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Presenter
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Good evening, CAG and public. My name is Jacob Runge, and I’m the hazardous waste engineer and project manager for the non-Superfund northern portion of the McLouth property, owned by Riverview-Trenton Railroad Company. I am also overseeing the demolition phase of the Superfund McLouth site, from a hazardous waste perspective. Most people here have met me previously, but if not – it is a pleasure.I’ll be providing a brief update on what’s going on at RTRR right now, what the future might hold, and the torch cutting activities on the Southern portion which generated a lot of community interest. 



Presenter
Presentation Notes
So, starting with the RTRR parcel, which is outlined in blue or purple there… As a recap, DSC, who owned the larger McLouth property at the time, sold the 76-acre tract to RTRR in 2000ish trying to avoid bankruptcy. The property was intended to be redeveloped into an intermodal shipping port, using existing rail spurs. This obviously never happened, as the site is still waiting on redevelopment.Historic waste management units are labeled.Site investigation hasn’t been interrupted to this point, outside of a delay in activities back in April due to COVID/the stay-at-home order. Regular groundwater monitoring hasn’t been iaffected, and the contractors have been slug testing to better understand the hydraulic properties of the aquifer on site



Phase I (where we are now)
o Investigate five waste management units

o Prepare and implement dust control plan

o Investigate groundwater contamination

o Evaluate stormwater management

o Utilize applicable Part 201 environmental protection 
standards adopted in Part 111

Presenter
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Phase I is where we’re currently at, and these steps listed are taken directly from the current Corrective Action Consent Order (signed in August 2018). That is a legally enforceable agreement between EGLE and an owner/operator of a facility to meet environmental response obligations. This work has to be completed by April 12, 2021 (just under 3 months from today).12 groundwater monitoring wells have been installed, with a years worth of quarterly sampling. Two of the five waste management unit reports have been submitted. The data collected by the property owners/operators will be submitted in one large report before that deadline, though EGLE has collected our own samples alongside theirs’ to act as an audit of sorts. We don’t necessarily expect identical results, but similar. In the next 90 or so days, I expect the other three waste management unit reports, a groundwater report, and a stormwater management report.



Phase II (potential/future)
oThe need to develop and implement corrective measures to address 
groundwater contamination.

oThe need to implement stormwater/surface water run-off mitigation 
measures identified.

oThe need for additional unplanned monitoring and maintenance 
determined to be necessary after completion of the Work pursuant to 
the Work Plan.

oThe need to further investigate and implement corrective measures for 
new WMUs or AOCs identified during the course of implementation of 
the Work that are not required to be addressed through Interim 
Measures.

oThe need to further investigate and/or address contamination whose 
source is the RTRR Facility in soil, groundwater, or sediment beyond the 
RTRR Facility boundary, where necessary to protect human health and 
the environment.

Presenter
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Phase II is where we’re headed. That’s defined as corrective actions necessary at RTRR to comply with Part 111 (Michigan’s hazardous waste guiding law) that are not defined in the Scope of Work attached to the current Corrective Action Consent Order. The need for, and scope of, any corrective action in Phase II will be determined based on the outcomes of what’s happening right now. Apologies for the wall of text, but those are exactly how the “what ifs” of the Phase I outcomes are defined verbatim.That is what’s going on at RTRR, which will really get rolling here in the next few months. 



Questions on RTRR?

- RUNGEJ@MICHIGAN.GOV -
- 517 242 8496 -



Southern (Superfund) Demo
The structural demolition of the Mill Building 
completed on 10/26/2020

Work ceased until Spring 2021
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EGLE’s role is joint oversight with the US EPA, who is the lead agency on the project. Like Brian mentioned, structural demolition of the Mill Building was completed on October 26, 2020 and fulfilled the obligation in the Purchase Agreement with Wayne County – not the Settlement Agreement with EPA/EGLE.Right now, no one is on site other than security. Remaining in the Settlement Agreement work is general site cleanup, grading surfaces, and finishing backfilling subsurface structures like vaults, pits, basements, that sort of thing. 



Skulls
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Skulls are solidified steel and slag resulting from the steelmaking process. There were six of these on the property, and according to MSC 3.5 remain. These skulls are approx. 120 tons a piece, and the reason they are torch-cutting is to get them into legally shippable pieces, due to that enormous weight. The torch cutting is outside of both the Purchase Agreement with Wayne County and the Settlement Agreement between MSC, EPA, and EGLE. The activity itself is under EGLE oversight. 



Composition

Iron: 95.36 %
Silicon: 1.61 %
Cobalt: 0.97 %
Manganese: 0.71 %

Sulfur: 0.69 %
Zinc: 0.44 %
Titanium: 0.15 %
Zirconium: 0.045 % 
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The chemical makeup of these “skulls”, to the best of our knowledge, is listed here.EGLE received a number of complaints from local residents regarding smoke and odors around August 21, near the time when the site started the torch-cutting operation.EGLE received a second influx of complaints on and around September 21. MSC/ASTI voluntary suspended torch-cutting after September 21 in order to re-evaluate the process.To recap - an AQD inspector conducted investigations on both August 21 and September 21, though their direct observations were insufficient at that time to establish a nuisance case pursuant to AQD Rule 901 (nuisance) based on either odors or fallout.  Nevertheless, reddish-brown plumes evident in photographs and witnessed by EGLE staff established particulate emissions are traveling off-site, at least on occasion.
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MSC claimed a permit exemption under air quality rules as means of environmental compliance.The goal of any exemption is to address unintended regulatory burdens that would not provide any meaningful environmental gain. Think low-emitting air pollution sources, home furnaces, bench scale fume hoods like a laboratory or maintenance welding. That exemption determination is made at the facility’s risk. 



Rule 278(a) letter

All exempt operations must, in theory, demonstrate 
that the activity in question is not excluded from 
exemption by AQD Rule 278 – proving they meet 
the exemption

AQD felt letter was appropriate in this case
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All exempt operations must, in theory, demonstrate that the activity in question is not excluded from exemption by AQD Rule 278 – proving they meet the exemption.In brief, there are certain operations which are not eligible for an exemption.  These processes are typically larger in nature than the typical exempt activity and thereby have the potential to be subject to certain federal regulations, notably the federal New Source Review regulations and the major source MACT (federal air toxics) standards.  If indeed subject, they are required to obtain a permit.Typically, a short-term metal cutting operation would not come close to approaching the Rule 278 emissions limits, but since the length of this activity seemed to grow from a few weeks to a few months AQD felt asking the questions was appropriate in this case.



Response

Rule 278 appears to not disqualify this activity from 
exemption, and Rule 285(2)(j)(i) for portable torch 
cutting appears eligible for use in this case.

Compliance is determined based upon the 
outcomes observed and measured
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What did AQD find? MSC responded within the 30 day timeframe, but AQD had further questions for regarding their method of calculation of emissions. After a factor correction (if I recall correctly, a factor was misapplied to the torch cutting as plasma cutting), AQD determined that they do meet the Rule 278 exemption and confirmed that the portable torch cutting also fell under the appropriate rule (as opposed to something like a dedicate scrapping operation, which would also trigger a permit requirement).MSC also included in their response letter several measures already-taken and to-be-taken to minimize particulate matter emissions from the torch cutting of skulls at the McLouth site – including using a pair of dust boss mist fans and a water truck for smoke control, cutting only during specific wind/weather parameters, and real-time air monitoring with iron as a parameter. The AQD appreciates the efforts to be undertaken and believes the measures will have a positive effect, but ultimately, compliance is determined based upon the outcomes observed and measured, irrespective of how stringent of measures are applied.



What’s next?

Torch cutting expected to resume when 
workers are back on-site

Michigan.gov/air
◦ “Submit an air quality complaint” on the right 

side of the screen
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Work has been stopped for the winter, the trigger for return to site will be receipt of enough backfill material (asphalt millings) to resume our backfilling.Torch cutting will commence upon the return, too, but I will be notified if those plans change – expect that to be relayed to you via the CAG.The burden falls on the facility to obey the laws. When notification comes that the torch cutting will resume, EGLE will be making regular trips to the site for oversight. 

http://www.michigan.gov/air


Questions?

- RUNGEJ@MICHIGAN.GOV -
- 517 242 8496 -
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