussed at pages 7-24. Note that the
schematic shown on page 11 of the document is the same as the
one that Cedar believed to describe the Hercules' process,
and is not the schematic that was included in the background
document. This schematic clearly shows that in addition to
spills and leaks from production and scrubber water from the
HC1l recovery process, Hercules also pumped plant process
waste water to its settling ponds.
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Mr. Sam Mabry
November 20, 1986
Page Three

Appendix A in the report (which apparently was not
received in time to be incorporated in the report itself)
provides additional information regarding toxaphene waste
treatment at Hercules' Brunswick Plant. The schematic at page
A-3 graphically demonstrates the fact that toxaphene con-—
taminated waste water was generated by Hercules' process in
contradistinction to the process utilized at the Vicksburg
Plant.

The Vicksburg process is described at pages 38-44, The
document states that the only liquid waste produced in the
toxaphene process at the Vicksburg Plant was neutralized HC1
waste at about 10 gpm, which waste contained no detectible
toxaphene. You may have already noted that the Footnote at
page 6 of the Background Document makes it clear that the
classification (K041) had nothing to do with any such wastes
generated at the Vicksburg Plant. The fact is, there were no
such wastes generated.

I also received from EPA this week, and enclose
herewith, a copy of the subject Listing Background Document with
proprietary business information supposedly submitted by
Vicksburg Chemical Company inserted at pages 2, 3, 5 and 6. The
principal thing that I wanted EPA to provide was a copy of the
document referred to in Footnote 3 of the Background Document, in
the form it was received, but this document was not supplied.

I would like to point out to you that the various con-
centrations attributed to "bleed streams" at page 5 of the
Background Document, including toxaphene at 33 ppb, are hot based
on the information supposedly supplied by Vicksburg, referred to
at Footnote 3. 1Instead, support for the concentrations listed is
shown to be a telephone conversation to Georgia Department of
Natural Resources, (Footnote 5), which pretty clearly would have
had to do with the Hercules Plant in Brunswick, Georgia - not the
Vicksburg Plant). You should also note that HCl scrubber water
generated at Tenneco's Plant, discharged pursuant to its NPDES
Permit, with other plant discharges, when analyzed monthly over a
one year period showed no toxaphene content at an average detec-
tion limit of 6 ppb (See pp. 29-30 of the enclosed Wastewater
Treatment Technology Document).

We believe the observations and data reflected in the
enclosed Wastewater Treatment document support Vertac's conten-—
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APPERSON, CRUMP, DUZANE & MAXWELL

Mr. Sam Mabry
November 20, 1986
Page Four

tion that HCL scubber water generated in connection with
toxaphene production at the Vicksburg Plant in fact contained no
detectible toxaphene concentrations. I have also spoken with R.
A. Guidi, the engineer who for many years was responsible for
-operations at the Vicksburg Plant, and it is his opinion that
from a chemical engineering standpoint, the scrubber water
generated by the Vicksburg process would not have been expected
to contain any toxaphene even at the low part per billion range.
We submit, therefore, that it would be totally illogical to sup-
pose that the relatively small quantities of HCIL scrubber water
generated at the Vicksburg Plant subsequent to November, 1980

should be classified as untreated toxaphene waste water (K098)
under RCRA,

The personnel at the Plant worked hard to respond to
your questionnaire in a timely fashion so that the Bureau of
Pollution Control could reach a final determination on these mat-
ters prior to the Commission meeting yesterday. With this addi-
tional information, I certainly hope that both MDNR and EPA will
finally be able to conclude that regulation of the surface
impoundment is not mandated by RCRA.

If you or other members of your staff have additional
questions, please have your counsel (or John Harper, if he is
serving in that capacity) contact me, or in my absence, Bill
Smith, with the Brunini firm.

Sincerely vyours,

Allen T. Malone
ATM: jw
Enclosures

cc: Mr. John Harper
Mr. William L. Smith DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE
Mr. John C. Bumpers ED BY
Mr. Niven D. Morgan, Jr. REVIEW N ’%?
Mr. Fred Ahlers DATE [l l{
A

Lle
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Mr. Sam Mabry
Director, Division CONFIDENTIAL
of Hazardous Waste
Mississippi Department of
Natural Resources
P. O, Box 10385
Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Re: Vicksburg Plant/Regulatory Status of
Surface Impoundment

Dear Mr. Mabry:

This letter is in response to the questions which you
submitted to me by letter of October 22, 1986. This confirms
that much of the information supplied below is confidential or in
the nature of trade secrets. Accordingly, your office should
take all necessary steps to protect the information from being
disclosed to third parties or otherwise published without the
express written consent of Cedar Chemical Corporation.

Question 1: Provide & list of all products and iden-
tifieble intermediates produced by the Vicksburg facility (both
north and south plants) since November 192, 1980. Include with
this list the time period(s) in which each product was produced
and the quzntities produced.

Answer: Inorganic Products:

a. Potassium Nitrate Facility - From
November, 1980 through September, 1986, three products have
been produced in this Facility: Potassium Nitrate (KNO3) -
513,918 tons; Chlorine (CL.,) -~ 189,149 tons; and Nitrogen
Tetroxide (Np04) - 3,940 tdns.

b. Nitric Acid Facility - From November, 1980
through September, 1986, this Facility produced 376,291 tons
of Nitric¢c Acid (HNO3), substantially all of which has been
utilized as an intermediate in the production of the products
identified herein in the Potassium Nitrate and
Dinitrobutylphenol Facilities.

Yoes
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In April, 1986, Nitric Acid production started up in a new
Nitric Acid Facility which replaced the old KNitric Acid
Facility.

Organic Products:

¢. Toxaphene Facility - From November, 1380
through October, 1982, 7,472 tons of toxaphene and 10,744
tons of a by-product, Muriatic Acid (HCl) were produced.

4. Dinitrobutylphenol (DNBP) Facility - From
November, 1980 through September, 1986, 17,723 tons of DNBP
and 17,675 tons of an intermediate, sulfonated ortho secon-
dary butyl phenol (OSBP) were produced.

e. Monosodium methanearsonate (MSMA) Facility
-~ from January, 1983 to July, 1984, in a newly constructed
facility on the Plant site, 399 tons of MSMA and 455 tons of

an intermediate, disodium methanearsonate (DSMA) were produced.

Custom Manufactured Products for Third Parties:

f. Diethylhexyliphosphoric Acid (DEHPA) =~ 73&
tons of DEBPA and 776 tons of an intermediate, Diethylhexyl-
phosphochloridate were produced between August and October,
1984 and May and June, 1985.

g. 1 Bydroxy-ethylidene - 1,1-diphosphonic
acid {(UNIHIB) - 19 tons of UNIHIB and 25 tons of a co-
product, Acetic Acid produced in September, 1985

Question 2: Identify all waste streams associated
with the above-mentioned products. Detail the constituents in
each waste stream, the route and ultimate fate of each waste
stream, the time of existence of each waste stream, and the quan-
tities involved in each waste stream. This should include all
leaks, spills anéd regular process waste streams.

Answer: With respect to the waste streams associated
with the production of Potassium Nitrate and its co-products,
Chlorine and Nitrogen Tetroxide; Nitric Acid; Toxaphene and
Dinitrobutylphencl, please refer to Vertac Chemical Corporation's



Mr. Sam Mabry
November 10, 1986

.Page Three

NPDES Permit Applications dated June 26, 1981 and January 3,

1986 {Attachments A and B). In addition to the DNBP wash water
discharged pursuant to the NPDES Permit, additional guantities of
such wash water were shipped coff-site for deep well disposal.
Reference is alsc made to testimony and exhibits presented in
support of Cedar Chemical Corporaticn's Motion to Dismiss
Complaint heard by the Commission on September 16, 1986.

With respect to the other products identified in
response to Question 1, the following additional information is
supplied:

MSMA - 2,720 tons of salt cake generated, containerized
and disposed of in RCRA permitted facilities off-site. The faci-
lity was operated on a no-discharge basis.

DEHPA - 344 tons of ethylhexyl chloride (EBC) and 4,183
tons of wastewater and 18 tons of off-guality product, either
DEBPA or intermediate, were containerized and transported to RCRA
permitted facilities off-site. The DEHPA operation was on a no-
discharge basis.

UNIHIB - HCl scrubber water (H20, NaCl, NaOH, and Sodium
Acetzte) discharged in accordance with NDPES Permit. The appro-
val letter from Matthew Chun, Industrial Waste Water Control
Section, MDNR Bureau of Pollution Control, dated November &, 1985
is enclosed herewith as Attachment C.

Question 3: Designate which of the above waste streams
VCC considers to be hazardous waste, and provide determination
date =nd reports reguired by 40 CFR 262,11.

Answer: Cedar Chemical Corporation or its predecessors
have handled the following waste streams as "hazardous waste"
under RCRA, in each case causing said waste to be transported to
a RCRA permitted storage or treatment facility off the plant
site:

(1) Toxaphene and DNBP drums, trash and refuge
contaminated with toxaphene and DNBP; (2) MSMA salt cake;.
{3) DEHPA waste streams identified above; and (4) un-
neutralized DNBP washwater. In some cases, products which
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may not be classified as hazardous under RCRA were
transported as such to insure safe handling. Copies of
annual and biennial hazardous waste manifest reports required
under RCRA previocusly submitted by Cedar Chemical
Corporation’'s predecessors are attached hereto as Attachments
b - G, Records of individual manifests are voluminous, and
are available for inspection at the Vicksburg Plant.

Question 4: Provide any and all piping and flow
diagrams (in addition to those submitted to the Bureau of
Pollution Control on September 16, 1986), concerning the handling
of waste streams since November 19, 1980, Indicate any changes
made to the piping or flow patterns of waste streams since
November, 1980. This should include all pertinent piping (above
and below ground), open areas, ditches and/or lagoons at both the
north and south facilities.

Answer: The Company has provided the Bureau of
Pollution Control with all such diagrams which exist with respect
to the South Plant. Additional diagrams with respect to the
North Plant are enclosed herewith. {Attachment H)

Question 5: Provide a descriptive listing of all hazavr-
dous waste either received by VCC or shipped off-site. 1Indicate
guantities and types manifested and all data and reports
generated to determine the nature of the waste as required by 40
CFR 262.11.

Answer: The Plant has not received incoming shipments
of hazardous waste. See Response to Question 3 for outgoing
shipments.

Question 6: Provide a copy of any spill reports made
under the NPDES program or the CERCLA progranm.

Answer: The only such report which Cedar Chemical
Corporation is aware of is that filed in connection with a breach
of the surface impoundment dike which occurred in February, 1983,
a copy of which report is attached hereto. (Attachment I)

Question 7: Has Vicksburg Chemical produced chlordane,
methyl parathion or disulfoton since November 19807
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Answer: No.

Question 8: If so, has any of the waste water from the
production of the above products been placed in the surface
impoundments?

Answer: Not applicable.

Question 9: If the process waste water was not placed
into the impoundment, how was it handled?

Answer: Not applicable.

Question 10: If the process wastewater was placed into
the impoundment, was the wastewater treated prior to its entering
the impoundment?

Answer: Not applicable.

Question 11. EPA's background document for the listing
of untreated toxaphene wastewater (K098) and sludges from
toxaphene wastewater treatment (K041l) specifies, "wastewater is
generated from the toxaphene production processes {leaks, spills,
and washdowns), as well as from the scrubbing of vent gases in
the HCL absorption and recovery step.” Cedar Chemical should
provide a detailed schematic of its toxaphene production process
at the Vicksburg plant, describing how wastewater such as that
described above was handled. If the Vicksburg plant did not
generate such a wastewater, an explanation of how such wastewater
generation was avoided should be provided. (A copy of the
background document is enclosed.)

Answer: A schematic of the toxaphene production process
utilized by Cedar Chemical Corporation's predecessors, Vicksburg
Chemical Company and Vertac Chemical Corporation, is attached.
{Attachment J) As previously pointed out, no toxaphene con-
taminated process wastewater or sludges of the type contemplatecd
by EPA's Background Document were generated at the Vicksburg
Plant.

Cedar believes that the sludge from toxaphene wastewater
treatment referred to in the Background Document and classified
as K041 under RCRA resulted from the filtration of toxaphene
solution through diatomaceous earth in accordance with the pro-
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cess utilized by Hercules, Inc. at its Brunswick, Georgia Plant,
producing, according to the Background Document, approximately 7
tons per day of sludge containing approximately 1% toxaphene by
weight. (See Schematic attached as Exhibit K) No such sludge
was produced in the process utilized at the Vicksburg Plant, nor
did the Vicksburg toxaphene process involve the discharge of any
untreated process wastewater, as that term was intended in con~
nection with the KO98 RCRA classification. In fact the only
"waste streams" associated with toxaphene production at the
Vicksburg Plant would have consisted of any de minimis losses
occasioned by minor leaks and spills, and scrubber water
generated from operation of the Plant's air emission control pro-
cedures in connection with its HCL recovery systém (muriatic acid
or HCL being & by-product of the toxaphene production process).
The scrubber water consisted of a weak agQueous solution con-
taining sodium chloride and sodium hydroxide.

It is believed that the Vicksburg Plant was able to
avoid the generation of process wastewater (K098) and sludge
{K041) of the type generated by Hercules, Inc. at its Brunswick,
Gecrgia Plant by utilizing high purity camphene, which it
purchased as a raw material (toxaphene being produced by the
chlorination of camphene). Hercules produced its own camphene
from pine stumps, which, it is believed, produced a relatively
low purity product requiring substantial filtration which the
Vicksburg Plant process did not require.

Question 12: In an August 16, 1984, letter to the
Mississippi Bureau of Pollution Control (MBPC), states, "In
reviewing our past toxaphene discharge data I find that Vertac's
last permit excursion occurred on February 16, 1982 (11.5 ppb)."
Cedar Chemical should provide an explanation of the source of
this toxaphene in the wastewater. (A copy of the letter is
enclosed. )

Answer: Two possible explanations - (1) inaccurate ana-
lysis (toxaphene easily confused with other compounds at low ppb
levels}! and (2) possible heavy storm water runoff episode
transporting surface soils adjacent to the facility, portions of
which could have been contaminated with trace amounts of
toxaphene as a result of previous de minimis losses, as has been
shown in the case of dinoseb. It should be noted that the 11.5
ppt "ercursion" referred to translates to less than one ounce of



Mr. Sam Mabry
November 10, 1986
Page Seven

toxaphene based on an average daily flow of 500,000 gallons per
day under the NPDES Permit.

Question 13: On February 17, 1983, the MBPC sampled
both the sludge from the east side of the impoundment and the
stream bank on the east side of the impoundment where the
impoundment dike had failed. Analysis of these samples indicated
the sediments contained 280 ppm and 360 ppm of toxaphene respec-
tively. Cedar Chemical should provide an explanation of the
source of the toxaphene found in impoundment sediment samples.
(Copies of the analytical results are enclosed).

Answer: See response to Question 12, In addition, in
view of the molasses~like consistency of toxaphene and its ten-
dency to bind together and to adhere to soils or sediments, it
would not be surprising if some contamination may have been
-dislodged in the heavy storm water incident which occurred in
February, 1983, particularly in view of the long history of
toxaphene production in facilitjes adjacent to the surface
impoundment (since early 1970's). It should also be pointed out
that the soil sample measuring 280 ppm was subjected to further
analysis using the EP toxicity method, which demonstrated less
than 20 ppb toxaphene, a level far below the regulatory level
established under RCRA. It should also be pointed out that the
Company caused the 18 samples obtained from the pond in
September, 1986 to be analyzed for toxaphene contamination and
none was detected within the lab's limit of detection of .1 ppn.
The analytical results referred to above have been supplied to
the Department by our counsel.

Sincerely yours,

CEDAR CHEMIWORPORATION
/‘T,

By : “*e:/’y//.’xrz‘,’__ A e
Fred Ahlers, Plant Manager

FA:jw

Enclosures

cc: Colonel Charles Blalock DIVISION OF SOLID
Mr. William L. Smith . WASTE
Mr. Allen T. Malone REVIEWED BY

paTE _ 14 -¥k |
COMI‘\KENTS\ A Tléin A MEY ]Lf

v g f4 r*-suf "-i“"i} "'l\{t

Al




W

® ®

ATTACHMENTS TO LETTER TO SAM MABRY, DIRECTOR
HAZARDOUS WASTE DIVISION, MDNR BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTROL

November 10, 1986

Response No. 2:

A - Vertac Chemical Corporation NPDES Permit Application
dated June 26, 1981.

B - Vertac Chemical Corporation NPDES Permit Application
dated January 3, 1986.

C - Letter from MDNR Bureau of Pollution Control dated
November 8, 1985.

Response No. 3:

D - MDNR Generator Annual Hazardous Waste Report - 1981.
E - MDNR Generator Annual Hazardous Waste Report - 1982.
F-1-MDNR Facility Annual Hazardous Waste Report - 19E3.

F-2-MDNR Generator Annual Hazardous Waste Report - 1983.

G - EPA Facility Biennial Hazardous Waste Report - 1984
- 19853,

Response No. 4:

H - Piping Diagrams - North Plant.

Response No. 61

I - Letter from R. F. Maraman, Chief Chemist, Vicksburg
Facility to MDNR Bureau of Pollution Control dated
February 18, 1983.

Response No, 11:

J - Schematic of Vicksburg's Toxaphene Production
Process.

K - Schematic of what is believed to have been Hercules'
Toxaphene Production Process.
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9y, Summary of Basis for Listing '

The production of toxaphene,

a chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticide

c'l’-ﬂ fa "f

results in the generation of process wastewater containing heavily diluted

concentrations of toxaphene,

approximately one percent of toxaphene by weight,

The Administrator has determined that process wastewater and waste~

water treatment gludge from toxaphene production may pose a substantial

present or potential hazard to human health or the environment when

improperly transported, treated,

and therefore should be subject to appropriate management requirements

under Subtitle C of RCRA, This conclusion is based on the following

considerations:

1) Toxaphene is present in each of these waste streams; in the
case of the wastewater treatment sludge, if it is found in
very high concentrations. Toxaphene has been reported to
cause cancer in laboratory animals and is extremely toxic,
Toxaphene has also been recognized by the Agency as exhibi-
ting substantial evidence of being carcinogenic. 1t is also
2 potent teratogen and has been shown to be mutagenic.

2) Approximately 7 tons of wastewater treatment sludge containing
about 140 1bs, of toxaphene are generated per production day.

About 19,001 tons of sludge are already disposed of in a land-
fill in Georgia. (5)
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3) Disposal or treatment of these wastes in improperly designed
or operated landfills or unlined lagoons could result in
substantial hazard if toxaphene migrates via groundwater or
surface water exposure pathways,

4) Toxaphene is highly persistent in the environment and
biocaccumulates greatly in environmental receptors,

IT. Sources of the Waste and Typical Disposal Practices

A, Profile of the Industry

Toxaphene is produced in this country by two manufacturers:
Hercules, Inc. at its Brunswick, Georgia plant, and Vertac Chemical

Company at its Vicksburg, Mississippi plant.{1) para collected by EPA/

Effluent Guidelines Division indicate that in 1577,

1,600 metric tons (3.5 million pounds) of toxaphene were produced

at the Vickshurg plant*,(2,3)

Toxaphene is a complex mixture of polychlorinated camphenes
containing 67 to 69 percent chloriﬁe and has the approximate composition
of CigH1gClg. It has been used exclusively as a non-systemic and persistent
contact and ingestion insecticide. Toxaphene is marketed as a 90 percent
toxaphene-10 percent solvent solution using mixed or modified xylene
as the solvent., This solution is then formulated by various companies
into emulsifiable concentrates, either alone or with other insecticides,
Little or no toxaphene is currently being used in dust, wettable powder,

or granule formulations, “,Jurg
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Toxaphene is produced in essentially the sam

The reaction chemistry is as follows; (19)

manufacturers,
\
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Waste Generation and Management®

C.

At the Hercules plant, wastewater is generated from the toxaphene
production process (leaks, spills and washdowns), as well as from the scrubbing

of vent gases in the HCl absorption and recovery step (see Figure 1),

The volume of wastewater treated averapes

(2)

4.b4~4.6 liters/sec(3) (0.10-0.15 mMcD).

2) The treated wastewater

7

is directly discharged to a navigable waterway.

In Hercules' toxaphene wastewater treatment system, an average

of 7 tons/day of wastewater treatment sludge (settled solids) is

generated.(4,5)% The sludge results from the addition of diatomaceous earths

*Variations in wastewater treatment svstems or in wastewater sources at
the two plants may result in different concentrations of toxaphene in the

wastewater treatment sludges,
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and lime to the wastewater as sorption agents for the removal of toxaphene
from the wastewater. (5) The solids are allowed te settle in tolding
ponds and may remain there for months at a time.{13) pfper the basin
is filled with solids it is taken off line and the siudge is allowed to
dry to approximately 50% solids, () Analyses of the sludge nerformed
by Hercules indicate that the sludge contains approximately onz percent
toxaphene by weight, or 10,000 mg toxaphene/kg of sludge.(5) gome
140 1b/day of toxaphene are generated and will be contained in this waste
stream.(4:5)

The ultimate destination of the toxaphene wastewater treatment
sludge generated at the Hercules plant is a state-approved landfili, (6)
The landfill is known as the 009" landfill and is a privately owned
site operating under Georgia permit. It is used exclusively for the
disposal of the toxaphene wastewater treatment sludge generated at the
Hercules Plant. () e "009" landfill used for disposal of the
Hercules toxaphene wastewater treatment sludge has a bentonite clay
liner, and has 6 monitoring wells which are monitored 4 times per year,
To date, no toxaphene has been detected in the wells, (6)

At Vertac's Vicksburg plant, the toxaphene~containing process

wastewater stream seems to be the bleed stream from the caustic soda

scrubber for off-gas cleanup in the HC1 absorption and recovery step(3).

Analysis of the bleed streams indicated the presence of chloroform at

8 ng/l, carbon tetrachloride at 625 ng/l, chlorobenzene ar 146 ng/l, and

toxaphene at 33 ng/lts). These effluent streams, discharged ar a flow

rate of about 0.63 liters/see (10 gom), along with residual toxaphene from
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past spills, are piped to an equalization pond, and then treated in

activated carbon adsorption units(3,5) . Wastewater streams from two

other pesticide production facilities on site, the dinoseb and atrazine

manufacturing plants, are also sent to the same equalization pond and

activated carbon units for treatment (37, The activated carbon is sent

off-site (to Calgon Corp.) for regeneration. There are no indications

that any solids accumulated in the equalization pond have been removed

to date.* This pond, or lagoon, is unlined. (14) The treated waste-
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A, Hazards Posed by the Waste

As noted ahove, in the Hercules toxaphene wastewater treatment
system, an average of 7 tons/day of waste sludge are generated.(&,S)

The toxaphene content in the waste sludge is approximately at one percent
by weight or 10,000 mg/Kg sludge. High concentrations of toxaphene

are undoubtedly present in process wastewater to account for such high
concentrations in the sludge.

Toxaphene is an exceptionally dangerous waste consitutent. It
is extremely toxic, highly biocaccumulative, and has been reported to cause
cancer in laboratory animals, It is alsoc a potent teratogen and has been
shown to be mutagenic, Toxaphene is regulated as a toxic pollutant

under §307(a) of the Clean Water Act. After an adjudiciative

*No data is currentlv available on the amount of wastewater treatment
sludges (settled solids) generated at the Vertac plant. Noer is anv data
available on the concentrations of toxaphene in these sludges,

-6-



proceeding, a discharge ccncentration limitation of 1,5 Ppb has been
established for toxaphene discharges into navigable waters, and this

discharge limitation was judicially upheld in Hercules, Inc. v, EPA,

598 F. 2d 91 (p.C. Cir 1978). {The edministrative and judicial records
are incorporated by reference inte this listing background document.)
The Agency has also established a national interim primary drinking
water standard of .005 mg/1 for toxaphene. (That administrative record
is likewise incorporated by reference.)

The wastes are listed as toxie based on the potential for waste
mismanagement and resuiting environmentai harm, Toxaphene is both mobile
and persistent, having frequently been found in clarified and treated
municipal drinking water.(18) Existing waste management methods could
lead to release of waste toxaphene. Wastewaters are presently treated
in holding ponds. Waste treatment sludge, if generated, is now disposed
in landfills and unlined lagoons. Disposal in landfills represents
a potential hazard if the landfill is improperly designed or operated,
This can result in leaching of hazardous compounds and subsequent
contamination of ground water. Disposal in unlined lagoons also represents
a potential hazard since the wastes may leach directly into the ground,
resulting in possible groundwatrer contamination. Care must be taken te
ensure that the lagoons and landfills used for storage or disposal of
the toxaphene product wastes are properly designed and operated (e.g,,
lined with an appropriate thickness of impervious materials or provided
with leachate collection/ treatment svstems) to prevent contamination

of groundwater or surface water,



Prior to disposal in the "009" landfill, the Hercules plant
treats these wastes in holding ponds which, if not properly designed and
operated, may result in groundwater or surface water contamination. The
high water table and the sandy composition of the soil at the location
of the Hercules plant in Brunswick, Ga., make careful managment of these
wastes particularly important, (13)*

Wastewater treatment sludge could also create a hazaré if improperly
managed, Although the sludges appear to be managed properly at the present
time (suggesting that industry regards these wastes as ha;ardous), proper
management of an otherwise hazardous waste does not make the waste non-
hazardous,

One final reason for regulatory concern is noteworthy. Sipce
toxaphene bicaccumulates in environmental receptors by factors of as .
much as 300,000(7), if only a small amount leaches into the environment,

a serious health hazard would be created, In the goil, toxaphene may
persist from several months to more than 10 years (soil half-life is 11
years, Appendix B). It has also been shown to persist for up to 9 years
in lakes and ponds,{(7) Thus, the potential for human exposure is con-
siderable. The potential for substantial hazard is, therefore, very high,

The need for the most careful management of toxaphene-containing
substances is thus well~establiished. 1In light of the documented health
and environmental hazards associated with toxaphene, and the fact_that
substantial hazard is caused by ingestion of extremely small (ppb) toxa-
phene concentrations, the Agency believes it is justified in ligting

this waste.

*It should be noted that Hercules’ past effluent management practices have
not always been adeduate, as Hercules has conceded that its past effluent
discharge "'had an adverse effeect upon the ecologv' of local waters." (18)

-8-



B. Health and Ecolopical Effects

1. Toxaphenme

Health Effects - Toxaphene is extremely toxic {oral rat LDs5q

2 40 mg/kg].(s) Death in humans from ingestion of this dosage has also
been reported. (9) Toxaphene is also lethal to animals by inhalation and
 skin absorption at dosages of 1 g/kg or less.(10)

This chemical is teratogenic in mice when administered orally
at a relatively small dose (350 mg/kg).(ll) Toxaphene is carcinogenic in
rats and mice, causing a significant increase in the incidence of thyroid
and liver cancers when administered in the diet, (12) , significant in-
crease in liver cancer has been reported in mice at dietary levels of 50

ppm. (15)

Toxaphene and its subfractions have been found mutagenic in the

standard bacterial assay (s. tyvphimuriumm, strain TA100), (16)

Ecological Effects - Toxaphene is extremely toxic to fish, and

toxic to lower aquatic organisms, birds, and wild animals. The LDgq

(96-hour) of toxaphene in static bicassays is 3.5, 5.1 and 14 ng/l for

bluegills, fsthead minnows, and goldfish, respectively.(7) Toxaphene

is also capable of producing deleterious effects in fish at levels as

low as 0.39 ng/1, ang biocaccumulates by factors of as much as 300,000, (7)
Regulations - Toxaphene has an OSHA staﬁdard for air, TWA =

500 mg/m3 (Skin, SCP-F). Toxaphene is listed as a priority pollutant in

accordance with §307(a) of the Clean Water Act of 1977. A 0.005 mg/1 EPA

National Interim Primary Drinking Water Standard has been established

for toxaphene,



Industrial Recognition of Hazard - Toxaphene has been rated by

Sax, Dangerous Properties of Industrial Materials(15) ¢o be hipghly toxic

through ingestion, inhalation, and skin absorption.

Additional information and specific references on adverse

effects of toxaphene can be found in Appendix A,

-1~
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November 18, 1986 DR. JAMES P MINYARD JR
State Chemist
Analysis No. 726,113-131
Analysis of Sediments Marked:
Received on  10-31-86 from MS Bureau of Pollution Control
ATTN: Chuck Estes
Address P.O. Box 10385 Jackson, MS 39209
RESULTS:

dttached sheets present the results from our analysis of nineteen (12) sediment
| samples collected at Vicksburg Chemical Company. Samples were analyzed for
acid and base/neutral priority pollutants, arsenic, toxaphene and dinoseb.
Minimum quantifiable levels for the GC/MS analyses are shown on each priority
pollutant data sheet and are expressed in micrograms per kilogram (or liter) as
applicable.

Mote that results for DNBP, Atrazine, Bladex, Methyl Parathion and various
phenclic compounds are reported in the table on page 2 in Parts per Million.
These results are expressed in Parts per Billion (micrograms per kilogram or
liter) on the priority pollutant data sheets.

| Copies of computer generated GC/MS data are enclosed.
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Page 2
Ms Bureau of Polluticon Control
November 18, 1986

Laboratory Sample Arsenic Toxaphene Aroclor DNRP Atrazine Bladex* Others
Number Marked 1254

**PARTS PER MILLION (mg per Kg)

726,113 A 43.8 536 **XND@LO 64 . 21,000 1,700 1,2-Dichlorobenzene 20
Methyl Parathion 400
726,114 B 7.1 223 58.4 40 3,000 - ——=
EP EXT 0.07 ND@é 0.004 ND@D.004 3.7 37 5 -
5‘ 726,115 C 14.5 680 NDR10 770 9,000 3,000 —_—
726,116 D 9.0 322 37.1 170 8,000 900 -
726,117 E 143 2,320 NDE10 5,910 3,900 8,000 Methyl Parathion 400
726,118 F €6.9 541 NDE10 330 78,000 -——— ———
EP EXT 0.86 NDE0 .1 NDRQ.004 3.8 51 3 2,4-Dinitrophenol Trace
F TCLP 1.4 ND@0 .04 ND@0.004 6.3 45 0.9 4-Nitrophenol Trace
726,119 G 40.1 381 ND@10 1,100 30,000 - 4-Nitrophenol 50
726,120 H 7.9 6.3 ND@L10 25 15,000 -— 2,4-Dinitrophenal Trace
4-Nitrophenol Trace
726,121 I 114 17.5 ND@L10 1,600 8,000 - 4 -Nitropheno? 70
726,122 J 216 18.1 ND@10 160 2,000 —-—= - ———
EP EXT 1.6 ND@E0.04 NDRO.004 3.7 49 - -——- e
726,123 K 108 1.8 ND@10 620 360 - 4-Nitrophenaol 30
726,124 L 93.5 1.2 ND@10 15 220 -——— 4-Nitropheno! Trace
726,125 M 29.2 ND@E1 NDELO 11 13 —— - ———
726,126 N 41 ND@l NDE10o 10 230 - - -
- 726,127 0 57.8 ND@E1 NDE10 4 1,500 142 ~— ———
‘ 726,128 P 16.9 22 51.9 6 1,000 -—- 4-Nitrophenol Trace
Pentachlorophencl 1.2
726,129 Qo 46,2 29 4.7 92 300 20 —_— -
726,130 R 50.3 4.6 9.2 60 5 - -_— ———
726,131 S 96.5 42.9 33.8 - -—— _— —_ ———

*Bladex identified by computer spectral match; no standard shot to confirm retention time. Bladex concentration estimated relative
to internal standard.

**please note that all results are reported in Parts per Million (milligrams per kilogram or milligrams per liter). Our GU/MS results
are normally reported in Parts per Billion {micrograms per kilogram or micreograms per liter).

***ND = None Detected @ stated Lower Level of Detection. gt s EJ\ (; . ‘;
. LS L .
- ' -;.Emg - t‘w{‘ﬂ’t)w\‘“-
o

) .‘; State Chemist




T
'

'Sumpling Plan
Vicksburg Chemical Impoundment

M3D480714081
Vicksburg, Mississippi

Parameter: Toxaphene
Arsenic
Dinoseb
Acid Extractables
Base Neutral Compounds

Total Extractions will be run for all parameters. If any samples contain over
0.5 mg/1 of toxaphene, then both the Extraction Procedures Toxicity and the
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure will be run on the sample with the
highest level of toxaphene.

Safety: Due to the nature of the materiel in the impoundment and the
probability that the sampling will require the use of a boat, a separate mits
safety plan will be prepared by the contractor.

Equiprent: Samples may be collected from a boat using shelby tubes, split
spoons, push tubes, or equivalent methods.

Coring ezuiprent used to collect samples should be such that disturbance of the
501l column is minimized.

Sample containers and ice chests will be provided by the MBDZS,

Sermele Types: Grab sediment samples.

Split Samples: Splits of all samples will be offered to Vicksbturg Chemical
Company.

Sempling Points: A series of 26 discrete sample peint locations have beern
selected on a 50 fi. grid for the impoundment with the exception of sample
points-1 and 1A which will be taken near the mouth of the inlet pipe [see
illustration #1.

Sample Compositing: The samples from the 26 discrete sempling points will
be composited per the following schemes:

*¥6 ft. - 4 ft. core depth
Sample Number

Composite discretes 1 & 14 VC-A
Composite discretes 2 & 5 V{-B
Composite discretes 3 & 4 Ve-C
Composite discretes 6, 7, & 8 VC-D
*4 ft. - 2 ft. core depth
Composite discretes 1 & 14 VC-E
Compesite discretes 2 & 5 YC-F
Cormpeosite discretes 3 & 4 V(-G
Composite discretes 6, 7, & B VC-H



$

#2 ft. - 0 ft. core depth
Sample Number
Conposite discretes 1 & 1A Ve-I
Composite discretes 2 & 5 Ve-J
Composite discretes 3 & 4 VC~K
Composite discretes 6, 7, & 8 Ve~L
Composite discretes 9, 10, 11 & 12 VC~-M
Composite discretes 13°& 14 VC-N
Composite discretes 15 & 16 ve-0
Composite discretes 17 & 18 YyC-P
Composite discretes 19 & 20 VC-Q
Composite discretes 21, 22, & 24 VC-R
Composite discretes 23 & 25 VC-3

Sample Ccllection: Samples 1, 14, and 2 through 8 shall be collected in

2 ft. portions to a total depth of 6 ft. Sample points 9-2% should be
collected to a maximum depth of 2 ft. Tllustration #2 provides information as
to the expected sediment depths. All samples will be collected according to
EPA QA4/QC standards. Samples shall be composited in glass or stainless steel
bowls that have been cleaned with acetone and hexane and covered with aluminum
foil prior to use. The samples will be thoroughly mixed using stasinless steel
speons prior to placing in the sample container.

All sampling activities will be conducted under the supervision of a
representative of MBPC.

J¥:els
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November 20, 1986

Mr. Sam Mabry DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCE
Director, Division BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTROL
of Hazardous Waste
Mississippi Department of
Natural Resources
P. 0. Box 10385
Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Re: 1In the Matter of: Mississippi Commission on
Natural Resources v. Cedar Chemical Corporation
Order No. 1046-86

Dear Sam:

I was shocked and disappointed to learn vyesterday that
the Commission deferred unti]l the December meeting a ruling on
Cedar's Motion to Dismiss the Complaint in the referenced matter,
and adjourned without giving Walter Weems an opportunity to
appear and state our position. 1In our conference ¢all Tuesday,
you agreed to put the matter at the heels of the agenda so that
we would have an opportunity confer at noon and pick a time for
Walter to appear, assuming the Bureau of Pollution Control was
still planning to oppose entry of an order granting the motion.

I realize you might not have been aware that the meeting would be
adjourned in the morning, but someone could certainly have
attempted to reach Walter by telephone as soon as that fact
became apparent. Failing to do so was in my opinion inconsistent
with the good faith course of dealings which I thought had been
established between us.

To avoid any possible misunderstanding, this will con-
firm in writing what you were told during our conference call -
that Cedar is unwilling to supplement the administrative record
in this case in any form or fashion, Inasmuch as you advised that
the Bureau now concedes that RCRA regulation of the pond is not
required as a result of past dinoseb production at the plant
{which was the only issue presented at the hearing), I cannot
understand why the Bureau would want the Commission to continue
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to defer a ruling on the motion. We have said repeatedly, (and
as I thought the Commission had already ruled) that if RCRA regu-
lation of the pond should be asserted in the future on some basis
other than that asserted in the hearing of September 16, 1986, a
new proceeding would have to be initiated, giving Cedar an oppor-
tunity for a response to the new allegations and opportunity for
hearing. Naturally, we hope such a hearing will not be
necessary, but in the meantime, we believe that deferring a
ruling on the present motion serves no purpose, If I have missed
something, I wish you would enlighten me.

With regard tec your continuing investigation into the
regulatory status of the subject surface impoundment at the
Vicksburg Plant, I would appreciate it if you would forward to me
a copy of the analytical results of the sediment samples which
the Bureau took in October. Your description of the results in
our conversation on Tuesday sounded encouraging. I am particular
pleased to know that, even utilizing the new methods of analysis
proposed by EPA for determining the EP toxicity characteristic,
toxaphene concentrations do not- appear to be of regulatory signi-
ficance.

Finally, this letter will supplement Cedar's November
10, 1986 response to questions 11-13 in your the guestionnaire
that you submitted on October 22, 1986, relative to past
toxaphene production at the plant., I recently received and
enclose herewith the document entitled Wastewater Treatment
Technology Documentation For Toxaphene Manufacture, dated
February 6, 1976, referred to in Footnote 4 to EPA's Listing
Background Document for toxaphene production. The following
information in the enclosed document should be useful to you in
connection with the guestions that have been raised:

Hercules' production and waste handling processes at its
Brunswick Plant are discussed at pages 7-24, Note that the
schematic shown on page 11 of the document is the same as the
one that Cedar believed to describe the Hercules' process,
and is not the schematic that was included in the background
document. This schematic clearly shows that in addition to
spills and leaks from production and scrubber water from the
HCl1l recovery process, Hercules also pumped plant process
waste water to its settling ponds.

S



:" "it\ -
~ 4

' 4 ARPERSON, CRUMP, DUZANE & MAXWELL

Mr. Sam Mabry
November 20, 1986
Page Three

Appendix A in the report (which apparently was not
received in time to be incorporated in the report itself)
provides additional information regarding toxaphene waste
treatment at Hercules' Brunswick Plant. The schematic at page
A-3 graphically demonstrates the fact that toxaphene con-
taminated waste water was generated by Hercules' process in
contradistinction to the process utilized at the Vicksburg
Plant.

The Vicksburg process is described at pages 38-44. The
document states that the only liquid waste produced in the
toxaphene process at the Vicksburg Plant was neutralized HC1
waste at about 10 gpm, which waste contained no detectible
toxaphene. You may have already noted that the Footnote at
page 6 of the Background Document makes it clear that the
classification (K041) had nothing to do with any such wastes
generated at the Vicksburg Plant. The fact is, there were no
such wastes generated.

I also received from EPA this week, and enclose
herewith, a copy of the subject Listing Background Document with
proprietary business information supposedly submitted by
Vicksburg Chemical Company inserted at pages 2, 3, 5 and 6. The
principal thing that I wanted EPA to provide was a copy of the
document referred to in Footnote 3 of the Background Document, in
the form it was received, but this document was not supplied.

I would like to point out to you that the various con-
centrations attributed to "bleed streams" at page 5 of the
Background Document, including toxaphene at 33 ppb, are not based
on the information supposedly supplied by Vicksburg, referred to
at Footnote 3. 1Instead, support for the concentrations listed is
shown to be a telephone conversation to Georgia Department of
Natural Resources, (Footnote 5), which pretty clearly would have
had to do with the Hercules Plant in Brunswick, Georgia - not the
Vicksburg Plant). You should also note that HCl scrubber water
generated at Tenneco's Plant, discharged pursuant to its NPDES
Permit, with other plant discharges, when analyzed monthly over a
one year period showed no toxaphene content at an average detec-
tion limit of 6 ppb (See pp. 29-30 of the enclosed Wastewater
Treatment Technology Document).

We believe the observations and data reflected in the
enclosed Wastewater Treatment document support Vertac's conten-
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tion that HCL scubber water generated in connection with
toxaphene production at the Vicksburg Plant in fact contained no
detectible toxaphene concentrations. I have also spoken with R.
A. Guidi, the engineer who for many years was responsible for
operations at the Vicksburg Plant, and it is his opinion that
from a chemical engineering standpoint, the scrubber water
generated by the Vicksburg process would not have been expected
to contain any toxaphene even at the low part per billion range.
We submit, therefore, that it would be totally illogical to sup-
pose that the relatively small quantities of HCL scrubber water
generated at the Vicksburg Plant subseqguent to November, 1980
should be classified as untreated toxaphene waste water (K098)
under RCRA,

The personnel at the Plant worked hard to respond to
your questionnaire in a timely fashion so that the Bureau of
Pollution Control could reach a final determination on these mat-
ters prior to the Commission meeting vesterday. With this addi-
tional information, I c¢ertainly hope that both MDNR and EPA will
finally be able to conclude that regulation of the surface
impoundment is not mandated by RCRA.

If you or other members of your staff have additional
questions, please have your counsel (or John Harper, if he is
serving in that capacity) contact me, or in my absence, Bill
Smith, with the Brunini firm.

Sincerely yours,

Allen T. Maione
ATM: jw
Enclosures

cct Mr. John Harper -
Mr. William L. Smith DIVISION OF SOLID WASTE

Mr. Jghn C. Bumpers REVIEWED BY OQ'(

Mr. Niven D. Morgan, Jr. {r$9

Mr. Fred Ahlers DATE H'T"P L ) \

Mr., John Hill A fit Hri € TN A
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Mr. Sam Mabry

Director, Division CONFIDENTIAL
of Hazardous Waste

Mississippi Department of

Natural Resocurces

P, O. Box 10385

Jackson, Mississippi 39208

Re: Vicksburg Plant/Regulatory Status of
Surface Impoundment

Dear Mr. Mabry:

This letter is in response to the gQuestions which you
submitted to me by letter of October 22, 1986. This confirms
that much of the information supplied below is confidential or in
the nature of trade secrets. Accordingly, your office should
take all necessary steps to protect the information from being
disclosed te third parties or otherwise published without the
express written consent of Cedar Chemical Corporation.

Question 1l: Provide a list of all products and iden-
tifiable intermediates produced by the Vicksburg facility (both
north and south plants) since November 19, 1980. 1Include with
this list the time period(s) in which each product was produced
and the quantities produced,

Answer: Inorganic Products:

a. Potassium Nitrate Facility - From
November, 1980 through September, 1986, three products have
been produced in this Facility: Potassium Nitrate (KNO3) -
513,918 tons; Chlorine (CL2) - 189,149 tons; and Nitrogen
Tetroxide ({Np04) - 3,940 tdns.

b. Nitric Acid Facility - From November, 1980
through September, 1986, this Facility produced 376,291 tons
of Nitric Acid (HNO3), substantially all of which has been
utilized as an intermediate in the production of the products
identified herein in the Potassium Nitrate and
Dinitrobutylphenol Facilities.
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In April, 1986, Nitric Acid production started up in a new
Nitric Acid Facility which replaced the old Nitric Acid
Facility.

QOrganic Products:

c. Toxaphene Facility - From November, 1980
through October, 1982, 7,479 tons of toxaphene and 10,744
tons of a by-product, Muriatic Acid (HC1l) were produced.

d. Dinitrobutylphenol (DNBP) Facility - From
November, 19280 through September, 1986, 17,723 tons of DNBP
and 17,675 tons of an intermediate, sulfonated ortho secon-
dary butyl phenol (0OSBP) were produced.

e. Monosodium methancarsonate (MSMA) Facility
- from January, 1983 to July, 1984, in a newly constructed
facility on the Plant site, 399 tons of MSMA and 455 tons of
an intermediate, disodium methanearsonate (DSMA) were produced.

Custom Manufactured Products for Third Parties:

f. Diethylhexylphosphoric Acid (DEHPA) - 732
tons of DEHPA and 776 tons of an intermediate, Diethylhexyl-~
phosphochloridate were produced between August and October,
1984 and May and June, 1985,

g 1 Hydroxy-ethylidene - 1,1-diphosphonic
acld (UNIHIR) ~ 19 tons of UNIHIB and 25 tons of a co-
product, Acetic Acid produced in September, 1985

Question 2: Identify all waste streams associated
with the above-mentioned products. Detail the constituents in
each waste stream, the route and ultimate fate of each waste
stream, the time of existence of each waste stream, and the gquan-
tities involved in each waste stream. This should include all
leaks, spills and regular process waste streams.

Answer: With respect to the waste streams assoclated
with the production of Potassium Nitrate and its co-products,
Chlorine and Nitrogen Tetroxide; Nitric Acid:; Toxaphene and
Dinitrobutylphenol, please refer to Vertac Chemical Corporation’'s
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NPDES Permit Applications dated June 26, 1981 and January 3,

1986 {Attachments A and B). 1In addition to the DNBP wash water
discharged pursuant to the NPDES Permit, additional quantities of
such wash water were shipped off-site for deep well disposal.
Reference is also made to testimony and exhibits presented in
support of Cedar Chemical Corporation's Motion to Dismiss
Complaint heard by the Commission on September 16, 1986,

With respect to the other products identified in
response to Question 1, the following additional information is
supplied:

MSMA - 2,720 tons of salt cake generated, containerized
and disposed of in RCRA permitted facilities off-site. The faci-
lity was operated on a no-discharge basis.

DEHPA - 344 tons of ethylhexyl chloride (EHC) and 4,183
tons of wastewater and 18 tons of off-quality product, either
DEHPA or intermediate, were containerized and transported to RCRA
permitted facilities off-site. The DEHPA operation was on a no-
discharge basis.

UNIHIB - HCl scrubber water (H0, NaCl, NaOH, and Sodium
Acetate) discharged in accordance with NDPES Permit. The appro-
val letter from Matthew Chun, Industrial Waste Water Control
Section, MDNR Bureau of Pollution Control, dated November 8, 1985
is enclosed herewith as Attachment C,

Question 3: Designate which of the above waste streams
VCC considers to be hazardous waste, and provide determination
date and reports reqguired by 40 CFR 262.11l.

Answer: Cedar Chemical Corporation or its predecessors
have handied the following waste streams as "hazardous waste"
under RCRA, in each case causing said waste to be transported to
a RCRA permitted storage or treatment facility off the plant
site:

(1) Toxaphene and DNBRP drums, trash and refuge
contaminated with toxaphene and DNBP; (2) MSMA salt cake;
(3) DEHPA waste streams identified above; and (4) un-
neutralized DNBP washwater. In some cases, products which
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may not be classified as hazardous under RCRA were
transported as such to insure safe handling. Copies of
annual and biennial hazardous waste manifest reports required
under RCRA previously submitted by Cedar Chemical
Corporation's predecessors are attached hereto as Attachments
D - G. Records of individual manifests are voluminous, and
are avallable for inspection at the Vicksburg Plant.

Question 4: Provide any and all piping and flow
diagrams {in addition to those submitted to the Bureau of
Pollution Control on September 16, 1986), concerning the handling
of waste streams since November 19, 1980. Indicate any changes
made to the piping or flow patterns of waste streams since
November, 1980. This should include all pertinent piping (above
and below ground}, open areas, ditches and/or lagoons at both the
north and south facilities.

Answer: The Company has provided the Bureau of
Pollution Control with all such diagrams which exist with respect
to the South Plant. Additional diagrams with respect to the
North Plant are enclosed herewith. (Attachment H)

Question 5: Provide a descriptive listing of all hazar-
dous waste either received by VCC or shipped off-site. Indicate
quantities and types manifested and all data and reports
generated to determine the nature of the waste as required by 40
CFR 262.11.

_ Answer: The Plant has not received incoming shipments
of hazardous waste. See Response to Question 3 for outgoing
shipments.

Question 6: Provide a copy of any spill reports made
under the NPDES program or the CERCLA program.

Answer: The only such report which Cedar Chemical
Corporation is aware of is that filed in connection with a breach
of the surface impoundment dike which occurred in February, 1983,
a copy of which report is attached hereto. (Attachment I)

Question 7: Has Vicksburg Chemical produced chlordane,
methyl parathion or disulfoton since November 19802
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Answer: No.

Question 8: If so, has any of the waste water from the
production of the above products been placed in the surface
impoundments?

Answer: Not applicable.

Question 9: If the process waste water was not placed
into the impoundment, how was it handled?

Answer: Not applicable.

Question 10: If the process wastewater was placed into
the impoundment, was the wastewater treated prior to its entering
the impoundment?

answer: Not applicable.

Question 1l. EPA's background document for the listing
of untreated toxaphene wastewater (K098} and sludges from
toxaphene wastewater treatment (X041) specifies, "wastewater is
generated from the toxaphene production processes ({leaks, spills,
and washdowns), as well as from the scrubbing of vent gases in
the HCL absorption and recovery step." Cedar Chemical should
provide a detailed schematic of its toxaphene production process
at the Vicksburg plant, describing how wastewater such as that
described above was handled. If the Vicksburg plant 4id not
generate such a wastewater, an explanation of how such wastewater
generation was avoided should be provided. (A& copy of the
background document is enclosed.)

Answer: A schematic of the toxaphene production process
utilized by Cedar Chemical Corporation's predecessors, Vicksburg
Chemical Company and Vertac Chemical Corporation, is attached.
{Attachment J) As previously pointed out, no toxaphene con-
taminated process wastewater or sludges of the type contemplated
by EPA's Background Document were generated at the Vicksburg
Plant.

Cedar believes that the sludge from toxaphene wastewater
treatment referred to in the Background Document and classified
as K041 under RCRA resulted from the filtration of toxaphene
solution through diatomaceous earth in accordance with the pro-
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cess utilized by Hercules, Inc. at its Brunswick, Georgia Plant,
producing, according to the Background Document, approximately 7
tons per day of sludge containing approximately 1% toxaphene by
weight. (See Schematic attached as Exhibit K) No such sludge
was produced in the process utilized at the Vicksburg Plant, nor
did the Vicksburg toxaphene process involve the discharge of any
untreated process wastewater, as that term was intended in con-
nection with the KO98 RCRA classification., 1In fact the only
"waste streams" associated with toxaphene production at the
Vicksburg Plant would have consisted of any de minimis losses
occasioned by minor leaks and spills, and scrubber water
generated from operation of the Plant's air emission control pro-
cedures in connection with its HCL recovery systém {(muriatic acid
or HCL being a by-product of the toxaphene production process).
The scrubber water consisted of a weak aquecus solution con-

taining seodium chloride and sodium hydroxide.

It is believed that the Vicksburg Plant was able to
avoid the generation of process wastewater (K098) and sludge
(K041) of the type generated by Hercules, Inc. at its Brunswick,
Gecrgia Plant by utilizing high purity camphene, which it
purchased as a raw material (toxaphene being produced by the
chlerination of camphene). Hercules produced its own camphene
from pine stumps, which, it is believed, produced a relatively
low purity product requiring substantial filtration which the
Vicksburg Plant process did not require.

Question 123 In an August 16, 1984, letter to the
Mississippi Bureau of Pollution Control (MBPC), states, "In
reviewing our past toxaphene discharge data I fipd that Vertac's
last permit excursion occurred on February 16, 1982 (11.5 ppb)."
Cedar Chemical should provide an explanation of the source of
this toxaphene in the wastewater. (A copy cof the letter is
enclosed.)

Answer: Two possible explanations - (1) inaccurate ana-
lysis (toxaphene easily confused with other compounds at low ppb
levels) and (2) possible heavy storm water runoff episode
transporting surface soils adjacent to the facility, portions of
which could have been contaminated with trace amounts of
toxaphene as a result of previous de minimis losses, as has been
shown in the case of dinoseb. It should be noted that the 11.5
ppb "excursion" referred to translates to less than one ounce of
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toxaphene based on an average daily flow of 500,000 gallons per
day under the NPDES Permit.

Question 13: On February 17, 1983, the MBPC sampled
both the sludge from the east side of the impoundment and the
stream bank on the east side of the impoundment where the
impoundment dike had failed. Analysis of these samples indicated
the sediments contained 280 ppm and 360 ppm of toxaphene respec-
tively. Cedar Chemical should provide an explanation of the
source of the toxaphene found in impoundment sediment samples.
(Copies of the analytical results are enclosed).

Answer: See response to Question 12. In addition, in
view of the molasses-like consistency of toxaphene and its ten-
dency to bind together and to adhere to soils or sediments, it
would not be surprising if some contamination may have been
dislodged in the heavy storm water incident which occurred in
February, 1983, particularly in view of the long history of
toxaphene production in facilities adjacent to the surface
impoundment (since early 1970's}. It should also be pointed out
that the so0il sample measuring 280 ppm was subjected to further
analysis using the EP toxicity method, which demonstrated less
than 20 ppb toxaphene, a level far below the regulatory level
established under RCRA. It should alsoc be pointed out that the
Company caused the 18 samples obtained from the pond in
September, 1986 to be analyzed for toxaphene contamination and
none was detected within the lab's limit of detection of .1 ppm.
The analytical results referred to above have been supplied to
the Department by our counsel.

Sincerely yours,

CEDAR CHEMICAL £ORPORATION
e
P . C
By : \‘:Zf;fkﬂi» 1 L7
Fred Ahlers, Plant Manager

FA:jw

Enclosures

cc: Colonel Charles Blalock DIVISION OF SOLID
Mr. William L. Smith , S(WASTE
Mr. Allen T. Malone REVIEWED BY

DATE U’H'YL

OOM‘ijT _iifu{; M t"

My listhn e, L4 rJe:rMm)(( mt




ATTACHMENTS TO LETTER TO SAM MABRY, DIRECTOR
HAZARDOUS WASTE DIVISION, MDNR BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTROL

November 10, 1986

Response No. 2:

A - Vertac Chemical Corporation NPDES Permit Application
dated June 26, 1981.

B -~ Vertac Chemical Corporation NPDES Permit Application
dated January 3, 1986,

C - Letter from MDNR Bureau of Pollution Control dated
November 8, 1985,

Response No. 3:

D - MDNR Generator Annual Hazardous Waste Report - 1981,
E - MDNR Generator Annual Hazardous Waste Report - 1982.
F-1-MDNR Facility Annual Hazardous Waste Report - 1983,
F-2-MDNR Generator Annual Hazardous Waste Report - 1983.

G - EPA Facility Biennial Hazardous Waste Report — 19824
- 1985,

Response No. 4:

H - Piping Diagrams - North Plant.

Response No. 6:

I - Letter from R. F. Maraman, Chief Chemist, Vicksburg
Facility to MDNR Bureau of Pollution Control dated
February 18, 1983.

Response No. 11:

J - Schematic of Vicksburg's Toxaphene Production
Process.

K - Schematic of what is believed to have been Hercules'
Toxaphene Production Process.



BESCRE THE MISSISSIPPI COMMISSION ON NATURAL RESOURCES
BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTROL

IN THE MATTER OF:

MISSISSIPPI COMMISSION
ON NATURAL RESOURCES,

VS, ORDER NO, 1046-86
CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

{Successor to Vertac Chemical
Corporation)

STIPULATION

Based on the testimony and evidence presented by the
parties at a hearing held before the Commission on September 16,
1986, on the Respondent's Motion to Dismiss the Complaint hersto
fore entered in this cause, and based on subseguent communicz-
tions between and among representatives of the Respondent, the
Mississippi Department of Natural Resources, and EPA Region IV,
the parties hereto stipulate as follows:

1, Insofar as dinoseb contamination of soils and sadi-
ments at the Respondent's Plant in Vicksburg, Mississippi is con-
cerned, RCRA Regulations ére not applicable to the surface
impoundment which was the subject of the hearihg in this causs2,
by virtue of the de minimis exception to the so-called "mixture

rule" (MHWMR 261.3(a){(2)(iv)).

Ly



2. The Parties agree that the record in this cause
shall be supplemented for the purpose of facilitating inquiry
into whether activities related to toxaphene production at
Respondent's Plant by former owners and operators of the Plant
were such as to subject the surface impoundment ét the Plant to
RCRA Regulation, as follows:

(a) Results of EP toxicity analysis for toxaphene and
other compounds carried out with respect to the Department's
two pond samples which it obtained in August, 1986 and split
with Respondent are hereby attached as Exhibit A:

{b) EP toxicity analytical results obtained by the
State of a pond sediment sample obtained in 1983 are hereby
attached as Exhibit B;

(c) Results of toxaphene analysis, by weight, of 18
retained pond sediment samples gatheregd by the Respondent in
September, 1986, (which were heretofore submitted for analysis
of dinoseb, by weight, the results of which were presented at
the hearing in this cause) are hereby attached as Exhibit C.

(d) Respondent shall submit to the Commission not later

than November Mk, 1986 a full and complete response to the

questionnaire attached hereto as Exhibit D;

it _ .




® L] ,
add&mnbpmdmﬁiw
tokero Ly'dw eondnactew on
Oeteboer 30,1986,

Qe) “Hre—Peprasemener—wh-oh—samptos The Department shall CauseAto

be analyzed and the results submitted to the Commission, as

soon as practicable following the date hereof, but such ana-

lysis to be in accordance with the same methods of analysis

and extraction clean—up.methods heretofore utilized with

respect to the analytical results described in Exhibits &, B,

and C.

3. The Department agrees that if the analytical

results of the samples taken pursuant teo Paragraph 2(e) hereina-
bove should fail to demonstrate toxaphene in the extract from the

sediment at levels at or above .5 parts per million, using the EP
toxicity method, end—i-fiiom—teu et Grmi e i @ i e,
Pt e S S e e - — - e e
PreduetT—as—trat—ter e S et M WM R 2 eIy B, and (f

Loasd enthe Renpondartis subrvadiods punsuart to punaq\n.ph R>D nensimabreves
there is no evidenceAthat Respondent at any time Since November
19, 1980 discharged to or stored in the surface impoundment any
untreatzd, toxaphene-contaminated process wastewater or any
sludge from the treatment of such wastewater in connectiocn with
toxaphene manufacturing operations at the Respondent's Plant,
then Respondent's Motion to Dismiss filed herein should be

granted. A
4. The Commission’s ruling on the Respondent's Motion

Deceralion,

to Dismiss shall be deferred until the Commission's -Neveembes,

1986 mesting.



STIPULATED by the parties as of this day of

October, 1086.

MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES

BY:

CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

BY:

S50 ORDERED:
MISSISSIPPI COMMISSION ON NATURAL
RESOURCES
BY:
DATE :
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BEFORE THE MISSISSIPPI COMMISSION ON NATURAL RESCURCES
BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTROL

IN THE MATTER OF: BIVISIC® .~ 1 i1y \yacre
MISSISSIPPI COMMISsIoN REwF oo
ON NATURAL RESOURCES, ——

(Successor to Vertac Chemical &~ e |
Corporation)

STIPULATION

Based on the testimony and evidence presented by the
parties at a hearing held before the Commission on September 16,
1986, on the Respondent's Motion to Dismiss the Complaint hereto
fore entered in this cause, and based on subseqguent communica-
tions between and among representatives of the Respondent, the
Mississippi Department of Natural Resources, and EPA Region IV,
the parties hereto stipulate as follows:

1, Insofar as dinoseb contamination of s0ils and sedi-
ments at the Respondent's Plant in Vicksburg, Mississippi is con-
cerned, RCRA Regulations are not applicable to the surface
impoundment which was the subject of the hearing in this cause,
by virtue of the de minimis exception to the so-called "mixture

rule" (MHWMR 261.3(a){2)(iv)).



2. The Parties agree that the record in this cause
shall be supplemented for the purpose of facilitating inquiry
into whether activities related to toxaphene production at
Respondent's Plant by former owners and operators of the Plant
were such as to subject the surface impoundment at the Plant to
RCRA Regulation, as follows:

(a) Results of EP toxicity analysis for toxaphene and
other compounds carried out with respect to the Department's
two pond samples which it obtained in August, 1986 and split
with Respondent are hereby attached as Exhibit A;

(b) EP toxicity analytical results obtained by the
State of a pond sediment sample obtained in 1983 are hereby
attached as Exhibit Bj;

{c) Results of toxaphene analysis, by weight, of 18
retained pond sediment samples gathered by the Respondent in
September, 1986, (which were heretofore submitted for analysis
of dinoseb, by weight, the results of which were presented at
the hearing in this cause) are hereby attached as Exhibit C.

(d) Respondent shall submit to the Commission not later
than November 7, 1986 a full and complete response to the
questionnaire attached hereto as Exhibit D;

(e) Respondent shall obtain additional pond sediment
samples under the direct supervision of the Department, and

in accordance with reasonable protocols established by the

-2~



the Department, which samples the Department shall cause to
be analyzed and the results submitted to the Commission, as
soon as practicable following the date hereof, but such ana-
lysis to be in accordance with the same methods of analysis
and extraction clean-up methods heretofore utilized with
respect to the analytical results described in Exhibits A, B,
and C.

3. The Department agrees that if the analytical
results of the samples taken pursuant to Paragraph 2(e) hereina-
bove should fail to demonstrate toxaphene in the extract from the
sediment at levels at or above .5 parts per million, using the EP
toxicity method, and if the levels of toxaphene in the sediment,
by weight, are not inconsistent with past de minimis losses of
product, as that term is used in MHWMR 261.3(a}(2)(iv){(D), and if
there is no evidence that Respondent at any time since November
19, 1980 discharged to or stored in the surface impoundment any
untreated, toxaphene-contaminated process wastewater or any
sludge from the treatment of such wastewater in connection with
toxaphene manufacturing operations at the Respondent's Plant,
then Respondent's Motion to Dismiss filed herein should be
granted.

4. The Commission's ruling on the Respondent's Motion
to Dismiss shall be deferred until the Commission's November,

1986 meeting.



‘ .

STIPULATED by the parties as of this day of

October, 1986,

SO ORDERED:

MISSISSIPPI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESQOURCES

BY:

CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

BY:

MISSISSIPPI COMMISSION ON NATURAL
RESOURCES

BY:

DATE:
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- 1. Provide a list of all products amxi ident{fiable intermediates nroduced
by the Vicksburg facility (both north and south plants) since November 19,
1080, Include with this list the time period(s) in-which each product
was produced and the quantities produced.

2. Tdentify all waste streams associated with the ahove—mentioned products.
Petail the constituents in each waste stream, the route and ultimate
fate of each waste stream, the time of existence of each waste stream,
ard the aquantities involved in each waste streéam. This should include
all leaks, spills and regular process waste streams.

3. Designate which of the above waste streams voC considers to be hazardous
waste, and provide determination date and reports required by 40 CFR
262,11, A . o ' v (2040 Sy
h}r\i‘ . ‘ wr“ -—L'Q !‘.j‘“ h;-»"\-ﬂ;'\.' \-\M t:“.:,) ' ! I \E)""’\—f " R‘,’d\ Wl G __t(_-\. . N
4. Provide any and all piping and flow diagramspgoncernirg the handling of
waste streams since November 19, 1980, Indicate any chanqges made to
the niping or flow patterns of waste streams gince November 19, 1980,
this should include all pertinent piping {above and below qround), orpen
areas, ditches and/or laqoons at both the north and south facilities,

5. Provide a descriptive listing of all hazardous waste either recelived by
VCC or shipped off-site. Indicate quantities and types manifested
amd all data and reports qenerated as to determine the nature of the
waste as required by 40 CFR 262,11, J e
é.‘ﬂ Provide a copy of any spill reports made under the NPDES program or the
CERCLA "nrogram. ‘ '
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Has Vicksburg Chemical produced chlordane, methyl parathion or disulfoton,
since November 19807

If so, has any of the wastewater from the production of the above products
been placed in the surface impoundments?

If the process wastewater was not placed into the impoundment, how was it
handled®?

If the process wastewater was placed into the impoundment, was the
wastewater treated prior to its entering the impoundment?

EPA's background document for the listing -of untreated toxaphene wastewater
{K098) and sludges from toxaphene wastewater treatment {K041) specifies,
"wastewater is generated from the toxaphene production processes (leaks,
spills, and washdowns), as well as from the scrubbing of vent gasses in the
HCL absorption and recovery step." Cedar Chemical should provide a
detailed schematic of its toxaphene production process at the Vicksburg
plant, describing how wastewater such as that described above was

handled. If the Vicksburg plant did not generate such a wastewater, an
explanation of how such wastewater generation was avoided should be
provided.

In an August 16, 1984, letter to the Mississippi Bureau of Pollution
Control (MBPC), Vertac states, "In reviewing our past toxaphene discharge
data I find that Vertac's last permit excursions occurred on February 16,
1982 (11.5 ppb)." Cedar Chemical should provide an explantion of the
source of this toxaphene in the wastewater.

On February 17, 1983, the MBPC sampled both the sludge from the east side
of the impoundment and the stream bank on the east side of the impoundment
where the impoundment dike had failed. Analysis of these samples indicated
the sediments contained 280 ppm and 360 ppm of toxaphene respectively,
Cedar Chemical should provide an explanation of the source of the

toxaphene found in impoundment sediment samples.
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‘ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION SY§EMS, INC.

F O Box2036c ® ‘6L Upwo~ Drive ®  Jacksor MS 33209 7215 Pine Fores” Roar @ Percias: - Fo 32500
Teeprone (60T 9P7.B242 Telgpnone (922 G@as Do
‘ {BOC: 523-D&59 (800, B 2007
|
‘ - —  LABORATORY REPORT = = B6.1.2929 172
CLIENT. yiekeburg Chemice| Corporation COLLECTED BY  Cljent (7954)

| LOCATION vyieksburg, MS DATE COLLECTED  0%9/03/86

DATE 09/26/86 DATE RECEIVED  09,/08/B6
| INVOICE NO.. Q10870/ner DATE ANALYZED. 09/24 /86

LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION

B6094958 - Pond inlet Sludge
86094959 - Pond Cross-Over Siudge

_IDENTIFICATION NO.
4959 : LIMIT
|

{Arsenic, EP Leachshle, mg/| - ‘ :

| EPA No. DO04 0.48 0.075 | I 5.0 96 ]
{ﬁrlum. EF Leachabie, mg/l ! ; i

| _EPA No. DOOS 7 L @2 <0.2 ~100.0 .00 99 0
' Cadmlum, EF Leachable, mg/] | - —
' EPA No. D006 0.02  0.01 1.0 0.20 100 0
Earomlun, EF Leachable, mg/! h ; = T T S
| EPA No. DOO7 0.02 | 0.48 . 5.0 0.50 94 0

. Chromium, Hexavalent, EF Leach- ' T :

. _sble, mg/l, EPA No. D007 0.01 0.44 5.0 0.50 8& 0
Lead, EF Leachable, mg/| | ; i -
. EPA No. DOOB i 0.28 | 0.23 1.00 109 o
j&rcury, EP Leachable, mg/i ! ST
{  EPA No. DOOY | <0.001 <0, 001 0.004 80 2.3

‘ “Selenlum, EF Leachable, mg/! ) - -

EPA No. DOIO <0.003 <0.003 1.0 0.010 90 0
 “SViver, EF Leachable, mg/l ' —
EPA No. D011 . 0.01 0.01 5.0 0.20 110 0

\ "Endrin, EF Leachahble, mg/I T <0,01 <0.01 0.6 73 [

-Lindane, EP Laeachable, mg/! <0.01 <0.01 0.6 73 0

W-BAE) .

Analyses conducted in accordance with 40 CFR, Part 261, Ju!y, 1982, Test Methods for Evaluating Soild Waste (S




enVIRONMENT®. PROTECTION sYs®Ms, INC.

P O Box 20387 e 160 Upton Drve & Jackson MS 39209 7215 Pine Fores! Roas W
Telephone (601 922-8247 -
(800! 523-0658

Persaco-a FL 3250F
Tewwphone (904 @42 Q30

(BOC. 874-0772

. _ LABORATORY REPORY - 86.1.2925 2/2

CUENT yjekshurg Chemical COLLECTED BY. Cjijent {7954)
LOCATION yicksburg, Mississippl DATE COLLECTED. 09/03/86
DATE: 09/26/86 DATE RECEIVED" 09/08/86
INVOICE NO.. 010870/ncr DATE ANALYZED: 09/24/86

LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION .

B&OS4958 ~ Pond inlet Siudge
B6094959 - Pond Cross-Over Sludge

IDENTIFICATION NO. QUALITY CONTROL

ANALYSES 4958 koso ‘ ; T e T

i
i &_-T___cc,_m__‘_,mm
<01 | <001
W-" - <o.0r 001
‘Iwnsmax,ﬁep_mmm yy-val <081 — . 0.0
MER TOXIGHTY® Extractlon-— — - Yo L Yos—— o — -
\
} - :
I - ‘
;
COMMENT

Anslyses conducted In accordance wlith 4G CFR, Part 261, July, 1982, Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste (Sw-846}.
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I,

II.

I11.

6 BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTROL &g
SAMPLE REQUEST FORM . Bench No. 142

GENERAL INFORMATION: Facllity Name Vertse Chemdesl Co
County Code Vlarren NPDES Permit No.
Discharge No. Date Requested
Sample Point Identification 1mmetindment

Requested By Chiirk Eates Data To Chinlr Feat oo
Type of Sample: Grab () Composite (Flow ) (Time ) Other ( )
SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION: '

Environment Condition P . Collected By (m,nl Fabpe
Where Taken e -
TZEE Parameters ) Preservative Date Time
L. _Studee - Toxaphene Atrazine Cyanazize [Tatel 2/7/83 :
2. _Sludes DNEP Eml Hognl " 3,15
3. (Run tatals and Ep -
g- extract for *"]ES‘E
. parameters)
FIELD:
Analysis Computer Code Request Results Analyst Date
pH {000400) ) B—
D.O. {000300) ()
Temperature (000010) ()
Residual Chlorine ~ . (050060) ()
Flow - (074060) ()
TRANSPORTATION OF SAMPLE: Bus ( ) RO Vehicle ()  Other (y) P1old Leminls
. LABORATORY: Received BY _ DeJormnette Eing Date 2 /8 /82 Time o815
Recorded By Dorothy Lewis Date Sent to State Office 4-14-83
Computer Date
Analysis Code Request Result Analyst Measured
BOD, (000310) ) mg/1 -
cob (000340) () mg/1
TOC (000680) () mg/1
Suspended Solids (09%000) () mg/l
TKN (000625) () mg/l
Ammonia-N (000610) {) me/l
Fecal Coliform(l) (074055) () - colonies/100 ml *
Fecal Coliform(2) (074055) () colonies/100 ml *
Total Phosphorus (000665) () mg/1
0il and Grease{l) (000550) () mg/1
0il and Grease(2) (000550) {) mg/1
Chlorides (099016) () mg/1
Phenol (032730) {) mg/l
Total Chromium (001034) () mg/1
Hex. Chromium (001032) () mg/1
Zine (001092) () mg/l
Copper (001042) () mg/l
Lead (017501) () mETgl
~ Cyanide (000722) () mg/1l _
Atrazipe (EPT) x) 12550 ug/l MR 3-15-83
Cyanozine(EPT) 69] 650 ug/1 MR 3-18-83
0 <20 ng/1 MR 3-15-83
INEP_(EPT) (x)
i ) (x) 7,030 ma/kg MR 4-11-83
Cyangzine (Total) (x) <112 mo/kg MR 4-11-83
Y 0 280 mg kg MR 4-11-873
DNEP_ (Total) o)
()
()

Remarks DNBP results will follow

*ﬁate of Test Initiation
142




c RUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTRDLe

—_— SAMPLE REQUEST FORM @ :enen wo. 141
I, GENERAL INFORMATION: Facility Name Vertac Chemical Co. - -
County Code warren NPDES Permit No.
Discharge No. Date Requested
Sample Point Identification stream bank
Requested By Chuck Estes Data Te __ Chuck Estes

II.

1II.

Type of Sample: Grab &) Composite (Flow ) (Time ) Other ( )
SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION:

Environment Condition sumy and cool Collected By _Chuck Estes

Where Taken on the east side of the impoundment levee at the breech ares rear the stream
Type Parameters Preservative Date Time

1. _Siudge Toxaphene ,Atrazine Cyanazine Cool _2/1/83_ 3:16

g. Sludge DNBP Sml H2304 2/7/8% 4.00

g,

5.

FIELD:

Analysis Computer Code Request Results Analyst Date

PH (000400) O3 SRR —

D.0. (000300) ()

Temperature (0G0010) ()

Residual Chlorine ® . (050060) ()

Flow (074060) {)

TRANSPORTATION OF SAMPLE: Bus ( ) RO Vehicle () Other (X) Fleld ftrack

LABORATORY: Received By o Date »5/8/82 Time 08715
Recorded By Dorothy Lewis Date Sent te State Office 4-14-83%
Computer : Date
Analysis Code Request Result Analyst Measured
BOD5 (000310) {) mg/1 *
coD {000340) {) mg/1
TOC (600680) (3 mg /1
Suspended Solids (099000) {) mg/1
TKN (000625) () mg/1
Ammonia-N (000610) (" mefl
Fecal Coliform(l) (074055) () i colonieS/100 ml *
Feczl Celiform{2) (074055) () colonies/100 ml *
Total Phosphorus {000665) () mg/1
011 and Grease(l) (000550) () mg/1
Cil and Grease(Z} (000550} () mg/1
Chlorides (099016) () mg/1
Fhenol {032730) () mg/1l
Total Chromium (001034) () mg/l
Hex. Chromium {001032) () mg/1
Zine (0010%2) {) mg/1l
Copper {0G1042) () mgz/1
Lead (017501) () mg/1
Cyanide (000722) () mg/1 -
Toxaphene (X 360 mg/k MB 4-12-83
Atrazine {0 645 mg/kg MB 4-12-83
Cyanozine (% <112 mg/kg MB 4-12-83
DNBP ()
()
()
{)
()
()
{)
- Remarks _DNBP results will follow when completed

*Date of Test Initiation
141




734 Pesticide Manufacturing and Toxic Materials Control Encyclopedia

{3) Tisdate, W H and Williams, |, U.S. Patent 1.972.961, September 11, 1934, assigned to
DuPont.

TOXAPHENE (CAMPHECHLOR IN U.K.)
Function: insecticide (1)(2)13)(4)
Chemical Name: Toxaphene

Formula;
CH,
8{CI

i
|
l (CH3);
|
|

Trade Names: Hercules 3956 {Hercules, Inc.)
Alltox™
Estongx™
Chem-Phene™
Genipheng™
Gy-phene®
Phenacide™
Phenatox™
Toxadust™
Toxaspra™

Manufacture

The raw materials for toxaphena manufacture are camphene and chlorine and the reaction
15 approximately as follows:

Cl
CH, ¢ CH,Cl -
+ 7C|2 . + BHCI
‘CHg'z Cl H,CI
- H;

a

The initial reaction involving addition to the double bond is rapid while the second involving
substitution proceeds with more difficulty, as pointed out by M.A. Phillips {5}. The reaction
temperature initially rises, due to the heat of reaction, to 85° 10 90°C, and some cooling may
be required. It then drops and may be 50° to 75°C at the end of the reaction. This chlorination
reaction is carried out at atmospheric pressure. This reaction takes from 15 to 30 hours 1o -
reach completion. This reaction is carried cut in the liquid phase using about 6 parts of car-
bon tetrachloride solvent per part of camphene feed, as described by G.A. Buntin {3){4).
- Ultraviolet light is the catalyst for this reaction.

Lead-lined, glass-lined or nickel-clad vessels may be used for this reaction. The vessel
should be equipped with a heat-exchange jacket, a reflux condenser and a well for the ultra-
violet lamp. The carbon tetrachloride solvent is removed from the reaction product by distil-
lation under reduced pressure after HC} and excess chlorine have been blown out. The resi-
tue from the distillation is allowed to solidify. A production and waste schematic for toxa-
phene manufacture is shown in Figure 54 {6). ’

Toxaphene 735

Figure 54: Production and Waste Schamatic for Toxaphene

Southern 100 Qther Products - .
Pine I St %
Stumps a-Finens

Wostes —ge Bia-Treatment Plant Mixed

Xylenes

Comphene ‘
90 % Tonaphens

Chlorine Tamophene Steipper Torophene ——a=Solution
Solvent? Selution

1 1T
HCI Coke ohi .
: ipman
Oither
Woste.  Wostes : Oust

Alkal o3 .
Neseded = Holding Pand

Roghouse

Dischor Solid
h:rl CruE' Woste Armosphere

Source: Reference (6)

Process Wastes and Their Control

Air: Air emissions from toxaphene production have been reborted {B-15) to consist of the
following:

Kiograms per Metric Ton
Component Pasticide Produced
HC) 2.65
Cl, 0.25
Toluens 1.0 .
Taxapheana 5% 10

Air pollution éuntrol in toxaphene manufacture involves the following (B-15): .

Control Device Emissions Controlled Reported Efficiency
Alkali and water scrubbar Soivent vapor, hydrogan chloride, chlorine : —_
Stripping Solvent vapor, hydrogen chioride, chior!ne _
Limestone adsorption Solvent vapor, hydrogen chloride, chlorine 100
Baghouse Toxaphane —

The chlarinator waste HCI gas passes through a water absorber and the resulting muriatic
acid is recovered or neutralized and sent to wastewater treatm.en_t. The toxaphene product
then goes either to a solution or to a dust formulation step. Emissions from the dust. formu-
Iation are vented 10 a baghouse, with the captured dust then recycled to the formulation step

(B-10).

Product Wastes: Toxaphene is said to dehydrochlorinate in the presence of alkali, upon

-‘



Iy MUSTETIETI ST AT dnd 1 0200 Materimls Tontrol Encyclopedia

prolonged ‘expo%are te sunhight. and at temperatures of about 155°C. Reduction with sodium
in isopropyl atzohiol is the analyrical method for total chioride (B-3).

Toxicity

The acute oral LD,, vaiue for rats is 80 (o 90 mg/kg which is moderately toxic.

Toxaphene is a widely used organochtorine insecticide that apparertly has not caused a
great deal of environmental harm, although it has been used in agriculture for many years,
Because it is a complex mixture of uncharacterized camphene derivatives, very little is
known about its metabalism in plants ar other higher organisms. Considerable information
ts available, however, on its toxicity in laboratory animals and various aguatic organisms,
An AD! of 0.00125 mg/kg/day was calculated on the basis of the chranic toxicity data (B-22).

A summary of the results of examination of over 100,000 samples of raw agricuttural com-
modities by the FDA between 1963 and 1969 shows that toxaphene residues are seldom
present. Thus, the possibility that Jarge quantities of toxaphene residues could be found in
drinking water is not great.

Toxaphene has demonstrated carcinogenic effects in laboratory animals. In addition, toxa-
phene is highly toxic to many aguatic invertebrate and vertebrate species and has been
shown to cause the "“broken back syndrorne” jn fish fry. These observations, together with
reported bioconcentration factors as high a5 91,000 indicate that toxaphene poses a threat to
living organisms, particutarly in the aguatic environment (B-26),

Aftowable Limits on Exposure and Use

Air: The threshald limit valye for chlorinated camphenes in air has been set a1 0.5 mg/m” as
of 1979. The tentative short term exposure limit is 1.0 mg/m’ {8-23).

Water: in water, EPA set criteria {B-12} for toxaphene of & #g/! for domestic water supply
and 0.005 wg/! for the protection of freshwater and marine aquatic life. ’

Subsegquently, EPA has suggested (B-26) limits to protect freshwater aquatic life of 0.007
mg/las a 24-hour average and the concentration should not exceed 0.47 ug/1 at any time.

For toxaphene the criterion 1o profect saltwater aquatic life is 0.019 ug# as a 24-hour aver-
age and the concentration should not exceed 0,12 u@/l at any time,

For the maximum protection of human healih from the potential carcinagenic effects of ax-
Rosure to toxaphena through ingestion of water and contaminated acualic organisms, the
amiuent watar concontration is zero, Concentrations of toxaphane astimated 1o rasult jn
addditional lifetimn canear Jisks ranging from no additional risk 10 pn additionat risk of 1in
100,000 have heen dotermined by the FPA. Tha Apuney it conRidering sptting criteria a an
inttein taegget rigk lewost sy o100 % o 10 “with enrresponding) critona of 4.7 » 10 '
PUALAT 10 T/, mnt 47 - 1n " /L tenpoctivoly (U 26) '

Product Use: A rolnittad e PIES U St dingistintion was tseoed on Mf-w 25,1977 by
FPA on tha banis of oneogenicity and oducttons m nantaret mypadcioe,

in o noties datod Fabruary 14, 1969, tha EPA (B-17) cancellad ali usas of toxaphane products
haaring diractions for use on Intfuce and calibagn sxacopt the [ollowlng:

{1) Cabbage at appliention rates of 4.0 pounds actual/acra must hove the warm-
ing staternent “'Dn not apply after hoads start to form.”

12} Lettuce at application ratas of 5.0 pounds actual/acre must have the warn-
ing statemant “Da not apply efter seedling stage on leal lettuce. Do not ap-
ply after heads begin to form on head of lettuce.” -

Toxaphene 737

The tolerances set by the EPA for taxaphene n of on raw agricultural commodities are as
follows:

Parts
40 CFR Reterence per Mitlion
Apples 183,138 70
Apricots 180 138 70
Bananas 180.138 10
Bananas, pulp 180.138 03
Barley 180.138 50
Beans 180.138 1.4
Blackberries 180.138 7.0
Boysenberries 180138 70
Broccoli 18C.138 7.0
Brussels sprouts 180.138 7.0
Cabbage 180.138 7.0
Carrots ' 180.138 7.0
Cattle. fat of meat 180.138 7.0
Cautiflower 180.138 7.0
Celery ted.138 70
Citrus fruits 180.138 7.0
Collards 180.138 7.0
Corn 180.138 70
Cotton, seed 180.138 5.0
Cranberries B T ) 7.0
Cucumbers 180.138 1.0
Dewberries 180.138 70
Eggplant 180.138 7.0
Goats, fat of meat 180.138 70
Hazelnuts 180.138 7.0
Hickory muts 180.138 70
Hogs, fat of meat 180.138 70
" Horseradish 180.138 70
Horses, fat of meat 180.138 10
Kale 180.138 1.0
_Kehlrabi 180.138 70
Lettuce 180,138 7.0
Logenbersies 180.138 7.0
Nectarines 180.138 7.0
Qats 180.138 5.0
Okra - 180.138 .10
Onions -~ 180.138 7.0
Parsnips 180.138 10
Penchos 180138 1.0
Paanuts . YRD. 138 10
Poars 180 138 10
Faaa 1R0 138 0
Pocans . tHi) 1.8 ra
Peppars 1R0 108 76
Pimniitos ) Vi - IR
Cronpiplon [LIERR] . an
hutwan HO 138 n
Radiahou, tops 1HO 18 HL
RAadinhen, with tops 1A0.138 o
Radishes, without wops 18038 10
Rasphairios 180138 . T80
Rice 180.128 50
Rutabapas 180138 ro
Rye 180.138 50
Sheep, fat of maat 180.138 7.0
Sorghum, grain 180.138 50
Soybeans, dry form 180.138 20
Spinach 180.138 70

teontinued)
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A Parts

1' 40 CFA Realerence par Millign
Strawberries 180138 7.0
Suriiower seeds 180.138 a
Tomatoes 180.138 7.0
Walnuts 180.138 7.0
Wheat 180.134 5.0
Youngbernes 180138 7.0

The tolerances set by the EPA for toxaphene in food are as folfows {the CFA Reference is to
Title 21):

Parts
CFA Reference per Million
Soybean, oil, crude . 193.450 12.0

References

{1} Worthing, C.R., Pesticide Manual, 6th ed., p. 76, British Crop Protection Council (1974).

(2) Spencer, E.Y.. Guide to the Chemicals Used in Crop Protection, 6th ed., p. 506, London,
Omario, Agriculture Canada tJanuary 1973}, '

{3} Buntin, G.A., U.S. Patent 2,665,471, August 28, 1951, assigned to Hercules Powder Co.

{4) Buntin, G.A., U.5. Patent 2,657,164, Dctober 27, 1953, assigned to Hercules Powder Co.

(5} Phillips. M.A., Brit. Chem. Eng., 10, Na. B, 550-51 {August 1965),

(6} Midwest Research Institute, The Poliution Potentisl in Festicide Manufacturing, Wash-
ington, DC, Environmenta!_ Protection Agency (June 1972). -

TRIADIMEFON

.. Function: Fungicide [1}(2}

Chemical Name: 1-t4-chlarophenoxy)-3,3-dimethyl-1-{ 1H-1,2 4-triazol-1-yl)-2-butanone
Formula: o
1]
C OuIIJH-C—C(Cth

N
N

N1l -
Trade Names: Bay Meb 6447 (Bayer AG}

‘Bayleton™ (Bayer AG)

Manufacture {2)

35.8 grams (0.2 ma!) of a-bromo-pinacelone in 50 mi of ethyl acetate were added dropwise
to sodium 4-chlorophenolate which was prepared from 0.2 mot of d-chloropheno! and
4.6 grams (0.2 mol) of sodium in 130 ml of absolute slcohol, and the mixture was heated to
the boil overnight. Thereafter the sodium bromide produced was filtered off hot, the filtrate
was distilled in vacuo and the solid residue was recrystallized from a little ligrotn.

1-{4"-chlorophenoxy}-3,3-dimethyl-butan-2-one {73% of theary) was obtained.

6 mit (0.11 mol} of bromine were added to 0.1 mol of 1-(4'-chlaraphenoxy}-3,3-dimethyl-by-
tan-2-one and the mixture was heated under reflux to 140°C for 1 hour. The resulting oity resi-

Triallata 7193

due was taken ug with petroleum ether, whereupon it crystallized; the solid residue was fil-
tered off and well rinsed.

1-bromo- 1-{4 -chiorophenoxy)-3,3-dirrethy-butan-2-one {89% of theory) was obtained,
0.033 mat of T-bremo-1-14" -chlorophenoxy)-3,3-dimethyl-butan-2-one and 93 grarms (015
moi) of 1,2.4-triazole were dissolved in 80 ml of acetonitrite and heated under reflux for 48
hours. Thereaftar the solvent was distilled off in vacuo, the residue was taken up with 150 ml
of water and the aqueous solution was extracted by shaking three times with 40 mi of
methylene chioride at a time. The organic phase was thereafter twice washed with 150 ml of
water at a time, dried over sodiurn sulfate and distilled.

The oif abtained as residue was fractionally recrystaltized from a little ether, whereby triadi-
mefon, melting at about 82°C was obtained.

Toxicity
The acute oral LD,, value for rats is 560 to 570 mg/kg which is moderately toxic.

Refarences

{1) Worthing, C.R., Pesticide Manua/, 6th ed., p. 523, British Crop Protection Counci ):
{2} Meiser, W., Buchel, K.H. end Kramer, W., {).S. Patent 3,912,752, October 14, 1975, as-
signed to Bayer AG,

TRIALLATE
Function: Herbicide {1){2){3){4}
Chemical Name: S-(2,3,3-trichloro-2-propenvlbbis{1-n;lethylethvl}carbamoihioate

Faermula; 9
1{CH;),CHI ,;NC5CH, CCI=CCl,

Trade Names: CP 23426 {Monsanio}
Avadex BW" (Monsanta)
Fargo™ (Maonsanto)

Manufacture (3)(4} ,
To a stirred solution of 202.4 grams {2.0 mols) of diisopropylamine in 1.000 mi of ethyl

gther 8t — 10° to 0°C there was bubbled in carbon oxysuMide until the gain in weight was 120 ¢

grams. This addition required 30 minutes and the mixture was then stirred at - 107 to 0°C for
an additional 90 minutes. Thereupon 145.4 grams (1.0 mol} of 1,1.2,3-tetrachioropropene
was added in one portion and the reaction mixture stirred at 25° to 30"C_ for 24 hours. Th:e
by-product salt was removed by filtration and the excess ether removed in vacuoa. The resi-
due was distilled in vacuo and the fraction boiling at 148° to 149°C at 9 mm collected.

Toxicity

The acute oral LD,, value for rats is 1,471 mg/kg (B-5) which is slightly toxic.

Allowable Limits on Exposure and Use

Produet Use: issuance of a rebuttable presumption against registration for trialfaye was
being considered by EPA as of September 1979 on the basis of possible mutagenicity.

1
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ENVIRONMENT%L PROTECTION SYS’EMS, INC.

Jagksor % 39209 T2'3 Pine Forest Foad & Pensacca. FL 32506

Talephone 1904 944.030¢

LABORATORY REPORT

CLIENT-
LOCATION:
DATE:
INVOICE NO.:

Yicksburg Chemlical Corporation
¥Yicksburg, MS

1G6/07/86

011001/ im

COLLECTED BY
DATE COLLECTED:
DATE RECEIVED
DATE ANALYZED:

800 874.0272

B6.4,3024

5/5
Cllent (7954)
10/03/86
10/03/86
10/07/86

LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION

86105564 ~ Solt Sample ¢
86105565 ~ Soii Ssmpte R

IDENTIFICATION NO.

QUALITY CONTROL

\
! Toxaphene, mg/kg
Shas

|

M4

—

FTANTART
5565 DR
SPIRE w iy =
<0.1 <0.1 0.59 114 17.7

Analyses conducted 1n accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136,
of Pollutants under the Clean Water Act.

ITv ASSURANCE

CERTIFICATION

1984, Guidelines Establ/

shing Test Procedures for the Analysis




ENVIRONMEN"L PROTECTION svs.ems INC.

Jacksor. M5 352035 TE'3 Pire Forest Soan Zans,

P D Rox 20382 e A% a0

Taproegte

- e'eahc-re 90—‘ R

800 8r4Co2

LABORATORY REPORT 85.1.3024 4/5

CLIENT yicksburg Chemical Corporation COLLECTED 8 ¢y 1ent (7954)
LOCATION  y{ oy eburg, MS CATE COLLEGTED 4403 /86

DATE yos07/86 DATERECEIVED  y0/03/86
INVOIGE NO - 011001 /1m DATE ANALYZED: 10/071/86

LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION .

86105560 - Soll Sample M
B6105561 - Soll Sample N
B6105562 = Sol! Sample ©
86105563 - Soll Sample P

| IDENTIFICATION NO. OUAUTY CON"ROL
5561 i 5562

oxaphene, mg/kg

Analyses conducted In accordance wlth 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis
of Pollutants under the Clean Water Act.

CERTIFICATION

MANAGER GUALIPPASSURANCE VANAGER AMALY AL DEPAG MEN"




G ENVIRONMENAL PROTECTION SYSENS, INC

P O 3ox 20232 . o WS 1RDG 1z

LABORATORY REPORT 86 1. 3024 3/5

| CLIENT yjcksburg Chemical Corporation COLBCTEDEY  611ent ¢7954)
LOCATION. 41 4 churg, MS CATE COLLECTED /0388
DATE: 14 707/86 DATE BECEVED 10 07 s0e
INVOIGE NG 511001 /1m DATE ANALYZED 000" o
LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION -
86105556 ~ Sel] Sample |
86105557 - Soll Sample J
86105558 - Sol} Sample K
86105559 ~ Soi| Sample L
T IDENTIFICATION NO. QUALITY CONTROL
ANALYSES 5556 5557 5558 5559 BT
lToxaphene, mg/kg ) ] <0 <0.1 ¢ <041 <0.1 0.59 114 17.7

|
i
k

Analyses conducted in accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analvsis

ot Pollutants under the Clean Water Act.

CERTIFICATION

“IANMJE;? ANAL\' |CA' "EU\»‘-‘"'E\*

ASSLEANCE

‘ MANAGER QuA
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ENVIRONMEN'&L PROTECTION SY@EMS INC

P 0 Box 20382 e 50 ®  acksor ME 3E3CH T213 Poe By * Parzac
Taachrra 5‘:' ?22‘8252 Taenrcne C,r" 244
300 323-2639 B0C 3740072
LABORATORY REPORT B6.1.3024 2/5

CUENT' yicksburg Chemical Corporation COLLECTED BY. - o1 1gnt (7954
LOCATION: y{cksburg, M DATE COLLECTED  1q /03 /a6
DATE. 10/07 /86 DATE RECEIVED 10/03/86
INVCICE NO* 011001 /1m DATE ANALYZED'  10/07 /86

LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION )

86105552 - Soil Sample E
86105553 - Soil Sample F
86105554 - Soi! Sample &
B6105555 = Sol! Sample H
IDENTIFICATION NO. _QUALITY céﬂ%’icL 7
_Toxaphene, mg/kg <0.1 <01 <0. 1 <0.1 0.59 114 17,7

Analyses conducted In accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guidelines

Establlishing Test Procedures for the Analysis

of Pollutants under the Clean Water Act.

o Mo 7 Botloaton

MANAGER. QUALGH ASSURANCE

MANAGER. A

TICAL JEPARTMEN
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ENVIRONMEN%L PROTECTION SY.EMS INC.

F O Box 20382 & 50 Uptor Drue e aokson MS 39209 15 Pine Forest 9nad # Pensacsia FLoO32306
Talgapnne AT 3 ] Taigpbare 904 543.0301
AT =130R858 305 4720272

LABORATORY REPORT 86.1.3024 1 /5

CUENT" yicksburg Chemical Corporation COLLECTEDSY ¢pyent (7954
LOCATION Vicksburg, MS JATE COLLE:CTED. 10,/03/86
DATE. 10/07/86 DOATE RECEIVED: 10/03 /86
INVCICE NO 011001 /1m DATE ANALYZED 10/07/86
LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION
86105548 - Sol|l Sampte A
86105549 - Soll Sample B
86105550 - Soll Sample C
86105551 - Soit Sample D
IDENTIFICATION NO. OUALITY CONTROL o
i 3 ,1 DA G iRt
| Toxaphena, mg/kg P <04 <01 R © <01 0.59 114 17.7
| ' . PR

Analyses conducted In accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guldsllnes Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis
of Pollutants under the Clean Water Act.

CERTIFICATION

ASSURANCE MAMAGES ANALYTICAL DEPARTME 4™
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Mr. Sam Mabry

Director, Division of Solia
Hazardous Waste Management
Mississippi Department of
Natural Resources

P. O. Box 10385

Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Re: Cedar Chemical Corporation/Vicksburg Plant
Dear Mr. Mabry:

Thank you for furnishing me with a copy of your
October 22, 1986 letter to Fred Ahlers, Plant Manager of the
referenced Plant.

Responding to the expanded list of questions will take
considerable effort on the part of Company personnel. Management
has directed that top priority be given to this project, but I am
not optimistic that we can provide a full and complete response,
as well as the documentation requested, by November 6, 1986. 1
am reasonably confident, however, that we can provide you with
this information at least one week prior to the Commission's next
meeting, which I understand is scheduled November 19, 1986.

If it would help, I can tell ¥you at this point that
chlordane, methyl parathion and disulfoton were not produced at the
Vicksburg Plant since November, 1980 and therefore Questions num-
bered 8, 9 and 10 are not applicable. 1In addition, at least to
some extent, my letter to you of October 7, 1986 is responsive to
the final three questions.

As you know, we were willing to attempt to work out a
mutually acceptable method of supplementing the Administrative
Record in order to accommodate EPA's apparent desire to broaden
the scope of the Commission's hearing last September. 1In light
of the broad scope of the sampling plan, which I understand was
carried out this week by the Department's contractor, and the
enlarged scope of the questions which vou submitted to Mr.

"
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APPERSON, CRUMP DUZANE & MAXWELL

Mr. Sam Mabry
October 31, 1986
Page Two

Ahlers, we do not believe that responses to the guestions or
results of the sampling should have any bearing on the issue that
was put to the Commission in September. Accordingly, in order to
avoid any misunderstanding, this will confirm that Cedar's
willingness to cooperate with you in your investigative efforts
should not be viewed as a consent to supplement the record in any
respect. Nevertheless, we would hope that the responses to the
questionnaire as well as analytical results of the latest round
of sampling will make your Department as well as EPA Region IV
more comfortable with the Company's continued maintenance of the
surface impoundment in accordance with existing uses.

Please contact me promptly upon your receipt of the ana-
lytical results of the recent sampling efforts.

Sincerely yours,

Allen T. Malone
ATM: jw

ces €ol. Charles L. Blalock



October 29, 1986

Ar. Fred Ahlers

Plant Menager

Vicksturg Chemieal Compeny

P. O, Box 3

Yicksburg, Biasissippi 39180

Dear ¥Mr. Arlers:

Res Sampling .
Vickabturg Chemical Company Impoundment
HED99OTI 4081

This letter serves to formally motify you that the Miasiasippi Bureau of
Pollution Comtrol (EHPC) has contracted with Bonner Analytical Testing Company
in Hattieaburg, Missiesippi for the collection of sediment/sludge semples from
the above referenced impoundment. MNembors of the sempling tesm will include
Mike Bommer snd Tom Wilson.

The purpose of the sampling is to betier determiné the regalatory status of ihe
impoundment. Sampling will be conducted in general zccordamce with the
attached sampling plan, with the undersianding that the astual diptsace between
the sampling poinis may be adjusted in the field at the diacretion of Mike

. Bonner, depending om the aize of the impoundment, depth of the sediment,
location of physical structures on or arcund the impoundment, ato.

A WBPC representative will be present durimg the saepling mctivities. Splits
of all samples will be offered to yeur designated represeuntative.

If you have any questions concerming this matier, plesas contact me.

Sinceraly,

Sem NMebry, Director
Division of 30114 Waste Management

SErels
eo: Hr. Bill 3Bmith
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CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

24th Floor « 5100 Poplar Avenue ¢ Memphis, TN 38137 o 0901-767-6851

October 24, 1986
Re
Mr, Jack McCord
Mississippi Department of Natural Resources
Bureau of Pollution Control
Industrial Wastewater Control Section
2380 Highway 80 West
Jackson, MS 39204

. LIJ)EPT' OF NATURAL RESA g -
REAU 0 v - e TH o
Re: Biological Treatment of Dinoseb Wastewater o iiat

Dear Mr. McCord:

Vicksburg Chemical has tested and is considering installation of
a biological treatment system for wastewater from the Dinoseb
process. The basic treatment process, as currently envisioned,
is shown in Figure 1.

Unneutralized Dinoseb washwater (pH< 1) and any other Dinoseb
contaminated water will be stored in a tank for equalization
prior to treatment. The wastewater will then be fed continuously
through carbon adsorbers to remove Dinoseb, neutralized with
caustic, and water added to control dissolved solids prior to an
advanced fixed-film aerated biological treatment systemn. Using
the fixed-film system reduces tremendously the amount of
biological solids formed, but some solids are expected and a
clarifier or other solids separation device is anticipated. All
of the system will be above ground. The liquid effluent will be
discharged under our NPDES Permit. Mr. Mahaffy has been
contacted concerning permitting needs and the impact of this
proposal on our NPDES Permit.

What are the Solid Waste (RCRA or other) permitting reguirements
for this system? In what parts of design/construction/

startup does your department participate? Both the storage tank
and DNBP removal systems operate at very low pH. What specific
construction requirements and permits will apply to these areas?
The stabilized bicological solids produced should be acceptable to
the minicipal landfill. Are there any requirements in this area?

I appreciate your consideration of this matter and look forward
to discussing this project further. If you have any questions,

please feel free to give me a call.

JGH/1d ohn G. Hill
Enc,. Environmental Engineer

Sincerely,

c¢c - F. Ahlers
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FILE COPY

Ozrobey 22, 1986

¥r. Frad Ablaro

Flant Eanspoer

Vickabarg Cheplcel Corporation
Pa e Box 3

Vigkaburg, Higelewippi TO180

Sesr He, Ableve:

Hes  Suestions Reluting %o the Hsmardonse
Faate Raguiatory Status of
Vickeburg Ohemlaal Uerporetion

Snzlceed is a liet of guestions Pelated to spersiicss 2t the Yiekeburgy Chemical
Corporation since Sovesber 14, 1990. Assvers shouid kelp the Puresm of
Ppllutfon Comtral determine whether thers im a basis undsr the Nieaiwsipp:
fisgardous ¥sste Namagement Hegulatlons {mawne) far regulation of rour ﬂﬁﬁ“ﬁﬂy a
surfece tapoundment.

The Cempany's writion veaponsas Yo the gusstlons with auy esaociated
docunenistion showld be provided %o the Burean by Bovember &, 1986.

Plsase aall me at §61R17Y 4F rou Dave any ousstions,

Binanrely,

Bam Rebry, Niregtor
Yassrdoun ¥aste Tivigion

ZH:gsa

Enslonuras

gar Pr. Biil Ssish
¥r. Allen Malous _
Br. Jamesz ¥. Sesrdroegh



Questions to be Answered by Vicksburg Chemical Corporation

General Questions

1.

Provide a 1list of all products and identifiable intermedistes produced by
the Vicksburg facility (both north and south plants) since November 19,
1980. 1Include with this list the time period(s) in which each product was
produced and the quantities produced. '

Identify all waste streams associated with the above-mentioned products.
Detail the constituents in each waste stream, the route and ultimate fate
of each waste stream, the time of existence of each waste gtream, and the
quantities involved in each waste stream. This should include all leaks,
8pills and regular process waste streams.

Designate which of the above waste streams VCC considers to be hazardous
waste, and provide determination date and reports required by 40 CFR
262.11.

Provide any and all piping and flow diagrams {in addition to those
submitted to the Bureau of Pollution Control on September 16, 1986),
concerning the handling of waste streams since November 19, 1980.
Indicate any changes made to the piping or flow patterns of waste
streams since November 19, 1980. This should include all pertinent
piping (above and below ground), open areas, ditches and/or lagoons at

_both the north and south facilities.

Provide a descriptive listing of all hazardous waste either received by VCC
or shipped off-site. Indicate quantities and types manifested and ail data
and reports generated to determine the nature of the waste as required

by 40 CFR 262.11. '

Provide a copy of any spill reports made under the NPDES program or the
CERCLA program.



Questions Relating to Specific Waste Streams

7.

10.

1.

12.

13,

Has Vicksburg Chemical produced chlordane, methyl parathion or disulfoton,
since November 19807 :

If so, has any of the wastewater from the production of the above products
been placed in the surface impoundments?

If the process wastewater was not placed into the impoundment, how was it
handled? -

If the process wastewater was placed into the impoundment, was the
waztewater treated prior to its entering the impoundment?

EPA's background document for the listing of untreated toxaphene
wastewater (K098) and sludges from toxaphene wastewater treatment (K041)
specifies, "wastewater is generated from the toxaphene production
processes (leaks, spills, and washdowns), as well as from the serubbing of
vent gasses in the HCL absorption and recovery step.” Cedar Chemical
should provide a detailed schematic of its toxaphene production process at
the Vicksburg plant, describing how wastewater such as that described
above was handled. If the Vicksburg plant did not generate such a
wastewater, an explanation of how such wastewater generation was avoided
should be provided. (A copy of the background document is enclosed.)

In an August 16, 1984, letter to the Mississippi Bureau of Pollution
Control (MBPC), Vertac states, "In reviewing our past toxaphene discharge
data I find that Vertac's last permit excursions occurred on February 16,
1982 (11.5 ppb)." Cedar Chemical should provide an explantion of the
source of this toxaphene in the wastewater. (A copy of the letter is
enclosed. }

On February 17, 1983, the MBPC sampled both the sludge from the east side
of the impoundment and the stream bank on the east side of the impoundment
where the impoundment dike had failed. Analysis of these samples
indicated the sediments contained 280 ppm and 360 ppm of toxaphene
respectively. Cedar Chemical should provide an explanation of the source
of the toxaphene found in impoundment sediment samples. (Copies of the
analytical results are enclosed.)



VEFIAC CHEMICAL CDRP&QAA‘I‘;Q!}I
24th Floor ® 5100 Poplar ® Memphis, TN 38137 » 901-767-6851 .- ‘T
"2IREPLY-TO: P. . BOX 3
TT o~ AMCKSBURG, MS 39180
(801 B36-123I

August 16, 1984

Mr, William Stephen Spengler, P.E.
Bureau of Pollution Control
Industrial Waste water Section
P.0O. Bax 10385

Jackson, MS 39209

Dear Steve:

In reviewing ocur past toxaphene discharge data I find that Vertac's
last pemmit excursions occurred on February 16, 1982 (11.5 ppb). Since
that time production has ceased and there have been no significant
taxaphene concentrations reported. Would it be possible for us to
cantinue ocur monitoring but on a less frequent basis than specified in

ooy permit?

Sincerely,

i '
jd//)-\_q\_/ u‘/)'ﬁdlrvi"_['x N

Lynn’Gunnison

1G/1a



o BUREAU OF POLLUTION CoML
SAMPLE REQUEST FORM Lab Bench No. 142

1. GENERAL INFORMATION: Facility Name Vertac Chemical Cn
County Code _ Yarren ' NPDES Permit No.
Discharge No. Date Requested
Sample Point Identification __  {mprnindment
Requested By Chiclk Fatas Data To Chele Bsteos
Type of Sample: Grab (¥ Composite (Flow ) (Time ) Other { )

ITI. SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION:

Environment Condition sunny - and-—cool Collected By _ciyiok Fates
Where Taken

Type Parameters . Preservative .Date Time
l. _Sludge = Toxaphene Atrazihe Cyanazize ool 2/7783 3.00
2. Sudge DNET Sl Hoanl H 2,15
4. ; L o
3. paramcters)

ITI, FIELD:

Analysis Computer Code Regquest Results Analvst Date
pH {000400) { ) SRR —
D.O. (000300} ()
Temperature (000010) ()
Residual Chlorine (050060) ()
Flow (074060) ()

IV, TRANSPORTATION OF SAMPLE: Bus ( ) RO Vehicle ()  Other () __ pio1g tmick

V. LABORATORY: Received By Date 2 /8 /82 Time
Recorded By Dorothy Lewis Date Sent to State Office 4-14-83
Computer Date
Analysis Code Request Result Analyst Measured
BOD5 {000310) () mg /1 *
oD (000340) () me/1
TOC (000680) () wg/T
Suspended Solids (099000) () me/l
TKN (000625) () me /1
Ammonia-N {000610) {) mg/1
Fecal Coliform{1) (074055) () colonies/100 ml *
Fecal Coliform(2) (G74055) () colonies /100 ml *
Total Phosphorus (000665) () mg/1
0il and Grease(l) {(000550) {) mel 1
01l and Grease(2) (000550} () mg /1
Chlorides {099016) () mg/1
Phenol (032730) () me/1
Total Chromium (001034) () mg/1l
Hex. Chromium (001032) {) mg/1
Zine (001092) () mg/1
Copper (001042) {) mg/1
Lead {(017501) () mg /1
Cyanide (000722) {) mg/1
Atrazine (EPT) x) 12550 ug/l MB 3-15-83
Cyapozine(EPT) ~— ___ x) 650 ug/1 MR 3-15-83%
Toxaphene(EPT) ___ (X) <20 ug/l MB 3-15-83
ONBP_(EPT) )
Atrazine (Total) G0 7,030 mg/kg MR A-11-83
Cyanozine (Total) 6'¢; <112 mg/kg MR 4-11-83
Toxaphene (Tatal) (x) 280 mg/kg MR 4-11-83
DNBP (Tatal) Ex;
()

Remarks DNBP results will follow

*Date of Test Initiation
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I.

II.

- Environment Condition surry—and-soel
Where BARE—81ce e IO — iy

III.

- l ¢4 BUREAU OF POLLUTION CON(L _;)
’ ‘l’ ‘%wi

AL s’ SAMPLE REQUEST FORM 7 Lab Bench No. v
F

GENERAL INFORMATION: Facility Name Con
County Code —Warwen %Eﬁ%g %ermit No.

Discharge No. : Date Requested
Sample Point Identification — dmpoundment I
Requested By o ~ Data To .
Type of Sample: Graﬁ i f aomposite {Flow ) (Time ) OthE?4?‘”?*4§“*’*

SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION:

Taken sk
Type 3 - - T Prese . Date Time
yr ~Sludge  Toxaphens,Atrazine,Cyanazize — oool— — _2/T/83 3200
- y) . . : : " o ~q.1E
3 wSludge #EEEL £l HaSOl _ — 2
4, - 4 : :H%E a“? B ' —
5. paramebers)
FIELD: B '
Analysis Computer Code Requesgt Results - Analyst Date
pH {000400) () -
D.0. {000300) ()
Temperature (000010} ()
Residual Chlorine (050060) ()
Flow {074060) {)
TRANSPORTATION OF SAMPLE: Bus ( ) RO Vehicle { ) Other (x) : £3 0144 1,
LABORATORY: Received By Delonnette King Date “Time 081c
Recorded By Dorathy Lewis ' . Date Sent to State 6E§ice 4-14-8%
Computer : Date
Analysis Code Request Result Analyst Measured
BOD5 (000310) () mg/l %
coD (000340) () /1
TOC (G00630) () mg?l
Suspended Solids (099000) () /1
TKN (000625) () /1
Ammonia-N {000610) () mgll
Fecal Coliform(l) (074055) () colonies/100 ml *
Fecal Coliform(2) (074055) () colonies/100 ml *
Total Phosphorus (000665) () mg/1
0il and Grease(1) (000550) {) mg/1
0il and Grease(2)} (000550) () mg/1
Chlorides {099016) () /1
Phenol ' (032730) (3 ngi
Total Chromium (001034) {) /1
Hex., Chromium {001032) () “mg /1
Zinc (001092) {) mg/1
Copper (001042) () 2 /1
Lead {017501) () mp/l
Cyanide {000722) {) mg/1
Atrasine—(ET— (y) 12550 ugll —— M Sl
EyanozinetFEE 2 656 ughl — B P
Foxaphenothi - (0 <20 ugld — M3 RNE
pig e
Frrarine—(Total) (2 7634 mgtkg MB -
Syamorine—(Fonn’ " (3 <12 mefkg ——MB de——
faud - Fal 2 2 —
?W&'ﬂﬁa\l —mm—— (§ o m ME s
PEPFotal—— 5
()

Remarks moip gy ite oit:

r
)
3
-
a

*Date of Test Initiation




I. GENERAL INFORMATION: Facility Name

II.

IIT.

-

BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONgZERL |
SAMPLE REQUEST FORM

Lab Bench No. 141

Vertac Chemical Co.

County Code

Discharge No.

Sample Point Identification

Requested By

Type of Sample:

warrerl NPDES Permit No.
Date Requested
sStream bank .
Chuck Estes Data To Chuck Estes
Grab ) Composite (Flow ) (Time ) Other ( )

SAMPLE IDERTIFICATION:

Environment Condition
Where Taken oOn the east side of the

sunny and cool Cellected By Chuck Fstes
impoundment Jevee at the breech area near the stream

Type Parameters Preservative Date Time
1. _Sludge Toxaphene ,Atrazine ,Cyanag Cool 2/1/83 3:10
2.  Sludge DNBP 5ml Hesol 2/7/83 4:00
3.
4.
5.
FIELD:
Analysis Computer Code Request Results Analyst Date
pH (000400) () R
D.o. (000300) ()
Temperature (000010) ()
Residual Chlorine {050060) ()
Flow (074060) ()

. TRANSPORTATION OF SAMPLE: Bus { ) RO Vehiele ( ) Other (X) _mield truck
LARORATORY: Received By DeJomnette King Date »/8/84 Time 0818
Recorded By Dorothy Lewis Date Sent to State Office 4-14-83

Computer Date

Analysis Code Request Result Analyst Measured
BOD (000310) () mg/1 *
COD (000340) ) mg/1 |
TOC (000680) () mg/1
Suspended Solids (099000) () mg/f1l
TKN (000625) () me/1
Ammonia-N (000610) () mg/1
Fecal Coliform(l) (074055) () colonies/100 ml *
Fecal Coliform(2) (074055) () colonies/100 ml *
Total Phosphorus (000665) () mg/l
0il and Grease(l) (000550) () mg/1
0il and Grease(2) (000550) () /1
Chlorides (099016) () mg/ 1
Phenol (032730) (3 mg/1
Total Chromfum (0G1034) () mg /1
Hex. Chromium {001032) () me /1
Zinc (001092) () mg/1
Copper (001042) () mg/l
Lead (017501) () me/1
Cvanide (000722) () mg/1
Toxaphene (0 360 m; MB 4-12-83
Atrazine (0 645 MB 4-12-83
Cyanozine (% <112 mg/kg MB 4-12-83
INEP ()

)

()

()

()

()

()
Remarks _DNBP results will follow when completed

*Date of Test Initiation
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) j_,__ : . /"%, BUREAU OF POLLUTION CO .L ’

st SAMPLE REQUEST FORM Lab Bench No. 147

-
P
¥

I. GENERAL INFORMATION: Facility Name ___ Vertas Chemical Co.
County Code warren NPDES Permit No.
Discharge No. . Date Requested
Sample Point Identification ____ stresm bapk ' _ _
Regquested By Chuck Estes ‘ - Data To

Type of Sample: Grab- b ) Composite (Flow ) {Time ) Other ( )

II. SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION: o
Environment Condition __._nunnxgand cool - o Collected By ﬂhnnk Eﬁﬁﬁs

Where Taken

Type Parameters ' L Preservative Date Tima
1. _Sludge  _Toxaphens,Atrazine Cyanszine .  Conl 2/1/83 110
2 _amae _DNRP 5l Hesnh - _2L7/83 400
‘_‘- '_
‘5. -
1TI. FIELD: C : ' - SR
Analysis Computer Code Request Results Analyst Date
.pH (000400} (). '
*D.0. (000300) {)
Temperature (000010) ()
Residual Chlorine (050060} ()
Flow (074060) {)
IV. TRANSPORTATION OF SAMPLE: Bus ( ) RO Ve hicie () Other (y) Bleld truck
V. LABORATORY: Received By Delomnette—King Date 23(3533 Time ng-c
Recorded By Narathy I ewie Date Sent to State Office 4-14-R7
Computer : Bate
Analysis Code Request Result Analyst Measured
BOD5 (000310) () mg/1 *
CoD (000340) {) mg/1l
TOC (000680) () me /1
Suspended Solids (099000) {) mg/1
TKN (000625) () /1
Ammonia-N (000610) () mg/ 1
Fecal Coliform{l) ({74055) () colonies/100 ml ‘ *
Fecal Coliform(2) {074055) () colonies /100 mi *
Total Phosphorus (000665) () mefl
0il and Grease(l) (000550) ] mg/1
0il and Grease(2) (000550) () mg/1
Chlorides (099016) () ngTf
Phenol (032730) () /1
Total Chromium (001034) () ' /1
Hex. Chromium (001032} () ag /1
Zinc {001092) () ngl
Copper (001042) () /1
Lead {017501) () ngg___;‘l
Cyanide (000722) () me/1
Toxaphene (X) 260 mg[kg’ MR 4-77-
Atrazine (¥  __-64s nglkg MR 2- 410
Oyanorine (v 412 mg/kg MR I
TNRD ()
()
()
()
()
()
()
Remarks __ /il wegilte 3wt inllme wion commleted

*Date of Test Initiation
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LISTING BACKGROUND DOCUMENT

TOXAPHENE FPRODUCTION

-

Wastewater Treatment Sludge from the Production of Toxaphene (T)

Untreated Process Wastewater from the Production of Toxaphene (T)

I. Summary of Basis for Listing

The production of toxaphene, a chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticide,
results in the generation of process wastewater containing heavily diluted
concentrations of toxaphene, and wastewater treatment sludges that coantain

approximately one percent of toxaphene by weight.

The Administrator has determined that process wastewater and waste—
water treatment sludge from toxaphene production m2y pose a substantial
present or potential hazard to human health or the envircament when
improperly transported, treatéd, stored, disposed of or otherwise managed,
and therefore should be subject to appropriate manazement requirements
under Subtitle C of RGRA; This conclusion 1s based on the following

considerations:

1) Toxaphene is present in each of these waste streams; in the
case of the wastewater treatment sludge, if it is found in
very high concentrations. Toxaphene has been reported to
cause cancer in laboratory animals and is extremely toxic.
Toxaphene has also been recognized by the Agency as exhibi-
ting substantial evidence of belng carcinogenic. It is also
a potent teratogen and has been shown to be mutagenic.

2) Approximately 7 tons of wastewater treatment sludge containing
about 140 1bs. of toxaphene are generated per production day.
About 19,000 tons of sludge are already disposed of in a land-
£111 in Georgia. {5) :

- 5%¥5-



3) Disposal or treatument of these wastes in improperly designed

‘ or operated landfills or unlined lagoons could result in
substantial hazard 1f toxaphene migrates via groundwater or
surface water exposure pathways.

4) Toxaphene is highly persistent ia the enviromment and
biloaccumulates greatly in environmental recepters.

I1. Sources of the Waste and Typical Disposal Practices

A. Profile of the Industry

Toxaphene is produced in this country by two manufacturers:
Hercules, Inc. at its Brumswick, Georgia ‘plant, and Vertac Chemical

Company at its Vicksburg, Mississippl planta(l)

e

(2,3

Toxaphene is a complex mixture of polychlorinated camphenes

containing 67 to 69 percent chlorine ;nd has the approximate composition

of CjgHpClg. It has been used exclusively as a non-systemic and persistent

contact and ingestion insecticide. Toxaphene is marketed as 2 90 percent
toxaphene-10 percent solvent solution using mixed or modified xylene

as the solvent. This solution is then formulated by various companies
into emulsifiable conqentrates,'either alone or with other insecticides.
Little or no toxaphene is currently belng used in dust, wettable powder,

or granule formulations.

%Al underlined data are obtained from proprietary reports and data.

2
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B. Manufacturing Process

Toxaphene 1z produced in essentially the same manner by both domestic

manufacturers. The reaction chemistry is as fallows:(19)

CHa
CATALYST . Ch
———— T ———— e Ciobliolu - 551
SRR -

a-PINENE * CAMPHENE ' TOXAPHENE

C. Waste Generation and Management*

At the Hercules plant, wastewater is generated from the toxaphene

production process (leaks, spills and washdowns), as well as from the scrubbing

of vent gases in the HC1l absorption and recovery step (see Figure 1).

vt W en

' (2)
(3)

(2)  The treated wastewater

is directly discharged to a navigable waterway.
In Hercules' toxaphene wastewater treatment system, an average
of 7 tons/day of wastewater treatment sludge (settled solids) 1s

generated.(4a5)* The sludge results from the addition of diatomaceous earths

Flariations in wastewater treatment systems oOr in wastewater sources at
the two plants may result in different concentrations of toxaphene in the

wastewater treatment sludges.



SOUTHENN
PINE STUMPS

]

e 100 OTHER PRODUCTS

= 1%

L - PINENE

MAIN PLANT
WASTE STREAM

|

REACTOR WASTES
| MIXED
CAMPHENE - XYLENES
CHLOHINE.—-—-—»J TOXAPHENE "1 o q0%% TOXAPHENE
Ck i s immareermereete 1S TRIP P E TOXAPHEME s—acpe SOLUTICN
SOLVENT =g HLORINATOR Y ioN . P~
T
r HCI GAS = ) i,g"_ll(_g L\ .
Al b= SHIPMENTS
WASHDOWNS -
H, 0O merd- ABSORBER
} DuUsT
LIME SCRUBBERS FORMULATION
NaQOH =3 2
LIME ‘ e I ‘
' } HRECOVERED .
MURIATIC ACID
" PRIMARY : )
SURFACE WASTE. » TO SOLID ATMOSPHERE
WATERS %] TREATMENT > \NASTE
PLANT . _
DISCHARGE TO
TIDAL CREEK
(4y

Figure 1. HERCULES' PRODUCTION AND WASTE SCHEMATIC FOR TOXAPHENE

- S5¥%-




and lime to the wastewater as sorptiom ageants for the removal of toxaphene
from the wastewater.(3) The solids are allowed to settle in holding |
Iponds and may remain there for months at a .time.(m) After the basin

is filled with solids it is taken off line and the sludge is allowed to
dry to approximately 50% solids.(5) Analyses of the sludge performed

by ngcules indicate that the sludge contains approximately one percent
toxaphene by weight, or 10,000 mg toxaphene/kg of sludge.{3) Some

140 1b/day of toxaphene are generated and will be contained in this waste
stream.(%,5)

The ultimate destination of the toxaphene wastewater treatment
sludge generated at the Hercules plant is a state-approved landfill.(62
The landfill is known as the 009" landfill and is a privately owned
site operating under Georgia permit. It is used exclusively for the
disposal of the toxaphené“;;stewater treatment sludge generated at the
Bercules Plant.(6) The "009" landfill used for disposal of the
Hercules toxaphene wastewater treatment sludge has a bentomite clay

liner, and has 6 monitoring wells which are monitored & times per year.

To date, no toxaphene has been detected in the wells.(6) _ |

(3).

(5) ~

- 5%9-



(3,5)

(3

+* This pond, or lagoen, is uniined.(l4) The treated waste~

water is discharged to the Mississippl River.

III. Discussion of Basis for Listing

A. Hazards Posed by the Waste

As noted above,.in the Hercules toxaphene wastewater treatment
system, an average of 7 tons/day of waste sludge are generaced.(A,S)

The toxaphene content in the waste sludpge is approximately at one percent
by weight or 10,000 mg/Kg sludge. High concentrations of toxaphene

are undoubtedly present in pfocess wastewater to account for such high
concentrations in the sludge.

Toxaphene is an exceptionally dangerous waste consitutent. It
is extremely toxic, highly biocaccumulative, and has been reported to cause
cancer in laboratory animals. It is also a potent teratogen and has been
shown to be mutagenic. Toxaphene is regulated as a toxic pollutant

under §307(a) of the Clean Water Act. After an adjudiclative

¥No data is currently available on the amount of wastewater treatment
sludges (settled solids) generated at the Vertac plant. ©Nor is any data
available on the conceantrations of toxaphene in these sludges.

-
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proceeding, a discharge concentration limitation of 1.5 ppb has been
established for toxaphene discharges into navigable waters, and this

discharge limitation was judicially upheld in Hercules, Inc. v. EPA,

598 F. 2d 91 (D.C. Cir 1978). (The adminiscratiﬁe and judicial records
are incorporated by reference into this listing background document.)
The Agency has also established a natlomal interim primary drinking
water standard of .005 mg/l for toxaphene. (That administrative record
ig likewise incorporated by reference.)

The wastes are listed as toxic based on the potential for waste
mismanagement and resulting environmentél harm. Toxaphene is both mobile
and persistent, having frequently been found in clarified and treated
municipzl drinking water.(18) Existing waste management methods could
lead to release of waste toxaphene. Wastewaters are presently treated
in holding ponds. Wastew;;éatment sludgé, 1f generated, is now disposed
in landfills and unlired lagoons. Disposal in landfills represents
a potential hazard 1f the iandfill is improperly designed or operated.
This ecan result in leaching of hazardous compounds and subsequent
contamination of ground water. Disposal in unlined lagoons also represents
a potential hazard since the wastes may leach directly inte the ground,
resulting in possible groundwater contamination. Care must be taken to
ensure that the lagoons and landfills used for storage or disposal gf
the toxaphene product wastes are properly designed and operated (e.g.,
lined with an approP;iate thickness of impervious materials or provided

with leachate collection/ treatment systems) to prevent contamination

of groundwater or surface water.

-59)-



Prior to disposal in the "009" landfill, the Hercules plant
treats these wastes in holding ponds which, 1f not properly designed and
operated, may result in groundwater or surface water coutamination. The
high water table and the sandy composition of the soil at the location
of the Hercules plant 1& Brunswick, Ga., make careful managment of these
wastes particularly important. an*
| Wastewater treatment sludge could also create a hazard if improperly
managed. Although the sludges appear to be managed properly at the present
time {suggesting that industry regards theée wastes as hazardous), proper
mariagement of an otherwise hazardous waéte does not make the waste non
hazardous.

One final reason for regulstory concerun is noteworthy. Since
toxaphene biocaccumulates in environmental receptors by factors of as
much as 300,000(7), if only a small amount leaches into the enviroument,
a sefious health hazard would be created. In the soil, toxaphene may
persist from several months to more than 10 years (soil half~life is 11
years, Appendix B)., It has also been shown to persist for up to 9 years
in lakes and ponds.(7) Thus, the potential for human exposure is con-
siderable. The potential for substantial hazard is, therefore, very high.

The need for the most careful management of toxaphene-contalning
substances is thus well-establilshed. 1In iight of the documented health
and environmental hazards associated with toxaphene, and the fact that
substantial hazard 15 caused by ingestion of éxtranely small {ppb) toxa-
phene concentrations, the Agency believes it 1is justifie& in listing

this waste.

*It should be noted that Hercules' past effluent management practices have
not always been adequate, as Hercules has conceded that 1ts past effluent
discharge ""had an adverse effect upon the ecology' of local waters.” (18)

-5
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B, Health and Ecological Effects

 1. Toxaphene

Health Effects = Toxaphene is exﬁremely toxlic [oral rat 1lDsg

= 40 mgfkg].(s) Death in humans from ingestion of this dosage has also
been reported. (%) Toxaphene is also lethal to animals by inhzlation and
skin absorption at dosages of 1 g/kg or less.(10)

This chemical is teratogenic in mice when administered orally
at a relatively small dose (350 mg/kg).(ll) Toxaphene is carcinogenic in

rats and mice, causing a significant increase in the incidence of thyroid

"and liver cancers when administered in the diet. (12) 4 siznificanr in-

crease in liver cancer has been reported in mice at dietary levels of 50
ppm.(lS)

Toxaphene and its subfractions have been found mutagenic in the

standard bacterial assay (8. typhimuriumm, strain TA100). (16)

Ecological Effects — Toxaphene is extremely toxic to fish, and

toxic to lower aquatic organisms, birds, and wild animals. The LDsgqg

(96-hour) of toxaphene in static bloassays is 3.5, 5.1 and 14 ng/l for

bluegills, fathead minnows, and goldfish, respectivelyg(T) Toxaphene

is also capable of producing deleterious effects in fish at levels as

low as 0.39 ng/l, and bioaccumulates by factors of as much as 300,000.(7)
Regulations — Toxaphene has an OSHA standard for air, TWA =

500 mg/m3 (Skin, SCP-F)., Toxaphene is listed as a priority pollutant in

accor&ance with §307{a) of the Clean Water Act of 1977. A 0.005 mg/1l EPA

National Interim Primary Drinking Water Standard has been established

for toxaphene.

993~



Industrial Recognition of Hazard — Toxaphene has been rated by

| Sax, Daﬁgerous Properties of Induscrial Materials{13) to be highly toxic

through ingestiocn, inhalation, and skio absorption.

Additioual information and épecific references on adverse

effects of toxaphene can be fouud in Appendix A.

-594-
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HAND-DELIVERED

Mr. Sam Mambry

Director, Division of Solid
Hazardous Waste Management

Mississippi Department of
Natural Resources

P, 0. Box 10385

Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Re: Cedar Chemical Corporation
- Commission Order No., 1046-86

Dear Mr. Mambry:

It is my understanding from recent conversations with
you and Cedar's local counsel, Bill Smith, that both your agency
as well as EPA Region IV are now in agreement that, insofar as
dinoseb contamination of soils and sediments at the Plant is con-
cerned, RCRA Regulations are not applicable to the surface
impoundment at Cedar's Vicksburg Plant, by virtue of the de mini-
mis exception to the so~called "mixture rule" ( MHWMR
261.3(a)(2)(iv)).

some other basis for asserting RCRA jurisdiction - specifically,
to determine if the "mixture rule” would be applicable by virtue
of production of some product at the Plant other than dinoseb,
which may have generated a hazardous waste. As You know, it was
stipulated at the hearing that the "mixture rule® was deemed
applicable solely as a result of the presence of dinoseb in soils
and pond sediment at the Plant. Since this was the issue that we
asked our consultants and witnesses at the hearing to address, my

record with responses to questionnaires and additional test data,
This letter, however, is intended to afford a basis on which the
record might be expanded to cover the additional issues that are
now being raised in a manner that my client can accept,

MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38119
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First, to be sure that there is no misunderstanding
about the expanded scope of the hearing which you are proposing,
it is my understanding that the new inquiry is focusing on past
production of toxaphene at the Plant inasmuch as untreated pro-
CesSs wastewater from toxaphene production, as well as wastewater
treatment sludge resulting therefrom, have been classified as
hazardous wastes under RCRA (K098 and K041 respectively) (It can
easily be documented that the other three products which have
been mentioned as candidates for review - chlordane, disulfaton
and phorate - have never bheen produced at the Plant.)

I trust we can agree, based on EPA's Listing Background
Document for toxaphene broduction, that K098 and Ko41 are listed
as hazardous waste due to toxaphene concentrations of approxima-
tely 1% by weight in the wastewater treatment sludge at Herculeg!
Brunswick, Georgia Plant, and what EPaA assumed to be even higher
concentrations of toxaphene in the untreated Processed wastewater
which resulted in the sludges.

I am satisfied from discussions with Plant personnel
that no such wastes were ever generated at the Vicksburg Plant.
A review of the background document and other literature will
demonstrate that Hercules'® production method involved the
filtering of toxaphene solution from the chlorinator, which
system produced the seven tons of sludge which were generated
daily by Hercules, according to the background document. No such

procedure was used in connection with the Vicksburg process, and
no such contaminated Process wastewater streams or sludges were

generated.

While the Vicksburg Plant dig generate relatively small
quantities of scrubber water from its air emission scrubber in
connection with the HC1 recovery system, this particular waste
stream would not have contained any detectable toxaphene con-
tamination. I trust we can agree that such a waste stream, by
itself, would not be within the K098 classification contemplated
by RCRA Regulations. I am certain that we can demonstrate to
your satisfaction that no other wastewater was generated, either
directly or indirectly, as a result of toxaphene production at
the Vicksburg Plant.

- The only remaining possible inguiry, it seems to me,
would be whether any trace levels of toxaphene in the Pond sedi-
ment at the Plant which might have derived from past de minimis
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losses would exceed .5 Ppm using the EP toxicity method, thereby
causing the pond sediment to be classified as DOLl5 waste under 40
CFR 261.24. This question, however, has already been answered by
past test data - both that of the State and of Cedar. 1In 1983,
the State analyzed two grab samples of sediment from the east
side of the impoundment. One indicated 360 ppm toxaphene and the
other indicated 280 ppm. The sample that showed 280 ppm, when '
subjected to the EP toxicity method, showed less than 20 parts
per billion toxaphene. More recently, our client tcok the two
Pond sediment samples which the State split with the Company in
connection with the August, 1986 sampling and submitted them to
the Environmental Protection Systems Laboratory in Jackson,
Mississippi for EP toxicity anaylsis. Despite the fact that
these samples might be expected to contain high levels of
toxaphene relative to other portions of the Pond, in both cases
no toxaphene was detected at the Lab's limit of detection of

less than ten parts per billion. Copies of the analytical
results referred to are enclosed herewith.

Based on the foregoing, we would propose that Cedar
respond to a questionnaire relative to past production of
toxaphene and other products at the Plant in order to document
that no K098 or KO41 wastes were ever generated at the Plant, and
that the other products whose wastewaters have been classified as
hazardous under RCRA were never produced at the Plant. We would
further agree that the administrative record could be supple-
mented by inserting these responses and further, that the record
could include the analytical data on toxaphene described above.
We cannot see any need for further supplements to the record and
would propose that, with these supplements, the Commission should
have no difficulty in ruling on Cedar's Motion to Dismiss.

As soon as you have had an opportunity to review this
letter, I would like to discuss it with you and Bill Smith by

conference call so we can get this matter concluded without
further delay.

Sincerely yours,

Allen T. Malone
ATM: jw
cc: Mr. William L. Smith
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LABORATORY REPORT - 86.1.2929 2.
CLIENT yjecksburg Chemica!l COLLECTED BY. Cllent (7954)
LOCATION yicksburg, Mississippl DATE COLLECTED. 09/03/86
INVOICE NO_- 010870/ncr _ DATE ANALYZED' 09/24/86

LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION

86094958 ~ Pond inlet Sludge
86094959 ~ Pond Cross-Over Sludge

: _ IDENTIFICATION NO. | QuALITY CONTROL
| ! H TTan R Qi Lo -
ANALYSES 4958 T‘959 ! ] o= BilliEn.
i | et oF
' : | ! !

| | | |
Mothoxychior, EP Leschable, mg/lt —<0- 01— —<0.0—

! | i
Toxaphene, -EP Leachabie,—mgll . <0.01 | _co.01

_ | i
2,4 = D, P Leachabie, mgll 0.0 0.3 - —
2,4, 5 = TP $1ivex,-EP Loachable, mg/d <D0t <003

: i
n » Y —_—

Yot = /¥ e

COMMENT

Analyses conducted in accordance with 40 CFR, Part 261, July, 1982, Test Methods for Evaluating Solld Waste (Sw-B4f),

CERTIFICATION
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LABORATORY REPORT 86.1.3024 1/5

CLIENTf ¥icksburg Chemical Corporation COLLECTEDBY ¢ gns (7954)
LOCATION: yyey churg, MS DATE COLLECTED 10 /03/86
DATE: 10/07/86 DATE RECEIVED 10/03/86
INVOICE NO* 511001 /1m _ DATE ANALYZED 10,07/86
LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION -
B6105548 - Sol| Semple A
86105549 ~ Sol | Sample B
86105550 - Soll Sample C
86105551 - Solt Sample D
_ IDENTIFICATION NO. _QUALITY CONTPOL "_
ANALYSES 5548 5549 5550 sss1 QT L T
: Toxaphens, mg/kg . <041 L <01 ___<0.1 <Qal 0.59 114 17.7

Analyses conducted In accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guldelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis !
of Pollutants under the Ciean Water Act. . i

CERTIFICATION
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CUENT  yickshurg Chemical Corporation COLLECTED Y ¢ 1ent (7954)
LOCATION y1cyehurg, MS DATE COLLECTED 44,03 /86
INVOICE NO.: 011001 /tm DATE ANALYZED 10/07/86
LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION ,
86105552 - Soll Sample E
86105553 - Soll Sample F
86105554 - Soi! Sample G
BE6105555 - Sofii Sample H
IDENTIFICATION NO. QUAuTvE INTRCL
ANALYSES 5552 5553 5554 - 5555 o
?Toxaphene, mg/kg ' 0.1 <0 <D 0.1 0.59 114 17,9

Analyses conducted In accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guidellines Establishling Test Procedures for +he Analysis
of Follutants under the Clean Water Act.
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LABORATORY REPORT B6.1.,3024 375

CLENT  yicksburg Chemical Corporation COLLECTEDBY  yient (7954)
LOCATION v c\ b urg, MS DATE COLLECTED (o /0 g6
DATE 1407 /86 DATE RECEVED" 4 m3/86
10/07/86

INVOICE NO 011001/1m DATE ANALYZED:

LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION

86105556 - Soll Sample |
B6105557 - Sof | Sample J
86105558 - Sol| Sample K
86105556 - Soll Sample L
IDENTIFICATION NO. _QUALITY CONTROL
- ANALYSES 5556 5557 5558 5559 -
 Toxaphene, mg/kg <0.1 0.1 <0.1 <0.1 0.59 114 17.7

Analyses conducted In accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Gulidelines Establlishing Test Procedures for the Analveis
of Poliutants under the Clean Water Act.

CERTIFICATION
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CLIENT yicksburg Chemica! Corporation COLLECTED BY  ¢iyent (7954)
LOCATION: yj 4 churg, MS CATE COLLESTED 40/03/86
DATE. 0/07/86 DATE SECEVED 4403 /88
INVOICE NO* 911001 /1m DATE ANALYZED 1007 /86

LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION

86105560 - Soll Sample M
86105561 - Soll Sampie N
86105962 = Soil Sample O
86105563 - Soll Sampie P

- IDENTIFICATION NO. _QUALITY L,ON"Rw._A_
ANALYSES 5560 5561 5562 5563
Toxaphene, mg/kg <0.1 <0u . <D.1 <0.1 0,59 114 17,7

Analyses conducted in accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guldelines Establishing Test Praocedures for *the Analysis

of Polliutants under the Clean Water Act.
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LABORATORY REPORT B6.1.3024 5/5

CLIENT. Vicksburg Chemlical! Corporation COLLECTEDBY' o) jant (7954)
LOCATION: Vicksburg, MS CATE COLLECTED 10/03/86
DATE: 10/07/86 DATE SECEIVED 10/03/86
INVOICE NO* 11001 /1m DATE ANALYZED. 10/07/86

| LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION -

86105564 - Soit! Sample Q
86105563 = Soi!l Sample R

, IDENTIFICATION NO QUALITY CONTRGL
ANALYSES 5564 5565 \:N»‘T wr e
Toxaphene, mg/kg - __ 0.1 <0.t 0.59 114 17.7

 Analyses conducted [n accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guidellines

Establishing Test Procedures for +the Analysis
of Pollutants under the Clean Water Act.
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Colonel Charles L. Blalock

Executive Director

Mississippi Department of Natural Resources
P. O. Box 20305

Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Re: Mississippi Commission on Natural Resources
Order No. 1046-86

Dear Colonel Blalock:

This letter is submitted on behalf of Cedar Chemical
Corporation, Respondent in the referenced Order, in support of
its motion to dismiss the complaint referred to in the Order,
which was heard at the last Commission Meeting on September 16,
1986. I would be obliged if you would enclose copies of this
letter to be delivered to the Commission members and make
available the documents enclosed herewith, namely:

Item 1. 'Post—Hearing Memorandum on behalf of (edar
Chemical Corporation;

Item 2. Copy of my letter dated October 7, 1986 to Sam.

Mambry, Director of Division of Solid Hazardous Waste Management,

Mississippi Department of Natural Resources.

Item 3. Copy of the test results referred to in the
third page of my letter to Mr. Mambry, relative to concentrations
of toxaphene in the sediment of the surface impoundment, which
was the subject of the hearing last month.

Ttem 4. Additional results of toxaphene analy51s, by
weight, of the 18 retained pond sediment samples gathered by the
respondent in September, 1986 (which were heretofore submitted
for analysis of dinoseb, by weight, the results of which were
presented at the hearing last month).
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As the Commission will recall, it was stipulated by the
Department at our hearing last month that the sole basis for
regulation of the subject surface impoundment under RCRA related
to dinoseb manufacturing operations at Cedar‘'s Vicksburg
Facility, including trace levels of dinoseb contamination in
soils and sediments at the Plant. Our preparation for the
hearing, as well as our preparation of the enclosed Post-Hearing
Brief (Item 1) were based on that position.

We have now been advised that the Department does not
contest our client's position with respect to dinoseb, but we
further understand that the Environmental Protection Agency has
urged the Department to expand the scope of the hearing to deter-
mine if RCRA Regulation of the surface impoundment can be
justified by the presence of some other contaminant or some other
previous manufacturing activity at the Plant - specifically,
activities related to toxaphene manufacture which ceased in
March, 1982. My letter to Mr. Mambry of October 7, 1986,
addressed these new issues (See Items 2 and 3 enclosed).
Immediately thereafter Cedar commissioned analysis of additional
samples (See Item 4), which indicated no toxaphene contamination
at the limit of detection reported by the laboratory of .l parts
per million.

It was hoped, that the procedure suggested in my letter
to Mr. Mambry, together with the subsequent test results (Item
4), which were delivered to him would afford a basis for
concluding these matters by agreement prior to the next
Commission meeting. It now appears, however, that the scope of
the inquiry is broadening to include matters that we do not view
to be relevant to the issue which was put before the Commission
last month - namely, whether the surface impoundment should be
subjected to regulation (and immediate closure) under RCRA
Regulations.

We have attempted to cooperate with the Department in
supplying information it has requested, and Cedar will continue
to do so in the future. Nevertheless, we submit that Cedar is
entitled to a decision on its motion based on the testimony and
evidence presented at the hearing on September 16, 1986. We
therefore respectfully request that the Commission act on Cedar's
Motion to Dismiss, and find, as we believe it must, that the sub-
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ject surface impoundment is not subject to RCRA Regulation for
the reasons outlined in the Post-Hearing Memorandum enclosed

herewith.
8i gly yours,
n CL
(I
Allen T. Malone
ATM: jw
Enclosures

cc: Mr. William L. Smith
Mr. George Williamson
Mr. Charles H. Chischm



BEFORE THE MISSISSIPPI COMMISSION ON NATURAL RESOURCES
BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTROL

IN THE MATTER OF:

MISSISSIPPI COMMISSION
ON NATURAL RESOURCES,

VS. ORDER NO. 1046-86
CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION

{Successor to Vertac Chemical
Corporation)

POST-HEARING MEMORANDUM

This Memorandum is submitted on behalf of Cedar Chemical
Corporation ("Cedar") at the Commission's request following a
hearing held before the Commission on September 16, 1986 to con-
sider Cedar's Motion to Dismiss referred to in Paragraph 7 of the
Commission's Order No. 1046-86 entered August 26, 1986.

ISSUES: The ultimate issue raised in Cedar's Motion is
whether the surface impoundment located at Cedar's "South Plant"
in Vicksburg, Mississippi (the "Pond") is a facility used for the
treatment, storage or disposal of "hazardous waste," as defined
by the Mississippi Hazardous Waste Management Regulations ("RCRA
Regulations"), and therefore a "regulated unit" subject to those

RCRA Regulations affecting such facilities.



a. That liquid from the Pond is discharged pursuant ko
a Section 402 Clean Water Act Permit;

b. That the only hazardous waste going into the Pond
is a chemical product listed in Section 261.33 (in this case,
dinoseb);

Ca That the dinoseb entering the Pond was produced in
the course of manufacturing operations at the facility.

d. That the dinoseb entering the Pond derives only
from losses of this product in the course of manufacturing opera-
tions at the facilit?;

e. That dincseb losses at the facility are "de mini-
mus" as that term is used in the applicable regulation; and

£f. That no dinoseb enterihg the Pond derived from
deliberate discarding or major 1leaks or spills of hazardous
waste, including dinoseb. (See Cedar Exhibit 1)

Based on testimony of Mr. Dietrich, which was not con-
tested by the MDNR, the above findings of fact would lead to a
legal conclusion that the de minimus exception under RCRA is
applicable, thereby exempting the Pond from RCRA Regulations
affecting s hazardous waste facilities.

PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT

1, Is the liquid from the Pond discharged pursuant to

a Section 402 Clean Water Act Permit?



The Mississippi Department of Natural Resources ("MDNR" )
contends that the Pond is properly designated a RCRA Facility by
virtue of the so-called "mixture rule® at MHWMR 261.3(a)({2)(iv).

Cedar contends that the so-called "de minimis excep-
tion" to the mixture rule, codified at MHWMR 261.3(a)(2)(iv)(D),
is applicable to the Pond, therefore taking the Pond out of what
would otherwise be classified as a RCRA Facility, and permitting
the Company to avoid what otherwise would be a mandatory closure
of the Pond under RCRA,

The MDNR also suggested at the hearing that leaks of
dinitrobutylphenol (dinoseb or DNBP) waste stored at the South
Plant were not properly within the designation of manufacturing
operations and could have entered the Pond, thereby making the
Pond ineligible for the de minimis exception to the mixture
rule,

Cedar contends that the only losses of dinoseb at the
South Plant which could conceivably have been discharged to the
Pond (either in the form of rainwater vunoff or through the
Plant's sewer system) have been losses which are squarely within
the "de minimus exception" covered by MHWMR 261.3(a)(2)(iv){(D).

According to testimony of Gary N. Dietrich, who Ffor-
merly served as Director of the Office of Solid Waste of the
Environmental Protection Agency and who supervised the drafting
of the RCRA "de minimus exception," a determination of whether
the Pond 1is exempt from RCRA regulation under the de minimus

exception requires the following findings:

-



Based on evidence presented at the hearing, which was
undisputed by the MDNR, Cedar and its predecessors have cperated
the Pond as a point source for discharges pursuant to a Section
402 Clean Water Act Permit since prior to the effective date of

RCRA,

2. Is the only hazardous waste entering the Pond a
chemical product listed under MHWMR 261.33, and is this product
in fact dinoseb?

Based on evidence presented at the hearing, which was
undisputed by the MDNR, the commercial product, dinoseb, when
discarded, is a hazardous waste listed under MHWMR 261.33, and is
the only such hazardous waste shown to enter the Pond.

3. Is the dinoseb entering the Pond produced in the
course of manufacturing operations at Cedar's facility?

It is undisputed that Cedar and its predecessors have
been engaged in the manufacture of dinoseb at the South Plant at
Cedar's Vicksburg facility since 1973, and the only dinoseb that
could have conceivably entered the Pond since 1973 was dinoseb
manufactured at the facility.

4. Does dinoseb which enters the Pond derive only from
losses of dinoseb from manufacturing operations at the facility?

The MDNR suggested several possibilities that, in its
view, could remove the Pond from the de minimis eXception, each
on the theory that some gquantities of dinoseb introdhced into the

Pond may not have derived from “"manufacturing operations" at the

.



South Plant. First, counsel for the MDNR imﬁlied that because
dinoseb process wastewater once entered the Pond, MDNR may take
the position that the Pond cannot be exempted from RCRA requla-
tion under the de minimis exception. Second, the MDNR theorized
that the contents of some drums stored in the returned product
and hazardous waste storage areas may have contained spent carbon
which could have leaked from the drums and found its way into the
Pond. Finally, it was argued that carbon particles with dinoseb
attached might constitute hazardous waste which could serve to
take the Pond ouﬁ of the exception when the particles are back-
washed into the Pond in the carbon filter cleaning process. The
regulations and evidence developed at the hearing do not support
the MDNR's theories.

Mr. Estes of MDNR agreed with Mr. Dietrich that dinoseb
process wastewater 1s not a listed hazardous waste. Therefore,
the fact that some of the wastewater may have entered the Pond
in the past is irrelevant to the issue presently before the
Commission.

Likewise, the evidence at the hearing failed to
demonstrate that the contents of the subject drums was hazardous
waste, Moreover, even if the drums had contained spent carbon
which had absorbed dinoseb, as MDNR surmised, Mr. Dietrich
testified that such is not a listed hazardous waste. Further,
there was no evidence whatsoever that any of the contents of the

drums was ever introduced into the Pond. Indeed, Mr. Keen



testified that water run-off from the areas where the drums may
have been stored cannot find its way into the Pond because sewer
pipes in the returned product and hazardous waste Storage areas
aré segregated from the main sewer system which empties into the

Pond.

Similarly, Mr. Dietrich testified that discharge of

-backwash from filter-cleaning operations merely constitutes a

recycling of wastes removed from the Pond in the first place, and
that such backwash does not constitute hazardous waste under
RCRA, It is also submitted that such discharges are consistent
with the "normal materials handling operations” described in the
de minimis exception (e.g., "discharges from safety showers and
rinsing and cleaning of personal safety equipment: and rinsate
from empty containers . . .") and thus by definition fall within
the term "manufacturing operations.”

In summary, apart from the debatable question whether
the waste handling procedures described above are part of the
Plant's "manufacturing operations,“ the record does not reflect
that any "hazardous waste® could have been lost in the course of
such procedures and entered the Pond.

5. Are prior and current losses of dinoseb from manu-
facturing operations de minimis?

The undisputed evidence adduced at the hearing clearly

demonstrates that the dinoseb which has entered the Pond derived



only from de minimis losses of the product in the manufacturing
operations at the facility.

MHWMR 261.3(a)(2)(iv)(D}) provides examples of types of
losses from manufacturing operations which are considered de
minimis. They include:

those from normal material handling operations

(e.g. spills from the unlcading or transfer of

materials from bins or other containers, leaks from

pipes, valves or other devices used to transfer
materials); minor leaks of process equipment,
storage tanks or containers; leaks from well-
maintained pump packings and seals; sample
purgings: relief device discharges; discharges from
safety showers and rinsing and cleaning of personal
safety equipment; and rinsate from empty containers

or from containers that are rendered empty by that

rinsing; . . . .

Mr. Keen, who has worked in various supervisory capaci-
ties at the facility since 1972 and has been Product Manager
since 1982, testified concerning the losses which occur in the
dinoseb manufacturing operations at the facility. The types of
losses described by Mr. Keen are in most cases identical to the
ones given as examples in the regulation and the others are clo-~
sely analagous. Mr. Dietrich testified that, in his opinion, the:
types of losses which occur at the facility are exactly the type
he and the EPA had in mind when the de minimis exception was pro-
mulgated in 1981,

Mr. Dietrich sponsored exhibits (Cedar Exhibit Nos. 5

and &) and testimony which reflect his calculations of the



average daily losses of dinoseb from manufacturing operations at
Cedar's South Plant. On Exhibit 6 he showed that dinoseb losssas
would go to three places: (1) Onto the surface of soils of the
South Plant where it would accumulate over time: (2) to the Pond,
as dissolved or suspended material in the drain and rainwater
rﬁn—off from the Scouth Plant and from the Pond to the carbon
filter system where it would be removed prior to discharge of
Pond water to the Mississippi River, and (3) to the Pond as
settleable material in rainwater run-off from the South Plant,
where it would be accumulated in the sediments of the Pond.

By extrapclating from the analyses of scoil, water and
sediment samples taken from these three areas to determine pro-
bable daily losses of dinoseb from manufacturing operations, and
comparing those results to average daily production of dinoseb
during the thirteen years of operation of the Plant, Mr. Dietrich
concluded that, in his considered opinion, such losses, which he
calculated to be far less than one-tenth of one percent, are
clearly de minimis as contemplated by him and the EPA when the de
minimis exception was promulgated.

The MDNR neither challenged Mr, Dietrich's calculations
of daily losses of dinoseb, nor offered any of its own. Its evi-
dence consisted solely of concentration readings from samples it
took from two Pond water samples, two Pond sediment samples, one
surface soil sample, and three sump water samples. These
readings were consistent with the samples analyzed by the

Company, according to Mr. Dietrich's testimony.

-8-




Finally, Mr. Keen testified that losses of dinoseb going
into the Pond after November, 1985 will be even less than in the
past. In November, 1985, Cedar completed modifications to its
sewer system to prevent losses of dinoseb from manufacturing
operations from flowing to the Pond. Losses are now vacuumed
into tank trucks and are either recycled or dispoéed of off-site.

6. Does any dinoseb which is entering the Pond derive
from deliberate discarding or major leaks or spills of this
product?

The undisputed evidence is that dinoseb entering the
Pond does not and never has derived from deliberate discarding or
from any major leaks or spills.

Mr., Keen and Mr. Ahlers both testified that Cedar and
its predeceasors have never discarded any of the commercial pro-
ducts manufactured at the facility into the Pond. Additionally,
neither was aware of any major leaks or spills of dinoseb, much
less any which have gotten into the Pond. Indeed, Mr. Keen
reviewed the supervisors' logs, hazardous waste inspection
reports, and the excessive spill or emissions reports in which
the occurrence of major leaks and spills would be recorded ang
found no notations of any having occurred since the effective
date of RCRA, November 19, 1980,

7. Are there any other factors which would support a
conclusion that the Pond should be regulated as a hazardous waste

management facility under RCRA?

-9



There is no evidence before the Commission that the Pond
poses a substantial threat to human health or the environment.
Mr. Dietrich testified exactly to the contrary. Moreover, as Mr,
Dietrich, Mr. Ahlers and Mr. Keen'all pointed out, the Pond ser-
ves a useful environmental purpose as a "safety net" in the event
of a catastrophic event at the facility. The Industrial Waste
Section of the Bureau of Pollution Control is also on record as
late as post-August, 1983 as advocating that the Pond be left
open to collect the large amount of rainwater run-off from the
plant, and to serve as a spill containment area in the event of
an unexpected catastrophic upset at the South Plant (see Cedar
Exhibit No. ). |

If it were determined that the Pond is properly
designated a hazardous waste management facility under RCRA, RCRA
Regulatiéns.(and the recent Commission Order) would require that
the Pond be closed. According to testimony of Mr. Keen and Mr.
Ahlers, in order to close the -Pond, Cedar would have to construct
alternate faclities to receive the large volume of rainwater run-
off from the facility, as well as the periodic discharge of non-
hazardous waste from its North Plant, which the Pond currently
receives. Depending on the time schedule involved and other fac-
tors, such construction could result in a temporary or even per-

manent plant closing with resulting reduction in work force. At

-10-



a minimum, the Pond closing and construction of alternate facili-
ties could involve costs of up to $6,000,000,

Mr. Estes of the MDNR expressed his opinion that the
Pond is of "regulatory concern” due to DNBP in the sediment.
Cedar would show that, in the event it is determined that the de
minimis exception applies, the Pond will still be subject to
regulation under the imminent hazardous provisions of §7008(h) of
RCRA, not to mention other environmental statutes such as CERCLA,
In addition, diséharge from the Pond will continue to be regu-
lated under §402 of the Clean Waste Act, Thus, Mr. Estes' reguia~
tory concern clearly can be met without imposing RCRA Regulations
mandating elimination of the Pond.

CONCLUSION

In light of the findings of fact which are inescapable
from the evidence presented at the hearing, it must be concluded
as a matter of law that the Pond 1is not subject to RCRA

Regulations which regulate facilities used for treatment, storage

or disposal of hazardous waste. Accordingly, Cedar submits that

its Motion to Dismiss the Complaint referred to in the subject

Order must be granted,

-11-



»4
Dated: October #KOv , 1986.

Respectfully submitted,

CEDAR CHEMICAL CORPORATION
(Successor to Vertac Chemical
Corporation)

, -~
By WW
William L. omith
R. David Kaufman

BRUNINI, GRANTHAM, GROWER & HEWES
1400 Trustmark Building

Post Office Drawer 119

Jackson, Mississippi 39205
Telephone: (601) 948-3101

Alen 7" Malone by hS

Ailen T. Malone

APPERSON, CRUMP, DUZANE & MAXWELL
26th Floor, 100 North Main Building
Memphis, Tennessee 38103

Telephone: (901) 525-1711

ATTORNEYS FOR CEDAR CHEMICAL
CORPORATION
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MISSIQ’PI DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RIQURCES
Bureau of Pollution Control ’

P. O. Box 10385
Jackson, Mississippi 39209

(601) 961-5171

i

e *
s rpapitt

October 21, 1986

Bonner Analytical Testing Company
P, 0. Box 85
Hattiesburg, Mississippi 39401

Dear Sirs:

Enclosed is a copy of a sampling plan to be conducted at Vicksburg Chemical
during the week of October 27, 1986. The State of Mississippi is currently
accepting bids for carrying out the encleosed plan., Written bids must be
submitted to John Files, Administrative Coordinator, Mississippi Bureau of
Pollution Control, 2380 Highway 80 West, Southport Center, P, 0. Box 10385,
Jackson, Mississippi, 39204, by 5:00 p.m., Thursday, October 23, 1986. The
successful bidder will be notified by 5:00 p.m., Friday, October 24, 1986.

Should vou have any questions, please contact our office.

Sincerely,

Sam Mabry, Director
Hazardous Waste Division

SM:sae
Enclosure
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Getaber 20, 1§$€I'“

CERTIFIED MAIL NO. P 543 08D 281

Envirvo-Laba, Inc.
P. 0. Box 1096 :
Sterkville, Misstssippi 39759 SRS

Dear Sirs:

-Enclosed is & copy of 2 sempling plan to be conducted at Vicksturg Chemical
during the wesk of Cetober 27, 1986. The State of Missiesippi is carrently
agoepting bids for carrying out the enclosed plan. Written blde muet be
submitted to John Filea, Administrative Coordinater, NMississippi Buresu of
Pollution €ontrel, 2380 Highway 80 West, Southport Center, P. 0. Box 1038%,
Jackson, Mlesissippi, 39204, by 5:00 p.m., Thursdsy, Dctober 235, 1986, The
succesaful bidder ¥ill be notified by 5:00 p.m., Pridey, October 24, 1986.

Skould you have any questions, please sontact our office.

Sincerely,

Sam Mabry, Director
Division of Bolid Veste Manngement

S¥ielw
BEnclosure
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October 2_6.‘ 1986

CERPIFIED MAIL 80. P 669 640 581

Wells Leboratories

Beute 2, Box Ti4

Wiims$ Romd

Gresnville, Nississippi 38704

Dear 8irs:

Enclosed is a copy of a sampling plan to be conducted at Vicksburg Chemical
during the week of Ocloker 27, 1986. The Hiate of Missieaippi is currently
aceepting bids for carrying out the enclesed plan. Written dids must de
submitted to Johxn Fileas, Administrative Coordinater, Wississlppl Buresu of
Pollution Control, 23680 Righway 80 West, Bouthport Center, P. 0. Box 10385,
Jackeon, Miseissippi, 39204, by 5100 p.m., Thursdsy, Octedber 23, 1986. The
successful bidder will be notified by %100 p.m., Friday, October 24, 1986.

‘Should you have any questions, pleass cemtact our osffice.

Sincerely, -

= . Bam Mebry, Director
Division of Solid Waste Mavsgement

SMiels
Enclosure
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ENWDR@NME&%&L
PROTECTION SYSTEMS, INGC.

P. O. Box 20382/160 Upton Dr./Jackson, Ms. 38209/601 -922-8242f80-52659
7215 Pine Forest Rd./Pensacola, Fl. 32506/904-944-0301/800-874 P

R EOEIT

i} [
October 23, 1986 OCT 27 1980 LT}
File No. 1.86.3.1082

DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCE
BUREAU OF POLLUTION CONTROL

Mr. Sam Mabry, Director

Division of Solid Waste Management
Mississippi Department of Natural Resources
Bureau of Pollution Controil

P.0. Box 10385

Jackson, MS 39209

Dear Mr. Mabry:

Subject: Bids for Sampling Plan
Vicksburg Chemical Impoundment
Yicksburg, Mississippi

In response to your letter dated October 20, 1986, requesting written bids
for the captioned project, Environmental Protection Systems, Inc. (EPS),
appreciates this opportunity to provide professional services in accordance
with the outlined scope of services. However, EPS will not be able to
respond to this bid package because of the existing client relationship
with Vicksburg Chemical Company. We request that EPS be considered in the
future for other environmental field and analytical services needed and
required by the Bureau of Pollution Control.

Thanking you for your interest in EPS, 1 am
Sincerely,

ENVIRON

TAL PROTECTION SYSTEMS, INC.
VA N

E. CorbTp McGriff, Jr., Ph.D.] P.E.
President and Chief Executive Officer

ECM/ag6.49
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FILE COPY

October 20, _1986

CERPIFIED NAIL NO. P 543 060 279

Dr. Corbin Melrirf, P. B.
Envirvonmental Protection Systm
P. O BQI 26582

Jackson, Eississippi 39209

Dear Dr. He@Qpriff:

Emoclosed iz a copy of a sampling plan to be conducted at Vickaburg Chemiosl
during the week of Ootober 27, 1988. The State of Kississippi is currently
aoccepting dids for carrying ocut the snclosed plan. V¥ritten bids must be

submitted to John Files, Administrative Coordineter, Mississippl Buresu of

" Pollution Ceontrol, 2380 Highway B0 Vest, Bouthpert Cemter, P. 0. Box 10385,

Jackaon, Mississippi, 39204, by 5:00 p.r., Thareday, October 23, 1986. 'The
successful hidder will be notified by 5:00 PeBe, Priday, Gotober 24, 1986.

Bhonld yé\z have afy questions, -plemi,e sontact onr office.

Sincerely,

Ssm ¥abry, Pirvecter
Pivieion of Solid Waste Managenment

fiHiels
Enelosure
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| ~ FILEcopy

Octoker 20, 1086

CERTIFIED MATL HO. P 543 080 280

Micro-Heibods, Inc.
5106 Telsphone Road .
Pascagoula, Miskisslppl 39%67

Dear Siras:

Enclosed is & copy of s sampling plan to ke conducted at Vicksburg Chemiocsl
during the week of October 27, 1986. The State of Miesissippi ie currently
accepiing bids for carrying out the eaclosed plan. Written bids must be
aubmitted te Jehn Pllea, Adminimtrative Coordinator, Missiasippi Buresu of
Pollutien Control, 2380 Highway BO West, Scuthport Cemter, P. 0. Box 1036%,
Jadckson, Missizaippi, 39204, Yy 5:00 p.m., Thursday, October 23, 1985. The
succeasinl bidder will be notified Yy 5:00 p.m., Priday, October 24, 1986.

Sbould you have any questions, please contect cur office.

Sinecsrely,

S8am Mabry, Direcior ,
Division of S0lid Waste Mansgesent

SM:elas
Enciesnre
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 Getober 20, 1986

CERYIFIED MATL NO. P 543 080 262

Eﬁvirwnmsatal Leboretories, Ine.

P, 0. Prawer 2309
Gulfport, Missiseippi 39503

Denr Sirs:

Enclosed is 2 copy of a sampling plan to be conducted 2t Vickeburg Chemical
during the week of October 27, 1986. The State of Missisaippi is currenmtly
accepting bide for carrying cut the snclosed plen. Written bide munt be
submitted to John Files, Administrative Coordinetor, Mississippi Burean of
Pollution Comtrol, 2380 Highway B0 West, 3Scuthport Cenfer, P. 0. Pox 10385,
Jackson, Mississippi, %9204, %y 5100 p.s., Thursdsy, October 2%, 1986, The
“successful bidder will be notified by 5:00 p.m., Friday, October 24, 1986.

3hould you have any questions, plense contect cur offioe.

Sincerely,

Sawm Mabry, Pirector
Division of Solid Waste Management

SNiels
Enclosure
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“FILE COPY

Oetober 20, 1986

CRETIFIED MAIL ¥O. P 543 080 283

Culpeyper Teaiing Labe
205 Beuth NMain 3treet
Hattieadurg, Misseisaippi 79401

Dear Bire:

Enclosed is & copy of a sempling plan to be confucied at Vicksburg Chemiecal
during the wesk of Oectober 27, 1986. The Btate of Missiseippi 18 currently
sccepting bida for carrying out the enclosed plan. Written bids mist be
eubmitted %o John Files, Administrative Coordinator, Nississippi Bureau of
Pollution Comtrel, 2380 Righway 80 West, Scuthpert Center, P. 0. Hox 103835,
Jeckson, Miasissippi, 33204, by 5:00 p.m., Thursdsy, October 23, 1986. The
successful bidder will be notified by 5:00 pem., Friday, October 24, 1986,

Sheuld you have any questions, plesse contact our office.

Sincerely,

Sem Habry, Birector
Divigion of Solid Waste Nanagement

¥:0lp
Enclosurs
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CHARLES METCALF CRUMP
JERRE G. DUZANE

JOHN 8. MAXWELL, JR.
ALLEN T. MALONE

PHILIP &. KAMINSKY
ROBERT L. BINKELEPRIEL
MICHAEL E. HEWGLEY
JAMES F. RUSSELL
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COLBY §. MORGAN, JR.
TONI CAMPBELL PARKER
J. KEITH MECORMIC

SAMUEL RUBENSTEIN
SJOMN HART TODD
OF COUNSEL

LAW OFFICES

o®

APPERSON, CRUMP, DUZANE & MAXWELL

26TH FLOOR
100 NORTH MAIN BUILDING
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38103
201525171

October 7, 1986

EasT QOFFICE

SUITE 100

KIRBY CENTRE

17556 KIRBY PARKWAY
MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38119
201/756-8300

HAND-DELIVERED

Mr. Sam Mambry

Director, Division of Solid

Hazardous Waste Management E@EHW
Mississippi Department of

Natural Resources

P. 0. Box 10385 OCT 17 1986

Jackson, Mississippi 39209

Re: Cedar Chemical Corporation
Commission Order No. 1046-86

Dear Mr, Mambry:

It is my understanding from recent conversations with
you and Cedar's local counsel, Bill Smith, that both your agency
as well as EPA Region IV are now in agreement that, insofar as
dinoseb contamination of soils and sediments at the Plant is con-
cerned, RCRA Regulations are not applicable to the surface '
impoundment at Cedar's Vicksburg Plant, by virtue of the de mini-
mis exception to the so-called "mixture rule" (MHWMR
261.3{(a)(2)(iv}).

I also understand that your agency and the EPA would now
like to expand the scope of the hearing to determine if there is
some other basis for asserting RCRA jurisdiction - specifically,
to determine if the "mixture rule" would be applicable by virtue
of production of some product at the Plant other than dinoseb,
which may have generated a hazardous waste. As you know, it was
stipulated at the hearing that the "mixture rule" was deemed
applicable solely as a result of the presence of dinoseb in soils
and pond sediment at the Plant. Since this was the issue that we
asked our consultants and witnesses at the hearing to address, my
client is naturally concerned about agreeing to expand the scope
of the hearing after it has been concluded by supplementing the
record with responses to questionnaires and additional test data.
This letter, however, is intended to afford a basis on which the
record might be expanded to cover the additional issues that are
now being raised in a manner that my client can accept.

DEPT. OF NATURAL RESOURCE
BUREAU OF FOLLUTION CONTROL
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APFERSON, CRUMP DUZANE & MAXWELL

Mr. Sam Mambry
October 7, 1986
Page Two

First, to be sure that there is no misunderstanding
about the expanded scope of the hearing which you are proposing,
it is my understanding that the new inquiry is focusing on past
production of toxaphene at the Plant inasmuch as untreated pro-
cess wastewater from toxaphene production, as well as wastewater
treatment sludge resulting therefrom, have been classified as
hazardous wastes under RCRA (K098 and K041 respectively) (It can
easily be documented that the other three products which have
been mentioned as candidates for review - chlordane, disulfaton
and phorate - have never been produced at the Plant.)

I trust we can agree, based on EPA's Listing Background
Pocument for toxaphene production, that K098 and K041 are listed
as hazardous waste due to toxaphene concentrations of approxima-
tely 1% by weight in the wastewater treatment sludge at Hercules'
Brunswick, Georgia Plant, and what EPA assumed to be even higher
concentrations of toxaphene in the untreated processed wastewater
which resulted in the sludges.

I am satisfied from discussions with Plant personnel
that no such wastes were ever generated at the Vicksburg Plant.
A review of the background document and other literature will
demonstrate that Hercules' production method involved the
filtering of toxaphene soclution from the chlorinator, which
system produced the seven tons of sludge which were generated
daily by Hercules, according to the background document. No such
procedure was used in connection with the Vicksburg process, and
ho_such contaminated process wastewater streams or sludges were

generated.

While the Vicksburg Plant did generate relatively small
~quantities of scrubber water from its air emission scrubber in
connection with the HCl recovery system, this particular waste
stream would not have contained any detectable toxaphene con-
tamination. I trust we can agree that such a waste stream, by
itself, would not be within the K098 classification contemplated
by RCRA Regulations. I am certain that we can demonstrate to
your satisfaction that no other wastewater was generated, either
directly or indirectly, as a result of toxaphene production at
the Vicksburg Plant.

The only remaining possible inquiry, it seems to me,
would be whether any trace levels of toxaphene in the Pond sedi-
ment at the Plant which might have derived from past de minimis



APPERSON, CRUMP DUZANE & MAXWELL

Mr. Sam Mambry
October 7, 1986
Page Three

losses would exceed .5 ppm using the EP toxicity method, thereby
causing the pond sediment to be classified as DOl5 waste under 40
CFR 261.24. This question, however, has already been answered by
past test data - both that of the State and of Cedar. In 1983,
the State analyzed two grab samples of sediment from the east
side of the impoundment. One indicated 360 ppm toxaphene and the
other indicated 280 ppm. The sample that showed 280 ppm, when
subjected to the EP toxicity method, showed less than 20 parts
per billion toxaphene. More recently, our client took the two
Pond sediment samples which the State split with the Company in
connection with the August, 1986 sampling and submitted them to
the Environmental Protection Systems Laboratory in Jackson,
Mississippi for EP toxicity anaylsis. Despite the fact that
these samples might be expected to contain high levels of
toxaphene relative to other portions of the Pond, in both cases
noe toxaphene was detected at the Lab's limit of detection of

less than ten parts per billion. Copies of the analytical
results referred to are enclosed herewith.

Based on the foregoing, we would propose that Cedar
respond to a questionnaire relative to past production of
toxaphene and other products at the Plant in order to document
that no K098 or K04l wastes were ever generated at the Plant, and
that the other products whose wastewaters have been classified as
hazardous under RCRA were never produced at the Plant. We would
further agree that the administrative record could be supple-
mented by inserting these responses and further, that the record
could include the analytical data on toxaphene described above.
We cannot see any need for further supplements to the record and
would propose that, with these supplements, the Commission should
have no difficulty in ruling on Cedar's Motion to Dismiss.

As soon as you have had an opportunity to review this
letter, I would like to discuss it with you and Bill Smith by
conference call so we can get this matter concluded without
further delay.

Yy yours,

Allenﬂ « Malone
ATM: jw
cc: Mr. William L. Smith



ENVIRONMESR AL PROTECTION SSBTEMS, INC.

| P O Box20387 e 160 UptonDrve e Jackson MS 39205 7215 Pine Fores! Aoas ®  Pensarna FL 32506
i Telephone {601 922.8247 - Telephone (904 8420300
‘ {BODY 523-0659 (800 874.0272
|
: LABORATORY REPORT - 86.1.2929 . 272
CLIENT: yicksburg Chemlica!l COLLECTED BY: ¢|lent (7954)
LOCATION: y|eksburg, Mississippl DATE COLLECTED. 09/03/86
DATE: 06/26/86 DATE RECEIVED: 09/08/86
INVOICE NO.: 010870/ner DATE ANALYZED: 09/24/86

LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION

86094958 - Pond Inlet Sludge
86094959 - Pond Cross-Over Sludge

IDENTIFICATION NO. QUALITY CONTROL
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2,4y 5= TP Siivax,EP Loachable, mg/l et |T <00
NEP TOXAGHTY® Extraction —Yes —Yo6 1
J
|
: 1
|
i %
I ‘
i
COMMENT

Anslyses conducted in accordance with 40 CFR, Part 261, July, 1982, Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste (Sw-B46).

CERTIFICATION
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=" 13 ENVIRONMEBTAL PROTECTION @BSTEMS, INC.

¢ PO Box20382 e 60 UMD~ Drve e jagkson MS 397209 7215 Fire Forgst Bpad @ Pensacola, FL 32506
Taeprore  A0° 32Z-82:12 Temphore 3041 944.530¢
300 322-0659 800, BT2.G272

LABORATORY REPORT 86.1.3024 1/5

CLIENT: yieksburg Chemical Corporation COLLECTED BY ¢\ ont (7954)
DATE: 10,0776 DATE RECEIVED 10,/ /g6
INVOICE NC-: 011001/1m DATE ANALYZED" 0 /07 /86
LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION
86105548 - Soll Semple A
B510%5549 - Soll Sample B
86105550 - Sall Sample C
86105551 = Sofl Sample D
: IDENTIFICATION NO, QUALITY CONTRQCL
] ] STaNTAAD P
ANALYSES 5548 5549 | 5550 | 5351 T e
| | |
Tcxaphene' mg/kg : <0.1 <0.1 i 0.1 : <D.1 114 ‘7-7” )
; | i
|

Analyses conducted In accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guldelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis
of Pollutants under the Clean Water Act.

CERTIFICATION

7

MANAGER. A

ASSUAANCE MANAGER ANALYTICAL DEPARTMEN"



ENVIRONMQTAL PROTECTION S5TEMS, INC.

B0 Bor 20332 & ADupize Doz 80 Jacksae WS 35204 T2'5F.re Forest Sgaz e Persgooa L 32508
Tzepnure a0 222-5242 Tzeorone 040 344-030°
30C 323-0659 CBQCY BTI-C2T2

i LABORATORY REPORT 86.1.3024 2/5

CLENT" yicksburg Chemical Corporation COLLECTED 3Y: ¢lrent (7954)
LOCATION: y{ekspurg, MS DATE COLLECTED:  14/03 /86
DATE. 10/07/86 OATE RECEIVED- 10/03/86
INVOICE NG 011001 /1m DATE ANALYZED: 10/07/86

LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION ]

86105552 - Soll Sample E
86105553 = Soll Sample F
‘ 86105554 - Soll Sample G
86103555 - Soll Sample H

: IDENTIFICATION NO. QUALITY CONTRGL
ANALYSES sss2 53 ssse o sess MWL T
- L | ‘ KE VALE o
Toxaphene, ma/kg | <01 | <0.1 D <0.1 0.59 114 17.7

|

Analyses conducted in accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guidellnes Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysis
of Pollutants under +he Clean Water Act.

‘ CERTIFICATION

\‘IANAGEH OUAL‘? ASSURANCE

MANAGER. A AL OEFARTMEN"



> Box 20332 e el Jac<zne WS 34200 TIT2 P Foregt Sogn @ Pergactia FLOAZENA
- - = i

G? ENVIRONMI’TAL PROTECTION SEBTEMS, INC.

Tesprome Q08 J'.ir‘3l’“
‘B0C: 374.0272

LABORATORY REPORT 86 1.3024 3/5

CLIENT. yieksburg Chemical Corporation COLLECTEDBY" ) 1gnt (7954)
LOCATION: Vlcksbur‘g, MS DATE COLLECTED: 10/03/86
DATE: 44,07/86 DATE RECEVED" 14 /03 /86
INVOICE NO - 011001/1m DATE ANALYZED- 10/07/86
LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION :
86105556 - Soli Semple !
86105557 = Soll Sample J
86105558 - Soil Sample K
86105559 = Soli Sample L
: IDENTIFICATION NO. QUALITY c"':\}iﬁROL

Toxaphene, mg/kg ‘  <0.1 % <0.1 i <0.1%

Analyses conducted In accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guldelines Establishing Test Frocedures for the Analysis
of Pollutants under the Clean Water Act.

CERTIFICATION

Yok # 2

MANAGER QUA

ASSLRANCE MANAGES ANALYTICAL DEPAR MIENT
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ENVIRONMEMPTAL PROTECTION s%TEMS INC.

. powqmz-*%,:am-,wwﬂﬂﬁ% 273 e Farest Gnan e
. pevrore  BCY. 3928242 Teeorene A4
500, 3230659 Elenp
LABORATORY REPORT B6.1.3024 4/5
CLENT. yicksburg Chemical Corporation COLLECTEDBY ¢ lent (7954)
LOCATION: yyekshurg, MS DATE COLLECTED  10/03/86
INVOICE NO.. 011001/1m DATE ANALYZED: 10/07/86

| LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION .

86105560 - Soll Sample M
86105361 - Soil Sampie N
86105562 -~ Soi! Sample O
86105563 - Soll Sample P

‘ i __IDENTIFICATION NO. QUALITYCON"ROL B
) 1 ! i
Toxaphene, mg/kg  <0.1 0.1 i <0 | <0.1 0,59 114 17.7

Analyses conducted In accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guldelines Establishing Test Procedures for the Analysls
of Pollutants under the Clean Water Act.

CERTIFICATION

MANAGER. ANALY TCAL DEPARTMENT



. g -
G ENvIRONMErAL PROTECTION SBTEMS, INC. |

P O Box2D3B2 e &0 Lpmpn Drue e Jacksor MS 39209 “2'5 Pine Forest Rpad e Pansacoia, FL 32505
. Teeprane RO S27.82472 “gleonone 04 944-0301
’ 8001 323-C559 ‘800 874.0272

LABORATORY REPORT 86.1.3024 5/5

CLIENT yicksburg Chemical Corporation COLLECTEDBY" ¢ 1ent (7954)
‘ LOCATION: Vicksburg, MS DATE COLLECTED: 10/03 /86
OATE: 10/07/86 DATE RECEIVED: 10/03/86
10/07/86

LABORATORY SAMPLE IDENTIFICATION -

86105564 ~ Soll Sample Q
86105965 - Soll Sample R

IDENTIFICATION NO_ QUALITY CONTROL
i ; : sTampass .
5564 | 5565 ! e E
Toxaphene, mg/kg 1 e 0 w0.1 : 0.59 114 7.7
mg/ | |

Analyses conducted In accordance with 40 CFR, Part 136, 1984, Guidellnas Estabiishing Test Procedures for the Analysls
‘ of Pollutants under the Clean Water Act.

CERTIFICATION

TohF iz dht

MANAGER QL’DW ASSURANCE
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FROM: Jack Melord

SUBJECT: Beptember 3, 1986 Sampling Trip to Vickeburg Chemical
{Formerly Vertac)

DATHE: Sapteanber 22, 1986

On Saptember 3, 1986, Melanie Rish, Michmel Bradshaw, and I weat to Vickaburg
Chemical on a sampling inspection. The purpose of the trip was to establish
the poesibliity of spille of dinased or returned product draining into the
hazardous weste surface impoundment.

Sampling locetions imcinded the influent to the impoundment, the water and
s8ludge in the impoundment, soils that could he washed through sewers into the
impoundment, sumps that drein into the iapcunﬁmsnt snd the hazardouz wasste and
returnsd product drum storage arsas.

Accompanying us on the sampling inspection was Johun H{ll of Vicksburg Chemiecal,
with when we split saxplea.

- Attached is a map showing sampling locstions, a sommary of paraseters sampled
for at those locations, apd the sempling resulta.

JBM:vEr
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Sampling Plan

Vicksburg Chemical Impoundment
M3D990714081

Vicksburg, Mississippi

Parameter: Toxaphene
Arsenic
Dinoseb
Acid Extractables
Base Neutral Compounds

Total Extractions will be run for all parameters. If any samples contain over
0:5 mg/l of toxaphene, then both the Extraction Procedures Toxicity and the
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure will be run on the sample with the
highest level of toxaphens.

Safety: Due to the nature of the material in the impoundment and the
probability that the sampling will require the use of a boat, a geparate site
safety plan will be prepared by the contractor.

Equipment: Samples may be collected from a boat using shelby tubes, split
~ spoons, push tubes, or equivalent methods.

Coring equipment used to collect samples should be such that disturbance of the
20il column is minimized.

Sample containers and ice chests will be provided by the MBPC.

Sample Types: Grab sediment samples.

Split Samples: Splits of all samples will be offered to Vicksburg Chemical
Company.

Sampling Points: A series of 26 discrete gample point locations have been
selected on a 50 ft. grid for the impoundment with the exception of sample
points 1 and 14 which will be taken near the mouth of the inlet pipe [see

illustration #1].

Sample Compositing: The samples from the 26 discrete sampling points will
be composited per the following scheme:

*6 ft. - 4 ft. core depth
Sample Number

Composite discretes 1 & 1A VC-A
Composite discretes 2 & 5 VC-B
Composite discretes 5 & 4 VC-C
Composite discretes 6, 7, & 8 vC-D

*4 f4. - 2 ft. core depth

Composite discretes 1 & 1A VC-E
Composite discretes 2 & 5 VC-F
Composite discretes 3 & 4 VC-G
Composite discretes 6, 7, & 8 VC-H



f

®2 ft. - 0 ft.

Composite
Composite
Composite
Composite
Composite
Composite
Composite
Composite
Composite
Composite
Composite

Sample Collection:

2 ft. portions to a total depth of 6 ft.
collected {0 a maximum depth of 2 ft.
to the expected sediment depths.
EPA QA/QC standards.

core depth
Sample Number

discretes 1 & 1A Ve-1
discretes 2 & 5 VC-J
discretes 3 & 4 VC-K
discretes 6, 7, & B VC-1L
discretes 9, 10, 11 & 12 VC-M
discretes 13 & 14 vC-N
discretes 15 & 16 VC-0
discretes 17 & 18 VC-P
discretes 19 & 20 VC-Q
discretes 21, 22, & 24 VC-R
diascretes 23 & 25 V-3

Samples 1, 14, and 2 through 8 shall be collected in

Sample points 9-25 should be
Illustration #2 provides information as
411 samples will be collected according to

Samples shall be composited in glass or stainless steel

bowls that have been cleaned with acetone and hexane and covered with aluminum
The samples will be thoroughly mixed using stainless steel

foil prior to use.

gpoons prior to placing in the sample container.

All sampling activities will be conducted under the supervision of a
representative of MEPC.

JM:els
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Sediment Depth/Analysis

ft. - in. mg/kg

Al1-0 / 12
B 1-0 / 20
C 0-4 / 28
D 0-4 / 37
E 1-0 / 82
F 1-0 / 30
G 1-0 / 6.8
H 0-9 / 18
I 1-3 / 15
J 1-3 / 24
K 1-6 / 2.0
.1—6 / 8.4
1-6 / 70

N 1-6 / 74
*Q 0-2 / 31
P 7-0 / 46
Q 6-0 / 52
R 7-0,/ 172

X state Sample Locations

*0,- from exposed delta
sample taken from top 2 inches

‘Samples collected in 2 long, 2" dia.
split spoon : composited along length

of core.

Letters indicate approx. sample location

Total Sediment Surface
= 55,400
+ 17,000

55,200

‘I 127,600 ft
i s

2

Tle-%

D

Rty

Depth is extent to which
2" split spoon could be
forced by hand into sediment.

brce.

i A

Analysis is for DNBP by
extraction and GC injection. Qhr’|

(;m I{{EJL‘ Hj ﬁi( :[:“;ﬁ’ﬂvmcﬁmu:f

¢

No correction has been made F 3
for less than 100% extraction L% -
efficiency. Results are on 3
an as sampled ‘(wet sludge) O N
basis. —Z |
5
]
o



Peoge 72 [re

¥
@)

Vil B3O e




(IR oI \.rr .no;_hm&ﬁv

g - y . 2

“TERL 9] \v;*\m,\




LIRS \Uﬂfr.acg.&kﬁv

T B
O 7+5¢

LR N B FRRP VI W -




SL6100)

CHEMICALS
HANDBOOK

FARN

BRALAY vt~ rite LENTROL

CDEPY




w T RS DL e T
R o T

v

Vo M oo
L)";;b LW L--'Z;—.‘f‘

NOV 17 1986

Alrazine .. i DEPT. OF NATURAL RESUUHCE
CHEMICAL NAME: 2.chloro-4- ethylammo 6- lsopropylam&uﬂﬂu OF POLLUTION CONTROL
triazine.

COMMON NAME: atrazine. . - "

- OTHER NAMES: AAtrex* (Ciba-Geigy Corp.), Atranex*, Atred*
{discontinued by Farmonlant), Crizazina®, Farmco Atrazine (C.1.K.
Australia), Griffex* (Griffin), Shell Atrezine Herbwzde Vectal* SC
(FBC Ltd.) . -
ACTION: Selective herbicide.

- CHEMICAL PROPERTIES: Colorless erystals melting at 173-175° C.
Solubility in water, 33 ppm at 25° C; in n-pentane, 360 ppm;in diethyl
ether, 12,000 ppm; in methanol, 18,000 ppm; in ethyl acetate, 28,000

. ppm; in chloroform, 52,000 ppm; in dimethyl sulfoxide, 183,000 ppm.
TOXICITY: Acute oral LDsa(tech. atrazine) (rat), 1’780 mg/kg.
SIGNAL WORD: CAUTION.

HANDLING AND STORAGE CAUTIONS: Harmf{ul if swaIlowed
Avoid contact with eyes, prolonged contact with skin, inhalation of
dust. Use with adequate ventilation. Do not contammate food, feed,
or water supplies.

Atred* must be stored in its sealed original containers, in well-

-+ aired, fresh and dry storehouses or in shaded and possibly well-aired

-. places. It is recommended that the product be kept away from sources

. of heat, free flames, or spark-generating equipment. The biological

_aetivity of the product remains practically unvaried for 3 years un-
der environmental conditions, provided the product is stored in its
unopened and undamaged original containers, in shaded and pos-
sibly well-aired places.

APPLICATION: Used for season-long weed control in corn, sor-
ghum, and certain other crops. At highest rates it is used for non-
selective weed control in noncropped areas.

Crisatrina™® is a preemergent and early postemergent herbicide
for use on corn, sorghum, coffee, African oil palm, sugareane, pine-
apples, citrus groves, and bananas.

FORMULATIONS: Atranex*, 50% and 80% wettable powder, 4 Ib./
gal. lowable, 4L liquid, Griffex* 4L contains 4 pounds flowable atra-
zine. Drexel Atrazine 4L, Drexel Atrazine 5L {(contains 5 pounds of
flowable etrazine/gallon), Drexel Atrazine §0W, and Drexel Atrazine
DF. Shell* Atrazine ;L (4 pounds flowable), Shel