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I. DECLARATION
1.1 Site Name and Location

Proposed Del Amo Superfund Site
Los Angeles, CA

1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the Del Amo Waste Pits
Operable Unit (Waste Pits OU) of the Proposed Del Amo Superfund Site (Del Amo Site), in Los
Angeles, California, chosen in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments
and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and, to the extent practicable, the National
Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the Administrative Record.

The State of California concurs with the selected remedy.
1.3 Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site, if not addressed by
implementing the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

1.4 Description of the Sele Reme

The remedy selected in this ROD for the Del Amo Waste Pits Operable Unit is the first of
three planned RODs for the Del Amo Site. This ROD addresses the waste, soil and subsurface
gas contaminated by hazardous substances within the 4-acre Waste Pits Area of the Del Amo
Site (see Figure 1). This ROD selects a final remedy for the Waste Pits Area addressing potential
human exposures to waste pit contaminants at or near the ground surface. This ROD also selects
an interim groundwater remedy for the Waste Pits Area by selecting measures to prevent
continued migration of hazardous substances from the waste pits or surrounding soil to the
groundwater. The Waste Pits Area is one of many sources of groundwater contamination at the
overall Del Amo Site.

The remedy selected in this ROD addresses the principal threat remaining at the Waste
Pits Area by selecting actions that will prevent future releases of hazardous substances from the
remaining waste materials present in the waste pits, either upward to the surface, downward into
the groundwater, or laterally out from the pits, that would create unacceptable risks to public
health or welfare or the environment. The ROD also selects measures intended to prevent
additional contamination of groundwater beneath the Waste Pits Area by selecting response
actions to clean-up hazardous substance contamination that had been previously released from
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the waste pits and is currently present in the vadose zone soils.

The major components of the selected remedy for this action include:

Placement of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the Waste Pits Area as described in this
ROD and associated soil gas monitoring;

Installation of surface water controls to prevent ponding of water on the cap and to
prevent runoff onto adjacent properties;

Installation and operation of a soil vapor extraction system (SVE) beneath the Waste
Pits Area to achieve the interim soil remediation standards established in this ROD;

Installation of security fencing around the treatment units associated with the cap and
SVE systems;

Implementation of deed restrictions prohibiting future residential use of the Waste Pit
Area and prohibiting any future use of the Waste Pits Area that could threaten the
integrity of the RCRA equivalent cap;

Long-term operation and maintenance of all of the above and related components of
the remedy selected in this ROD.

1.5 Statutory Determinations

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with
federal and state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Components
of the selected final remedy satisfy the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment
that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-Site above health-
based levels, a review will be conducted at least once every five years after commencement of
the remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of public
health or welfare or the environment.

1.6 Signature

Hoim A Takat—— 9-5-977
Keith A. Takata, Director DATE
Superfund Division

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX
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II. DECISION SUMMARY
2.1 Name, Location, Description

The proposed Del Amo Superfund Site (Del Amo Site) is located in the city of Los
Angeles, California. (See Location Map - Figure 1). It is located in a section of the city known
as the Harbor Gateway, a narrow appendage of the city approximately a half mile wide that
extends from the main body of the city south to the coast near Long Beach, CA. The Site sits
approximately 6 miles south of the main body of the city and 10 miles north of the Pacific Coast.
To date, EPA's investigation of the Site has focused on the 280 acres formerly occupied by a
synthetic rubber manufacturing operation and on the associated groundwater contamination. The
subject of this ROD is the Waste Pits Area, a 4-acre portion of the Site that sits at the southemn
boundary of the area formerly occupied by the synthetic rubber manufacturing operation. The
Waste Pits Area consists of two parcels: Lot 36 and Lot 37, as identified on the Los Angeles
County Assessor's Map Number 7351-034 Northwest.

The proposed Del Amo Site sits adjacent to the junction of Interstate Highways 405 (the
San Diego Freeway) and 110 (the Harbor Freeway). The City of Los Angeles appendage, within
which sits the Site, and the adjacent unincorporated areas, are sandwiched between the cities of
Torrance to the west and Carson to the east. The area that was once occupied by the synthetic
rubber manufacturing operation is bounded by 190th St. on the north, Del Amo Blvd. on the
south, roughly Normandie Ave. on the west, and Interstate 110 on the east.

The Waste Pits Area encompasses approximately 4 acres and sits adjacent to the southern
Site boundary of the area once occupied by synthetic rubber manufacturing operation. The
Waste Pits Area is bounded by industrial and commercial development on the north and Del
Amo Boulevard with adjacent residences on the south. Electrical power transmission easements
run along the Waste Pits Area's northern and southern boundaries, and two major underground
petroleum and chemical pipeline corridors run along it’s southern boundary. The adjacent area
south of the Waste Pits Area is a residential community, within the jurisdiction of unincorporated
Los Angeles County.

Today, the area formerly occupied by the synthetic rubber manufacturing operation is
mostly being used for light industrial and commercial purposes, including food processing, light
manufacturing, and warehousing. There are a few vacant parcels that have not been redeveloped,
including the Waste Pits Area. The adjacent lands to the north are also used for light industrial
and commercial purposes, as are the lands on the west (which include several aircraft
manufacturing facilities and active chemical plants). The land adjacent to the Site on the eastis a
freeway, and the adjacent lands on the south are residential. Del Amo Boulevard separates the
Waste Pits Area from residents’ backyards. The fronts of these residences are on 204th St.

To the west, the Montrose Chemical Corporation of California manufactured the pesticide
DDT from 1947 until 1982 at 20201 Normandie Avenue. The Montrose plant property and areas
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impacted by releases from that property, the Montrose Chemical Corporation Superfund Site,
were added to the Superfund National Priorities List in 1989.

The land upon which the Del Amo Site sits is a relatively flat alluvial plain. Underlying
the Site are alluvial deposits of sands, silts, and clays that extend down hundreds of feet. These
deposits contain four distinct and separate aquifers, the third and fourth (deepest) of which are
used for municipal drinking water. There are no surface water resources at the Site.

To date, no man-made structures from the original synthetic rubber manufacturing
operations have been discovered with the exception of the waste pits and ponds in the Waste Pits
Area. The Waste Pits Area contains the most concentrated sources of waste materials generated
by the synthetic rubber operations, as well as other related hazardous substance contamination.
The Waste Pits Area, a series of six former waste disposal pits and four former evaporation
ponds, had been covered or filled with soil at various points in the past.
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2.2 Site Hist and Enforceme ction

From 1943 until 1972, a synthetic rubber manufacturing operation, consisting of three
separate plants, covered 280 acres at the Site. Built to produce synthetic rubber during World
War 11, the 280-acre operation, from 1942 until 1955, consisted of a styrene plant operated by
Dow Chemical Co., a butadiene plant operated by Shell Oil Co., and a synthetic rubber
(copolymer) plant operated by U.S. Rubber Co., Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co., and others.
During this period, the United States owned all three plants, which were operated by the above-
noted companies under agreements with the United States. In 1955, the United States sold all
three plants to Shell Oil Company and Shell continued to operate these plants until 1971.

Synthetic rubber was produced by manufacturing styrene and butadiene separately,
piping them to the rubber plant, and then chemically synthesizing the two into synthetic rubber.
(See Figure 1 - Location Map). Raw materials and finished products were stored primarily in
aboveground tanks. Some feedstock chemicals, particularly benzene, were delivered via
underground pipeline from off-site sources. The styrene plant consisted of approximately 106
acres. The primary feedstocks for styrene manufacture were propane and crude benzene. Other
chemicals used or produced in the process include toluene, ethylbenzene, styrene, caustic,
hydrochloric acid, and sulfuric acid. The butadiene plant consisted of approximately 90 acres.
Butadiene is a gas at standard temperature and pressure. Butadiene feedstock including a
mixture of butane, butylene, and butadiene, were received primarily by pipeline. The
copolymer plant occupied approximately 82 acres. Synthetic rubber was produced in a series
of reactions by combining styrene and butadiene with lesser amounts of other chemicals
including soap solutions and acid solutions.

Within each plant, wastes from the production processes were directed into separator
units. Settled sludge from the separator units was disposed of either off-site or in a waste
disposal area located on-Site. Waste disposal impoundments were located on two parcels (the
Waste Pits Area) covering a total of approximately 4 acres at the southern boundary of the
styrene plant, including four evaporation ponds (referred to as pits 1-A through 1-C and the
eastern evaporation pond) and six waste pits (referred to as pits 2-A through 2-F). The 1-
series evaporation ponds received aqueous waste, and the 2-series pits received semi-viscous to
viscous wastes. All of the pits and ponds were unlined. (See Figure 2 - Waste Pits Area). The
2-series pits received an aluminum chloride complex, containing a large amount of
hydrocarbons. The 2-series pits also received heavy impurities and tars, including sulfur tars
from the styrene purification process. The four 1-series evaporation ponds received a variety of
materials, including acid sludge (a by-product of the treatment of benzene and sulfuric acid),
kaolin clay (used to dehydrate alcohol and produce ethylene) and lime slurry (a by-product of a
zeolite softening system). The evaporation ponds also received the heavy hydrocarbons that had
settled at the bottom of the water skimmers in the styrene plant.

Upon closure of the three plants by Shell Oil Company in 1972, the unlined pits and
ponds that were still open were covered with soil and surrounded by a double row of chain link
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fence. In 1972, Shell sold the facility and the property to a development company and the three
plants were dismantled. Most of the 280-acre area once occupied by the synthetic rubber
manufacturing operation has since been redeveloped as an industrial park.

In 1983, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) began
investigating waste disposal areas within the Waste Pits Area. In 1984, contamination was
discovered in the waste pits area and underlying soils. From 1985 until 1991, Dow Chemical
Company, Shell Oil Company and G.P. Holdings conducted RI/FS activities for Lot 36 under
a Memorandum of Agreement and subsequently under an Administrative Order with the
California Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC). In 1991, DTSC issued a Notice
of Non-Compliance and terminated the Administrative Order.

In July 1991, EPA proposed the Del Amo Site be added to EPA's National Priorities List
(NPL). Shortly after that, DTSC turned over regulatory responsibility for the Site to EPA. In
June 1996, EPA re-proposed the Site with updated technical information.

On May 7, 1992, EPA, DTSC, and two potentially responsible parties, the Shell Oil
Company and the Dow Chemical Company, entered into a Administrative Order on Consent
(U.S. EPA Docket No. 92-13) agreeing to perform an remedial investigation and feasibility
study for the Site. In addition, Dow and Shell agreed to perform an accelerated RI/FS for the
Waste Pits Area. The purpose of these activities was to determine the nature and extent of
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contamination at the Site and to determine feasible remediation options for the Site.

On July 15, 1994, EPA issued a Unilateral Administrative Order to the Shell Oil
Company following the discovery of small areas or seeps of exposed waste at Pits 2-B and 2-A.
The Order requires Shell to conduct regular inspection and maintenance of the Waste Pit Area
and in particular, to detect and cover or remove exposed waste material.

The focused RI/FS for the Waste Pits Area is contained in two documents - the Waste
Excavation Feasibility Study (WEFS) and the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS). Information
and analysis meeting Superfund requirements for a remedial investigation and baseline risk
assessment are contained in the FFSC Chapter 2 and Chapter 3, respectively, and related
appendices. On November 30, 1994, EPA issued a Notice of Tentative Disapproval to the
PRPs for the Waste Excavation Feasibility Study and the Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) for
the Waste Pits Area. These documents were unacceptable due to their “overall poor quality,
inaccurate or inappropriate assumptions, and inaccurate and unfounded conclusions.”" EPA
required the PRPs to make significant revisions to the reports. In July 1995, EPA issued a
Notice of Disapproval of the Waste Excavation FS on the grounds that it significantly failed to
adequately address EPA comments. EPA then prepared a Waste Excavation Feasibility Study,
which the PRPs incorporated into a revised FFS. EPA finally approved the revised Focused
Feasibility Study Report for the Waste Pits Area in December, 1996.



2.3 Highlights of Communi articipation

This ROD (including the Response Summary) presents the selected remedial action for
the proposed Del Amo Site Waste Pit Operable Unit. The remedial action is chosen in
accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA, and to the extent practicable, in accordance
with the National Contingency Plan. The decision for the Waste Pit Operable Unit is based on
the Administrative Record established for this action.

On December 16, 1996, EPA issued the Proposed Plan for the Del Amo Waste Pit
Operable Unit, and sought public comments on the Proposed Plan. On that date, a copy of the
Administrative Record for the Proposed Plan, which included the Focused Feasibility Study
and the Waste Excavation Feasibility Study, was placed in the local repositories near the Del
Amo Site - the Torrance Public Library and the Carson Public Library. EPA established a 60-
day period for the public to provide comments on the plan. During the comment period, EPA
held a public meeting at the Torrance Cultural Arts Center, in Torrance, CA, to discuss the
Proposed Plan with the public and receive public comments. The public comment period
ended on February 13, 1997. The Proposed Plan and the subsequent invitation to the public
meeting were both mailed to the entire Site mailing list, which includes approximately 1800
residents and other concerned citizens. In addition, the issuance of the Proposed Plan and the
location and date of the Proposed Plan Public Meeting were advertised in the local newspaper,
the Torrance Daily Breeze. In response to the comments EPA received from the public, EPA
prepared a Response Summary, which is part of this ROD.

EPA has conducted frequent public meetings since March 1994, approximately every two
to three months, to present and discuss information and issues concerning both the proposed Del
Amo Site and the adjacent Montrose Chemical Corporation NPL Superfund Site. Since assuming
the lead for the Del Amo Site from the State of California in 1991, EPA has issued 22 Fact
Sheets explaining the results of the RI sampling, the neighborhood sampling, the Site history, the
Superfund process, and other matters. 1n addition, EPA held a community workshop to describe
potential remedial alternatives in February 1996, upon initial development of draft remedial
alternatives in the Focused Feasibility Study for the Waste Pits Area.

EPA made particular efforts to inform and communicate with the community regarding
sampling conducted by EPA in residential areas adjacent to the southern boundary of the Waste
Pits Area. In October 1993 and February 1994, EPA conducted soil sampling in residential lots
adjacent to the Waste Pits Area and other residential lots adjacent to the southern boundary of the
property formerly occupied by the Styrene Plant. The results of this sampling found
contaminants associated with the Del Amo Site but at levels that did not pose an unacceptable
risk to human health. EPA provided these sampling results, by letter, to owners and occupants of
the properties sampled by EPA. EPA also discussed these results in a community meeting held
on March 22, 1995 at Halldale School Auditorium near the site.

In the summer of 1994, EPA conducted air monitoring at the Waste Pits Area and
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indoor/outdoor air monitoring at residential lots adjacent to the Waste Pits Area. These sampling
results and the results of other sampling including soil, indoor dust and drinking water sampling,
were presented in public meetings, held on May 24, 1995, and subsequent dates, at Residence
Inn, Torrance . These results also did not find contaminants associated with the Waste Pits Area
or the Del Amo Site at unacceptable levels. These sampling results were provided, via
correspondence from EPA, to occupants and owners of the parcels sampled.
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2.4 Scope and Role of QU or Response Action

This ROD is for the Waste Pits Area at the proposed Del Amo Site, the first of three
planned remedial decisions for the Site. An “operable unit” is a portion of a Site for which EPA
selects a remedial action separately from the other operable units or the overall Site. Operable
units can be defined by distinct physical areas of a Site, contaminated medium (e.g. groundwater
vs. soils), or contaminants (e.g. metals vs. solvents). For the proposed Del Amo Site, EPA has
broken RI/FS activities into three components: the Waste Pits Area, groundwiater, and the
remainder of the proposed Del Amo Site (primarily soil contamination). EPA's management
approach to groundwater and other Del Amo Site RI/FS investigations may be changed at EPA's
discretion.

Because the Waste Pits Area was the largest and most concentrated known source of
hazardous substance contamination at the proposed Del Amo Site, and because of its close
proximity to residences, EPA decided it was appropriate to accelerate the schedule for the Waste
Pits Operable Unit RI/FS.

This Record of Decision for the Waste Pits Operable Unit is a final remedial decision for
the Waste Pits area, addressing the potential for human exposure to hazardous substances on or
near the ground surface of the two lots (Lot 36 and Lot 37) that make up the Waste Pits Area.
However, this ROD is an interim remedial decision for groundwater by addressing the potential
for migration of hazardous substances at the Waste Pits area from the waste material, soil or to
groundwater. This ROD is an interim remedial decision for groundwater because the actions
selected in this ROD pertain only to the Waste Pits area as a groundwater contaminant source.
There are other areas that are sources of groundwater contamination at the Del Amo Site in
addition to the Waste Pits Area. Generally, EPA selects interim actions which are anticipated to
be consistent with a final remedy. The groundwater operable unit ROD will select final remedial
actions, if any, for the Site-wide groundwater contamination. In so doing, the groundwater
operable unit ROD may include adjustments to groundwater-related decisions made in this ROD.
This ROD does not make any remedial decision concerning the groundwater beneath the Waste
Pits Area or any other area of the proposed Del Amo Site.

A decision concerning remedial actions, if any, to address groundwater contamination
will likely be the next remedial decision made by EPA for the proposed Del Amo Site.
Groundwater contamination at the Site (including known human carcinogens) appears to exhibit
the potential to spread and to reach aquifers being used for drinking water unless response
activities are taken. Any principal threats associated with the groundwater will be identified in
the studies, remedial plans and selections for the groundwater operable unit. The third and final
EPA ROD will address the remainder of the proposed Del Amo Site other than the waste pits and
groundwater, principally soil contamination. Any principal threats associated with soils in the
rest of the Del Amo facility will be identified in the studies, remedial plans and selections for the
operable unit covering the remainder of the Del Amo Site.
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2.5 Summary of Site Characteristic

The Waste Pits Area consists of four former evaporation ponds and six former disposal
'pits on two lots (Lots 36 and 37 of the Los Angeles County Assessors Map Number 7351-034
Northwest). See Figure 2. The former evaporation ponds have been designated as “Pits 1A,
1B, 1C,” and the “Eastern Evaporation Pond.” The former disposal pits have been designated
as “Pits 2A, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, and 2F.” All of the series 2 Pits and Pits 1B and 1C are located
on Lot 36, which is owned by a subsidiary of Shell Oil Company, Triton Diagnostics.
Currently, Lot 36 of the Waste Pits Area is a vacant lot, surrounded by a double row of chain-
link fencing and covered by soil fill and weeds. An earthen mound approximately 15 feet high
is present over the western portion of the area. Pursuant to a unilateral administrative order,
Shell Oil Company conducts regular inspections of Lot 36 as well as regular fence
maintenance and weed mowing. Pit 1-A and the Eastern Evaporation Pond are located on Lot
37 which is owned by Western Waste Industries. Lot 37 is also currently a vacant lot covered
by soil fill and vegetation and surrounded by a double row chain-link fence.

The waste material in the pits contains two main types of hazardous substances that are
of concern: semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) and volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) (see Table 1). Soil beneath and adjacent to the waste material is also contaminated
with SVOCs and VOCs. Benzene, a VOC and known human carcinogen, is the most
frequently found hazardous substance and is present in the highest concentration of all VOCs
found in the waste, the soil, and the groundwater of the Waste Pits Area. The SVOCs found
most often and in the highest concentration in both the waste and soil of all Polycyclic
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) is naphthalene. Naphthalene is not classified as a human
carcinogen, but it can cause a number of adverse health effects in humans resulting from acute
or chronic exposure, including cataracts, dermatitis, and anemia. Concentrations of metals
detected in the waste pits were below PRGs (preliminary remediation goals) except for arsenic.
Arsenic was detected at a concentration of 25 mg/kg, which exceeds arsenic’s PRG of 2.4
mg/kg. This is consistent with background levels of arsenic in California soils, which
typically have such elevated concentrations. Hydrogen sulfide (H,S) was also found, with the
maximum emission rate being from the 2-series pits, 2-C, 2-D and 2-F, at 11,060 mg/m?/min,
upon disturbance.

The waste material in pits 1B and 1C (former evaporation ponds) is covered with 24
feet of soil fill, and the waste extends down an average of 9 feet. The waste material in the 2-
series pits (former disposal pits 2A - 2F) is covered with 3-15 feet of soil fill, and the waste
extends down 21 to 32 feet. The estimated volume of the waste material itself is 15,600 yd®,
and the estimated volume of very heavily contaminated soil adjacent to the waste material is
17,100 yd®. Beneath several of the pits, contaminated soil extends down to the water table, a
depth of approximately 60 feet. The lateral extent of the contaminated soil is roughly confined
within the inner fence that surrounds the pits. The estimated volume of these farther reaches
of contzminated soil surrounding the pits is 300,000 yd>.

The groundwater beneath the pits is heavily laden with hazardous substances from both
the waste pits as well as other upgradient sources. The predominant contaminants present in
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the groundwater beneath and immediately downgradient of the pits are: benzene, ranging from
12,000 ppb to 470,000 ppb and averaging 171,000 ppb in the monitoring wells as of the late
1996 sampling round, ethylbenzene ranging from less than 100 ppb to 15,000 ppb and
averaging 4,200 ppb, and phenol, ranging from 29 ppb to 440 ppb and averaging 180 ppb in
the same monitoring round. The data shows a sharp rise in groundwater contaminant
concentrations in the immediate vicinity of the Waste Pits Area, as compared to the monitoring
wells further upgradient. This is indicative of the Waste Pits Area being a source of '
groundwater contamination. If the Waste Pits were not a source, the grounidwater contaminant
concentrations from upgradient sources would decline as the water moved downgradient.

Thus, the data clearly indicates that contaminants from the waste pits are migrating to and
causing significant contamination of the underlying groundwater. The data also shows there is
contamination in the soil underlying the waste pits. Contamination has migrated through the
waste pits and into the vadose zone.

TABLE 1 - Chemicals of Concern at Waste Pits Area
(parts per million, ppm)
Chemical 1-Series Pits 2-Series Pits Soil Below Soil Adjacent
Total Semi-volatile 1,000 ppm - 22 ppm - 1 ppm - ND* -
Organic Compounds | 38 000 ppm 30,200 ppm 10,199 ppm 1,393 ppm
| Total votaite 126 ppm - 2,300 ppm - ND* - ND* -
Organic Compounds | 4 600 ppm 117,000 ppm 42,640 ppm 10,400 ppm

*Not Detected

Pit 1-A was excavated in the mid-1980's and soil contamination data was collected
beneath the excavation floor before the excavation was backfilled with clean soil. The
excavation was 6 feet deep at the eastern end, 25 feet deep at the western end, and covered the
areal extent of Pit 1-A. Contaminant concentrations in the soil beneath the floor of the
excavation ranged from nondetect to 16,000 ppm for naphthalene and from nondetect to
13,000 ppm for phenanthrene. It is believed that, similar to other pits, contamination in the
soil beneath Pit 1-A extends to the water table.

Based on the analytical results from soil borings reported in the FFS, EPA has
concluded that the Eastern Evaporation Pond does not contain soil contamination at
unacceptable levels. Therefore given available information, EPA in this record of decision is
determining that no remedial action at the Eastern Evaporation Pond is warranted at this time.

The exposure pathways of concern for the Waste Pits Area are groundwater exposure

and surface exposure. The possibility of volatile contaminants migrating to nearby homes and
causing exposure to residents was investigated, but EPA found it not to be an exposure
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pathway of concern. The groundwater beneath the Waste Pits is heavily laden with
contaminants from the pits, as shown by the high contaminant levels found in the groundwater
investigations. To investigate potential surface exposures, air emission tests were conducted
above the waste and adjacent contaminated soil. Results indicated that all the pits contain
waste that is capable of emitting significant levels of VOCs into the air if disturbed (i.e.
excavated). The 2-series pits are capable of emitting significant levels of hydrogen sulfide
(H,S) gas if the waste comes into contact with air. Emissions of benzene and H,S gas into the
atmosphere are of greatest concern due to adverse health effects that could result from
exposure.

Emissions were measured during a “downhole flux monitoring” investigation, the
results of which are summarized in a report entitled “Data Summary Report, Measurement of
Emissions Rates and Specifications of Vapor Phase Contaminants from Disturbed Waste,”
prepared by Dames & Moore, dated April 30,1996. This investigation found VOC emissions
including benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene and styrene. Benzene was found at a maximum
concentration of 24,000 mg/kg at 35 ft bgs (below ground surface) and ethylbenzene at a
maximum concentration of 18,000 mg/kg, also at 35 ft bgs. VOC concentrations were less in
1-B and 1-C then in the 2-Series pits. SVOCs detected in the pits included anthracene,
chrysene, fluorene and naphthalene. Hydrocarbon emissions were higher in the 2-Series pits
(10* -10° ug/m*/min) than the 1-B and 1-C pits (10° -10° ug/m?*/min). Hydrogen sulfide (H,S)
was found, with the maximum emission rate being from the 2-series pits, 2-C, 2-D and 2-F, at
11,060 mg/m?*/min. Non-methane hydrocarbons were found at a maximum concentration of
50,000 ppmv (parts per million volume).

Soil gas and air monitoring were also conducted in the vicinity of the pits and
fenceline, the results of which are summarized in “Final Report, Ambient Air, Surface Flux,
and Soil Gas Characterization” prepared by CH2M Hill, dated January 26, 1996. The ambient
air monitoring detected benzene in the range of 0.57 - 3.2 ppbv, which is within background
concentration ranges. Soil gas testing found benzene (maximum concentration 35 ppbv),
toluene (51 ppbv), 1,2 xylene (43 ppbv), and styrene (3.1 ppbv). These concentrations do not
result in indoor concentrations above PRGs in adjacent residential properties. Surface Flux
testing revealed a maximum benzene concentration of 180 ppbv, a maximum styrene
concentration of 9.3 ppbv, and a maximum hydrogen sulfide concentration of 9 ppbv. This
value is within the range of background ambient air concentrations.

The backyard soil samples from residences on 204th street are summarized in a
memorandum from Tom Dunkelman, then Project Manager for the EPA, dated December 3,
1993. The results showed that arsenic, total chromium and benzo pyrene were all below
PRG’s. DDT was the only contaminant that was found in concentrations above the PRGs,
which is attributed to the Montrose Site.

Residential indoor and outdoor air monitoring was summarized in the report entitled
“Final Report, Residential Indoor Air Characterization Study, West 204th Street Temporary
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Relocation Zone” prepared by CH2M Hill, dated March 16, 1996. Benzene was found above
its PRG of 7.0 ppbv at two residences. In the first residence, 1051 204th St, the concentration
was 11.6 ppbv; upon additional testing, however, benzene was found to be below its PRG.
The original value was thought to be from a gas line leak. At the second residence, 1063
204th St., benzene was found at a concentration of 8.7 ppbv. Household cleaning products
were removed and additional testing was performed where benzene was found to be below its
PRG. The backyard air sampling found the ambient air to be within background
concentrations. '
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2.6 Summary of Site Risks

To determine the potential health risks resulting from contamination at hazardous waste
Sites, EPA conducts risk assessments. An EPA risk assessment estimates the potential adverse
effects on human health from potential exposure to Site chemicals using Site data and a
theoretical model. To do this, the risk assessment must first assume how the area and its
surroundings are to be used, determine who might be affected by the Site, and ascertain the
pathway by which they may be affected. The risk assessment must then utilize Site data to
determine which chemicals people may be exposed to and at what concentrations, and then
select assumptions for the frequency and duration of the exposure. Finally, health information
about each chemical is combined with all the other data and assumptions mentioned, to
calculate the risk. Conservative assumptions as well as limitations to both our knowledge and
the risk calculations must be recognized when drawing conclusions and utilizing these
calculations to make remedial decisions.

As stated in Chapter 3 of the FFS, the waste pits baseline risk assessment (risk
assessment) assumed that the future use of the Waste Pits Area would remain consistent with
current uses, and that the current conditions of the Waste Pits Area would remain in the
future. These assumptions include the Waste Pits Area being surrounded by a double row of
chain-link fence, soil fill covering the waste, and the area being routinely inspected and
maintained. The risk assessment also assumed that the people most affected by any hazardous
substance releases from the Waste Pits Area would be residents located at the fence line on the
south side of the pits, office workers located at the northern fence line, and a maintenance
worker on the waste pits Site itself. Finally, it assumed that the existing controls described
above would prevent direct contact with waste and contaminated soil, and therefore, the only
pathway by which people could be exposed to the chemicals at or near the ground surface
would be from inhaling chemical vapors.

The risk assessment did not quantitatively evaluate potential future exposures that might
occur if conditions at the Waste Pits Area were to change (e.g., if the soil fill cover over the
waste were allowed to erode,). If those conditions should change, exposures and resultant
risks to humans at or in the vicinity of the Waste Pits Area would likely be substantially higher
and at unacceptable levels.

The risk assessment also did not quantitatively evaluate risks associated with
contaminated groundwater. Because this ROD selects an interim, not final action for
‘groundwater, potential risks associated with groundwater will be assessed separately and
presented at the time EPA issues its proposed remedial plan for groundwater at the Del Amo
Site. While groundwater risks are not included in the risk assessment that is presented in the
FFS, it should be noted that it is unlikely that any persons would be exposed to vapors from the
pits and the groundwater contaminated by the pits at the same time. EPA believes that these two
types of risk can be considered independently.
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The risk assessment evaluated current and future risks in order to provide a basis for
cleanup decisions contained in this ROD. The risk assessment did not evaluate past exposures to
hazardous substances that may have been released from the Waste Pits Area in the past nor does
the risk assessment evaluate the possible health effects that could arise from those exposures, if
they existed.

The risk assessment was performed utilizing Site data from soil gas and “flux chamber”
sampling of the waste material and adjacent soil at the Waste Pits Area. All contaminants
detected in these sampling events were then evaluated by the risk assessment (see Table 2 for the
contaminant list). To define the contaminant concentrations to which residents, office workers,
and maintenance workers would be exposed under various scenarios, the flux chamber data were
used as input to an air dispersion model. The model calculated the hypothetical contaminant
concentrations at the fence lines surrounding the pits, where it was assumed the office workers
and residents would be located.

The reasonable maximum exposures were calculated using conservative assumptions.
These included: (1) assuming that the emissions emanate from both the waste and the
surrounding soil; (2) assuming that all of the area of waste pits emit at the maximum emission
rate ever measured at any point on the pits; (3) assuming that the soil adjacent to the pits emits at
the same rate as the pits; and (4) assuming that the exposed populations are working or living
directly at the fence line. An air dispersion model was used to assist in making these evaluations.
It was assumed that the maintenance workers would be present at the Waste Pits Area. The risk
assessment assumed that the neighboring residents live at the fence line 24 hours/day, 350
days/year, for 30 years, and that the office workers are working at the fence line 10 hours/day, 5
days/week, for 25 years. The assessment compared Site maintenance workers’ potential
exposure to the OSHA Permissible Exposure Limits (PELs) for the workplace because they
would be expected to work at the Waste Pits Area only periodically.

EPA uses two different indicators that describe a chemical’s potential health effects: the
“carcinogenic effects” and the “non-carcinogenic effects.” To calculate carcinogenic effects, the
risk assessment began with “cancer potency factors” (CPFs). The cancer potency factors for the
chemicals of concern for the waste pits are shown in Table 2. Cancer potency factors have been
developed by EPA’s Carcinogenic Assessment Group for estimating excess lifetime cancer risks
associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemicals. CPFs, which are expressed in
units of (mg/kg-day), are multiplied by the estimated intake of a potential carcinogen, in mg/kg-
day, to provide an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetime cancer risk associated with
exposure at that intake level. The term “upper bound” reflects the conservative estimate of the
risks calculated from the CPF. Use of this approach makes under-estimation of the actual cancer
risk highly unlikely. Cancer potency factors are derived from the results of human
epidemiological studies or chronic animal bioassays to which animal-to-human extrapolation and
uncertainty factors have been applied.

Excess lifetime cancer risks were then determined by multiplying the chemical intake
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level with the cancer potency factor. These risks are probabilities that are generally expressed in
scientific notation (e.g., 1x10® or 1E-6). An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1x10% indicated that,
as a plausible upper bound, an individual has an extra one in one million chance of developing
cancer as a result of Site-related exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year lifetime under the
specific exposure conditions at a Site.

Non-carcinogenic effects are calculated using factors called “Reference doses™ (RfDs).
The Reference doses for the chemicals of concern for the waste pits are shown in Table 2.
Reference doses have been developed by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health
effects from exposure to chemicals exhibiting non-carcinogenic effects. RfDs, which are
expressed in units of mg/kg-day, are estimates of maximum quantities to which someone,
including sensitive individuals, can be exposed for a long period of time without appreciable risk
of harmful effects. Estimated intakes of chemicals from environmental media (e.g., the amount
of a chemical ingested from contaminated drinking water) can be compared to the RfD. RfDs are
derived from human épidemiological studies or animal studies to which uncertainty factors have
been applied (e.g., to account for the use of animal data to predict effects on humans). These

uncertainty factors help ensure that RfDs will not underestimate the potential for adverse non-
carcinogenic effects to occur.

TABLE 2

TOXICITY CRITERIA FOR CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN

\ Chemicals Cancer Oral Ingestion Iinhalation

of Classification| Slope Factor Reference Dose Slope Factor Reference Dose
|__Potential Concern (ka-d/mg) {mg/kg-d) (kg-d/mg) (mg/kg-d)
Benzene A 0.029 0.0017 7 0.029 0.0017
sec-Butylbenzene nd 0.01 0.01
1.2-Dichlorobenzene D 0.09 0.057
1.4-Dichlorobenzene C 0.024 0.23 0.024 0.23
Ethylbenzene D 0.10 0.29
Hydrogen sulfide nd 0.003 0.00029
Isopropylbenzene nd .0.04 0.0026
Isopropyltoluene nd 0.20 0.11
Methylene chloride B2 0.0075 0.06 0.0016 0.86
Napthalene D 0.04 0.04
Phenanthrene nd 0.04 0.04
n-Propylbenzene nd 0.04 0.0026
Styrene nd 0.20 0.29
Tetrachloroethene nd 0.052 0.01 0.002 0.01
Toluene D 0.20 0.11
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene nd 0.05 0.05
1.3,5-Trimethylbenzene nd 0.05 0.05
Xylene (mixed) I > DU 20 4.1 02 |

Cancer Classification:

A = human carcinogen; 81 = probable human carcinogen, limited human data;
B2 = probable human carcinogen (sufficient evidence in animals, inadequate or no evidence in humans),
C = possible human carcinogen; D = not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity;

nd = no data.
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Potential concern for non-carcinogenic effects of a single contaminant in a single medium
is expressed as the Hazard Quotient (“HQ,” the ratio of the estimated intake derived from the
contaminant concentration in a given medium to the contaminant’s reference dose). By adding
the HQs for all contaminants within a medium or across all media to which a given population
may reasonably by exposed, the Hazard Index (HI) can be generated. The HI provides a useful
reference point for gauging the potential significance of multiple contaminant exposures within a
single medium or across media. A Hazard Index of 1 or greater indicates the potential for
adverse health effects from exposure to the chemicals at the given concentrations and exposure
durations.

For surface emission exposures, the risk assessment results show that the maximum
cumulative risk to the residents is 2x10 (2 in one million lifetime chance of death by cancer),
the maximum cumulative risk to the office worker is 3x107 (3 in ten million lifetime chance of
death by cancer), and the maintenance worker’s exposure is always below the OSHA Permissible
Exposure Limit. When evaluating non-cancer effects, the risk assessment found that the Hazard
Index for all the contaminants in all the exposure scenarios is less than 1, indicating that persons
would not be exposed to waste pits contaminants above levels of concern.

Based on the assumptions described above, the results of the waste pits risk assessment
indicate that contaminants do not currently pose an unacceptable threat to human health for
persons living or working at the ground surface at or near the pits, provided that the physical
conditions and emissions rates from the pits stay as they are today. (see Table 3). However,
while surface risks under current conditions are acceptable, there remains nonetheless a
significant possibility that a release of hazardous substances could occur that would result in an
unacceptable risk. Specifically, if the waste pits were disturbed, significant emissions of volatile
contaminants, particularly hydrogen sulfide, could be released, which could pose a significant
and unacceptable risk to the public. There is substantial uncertainty regarding the reliability of
the risk assessment assumption that the existing conditions (i.e. fencing) is adequate to prevent
human intrusions into the Site and potential human incursions into the waste itself. Any future
development activities which include trenching or excavations for structures, pipeline or utilities
would result in disturbance of the soil and waste materials resulting in the release of hazardous
substance. Such human incursions could result from digging since the 1-series pits are only
covered with 2-4 feet of soil. Finally, natural incursions could take place that would expose
waste material to the surface, such as acute erosion from large storm events (the 1-series pits are
only covered with 2-4 feet of soil). Emissions testing of disturbed waste, conducted in 1974 and
1992, indicate that upon disturbance, the waste material can emit volatile contaminants at
concentrations as high as 11,060 mg/m?min hydrogen sulfide, 68,000 mg/m?min benzene and
1000 mg/m?/min styrene. Acute exposure to these contaminants can cause irritation, dizziness,
suffocation, and even death.

EPA’s policy on utilizing baseline risk assessments in making risk management and
remediation decisions is set out in OSWER Directive 9355.0-30, dated April 22, 1991. This
policy states, in part, that the criterion of a baseline risk from Site conditions sufficient to warrant
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remedial action can be met where Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) are exceeded in
groundwater at the Site. The groundwater beneath the waste pits Site contains contaminant
concentrations in excess of MCLs as a direct result of uncontrolled migration of waste pits
contamination into the groundwater. The FFS states, in Chapter 4, that “When material was first
deposited in the waste pits . . . it is likely that there was some amount of free liquid (e.g. aqueous
phase contamination) which migrated downward through the soil until it reached groundwater.”
Consistent with EPA policy, this exceedance of MCLs in groundwater beneath the pits supports
the need for remedial action. In this ROD, the major remedial actions selected by EPA will
result in protection of groundwater. The RCRA-equivalent cap will prevent surface water
infiltration into the Waste Pits Area which could otherwise act to carry hazardous substances,
present in the waste material or vadose zone, down into the groundwater. The SVE system will
act to protect groundwater by removing hazardous substances that are present in the vadose zone
at the Waste Pits Area or that may be released into the vadose zone in the future from the waste
materials. All groundwater under the pits is classified as a potential future drinking water source
by the State of California.

Given these uncertainties and potential risks, EPA has determined that actual or
threatened releases of hazardous substances from this Site, if not addressed by implementing the
response actions selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial endangerment to
public health, welfare, or the environment.

An assessment of ecological risks was performed when the State of California was the
lead agency for the Site. That assessment concluded that no plant species listed as rare and

endangered or sensitive were observed at the Site or in the immediate Site vicinity. EPA is
adopting these conclusions and relying on them for the purposes of this ROD.

TABLE 3

MAXIMUM RISKS

Exposed Population | Cumulative [ Cumulative | Percentage of Workplace

Cancer Risk | Non-Cancer PEL * Exposed to
Hazard Index

Residents

Office Workers

2x10e-6

3x10e-7

0.4 (children)

0.04 (adults)

Maintenance Workers

0.09% (Benzene)
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2.7 Description of Alternatives

The alternatives considered by EPA as possible cleanup options for contaminated waste
and soil at the Waste Pits Area are described below.

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO ACTION

Under this alternative, no action would be taken at the Waste Pits Area. No
remediation or monitoring of contaminated media would occur, and no access or deed
restrictions would be implemented. This alternative satisfies the NCP requirement for
inclusion of a no-action or no-further action alternative among the options considered.
Alternative 1 would neither reduce any site-related surface risk (described in Section 2.6 -
“Summary of Site Risks”) nor do anything to prevent contamination from the pits from
continuing to threaten groundwater. There would be no cost for Alternative 1. This
Alternative would not comply with the major Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARS) regarding closure of hazardous waste disposal facilities.

ALTERNATIVE 2: INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

This alternative includes maintenance of the soil and vegetation cover currently present
on the site, installation of surface water controls to prevent ponding of water and runoff onto
adjacent properties, placement of deed restrictions prohibiting future residential use or any
other use that could impact the integrity of the soil cover, and upgrading and maintaining the
existing perimeter fence. This alternative also includes groundwater monitoring to evaluate
potential changes in groundwater conditions over time.

Alternative 2 would not reduce any site-related surface risk (described in Section 2.6 -
“Summary of Site Risks”). In particular, this alternative would do little to mitigate adverse
exposures of the public to waste pit contaminants in the event that the current cap is eroded,
disturbed, or displaced. In addition, this alternative would do nothing to prevent pits
contamination from continuing to migrate into the groundwater.

The cost of Alternative 2 would be approximately $790,000 (total present worth), but it
would not meet the major relevant and appropriate ARARSs regarding closure of hazardous waste
disposal facilities. To prevent inappropriate future land use or development, this alternative
would require institutional controls that prohibit future residential use of the Waste Pits Area and
prohibiting future use which could impact the integrity of the cap.

ALTERNATIVE 3: RCRA-EQUIVALENT CAP

Under this alternative, a RCRA-equivalent cap would be constructed over the waste and
contaminated soil. There are approximately 15,600 yd® of waste in the pits and approximately
317,100 yd?® of contaminated soil surrounding the pits that would be covered by the cap. Based
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on existing information, the cap would cover slightly less than 4 acres (See Figure 3). The
RCRA-equivalent cap would consist of multiple layers, typically including a vegetated cover, a

marker bed, a drainage layer, a low permeability layer (including a high densnty plastic liner), a
gas collection layer, and a grading layer.

FIGURE 3
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The major ARARs that would be met during implementation of this action include
closure requirements for hazardous waste disposal facilities. Monitoring associated with the cap
would include soil vapor monitoring at varying depths around the pits area, which would help
determine whether any vapors are migrating or spreading laterally out from under the cap. Final
design of the cap and monitoring system would be determined during the remedial design phase
of the project. Long-term maintenance of and repairs to the cap would also be conducted.

To prevent inappropriate future land use or development, this alternative would also
require deed restrictions, prohibiting future residential use of the Waste Pits Area and prohibiting
future use which could impact the integrity of the cap.

Alternative 3 would eliminate any surface risk associated with the waste pits area. It
would also reduce the amount of contamination migrating from the waste pits and adjacent soil
into the groundwater. It would accomplish this by preventing infiltration of water from the
ground surface; however, some amount of contamination would continue to migrate into the
groundwater via vapor migration and via advection in draining soil water.

The cost of Alternative Three would be approximately $2,833,000 in capital costs,
$1,410,000 in operation and maintenance costs, and a total of $4,243,000 (all costs are shown in

22



terms of present worth).
Alternative 3 would require an estimated 6 to 12 months to design and construct.

VE4 - \" AND SOIL VAPO
OF CONTAMINATED SOIL

This alternative consists of the those actions discussed in Alternative 3, and adds a soil
vapor extraction (SVE) component. Soil vapor extraction would physically remove volatile
contaminants from soil by moving them into the soil vapor and then removing the vapor for
treatment. Under Alternative 4, the SVE system would be designed to limit the amount of
contaminants that move from the waste pits or the soils beneath the pits into the groundwater.

The SVE system would be applied to the soils under and adjacent to the pits, including
both coarse and fine-grained soil layers. The SVE system would not be applied to the waste
material itself, because it is too dense and would not provide sufficient air permeability to allow
for vapor extraction. The extracted air stream would be treated to remove the contamination
prior to being vented into the atmosphere. The actual width and depth of the soil vapor
extraction zone would vary across the area to some degree, based on a highly detailed review of
soil characteristics and contaminant distribution to be made during remedial design and system
installation. In general, the SVE coverage would extend vertically from just below each pit to
just above the capillary fringe above the groundwater table. The SVE coverage would extend
horizontally such that SVE is active wherever soil and soil vapor concentrations exceed interim
soil remediation standards. It is estimated that the volume of soil within which the SVE system
would be applied is approximately 317,100 yd®.

Interim soil remediation standards would be established to protect groundwater from
significant additional contamination emanating from the waste pits. The focus of the SVE
action, cleaning the soil to the interim soil remediation standard, would be to ensure that: (1)
contaminants already in the soils under the pits do not continue to significantly contribute to
groundwater contamination or counter future groundwater remedial efforts, and (2) contaminants
still in the waste in the pits, which may leach out of the pits in the future, cannot pass through the
soils and significantly contribute to groundwater contamination or counter future groundwater
remedial efforts.

Major ARARs would be met during operation of the SVE system including emission
standards for the vapor treatment system.

This alternative also includes appropriate soil and soil gas monitoring to evaluate
remediation progress.

The cost of Alternative Four would be approximately $6,290,000 in capital costs,
$2,690,000 in operation and maintenance costs, and a total of $8,980,000 (all costs are shown
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in terms of present worth).

Alternative 4 would require an estimated 8 to 12 months to design and construct. It is
estimated that the SVE system would have to operate for five years before meeting the interim
soil performance standards. Upon reaching those goals, the SVE system would need to be
operated whenever more contaminants migrating from the pits and adjacent soil surpass the
remediation goals set in either this ROD or as revised by the future groundwater ROD.

This alternative includes complete excavation and offsite disposal of waste within the 1
series pits and the 2 series pits, and excavation of contaminated soil 5 feet beneath and around
the boundary of these pits. The total excavation volume for Alternative 5 is estimated to be about
42,900 cubic yards. Upon removal of the waste, the risk posed by potential surface emissions
from the waste would be eliminated.

Expected high concentrations of VOC and hydrogen sulfide air emissions from disturbed
waste material would require that the excavation be performed under a temporary enclosure
equipped with a ventilation and emission control system. The ventilation system would reduce
the concentration of airborne contaminants inside the enclosure, although workers inside the
enclosure would still be required to wear protective clothing and self-contained breathing
apparatus (SCBA) tanks. Exhaust hoods would be used to capture emissions from the face of the
excavation and from the roll-off bins where excavated waste and soil would be stored prior to
offsite transport. Contaminated air exhausted from within the enclosure would be treated on-site
in a series of air treatment units prior to being released to the atmosphere. Upon excavation, the
waste and soil would be transported to an offsite incinerator for treatment.

The major ARARSs that would be met during implementation of the excavation phase
include emission standards for the air containment and treatment system, disposal restrictions for
the excavated waste, and excavation requirements.

The excavated area would be backfilled and a low-permeability cap would be installed
after backfilling is complete. The cap would be designed with surface water controls to prevent
ponding of water on its surface and to prevent runoff onto adjacent properties. Since
contaminated soil beneath the waste would be left in place, a soil vapor extraction system as
described in Alternative 4 would be required. To prevent inappropriate future land use or
development, the alternative would also require deed restrictions. This alternative also includes
groundwater monitoring to evaluate potential changes in groundwater conditions over time
associated with the remediation.

Alternative 5 would require an estimated 2 years for excavation and backfilling.
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Equipment design, procurement and construction, system start-up and shakedown, dismantling
the enclosure and other equipment after excavation is complete would add an additional 2 years
to the project, bringing the total project duration to an estimated 4 years.

The cost of Alternative 5 would be approximately $95,820,000 in capital costs,

$1,490,000 in operation and maintenance costs, and a total of $97,310,000 (all costs are shown in
terms of present worth).
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2.8 Summary of Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

This section compares the remedial alternatives described in Section 2.7. The
comparative analysis provides the basis for determining which alternative presents the best
balance of EPA’s nine Superfund evaluation criteria provided in 40 Code of Federal Regulations
Section 300.430 (f) (criteria listed below). The first two cleanup evaluation criteria are
considered threshold criteria that the selected remedial action must meet. The five primary
balancing criteria are balanced to achieve the best overall solution. The two modifying criteria,
state and community acceptance, are also considered in the remedy selection.

Threshold Criteria

1. Qverall Protection of Human Health and the Environment addresses whether an

alternative provides adequate protection from unacceptable risks posed by the site.

addresses whether an altematwe attams spec:ﬁc federal and state environmental
requirements and state facility siting requirements, or provides grounds for a waiver.

Primary Balancing Criteria

3. Long-Term Effectiven ence refers to the degree to which an alternative
provides reliable protection of human health and the environment over time.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume (TMV) through Treatment refers to the

degree to which an alternative uses treatment to reduce the health hazards of
contaminants, the movement of contaminants, or the quantity of contaminants at the site.

5. Cost evaluates the estimated capital, operation and maintenance, and indirect costs of
each alternative in comparison to other equally protective alternatives.

6. Short-Term Effectiveness addresses the degree to which human health and the
environment will be adversely impacted during construction and implementation of an
alternative.

7. Implementability refers to the technical and administrative feasibility of an alternative.

This includes technical difficulties and uncertainties and the availability of materials and
services. It also includes coordination of federal, state, and local government efforts.

Modifying Criteria

8. State Acceptance indicates whether the state agrees with, opposes, or has concerns about
the preferred alternative.
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9. Community Acceptance includes determining which components of the alternatives
people in the community support, have reservations about, or oppose.

The strengths and weaknesses of the alternatives were weighed to identify the alternative
providing the best balance with respect to the nine evaluation criteria.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The NCP requires that all alternatives be assessed to determine whether they can
adequately protect human health and the environment, in both the short term and long term, from
unacceptable risks. These risks can be mitigated by eliminating, reducing, or controlling
exposure to hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants. Overall protection of human
health and the environment draws on the assessments of other evaluation criteria, especially
long-term effectiveness and permanence, short-term effectiveness, and compliance with ARARs.
Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and volume is another important criterion for this overall
evaluation.

Alternative 1: No Action. Of all the alternatives, Alternative 1 is the least protective of
human health and the environment. Alternative 1 would not comply with ARARs for closure of
hazardous waste disposal facilities (e.g. surface capping of areas that leave hazardous waste in
place). Under Alternative 1, unchecked erosion of the surface soil cover would occur and
eventually expose contamination that in some places is only two feet below the ground surface.
Such erosion could allow direct contact with contaminants, allow water runoff and wind to
transport contaminants to nearby yards, and allow vapors to escape into the air. This alternative
would do nothing to prevent human access to the area and potential human incursion into the
uppermost layers of waste. In addition, this alternative does nothing to prevent the downward
migration of contaminants to groundwater currently in the waste and soils, and would not prevent
contamination of groundwater caused by a rising water table contacting contaminated soil.

Each of the other alternatives incorporates, at a minimum, institutional controls to attempt
to prevent human access to the contaminated area and possible human incursion into the
uppermost waste layers. Several other alternatives incorporate source control measures to
prevent further migration of contamination into the underlying aquifer. Because Alternative 1
has no provisions to prevent either potential human incursions into the contamination, continued
contaminant migration into the underlying aquifer, or contamination of groundwater caused by a
rising water table contacting contaminated soil, it is not protective of human health and the
environment.

Altemative 2; Institutiopal Contro}s. Alternative 2 also would not comply with ARARs
for closure of hazardous waste disposal facilities. However, unlike Alternative 1, Alternative 2
would include site maintenance of the existing soil cover and site fencing. Such maintenance
would repair surface erosional problems before contamination can be exposed. In addition, this
alternative provides some degree of prevention against human trespassing and potential human
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incursion into the contamination by maintaining the existing perimeter chain-link fence.
However, a perimeter chain-link fence is not a reliable long-term deterrent against trespassing,
particularly given the proximity to residential properties. Finally, this alternative does nothing to
prevent the downward migration to groundwater of contaminants currently existing in the waste
and soils, and would not prevent contamination of groundwater caused by a rising water table
contacting contaminated soil.

Several other alternatives contain more permanent measures to prevent human incursion
into the contamination than does this alternative. Also, several other alternatives incorporate
source control measures to prevent further migration of contamination into the underlying
aquifer. Alternative 2 does not have lasting, reliable measures to prevent potential human
incursion and contact with the contamination, it has no provisions to prevent continued
contaminant migration into the underlying aquifer, and it has no provisions to prevent
contamination of groundwater caused by a rising water table coming into contact with
contaminated soil. Therefore, it is not protective of human health and the environment.

Alternative 3: RCRA-Equivalent Cap. Alternative 3 complies with ARARs for closure of

hazardous waste disposal facilities by providing an appropriate surface cap over areas where
hazardous waste is left in place. Construction of a RCRA-equivalent cap would result in a
permanent cover over the Waste Pit Area that would eliminate the direct contact, ingestion and
vapor inhalation exposure pathways that could result from uncontrolled erosion or human
incursion into the contamination. The cap also provides a significant physical barrier against
human incursions into the waste. In addition, the cap would provide some degree of
groundwater protection by preventing a large amount of rainwater from infiltrating through the
waste and contaminated soil. However, Alternative 3 would not eliminate the downward
migration to groundwater of contaminants currently existing in the waste and soil, and it would
not prevent contamination of groundwater caused by a rising water table contacting contaminated
soil.

Alternatives 3 and 4 provide the second highest level of access prevention, second only to
Alternative 5, which completely removes the waste material. Whereas it could still be
theoretically possible that a human could intrude upon the cap and dig through it to expose
contamination, the undertaking would be so significant as to render the possibility extremely
unlikely. Regarding source control, Alternative 3 does not go as far as either Alternatives 4 or 5.
Alternative 3 does nothing to eliminate the other possible mechanism, vapor migration, whereby
the contamination could continue to impact the groundwater. Alternative 4 and S both
accomplish that goal through active remediation. The State Water Resources Control Board
considers groundwater beneath the pits a potential future drinking water source. For these
reasons, Alternative 3 is not fully protective of human health and the environment.

lternative 4: -Equivalen iV tion. Alternative 4 complies

with ARARs for closure of hazardous waste disposal facilities by providing an appropriate
surface cap over areas where hazardous waste is left in place. This cap would achieve the same
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objectives as the cap described in Alternative 3. In addition to the degree of groundwater
protection provided by the cap, Alternative 4 also would utilize Soil Vapor Extraction to provide
an even greater degree of protection for the groundwater by removing migrating volatile
chemicals from the soil above the water table. This would protect the groundwater aquifer from
the downward migration of contaminants that currently exist in the waste and soil, and it will
also prevent significant contamination of groundwater caused by a rising water table coming into
contact with contaminated soil.

Alternative 4, as was true for Alternative 3, would provide the second highest level of
access prevention, second only to Alternative 5, which completely removes the waste material.
The source control provided by Alternative 4 goes farther than Alternative 3 by removing
volatile contaminants from the soil above the water table via Soil Vapor Extraction. However,
Alternative 4 does not go as far as Alternative 5, which completely removes the contaminant
source material. Because the State Water Resources Control Board considers groundwater
beneath the pits a potential future source of drinking water, protection of the groundwater
becomes an important factor in comparing the alternatives. Consequently, Alternative 4 is
considered to be fully protective of human health and the environment.

md_Sml_amLE&LLa&um_Qf_CQ_nmnmm_d_Sgu Altematlve 5 comphes w1th ARARs for

closure of hazardous waste disposal facilities by excavating and removing the remaining
hazardous waste mass and providing an appropriate cap for areas with soil contamination. By
removing the waste mass, this alternative eliminates possible human exposures from direct
contact, ingestion and vapor inhalation pathways at the surface. In addition, the waste would no
longer be a source of groundwater contamination. The remaining soil contamination would be
remediated with a Soil Vapor Extraction system. The SVE system would protect the groundwater
from the downward migration of the contaminants remaining in the soil, and it would prevent
significant contamination of groundwater caused by a rising water table contacting the
contaminated soil. Alternative 5 would provide the greatest and most permanent protection of
human health and the environment in the long term because the contaminated waste mass would
be completely and permanently removed from the site. This eliminates the need to perpetually
maintain containment mechanisms, which are necessary in the alternatives that leave waste in
place.

Alternative 5 provides the highest level of prevention of direct human contact because it
completely removes the waste mass. This removal also provides the highest level of source
control against further contamination to the underlying groundwater. The soil contamination
remaining after the removal would be removed with the same SVE system as described in
Alternative 4. For these reasons, Alternative 5 is considered to be fully protective of human
health and the environment.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARsS)
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Alternatives | and 2 do not comply with ARARs. Alternatives 1 and 2 do not meet
federal and state laws and regulations identified in Attachment A regarding the safe closure and
post-closure of hazardous waste facilities. Because Alternatives 1 and 2 do not comply with the
threshold criterion of Compliance with ARARSs, they are not selected as a remedy for the waste
pits.

Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 comply with all ARARs.
Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness is evaluated through two criteria: the magnitude of the residual
risk remaining after the remedy is implemented, and the adequacy and reliability of engineering
and institutional controls.

The magnitude of the residual risks is typically gaged by the risks remaining from
untreated waste after the conclusion of remedial activities. The risk of further groundwater
contamination posed by the waste material left in place after remediation is completed would be
the same for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, is significantly less for Alternative 4, and is least of all for
Alternative 5. Each of the first 3 alternatives (No Action, Institutional Controls, and Cap
alternatives) would leave all the waste material in place. These alternatives do not treat or
remove any amount of existing contamination, allowing contaminants to continue to migrate into
" the underlying groundwater aquifer. Alternative 4 (Cap and SVE) would remove a significant
amount of VOC contamination from the vadose soils below the pits in order to significantly
reduce the continued migration of contaminants from the waste pits and surrounding soil into the
groundwater aquifer. Details regarding the exact degree of remediation that the SVE system
would accomplish are provided in Section 2.9, The Selected Remedy. By strategically removing
contamination in this way, Alternative 4 would, in the long run, prevent additional contamination
of groundwater beneath the Waste Pits Area. For this reason, Alternative 4 is superior to
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 with regards to residual risk from contamination left in place.

Alternative 5 (Excavation, Incineration, SVE, and Cap) would remove the waste material via
excavation and utilize soil vapor extraction to remove the residual contamination remaining in
the unexcavated soil. This alternative removes the most contamination and leaves the least
residual risk of all the alternatives.

The “adequacy and reliability of controls” criteria pertains to the adequacy and suitability
of controls that are used to manage residuals or untreated wastes that would remain at the site.
The adequacy of these controls for each alternative varies significantly. The potential risks
associated with the remaining waste include both surface exposure risks and risks associated with
further contaminant impacts to groundwater. Alternative 1 (No Action) provides no engineering
or institutional controls to manage either surface or groundwater risks from remaining
contamination. Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls) provides minor institutional controls to
prevent surface exposures, consisting of security fencing to prevent human access, and
maintenance of the surface soil cover to repair erosional damage. Neither of these first two

30



alternatives provide any controls against further contaminant impact to the groundwater.
Alternative 3 (Cap) provides significant and highly effective engineering controls against
surface exposures to remaining contamination by constructing a RCRA-equivalent cap over the
remaining waste and contaminated soil. The cap also provides a moderate level of control to
lessen the continued contaminant migration to groundwater. The cap provides this control by
eliminating the possibility for precipitation that falls directly on the cap to infiltrate through the
waste and contaminated soil and transport contaminants to the groundwater. There would still be
the possibility, however, for precipitation falling near the cap to spread under the cap as it
infiltrates, thus transporting some contaminants to the groundwater. These effects, however,
would be less than without the cap. In addition, there remains the possibility that the water table,
which has been steadily rising, will continue to do so and thus contact contaminated vadose soils,
adding to the contamination already in the water. Alternative 4 (Cap and SVE) provides the
same significant and highly effective engineering controls against surface exposures as does
Alternative 3. Alternative 4 provides, however, a much more significant level of control against
continued contaminant migration to groundwater. The SVE system beneath the waste would
capture a significant amount of the contaminants between the waste and the water table, thus
minimizing further contaminant migration and minimizing the additional contamination that
could be added to the groundwater as the water table rises. Alternative 5 (Excavation,
Incineration, SVE, and Cap)after removing the waste material and leaving only residual
contamination in the soil, will have minimized the need for engineering or institutional controls
for surface exposures. The engineering controls to minimize groundwater impacts from residual
soil contamination are the same as Alternative 4, consisting of an SVE system and a cap.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume (TMV) through Treatment

This evaluation criterion addresses the statutory preference for selecting remedial actions
that permanently and significantly reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment. This
criterion is evaluated according to treatment processes used and materials treated; the amount of
hazardous materials destroyed or treated; expected reductions in the toxicity, mobility, and
volume; irreversibility of the treatment; and the type and quantity of treatment residuals.

Alternative 1 (No Action) and Alternative 2 (Institutional Controls) do not meet the
statutory preference for treatment by reducing the toxicity, mobility and volume of waste or
contaminated soil through treatment in any way. Alternative 3 (Cap) does not treat any waste.
All three of these alternatives leave approximately 15,600 cubic yards of waste and 317,100
cubic yards of contaminated vadose zone soil in place. Alternative 3, however, covers this waste
and soil with a RCRA - equivalent cap. The intrinsic toxicity, and volume of waste is unaffected
by this alternative. However, Alternative 3 would reduce the mobility of the contaminants by
preventing volatile gas emissions and limiting the amount of rainfall that will infiltrate the waste
and contaminated soil and transport contaminants to the groundwater. Alternative 3, however,
does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as defined in Section 121(b)(1) of the
Superfund law 42 U.S.C. § 9621(b)(1).
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Alternative 4 (Cap and SVE) provides for some reduction of toxicity, mobility, and
volume through treatment. This alternative contains an SVE component that will remove
volatile contaminants from the soil beneath the pits so that groundwater would not be
significantly affected by contaminants from the waste pits in the future. This will reduce the
toxicity and volume of the contaminants in the soils under the pits. The volume and toxicity of
the waste material in the pits, however, would be unaffected. The mobility of contaminants will
be reduced more than in Alternative 3 (Cap only) because the SVE would capture the volatile
contaminants before they reach the groundwater and become further mobilized. The-vapors will
be treated by means of one of several treatment technologies such as thermal oxidation. SVE is
an irreversible treatment in that the contaminants, once removed, will stay removed. However,
under Alternative 4, the main mass of waste material would remain making it necessary for the
SVE system to continue removing any new contamination that enters the underlying vadose soil
from the waste pits. SVE would be applied to approximately 317,100 yd® of soil. Alternative 4
leaves approximately 15,600 cubic yards of waste in the pits beneath the cap.

Alternative 5 (Excavation, Incineration, SVE and Cap) provides the highest level of
reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume (TMV) by excavation and off-site incineration of
waste and soil vapor extraction of contaminated soil beneath the waste. The total excavation
volume for Alternative S is estimated to be about 42,000 cubic yards. This volume consists of
approximately 10,200 cubic yards of surface fill, 15,600 cubic yards of waste material, 5,200
cubic yards of contaminated soil adjacent to the pits, and 11,900 cubic yards of soil below the
pits. This action would drastically reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants at
the site, and when the waste is destroyed at an off-site incinerator, its intrinsic toxicity and
volume will be permanently destroyed. There would be approximately 289,800 yd? of
contaminated soil remaining after the excavation to which SVE would be applied. SVE would
permanently remove the volatile contaminants from these soils, thus reducing the toxicity and
volume of the contaminants in the soil.

Cost

A summary of the estimated costs for Alternative 3, 4, and 5 is presented below. Cost
estimates for Alternatives 1 and 2 are not provided because these alternatives were found to not
be protective of human health and the environment. The cost estimates presented include capital
costs, operation and maintenance costs, and net present worth. An overview of the cost analysis
as well as detailed cost break-down for each alternative, are presented in the Focused Feasibility
Report.

As shown in Table 4, the operation and maintenance costs are relatively consistent for the
three alternatives, ranging from $1.4 million to $2.69 million. The capital costs, however, vary
drastically, ranging from $2.83 million to $95.82 million. The largest jump in capital costs
between alternatives, by far, is between Alternative 4 and 5 jumping from $6.29 million to
$95.82 million. The cost of the excavation and incineration aspect of Alternative 5 accounts for
this drastic capital cost difference. The cost of Alternative 5 is more than ten times the cost of
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Alternative 4, which is also protective of human health and the environment.

TABLE 4: Cost Estimates

Operation and Total Present

Alterpative ital Maintenance ($) Worth ($)

1: No Action NA NA NA ’

2: Institutional Controls NA NA NA

3: RCRA-Equivalent Cap 2,833,000 1,410,000 4,243,000

4: RCRA-Equivalent Cap and 6,290,000 2,690,000 8,980,000

Soil Vapor Extraction '
5: Excavation, Incineration, 95,820,000 1,490,000 97,310,000

Soil Vapor Extraction, Cap.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Several factors are addressed in evaluating short-term effectiveness of the remedial
alternatives, including potential short-term risk to the community during implementation, threats
to workers during remedial actions, and potential adverse environmental impacts from
construction and implementation.

Risk to Community During Remedia] Action Implemeptation. Alternatives 1 and 2 (No

- Action and Institutional Controls) have no adverse short-term effects. Because there are no
remedial actions that would be taken for these alternatives, there would be no risk to the
community, workers, or environment associated with remedial action implementation. Under
Alternatives 3 (Cap) and 4 (Cap and SVE), the potential for short-term exposure to contaminants
during implementation would be limited and readily controllable. In Alternative 3, a RCRA-
equivalent cap would be constructed, requiring approximately 6 to 12 months of design and
construction activities. In Alternative 4, an SVE system would be constructed in addition to the
cap, requiring approximately 8 to 12 months combined to design and construct.

The effects on the community during both of these remedial actions, construction of a cap
and construction of an SVE system, are related to the actual construction activities. Such effects
include impacts from the dust generated during construction, increased vehicular traffic, air
quality impacts from motorized equipment, and noise. There is also the potential for releases of
volatile contaminants resulting from either accidental or intentional disturbances of the waste.
Such disturbances could occur during grading, well drilling or other construction activities.
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Whereas the potential for such releases can be mitigated with proper safety measures, they are
possibilities nonetheless. Should such releases occur, however, the impacts to the community
would be minor.

Alternative 5 (Excavation, Incineration, SVE and Cap) is expected to be more complex
and take a longer time to implement than the other alternatives, and its short-term effectiveness is
much more uncertain than other alternatives. This alternative would involve excavation of
hazardous waste beneath an enclosure, which is an uncommon task and presents potential safety
and health risks. The ability to protect the community during the excavation would be dependent
on the effectiveness of the enclosure, ventilation and emissions treatment system. A failure of the
enclosure or emissions treatment system could expose the community to elevated levels of
airborne contaminants. Because the excavation and subsequent backfilling would last an
estimated two years, and because the excavation activities would produce high levels of volatile
contaminants, the remedy has comparatively much higher short term risks.

Protection of Workers During Remedjal Action. There would be a potential for adverse

health effects to workers resulting from exposure to hazardous substances during the construction
activities of either Alternative 3, 4, or 5. Alternatives 1 and 2 have no construction activities.
The construction activities for Alternatives 3 (Cap) and 4(Cap and SVE) are essentially the same.
Both alternatives would involve surface grading and cap installation, as well as well drilling and
installation of surface treatment units. If the construction activities adhere to the site health and
safety plans and all regulatory requirements, the potential for exposure and adverse health effects
to workers would be minimized.

Alternative 5 (Excavation, Incineration, SVE and Cap) has a significantly greater
potential for adverse impacts to workers during implementation. Workers would be required to
operate in an environment where benzene concentrations could range as high as 69 to 207 ppm.
This is many times higher than the Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA)
standard of 1 ppm for benzene. Hydrogen sulfide concentrations inside the enclosure could be as
high as 50 ppm, five times higher than its OSHA standard of 10 ppm and many times higher than
its odor threshold of 6 ppb. These exposures would be mitigated by wearing protective clothing
and SCBA tanks. However, because the project would last approximately 2 years, there would be
a potential for the protective measures to fail. In addition, operating in such an enclosure with
such personal protection gear would introduce the additional hazards of heat exhaustion, reduced
hearing and visibility, and slip, trip, and fall hazards. These hazards would be significant because
of the length of time the work would require. Working at this level of protection for prolonged
periods of time is not routine.

Environmental Impacts. The main potential environmental impact associated with
remedy implementation would be releases of volatile contaminants into the air. During
construction activities for Alternatives 3 and 4, there would be the potential for releases of
volatile contaminants resulting from disturbance of the waste. Such releases were described in
the “Risk to Community” subsection above. As described in that same section, Alternative 5 has
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.a greater potential for harmful releases of volatile contaminants into the environment than do
Alternatives 3 and 4. This is due to the fact that Alternative 5 involves extreme disturbance of
the waste material containing high concentrations of volatile contaminants, in an enclosed space,
for a substantial period of time.

Implementability

This evaluation criterion addressed the technical feasibility, the availability of services
and materials, and the administrative feasibility of each alternative. The technical feasibility
includes the ability to construct and operate the technology, the relative ease of undertaking the
remedial action and the ability to monitor its effectiveness. The availability of services and
materials addresses the availability of the necessary equipment, technology, services, and other
resources to construct the remedial action. The administrative feasibility considers the activities
needed to coordinate and obtain approvals from other agencies.

Technical Feasibility. The technical feasibility of Alternatives 3 and 4 is very good.
Alternatives 1 and 2 do not involve any construction activities, so they will not be included in
this discussion. Caps and SVE systems are common technologies today and have been
successfully employed at many sites. Alternative 5 is implementable, however, the enclosed
excavation aspects of Alterative 5 present a number of technical constraints that would need to be
overcome. These constraints include limited operating room for the excavation equipment, the
need for an effective high volume ventilation and air treatment system, the necessary use of at
least level B personal protection gear for workers, the need for and use of an effective vapor
suppressing foam, and the need for customized waste handling techniques. These constraints can
be addressed during design and trial-runs, but nonetheless pose some additional problems that
other alternatives do not have.

Availability of Services and Materjals. All services and materials needed to construct a
RCRA-equivalent cap and SVE system, as required in Alternatives 3 and 4, are readily available.
Alternatives 1 and 2 do not include any construction activities, so they will not be discussed here.
For the cap and SVE system construction, there are a number of qualified bidders who could
offer competitive bids. For Alternative 5, there is good availability of materials and services for
the excavation work; the materials and services for the enclosure, ventilation, and air treatment
work are generally available as well. Although few contractors in the Southern California area
have experience constructing such enclosures and treatment systems, the availability of such
services in the United States at large is good. Hazardous waste transporters are readily available
in Southern California for transporting the waste material off-site to an incinerator.

Administrative Feasibility. Except for Alternative 1 (No Action) all the alternatives
would require some administrative effort, including the implementation of institutional controls

and coordination with other agencies regarding permits (or meeting the substantive requirements
thereof). For Alternative 2, interagency coordination to implement deed restrictions would be
required. Alternatives 3 and 4 would also require coordination with State and local agencies in
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order to comply with substantive requirements for grading and air and water discharges.
Compliance with the technical requirements of these permits is considered to be relatively
simple, and therefore it is expected that complying with the permit requirements will
administratively be relatively simple as well. Alternative 5 would involve a greater
administrative effort due to the complex enclosure and ventilation system. the hazardous working
conditions, the off-site transportation of hazardous waste, and the incineration of the hazardous
waste. The proposed ventilation and treatment system has been utilized in the area before (and
has met local air permit requirements) but not at the scale that would be needed for this project.
However, it is expected that it will be technically feasible to meet the relevant and substantive
South Coast Air Quality Management District requirements with the proposed technology. It is
expected that off-site incineration of the waste will be administratively feasible as well; however,
adequate time will be needed to prepare applications and obtain permits for this disposal method
well in advance of the initiation of site work.

State Acceptance
The State of California has concurred with EPA’s selected remedy.
Community Acceptance

EPA received 12 sets of written comments from individuals, organizations, and agencies
regarding EPA’s Proposed Plan, as well as 16 verbal comments during its public meeting. These
comments, and EPA’s responses to the comments, are presented in the Response Summary in
Part IV of this ROD.

Many of the comments received from the public expressed support for EPA’s proposed
remedy; others did not. Some commentors recommended that EPA select Alternative 5. EPA
has determined that the preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan, Alternative 4, is the
most appropriate remedy, and EPA has provided responses to those commentors that preferred
other alternatives in the attached Response Summary.
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2.9 The Select emed

After considering CERCLA's statutory requirements, the detailed comparison of the
alternatives using the nine criteria, and the public comments, EPA, in consultation with the State
of California, has determined that the most appropriate remedy for addressing the contaminated
waste and soil at the Del Amo Site Waste Pit Operable Unit is Alternative 4: “RCRA-Equivalent
Cap and Soil Vapor Extraction.” This alternative will isolate the waste material by installing a
RCRA-equivalent cap over the surface of Lots 36 and 37 (as shown in Figure 3) and-conducting
soil vapor extraction beneath the waste, and adjacent contaminated soil, and above the water
table. The remedy also requires deed restrictions, security fencing, and long-term monitoring
and maintenance. EPA also believes that Alternative 4 is the most appropriate alternative for
addressing, on an interim basis, the waste pits' contribution to contaminated groundwater.

The selected remedy does not constitute a remedial decision for currently contaminated
groundwater at the proposed Del Amo Site or a remedial decision for contaminated soil/vadose
zone areas of the Del Amo Site beyond the Waste Pits Area.

In considering the nine criteria and selecting Alternative 4, EPA assumed that the
properties along 204th Street immediately adjacent to the Waste Pits Area will be permanently
removed from residential or related uses as a result of the private non-CERCLA buy-out
agreement between community residents and several responsible parties under which residential
property adjacent to the Waste Pits Area will be removed from residential use. Because of this
assumption, EPA did not evaluate the purchase of any residential properties or permanent
relocation of any residents. In the event that properties on 204th Street adjacent to the Waste Pits
Area are not removed from residential uses, EPA reserves the right to revaluate the remedy
selected in this ROD.

Based on the Comparative Summary (presented in Section 2.8), Alternative 4 was found
to be the best remediation alternative for the Waste Pits Area. The criteria that weighed most
heavily in this decision were the threshold criteria of Protection of Human Health and the
Environment, compliance with ARARs, and the balancing criteria of Short-Term Effectiveness
and Cost. Alternative 4 (Cap and SVE) was one of only two alternatives that met the threshold
criteria of Protection of Human Health and the Environment, the other alternative being
Alternative 5 (Excavation, SVE, and Cap). Alternative 3, RCRA-Equivalent Cap, was found not
to be fully protective of human health and the environment because it did very little to prevent
further migration of the contaminants into the underlying groundwater. The cap utilized in
Alternative 3 would provide some protection against rainwater infiltration, which is one
mechanism for contaminant transport, but the cap’s effectiveness in this regard is limited and
there would still remain the vapor diffusion mechanism for contaminant transport.

In comparing the two alternatives that met the threshold criteria of Protection of Human
Health and the Environment, Alternatives 4 and S, the balancing criteria weighed more heavily in

favor of Alternative 4. Alternative 5 was superior to Alternative 4 when compared to the criteria
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of Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume (TMV) through Treatment and Long-Term
Effectiveness and Permanence. However, Altemnative 4 was superior to Alternative 5 when
compared to the criteria of Implementability, Short-Term Effectiveness, and Cost.

Overall, the positive aspects and limited negative aspects of Alternative 4 outweighed the
positive aspects and substantial negative aspects of Alternative 5. Specifically, Alternative 4
would provide good Reduction of TMV through Treatment, good Long-Term Effectiveness and
Permanence, and relatively minor negative Short-Term Effects. Alternative 5, however, would
provide superior Reduction of TMV through Treatment and superior Long-Term Effectiveness
and Permanence, but the Short-Term Effects could be substantial and harmful to both the
community and the on-site workers, and the Cost would be approximately ten times greater than
Alternative 4. For this reason, Alternative 4 was chosen as the selected Remedial Action.

In further support of the decision to select Alternative 4, the State of California and a
substantial portion of the community supported this alternative. The Del Amo Action
Committee concurred but suggested that additional research in Biodegradation be conducted by
the EPA.

Regardless of the type of remedy selected in the groundwater ROD, EPA believes that
controlling the continuing source of contamination, as provided by Alternative 4, is prudent and
appropriate. If drinking water-based cleanup standards were to be waived by the groundwater
ROD, the containment of groundwater beneath the pits would be required for an indefinite
period, possibly for centuries. Given this, it is appropriate to take reasonable steps to prevent
additional waste pits contaminants from reaching the groundwater. This would lend greater
long-term effectiveness and certainty during the very long period for which the groundwater
remedy would have to be effective. Moreover, state and federal policies and regulations
pertaining to zones of indefinite groundwater containment generally require source control, such
as the SVE system would afford the soils under the pits, as part of a containment approach. On
the other hand, if the groundwater ROD selects drinking water standards as the cleanup goal for
the groundwater beneath the pits, the SVE action would be vital for such goals to be achieved.
Therefore, the basis for selecting Alternative 4 over Alternative 3 is present regardless of the
conclusions of the final groundwater ROD. Consequently, the SVE component of the selected
remedy appears at this time to be consistent with the final remedial actions for the Del Amo Site.

DESCRIPTION AND SPECIFICATION OF THE REMEDY

The remedy selected by this ROD is described below. The remedy as designed and
implemented shall meet all requirements and specifications described herein. Further, the
remedy as designed and implemented must meet all ARARSs as identified in Attachment A.

The selected remedy for clean-up of the Waste Pits Area consists of the following

components:
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(1 A RCRA-equivalent cap,

(2) Soil vapor monitoring,

3) Surface water controls,

() Soil vapor extraction,

(6) Security fencing,

€)) Deed restrictions, and :
8 Long-term operation and maintenance.

RCRA-Equivalent Cap and Aséociated Monitoring

The RCRA-equivalent cap (meeting all identified ARARSs) shall be constructed over the
waste and contaminated soil. Based on existing information, the cap will cover slightly less than
4 acres. The cap shall be applied over all waste pits (1A, 1B, 1C, 24, 2B, 2C, 2D, 2E, 2F) and
related area as depicted in Figure 3. The cap shall include, among other things, a surface water
drainage layer, a low-permeability layer, and a gas collection layer.

The objectives of the cap are:

(1) to prevent direct human contact with contaminants;

(2) to prevent generation of uncontrolled runoff and wind blown dust;

(3) to prevent the emission of contaminants into the air;

(4) to prevent rainwater from washing through the waste pits and carrying contaminants into
the groundwater; and

(5) to prevent rainwater from washing through the contaminated vadose zone soils below the
pits and carrying them into the groundwater.

Consistent with identified ARARS: the physical barrier created by the cap shall prevent
direct human contact with the contaminants, the surface water collection and diversion system
associated with the cap shall prevent uncontrolled runoff, the impermeable barrier created by the
cap shall prevent rainwater from infiltrating the soil and transporting contaminants into the
groundwater, and the cap’s vapor collection and treatment system shall prevent the emission of
unacceptable levels of contaminants into the air.

All of the ARARSs identified in Attachment A which pertain to the cap shall be attained.
The major ARARSs that would be met during implementation of this action, including those
specified by Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations, describe closure requirements for
hazardous waste disposal facilities. The closure requirements specify that the design of the cap
shall be sufficient to prevent damage due to settling and earthquakes. Any treatment units
associated with the cap must have security fencing. The cap also must be designed with surface
water controls to prevent ponding of water on its surface and to prevent runoff onto adjacent
properties. Required monitoring associated with the cap includes soil vapor monitoring. The
soil vapor monitoring is to be conducted at varying depths around the pits area in order to help
determine whether any vapors are migrating or spreading laterally out from under the cap. These
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monitoring points could be located within the Waste Pits Area (lots 36 and 37) or on adjacent
properties.

Final design of the cap and monitoring system shall be determined during the remedial
design phase of the project. Such design items include (but are not limited to) layers and
materials to be used in the cap, surface land-use and landscaping, location and depth of soil gas
monitoring points, soil gas treatment system technology, and final areal extent of the cap. These
and all other design items shall all meet the parameters for the cap as set forth in this ROD,
including ARARs that pertain to the cap.

Security fencing, to meet State ARARs, shall be installed around any treatment units
associated with the cap that could potentially present a target for unauthorized access or
tampering.

Long-term maintenance and repairs to the cap shall be conducted as part of this remedy
for as long as the waste material remains at the Site. The maintenance and repairs shall be
‘carried out on a schedule with a frequency such that the effectiveness of the cap and its
compliance with the requirements of this ROD are maintained at all times. If the cap is at any
point unable to be repaired without replacement, such as when it has reached the end of its
natural life, then the cap shall be replaced so long as the waste remains in the pits.

A long-term operation and maintenance plan for the cap shall be established and
approved by EPA before the cap is constructed. This plan shall provide, at a minimum:

1) Specification of all activities necessary to ensure complete maintenance and repairs of the
cap over its lifetime and comply with ARARs relating to such maintenance and repair;

2) The schedule and frequency for maintaining the cap and for the execution of all activities
identified;

3) Specification of all monitoring, analysis, sampling and other tests necessary to ensure the
performance and integrity of the cap and identify cap components requiring repair or
replacement;

4) Specification of the schedule and frequency for such monitoring, analysis, sampling, or
other tests;

S) Specification of all regulatory agencies and persons within those agencies to which

results and confirmation of maintenance and repairs shall be sent, and approvals which
shall be necessary.

Once the operations and maintenance plan is approved by EPA, the requirements in it
shall become part of the approved remedy for the site. The operations and maintenance plan
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shall not conflict with or negate any requirements or specifications of this ROD.
Seil Vapor Extraction and Associated Monitoring

The SVE system shall be designed to remove contaminants from the soil via the vapor
phase in order to limit the amount of contaminants that migrate from the waste pits and
surrounding soil into the groundwater, according to the specifications and requirements provided
below. -

The objectives of the SVE System are:

(1) to protect groundwater from contaminants that migrate out of the pits;

(2) to protect groundwater from contaminants that migrate out of the vadose soil below the
pits; and _

(3) to protect groundwater from contaminants in the soil below the pits in the event that the
water table rises into the contaminated soil.

This remedy shall include design, installation, operation, and long-term maintenance of a
soil vapor extraction (SVE) system to meet the above objectives and all requirements as specified
below. The SVE system shall be applied to the unsaturated soils under the waste pits and above
the groundwater, in the soil areas as defined below. The SVE system shall clean these soils to an
interim soil standard as specified in this ROD. A monitoring system shall be established, for the
soils and soil vapor under the pits, to monitor the remediation progress. The SVE system shall
establish and maintain a zone of soil under the waste pits (see section entitled “Where SVE Shall
Be Applied” for locational details ) which does not exceed the interim soil standard.

Incremental Groundwater Contribution. The SVE portion of this remedy shall be

designed to limit the additional contamination the waste pits and adjacent contaminated soil shall
be allowed to contribute to groundwater nowand in the future. The groundwater beneath the
waste pits currently is highly contaminated from both the waste pits themselves and other
upgradient sources. The incremental groundwater contribution is defined as the amount by
which the soils under the pits would be able to increase the groundwater contaminant
concentration if the groundwater were clean today. The SVE action, by maintaining a cleaned
zone of soil, will place a limit on this incremental contribution.

The contaminant concentrations in groundwater, according to the groundwater sampling
and analysis conducted in late 1996, currently range from 12,000 ppb to 470,000 ppb benzene,
less than 100 ppb to 15,000 ppb ethylbenzene, and 29 ppb to 440 ppb phenol, among others. The
exact wells to be used in calculating the existing groundwater concentrations of these
contaminants and any other contaminants amenable to SVE treatment for determining the
allowable incremental groundwater contribution, will be determined during design.

SVE Cleanup Standards. Because of potential physical constraints in the subsurface
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under the waste pits, this ROD establishes two methods for calculating the interim soil standard
to which the soils under the waste pits shall be cleaned and maintained by the SVE system. Only
one of these methods shall be used; this ROD establishes the rules for when either method shall
be used. This is fully explained in the following discussion.

EPA recognizes that the groundwater under the pits is currently highly contaminated and
EPA has determined that it would not be appropriate to set an incremental contribution limit that
assumes the groundwater is clean today. Therefore, the SVE cleanup shall focus on ensuring that
the incremental groundwater contribution resulting from migrating pits contaminants remains an
insignificant fraction of the existing groundwater contamination. Rather than set an interim soil
standard that is a fixed value, the standard shall be tied to a fixed percentage of the groundwater
contaminant concentration. As the groundwater contaminant concentration varies, the
incremental groundwater contribution would vary with it. For example, if the groundwater
concentration beconies lower due to natural or human-induced effects, the soil standard that
SVE must achieve shall become correspondingly lower, as calculated by the methods outlined
below. - If, in the groundwater ROD, EPA were to select the requirement that the groundwater
under the pits were to be cleaned to drinking water standards, then the interim soil standard
would automatically become stringent enough to attain that standard.

The performance standard for the SVE system shall be that the pits will not be able to
cause an incremental groundwater contribution in excess of 0.5% of the existing groundwater
concentration, at any point in time. When a final groundwater remediation standard is selected
by the groundwater ROD, the incremental contribution shall be limited to 0.5% of the
groundwater concentration at the time. The groundwater ROD will address any potential
changes to this requirement if the groundwater contaminant concentrations ever approach
federally mandated remediation levels.

Rationale for Two Methods of Calculating Interim Soil Standards for SVE. There may

be areas in the soil beneath the waste pits that have such low air permeabilities due to fine-
grained stratigraphic materials that it may be impractical or impossible to implement an effective
SVE system in those areas. This does not apply to all materials under the waste pits, most of
which will be amenable to SVE treatment. The focused feasibility study (FFS) and EPA’s
proposed plan for this remedy specified a method for calculating the interim soil standard for
SVE, this method was based on the assumption that most all soils subject to SVE would be
cleaned to the same soil concentration value such that the incremental groundwater contribution
did not exceed 0.5% of the existing groundwater concentration. This calculation method shall be
termed “Method A.”

In the event that, during remedial design, it is found that SVE cannot be operated in
significant portions of the soils beneath the pits, then Method A would not be appropriate. If
only a subset of the soils are cleaned to the standard as calculated by Method A, then the
incremental concentration would exceed 0.5% of existing groundwater concentrations. Should
this situation exist, this ROD specifies that Method B shall be used to calculate the interim soil
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standard.

ethod A: T i evel.

overall attenuation factor of 10 shall be assumed as a ratio between soil and groundwater
concentrations. EPA’s proposed plan explained that while many physical parameters must be
combined to derive the true value of the overall attenuation factor, EPA believes that 10 is a
conservative but reasonable value within the range of possible values for this factor. Based on
* this belief, the following equation shall be used to determine the interim soil standard for SVE
under Method A:

S = (GWg*0005*10 = (GW*0.05)
where

S = Interim Soil Standard for SVE

GWg = Existing Groundwater Concentration (as defined by this ROD)
0.005 = 0.5% interim soil standard as described above

10 = overall attenuation factor to be used

As an example, if the existing groundwater concentration is found to be 100,000 parts per
billion (ppb), then the SVE system would be required to maintain all soils in the zone subject to
SVE at 5000 ppb. This standard shall be applied independently to all chemicals in groundwater
and in soils under the waste pits. The SVE system shall be operated such that the soils are
maintained at or below this standard indefinitely. If the existing groundwater concentration
changes, then the interim soil standard shall be adjusted based on the same calculation.

The “attenuation” refers to the decrease in concentration of contaminants as the
contaminant passes through the soil away from a fixed source. Processes such as natural
biodegradation and adsorption may occur in the intervening soil, causing concentrations to be
less at the water table than directly under the pits. The degree of attenuation from all the
processes and causes in the soil under the pits is not known. However, a reasonable range for
this total attenuation can be assumed. It is conservative to assume that the real attenuation factor
is in the low end of its reasonable possible range. This conservative assumption tends to
underestimate the amount of attenuation and, therefore, overestimate the amount of contaminants
arriving at groundwater over time. Conversely, assuming the real attenuation factor is in the high
end of its reasonable possible range may underestimate the amount of contaminants arriving at
the water table. The interim soil standard chosen by EPA was on the conservative end of the
range.

an) ause
MAMHMmQQMn&LM In the cvent that SVE cannot be apphed to all

areas of soil under the pits due to low air permeability of certain soils, then the equation in
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Method A and the assumed attenuation factor of 10, shall not apply. Rather, the remedial design
shall establish a vadose zone transport model, approved by EPA, that shall be configured to
evaluate the contributions from all areas of soil under the pits. The model shall estimate the
incremental concentration due to both (1) the soils to which SVE can be applied, as well as (2)
the soils to which SVE cannot be applied. The interim soil standard for SVE shall be set such
that when the soils to which SVE can be applied are cleaned to that value, the overall incremental
contribution from the waste pits does not exceed 0.5% of the existing groundwater concentration.
The SVE system shall be run such that soils are maintained at levels that will maintain this
condition indefinitely. If the existing groundwater concentration changes, then the interim soil
standard shall be adjusted based on the same model and calculation.

Where SVE Shall Be Applied. The depth of the SVE application shall be between the
capillary fringe above the water table and just below the bottom of each waste pit. The areal

extent of the SVE application shall extend all across the pits themselves and laterally beyond the
boundaries of the pits in all directions to whatever distance is necessary such that all interim soil
standards as specified in this ROD are met. This could extend beyond the boundaries of lots 36
and lot 37. The SVE system shall be applied so as to address soil contamination which has
emanated or is emanating from the waste pits, and will not be designed to address contamination
if it is emanating solely from other sources.

This ROD recognizes the following limitations to the application and operation of the
SVE system. The SVE system shall not be applied to the waste itself. If the SVE system applies
too strong a pneumatic influence near the bottom of the waste pits, it may have the undesirable
effect of drawing contaminants directly downward out of the waste pits. Similarly, ifa
significant pneumatic influence from the SVE system is applied too close to the capillary fringe,
it may have the undesirable effect of pulling-in volatile contaminants that exist in the capillary
fringe as a result of off-gassing and capillary contaminants from the groundwater. The SVE
system shall be designed to minimize these undesirable effects. It is not however, a requirement
of this ROD that the pneumatic influence near the pits’ bottom or near the capillary fringe be
reduced to zero; this may not be possible. Rather, the influence near these areas shall be lessened
as necessary to reduce or eliminate those undesirable effects. :

SVE Monitoring. The remediation progress of the SVE system shall be monitored with
appropriate soil and soil gas monitoring. This ROD recognizes that contaminants may exist, at
any given location, in one or more of several phases, including sorbed to soil, soil vapor,
dissolved in soil moisture, and residual phase. If only one phase is measured, the amount of
contamination in other phases shall be calculated based on supportable partitioning relationships,
and the contamination in all phases shall be included in estimating the impact to groundwater.

Other Requirements. The SVE system shall be designed with the appropriate safety
features required to allow safe unattended operation. The soil vapor extraction and treatment
system shall be inspected and monitored on a regular basis and repaired as needed. Appropriate
security fencing, required by State ARARSs, shall be installed around the SVE treatment units.
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A long-term operation and maintenance plan shall be written for the SVE system. This
plan shall be completed and approved by EPA prior to the operation of the system. The plan
shall include, at a minimum, all of the following details:

1) Specification of all activities necessary to meet all ARARs and other requirements put
forth by this ROD, and a schedule and frequency by which all such activities shall take
place; '

2) Specification of all activities necessary to operate and maintain the system in safe
working order, and a schedule and plan of execution for all such activities;

3) Specification of all sampling, testing, and monitoring associated with operation and
maintenance of the system and the scheduling and frequency for these actions;

4) Specification of all sampling, testing, and monitoring associated with verifying the
performance of the SVE system and the scheduling and frequency for those actions.

The SVE system shall meet all ARARSs specified in this ROD that pertain to the SVE
system and its components. The major ARARs that would be met during implementation of the
SVE system include emission standards for the vapor treatment system and monitoring
requirements for response actions for hazardous waste facility closure. Such monitoring includes
groundwater monitoring to evaluate potential changes in groundwater conditions over time
associated with the remediation.

Deed Restrictions

To prevent inappropriate future land use or development, the remedy also requires deed
restrictions, prohibiting future residential use of the Waste Pits Area and prohibiting any future
use which could impact the integrity of the cap.

Cost and Time for Remedy

The cost of the selected remedy would be approximately $6,290,000 in capital costs,
$2,690,000 in operation and maintenance costs, and a total of $8,980,000 (all costs are shown
in terms of present worth).

The remedy would require an estimated 8 to 12 months to design and construct. It is
estimated that the SVE system would have to operate for five years before meeting the interim
soil performance standards. Upon reaching those goals, the SVE system would need to be
operated whenever more contaminants migrating from the pits and adjacent soil surpass the
remediation goals set in either this ROD or revised by the future groundwater ROD.

5-Year Review
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As required by CERCLA Section 121¢ 42 U.S.C.§ 9621 (c), a review shall be conducted
every 5 years as long as waste remains at the site at levels that prevent unrestricted use. This 5-
Year Review shall determine whether the implemented remedy remains protective of human
health and the environment. If the remedy is no longer protective, then a remedy should be
selected that will be protective. As remediation technologies continue to be developed in the
future, there may be technological advances (e.g. bioremediation) that can be utilized for safe,
efficient elimination of the waste.
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2.10 Statutory Determinations

Under its legal authorities, EPA’s primary responsibility at Superfund Sites is to
undertake remedial actions that achieve adequate protection of human health and the
environment, see 42 U.S.C.§9604(a). In addition, section 121 of CERCLA establishes several
other statutory requirements and preferences. These specify that when complete, the selected
remedial action for this site must comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate
environmental standards established under Federal and State environmental laws unless a
statutory waiver is justified. The selected remedy also must be cost-effective and utilize
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to
the maximum extent practicable. Finally, the statute includes a preference for remedies that
employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of
hazardous wastes as their principal element. The following sections discuss how the selected
remedy meets these statutory requirements.

i f an 1t he Environment

The selected remedy protects human health and the environment through capping the
contaminated waste and soil and implementing soil vapor extraction in the vadose soil beneath
the waste pits. This work will be done in a¢ccordance with ARARs identified by this ROD.

Capping the waste pits area will eliminate the threat of exposure to volatile contaminants
from the waste pits. There is currently a significant possibility that a release of hazardous
substances could occur due to disturbance of the waste. Such a release would result in an
unacceptable risk to the public. This potential risk would be eliminated by a surface cap. Such a
cap would reduce contaminant migration to the groundwater. Implementing SVE as an interim
action will also reduce the continued migration of contaminants from the waste material into the
groundwater to a negligible amount.

Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

The selected remedy of cap and SVE will comply with all applicable or relevant and
appropriate chemical-specific, action-specific, and location-specific requirements (ARARS).
The ARARSs are presented in Attachment A.

- ivene

The selected remedy is cost-effective because it has been determined to provide overall
effectiveness proportional to its costs, the net present worth value being $8,980,000. The
estimated costs of the selected remedy are within an order of magnitude of (just over two times)
the costs associated with on Alternative 3, capping only, and yet the selected remedy assures a
much higher degree of certainty that the remedy will be protective of the groundwater due to the
action of the SVE system. While the selected remedy effectively reduces the hazards posed by

47



all of the contaminants at the site, its costs are less than 10% of the cost of alternative 5,
excavation, incineration, SVE and cap.

i e ent Solution. A ative Treatment Technologi r Resource
COV. chnologi e Maximum Extent Practicabl

EPA has determined that the selected remedy represents the maximum extent to which
permanent solutions and treatment technologies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the
final source control operable unit at the Del Amo Waste Pits. Vapor extraction and treatment
technologies will be utilized both as part of the cap and the SVE system to extract and treat
hazardous substances. Of those alternatives that are protective of human health and the
environment and comply with ARARs, EPA has determined that this selected remedy provides
the best balance of tradeoffs in terms of long-term effectiveness and permanence, reduction in
toxicity, mobility, or volume achieved through treatment, short-term effectiveness,
implementability, cost, and considering both the statutory preference for treatment as principal
element and State and community acceptance.

While the selected remedy does not offer as high a degree of long-term effectiveness and
permanence as the excavation alternative, it will significantly reduce the inherent hazards posed
by the contaminated soils through a cap that eliminates surface exposure and SVE system that
significantly reduces the continued migration of contamination to the groundwater.

The selected remedy addresses the principal threats posed by the contaminated waste and
soil, achieving significant reduction of their impacts to groundwater. The selected remedy is
more effective than the other treatment option in the short-term, as there will be no danger of
releases of site-related contaminants during remedy implementation. The implementability of
the selected remedy is comparable to the non-treatment alternatives and significantly better than
the excavation option. The selected remedy is also the least costly treatment option.

The selection of SVE treatment of the contaminated soil is consistent with program
expectations that indicate that highly toxic and mobile contaminants are a priority for treatment
and their treatment is often necessary to ensure the long-term effectiveness of a remedy.

I C Treat

The Section 121(b) of CERCLA requires EPA to use some form of active treatment (or a
combination of treatment and containment) to address principal threats, wherever this is
practical. A principal threat is material that contains hazardous substances, acts as a reservoir for
further migration of contamination, and presents a risk if exposure occurred. The waste material
contained in the Del Amo pits and the soil beneath the pits are considered a principal threat to
human health due to their high benzene content. Benzene is a highly toxic and highly mobile
contaminant. The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a principal element
is satisfied.
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2.11 Documentation of Significant Changes

There were significant changes to the Proposed Plan’s preferred alternative made in this
ROD. The first change is that an alternative method of calculating the interim soil standard was
put forth in the ROD to address the case where significant portions of the soils under the waste
pits are found, during remedial design, not to be amenable to SVE due to low air permeability.
The alternative method (Method B, as presented above) still preserves the overall performance
objective of limiting the incremental groundwater concentration due to soil contamination
beneath the pits to 0.5% of the existing groundwater concentration. This change was made, in
part, to address comments to the proposed plan by the responsible parties and will ensure
protectiveness of the remedy under a wider range of situations.

The second change is that we changed terminology from “short-term performance
standard” to “interint soil standard,” and we changed “long-term performance standard” to
“standards to be selected in the final groundwater ROD.”

The third change is that groundwater monitoring will not be a required element of this
ROD. In the Proposed Plan, groundwater monitoring was included in the remedy description for
the purpose of monitoring potential changes in groundwater conditions over time due to the
effects of the remediation. Upon further consideration, EPA has determined that the groundwater
contaminant concentrations beneath the pits are currently too high and will remain so in the near
future, and therefore it is not possible to discern the effects of the cap and SVE system on the
groundwater concentrations. If such effects become discernable in the future, groundwater
monitoring will be required to so monitor these effects. Groundwater monitoring in the waste
pits area will be performed as part of the final groundwater ROD. Such monitoring will be
specified in the groundwater ROD.

The final change is that this ROD does not provide for subsequent investigations to
determine whether Pit 1A and adjacent areas should be covered by the RCRA-equivalent cap.
The Proposed Plan stated that additional soil samples may be taken during design to determine
the appropriateness of extending the selected clean-up plan to Pit 1A. However, the 1984 DHS
report stated that contamination existed below the floor of the 1983-84 excavation. Although
there was no quality assurance provided for these findings, this data is consistent with later data,
taken beneath the other waste pits, that found contamination extending all the way to the water
table. Because remaining contaminated soil still exists and such contamination could negatively
impact the groundwater, EPA has decided, based on further review of available information, that
Pit 1-A and adjacent soil as shown in Figure 3 should be covered with a RCRA-equivalent cap.
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Attachment A

1 / T ND LEVANT UIREMEN

1. licabl ropriate an levant Requirements

The following legal requirements are determined by this ROD to be applicable or
appropriate and relevant requirements for the selected remedial action pursuant to Section
121(d)(2), 42 U.S.C. § 9621(d)(2). Applicable requirements are identified by (A) and
appropriate and relevant requirements are identified by (R).

Only the substantive portions of the requirements identified below are ARARs as
opposed to administrative requirements, including permitting requirements, which are not
ARARs. See 42 U.S.C. § 9621(d)(2) and (e)(1); U.S. EPA, Compliance with Other Laws
Manual-Interim Final at 1-11, 1-12 (EPA 540/G-89/006) (August 1988).

a. Hazardous Waste Management ARARs

(Implementing relevant portions of the California Hazardous Waste Control Act, Cal. Health and
Safety Code Section 2500 et seq. and the Resource Conservation and Control Act, 42 U.S.C. §
6901 et seq, under EPA authorization pursuant to 42 U.S.C § 6926)

It is not yet known whether waste meeting the criteria for designation of hazardous waste
will be generated by the components of the selected remedial action, the SVE system and the gas
collection component of the RCRA-equivalent cap. Consequently, certain of the ARARs
identified below are designated as both applicable and appropriate and relevant to these
components of the selected remedial action. If for example, the SVE system, collects
vapor/water with concentrations of contaminants meeting the hazardous waste toxicity criteria in
the California regulations, then these hazardous waste management ARARs would be applicable
ARARs for the SVE system because that system is collecting and treating hazardous waste.

If, on the other hand, the SVE system handles vapor/water that does not meet the
regulations' criteria for hazardous waste designation, these ARARs would be relevant and
appropriate ARARs for the SVE or gas collection system. The determination that such ARARs
should be relevant is based on: 1) the fact that the waste which was disposed in the Waste Pit
Area would be regulated RCRA hazardous waste if that waste were disposed of today and the
treatment of that waste would be considered treatment of regulated hazardous waste, and 2) that
contamination present in vapors generated by the SVE or gas collection system derives from
waste which, except for the date of disposal, would otherwise have been defined as listed
hazardous waste. See FFS Chapter 2 (Site Characterization-concentrations of hazardous
substances in remaining waste and soils); 22 CCR § 66261.24 (toxicity criteria for benzene); 22
CCR § 66261.31 (hazardous waste from non-specific sources-F003, F005); and 22 CCR §
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66261.33 (discarded, intermediate or off specification commercial chemical products-U019
benzene). See also, 40 C.F.R. § 261.3(c)(2) (derived-from rule) and 40 C.F.R. § 261.3(a)(2)
(mixture rule). The determination that these ARARs are appropriate rests on two factors: 1) the
proximity of the SVE vapor/water collection and treatment system and cap gas collection
treatment system to adjacent residential properties (beyond the area being removed from
residential use by the private non-CERCLA buyout on 204th Street immediately adjacent to the
Waste Pit Area) and 2) the fact that one of the key contaminants, benzene is a known human
carcinogen and is present at high concentrations. See FFS Chapter 2 and Figures 1.3:1-1 +2.2.1-
3.

The SVE system, excluding the thermal/catalytic oxidizer unit, is defined for purposes of
applying the ARARSs identified below as a miscellaneous unit. The thermal/catalytic oxidizer
unit is defined for purposes of applying the ARARSs identified below as an incinerator. The
application of these definitions is based on the EPA's reading of how these terms are defined in
the relevant regulations.

22 CCR Part 261 Criteria for Identifying Hazardous Waste (A)

22 CCR § 66262.11 Hazardous Waste Determination by Generators (A)

22 CCR § 66262.34 Accumulation Time (A)

22 CCR § 66264.14 (a), (b) Hazardous Waste Facility General Security Requirements (A)

22 CCR § 66264.15 General Facility Inspection Requirements (A) for the SVE system including
the vapor/water treatment portions of the SVE system

22 CCR § 66264.17 Hazardous Waste Facility General Requirements for Ignitable, Reactlve or
Incompatible Wastes (A)

22 CCR § 66264.25 Hazardous Waste Facility Seismic and Precipitation Design Standards (A)

22 CCR § 66264.31 Preparedness & Prevention-Design and Operation of Facility (A)

22 CCR § 66264.32 Preparedness & Prevention-Required Equipment (A)

22 CCR § 66264.33 Preparedness & Prevention-Testing & Maintenance (A)

22 CCR § 66264.34 Preparedness & Prevention-Access to Communications or Alarm (A)

22 CCR § 66264.35 Preparedness & Prevention-Required Aisle Space (A)

22 CCR § 66264.37 Preparedness & Prevention-Arrangements with Local Authorities (A)

22 CCR § 66264.51 Contingency Plan-Purpose and Implementation (A)

22 CCR § 66264.52 Contingency Plan-Content (A)

22 CCR § 66264.53(a) Contingency Plan-Copies of Plan (A)

22 CCR § 66264.54 Contingency Plan-Amendment (A)

22 CCR § 66264.55 Contingency Plan-Emergency Coordinator (A)

22 CCR § 66264.56 Contingency Plan-Emergency Procedures (A) :

22 CCR § 66264.111 Hazardous Waste Facility Closure Performance Standard (R) for the
RCRA-equivalent cap (A) for the SVE system

22 CCR § 66264.114 Hazardous Waste Facility-Closure Disposal and Decontamination of
Equipment, Structures and Soils (A) for SVE system

22 CCR § 66264.117 (a), (b)(1)(excluding reference to Article 6) and (d) Hazardous Waste
Facility Postclosure Care and Use of Property (R) for the RCRA equivalent cap (A) for
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SVE system

22 CCR § 66264.119 (a)(rzgarding notice to the local zoning authority), and (b)(1) Hazardous

Waste Facility Post Closure Notices (R) for RCRA equivalent Cap and (A) for SVE system

22 CCR § 66264.171-66264.178 Use and Management of Containers (A) however, the time
period for onsite storage of any hazardous waste is governed by 22 CCR 22262.34
Accumulation Time requirements.

22 CCR § 66264.228 (a)(2)(C), (b)(1), (b)(2), (b)(4), (B)(5), (B)(6), ()(17), ()(19), (h), (), (K),
(m), (0), (p), and (q); Hazardous Waste Facility Closure and Post Closure Care for
Surface Impoundments (R)

22 CCR § 66264.310 (a), (b)(1), (b)(2), (b)(4), (b)(5), (b)(6), © and (d) Hazardous Waste Facility
Closure and Post Closure for Landfills (R)

22 CCR § 66264.341 Hazardous Waste Incinerators Waste Analysis (A/R)

22 CCR § 66264.342 Hazardous Waste Incinerators POHCs (A/R)

22 CCR § 66264.343 Hazardous Waste Incinerators Performance Standards (A/R)

22 CCR § 66264.344(A/R) Hazardous Waste Incinerators Permits (A) (substantive requirement
of subsection (a) only)

22 CCR § 66264.345 Hazardous Waste Incinerators Operation Requirements (A/R)

22 CCR § 66264.347 Hazardous Waste Incinerators Monitoring and Inspection Requirements
(A/R) '

22 CCR § 66264.351 Hazardous Waste Incinerator Closure (A/R)

22 CCR § 66264.1101 Containment Buildings-Design and Operating Standards (A)

22 CCR § 66268.1 Hazardous Waste Land Disposal Restrictions (A)

22 CCR § 66268.3 Hazardous Waste Dilution Prohibition as Substitute for Treatment (A/R)

22 CCR § 66268 Article 4 Hazardous Waste Treatment Standards (A) Article 10 Hazardous
Waste - Non RCRA Wastes Land Disposal Restrictions (A)

Article 11 Hazardous Waste-Non RCRA Waste Treatment Standards (A)

b. Air Pollution Prevention Requirements

(Implementing relevant portions of Division 26 of the Cal. Health and Safety Code and the Clean
Air Act, 42 U.S.C § §7401 et seq.) :

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD)
SCAQMD Regulation IV, Prohibitions
Rule 401 Visible Emissions (A)
Rule 402 Nuisance (A)
Rule 403 Fugitive Dust (A)
Rule 473 Disposal of Solid and Liquid Wastes (A)
SCAQMD Regulation X NESHAP For Benzene (substantive standards only)(A)
SCAQMD Regulation XI, Source Specific Standards
Rule 1150.2 Control of Gaseous Emissions from Inactive Landfills (A)
Rule 1166 VOC Emissions from Soil Decontamination (A) '
SCAQMD Regulation XIII, New Source Review
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Rule 1303 Attainment of State and Federal Ambient Air
Quality Standards iA)
Rule 1401 New Source Review of Carcinogenic Air Contaminants
(substantive standards only) (A)
SCAQMD Regulation XIV Toxics (substantive standards only)

2. Legal Requirement of Independent Legal Applicability to the Selected Remedial Action

The selected remedial action may trigger additional legal requirements. These
requirements are not identified as ARARs in this ROD either because such requirements do not
meet the definitional prerequisites to be identified as an ARAR for onsite activities or such
requirements are triggered by offsite activities. See generally, 42 U.S.C § 9621(d). These
requirements could be applicable to portions of the selected remedial of their own legal force,
independent of the provisions of Section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA. The requirements identified
~ below are presented for the informational purposes only. Any determination the legal
applicability of such requirements ultimately rests with the governmental entity charged with
implementing and enforcing compliance with such requirements.

CERCLA Section 121 (d)(3) requirements regarding offsite disposal of Superfund Waste
CERCLA Section 103 notification requirements and comparable provisions of California law
California Porter Cologne Act (implementing both state law and the federal NPDES program)

concerning issuance of waste discharge requirements for point source discharges of water from
the Waste Pit Area to offsite storm sewer conveyances

Los Angeles County Sanitation District Wastewater Ordinance, as amended, concei'ning
discharges of water from the Waste Pit Area to the LACSD sanitary sewer system offsite

Provisions of Title 22 of the California Code of Regulations relating to offsite shipments of
hazardous waste, including but not limited to manifest requirements, transportation requirements

and offsite disposal/treatment requirements

Federal and State Occupational Health and Safety Act requirements
3. Guidance and Advisories To Be Considered

Certain non-promulgated advisories or guidance that are otherwise not legally binding
may be identified in a ROD as guidance or advisories "to be considered” (TBC) particularly to

aid the design and implementation of CERCLA remedial actions. For this Record of Decision,
the advisories and guidance set out below are determined to be TBCs for the selected remedy:

Hydrologic Performance of Landfill Performance (HELP) Mode, Vol I and II, EPA/530-SW-84-
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009 and EPA/530-SW-84-010

Landfill and Surface Impoundment Evaluation-EPA Technical Resource Document

Evaluating Cover Systems for Solid and Hazardous Waste-EPA Technical Resource Document
SCAQMD Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Guidelines Document

EPA Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) 1996
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Response Summary

I

This response summary presents the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
responses to the public comments on the Del Amo Waste Pits Area Proposed Plan. In
December 1996, the EPA published the Proposed Plan for the Waste Pits Area of the Del
Amo Superfund site located in Torrance, California. The Proposed Plan announced
EPA’s proposed remedy for the Waste Pits Area and requested written and oral public
comments on this plan. A 60-day public comment period began December 16, 1996, and
closed on February 13, 1997. A public meeting was also held on January 29, 1997, for the
purpose of answering questions regarding the preferred remedy. Written and oral
comments from the attending public were collected at this meeting.

The responses have been divided into the following categories:
Responses to written comments.

Responses to formal oral comments made during the public meeting held on
January 29,1997.

Responses to informal oral comments made during the question and answer session
of the public meeting held on January 29, 1997. '

The response to comments are also organized by subjects under Category I. Copies of
the original letters and the transcript of the proceedings of the January 29, 1997, public
meeting are included in Attachment A.
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l. Responses to
Written Comments



FiNAL COPY DEL AMO WASTE PITS AREA PROPOSED PLAN
JuLy 2, 1997 RESPONSE Summany

|. Responses to Written Comments

Subject : Funding for Research in Bioremediation
1. Letter from Cynthia Babich titled: Comments from the Del Amo Action Committee

Presented at the Public Meeting January 29, 1996; no date {Reference No. 1

EPA’s Response:. Of the many issues raised in this letter, three categories stand out as
being directly related to the selected Waste-Pits remedy, which is the focus of this
response summary: (1) the desire for a permanent remedy that is highly effective in the
long-term so that future generations do not inherit the problem and people are not
exposed to the waste pit contaminants; (2) a desire to see more research performed on
bioremediation technologies (which utilize microorganisms to degrade contaminants),
preferably by the PRPs; and (3) concerns about current emissions from the pits and
about the soil vapor extraction system with respect to emissions from beneath the cap.
EPA will address the concerns about bioremediation and emissions/SVE in this section.
The commenter’s concerns about permanence and long-term effectiveness are addressed
in the next subject category.

The commenter expressed a desire to have more research on bioremediation
technologies and to enhance the potential for evolving technologies.

EPA evaluated the potential application of ex-situ bioremediation at the Del Amo Waste
Pits and concluded that it was less effective than the alternative selected in this ROD.
EPA also considered the potential application of in-situ bioremediation but found that
the technology has not evolved to the point where it is implementable for this site.
However, EPA will consider this technology again, at the 5-year review period, if the
selected remedy is not protective.

Bioremediation is a promising technology for many types of wastes and contamination
encountered in the Superfund program, and we share the commenter’s sentiment that
research and development of lower-cost, permanent, and effective cleanup technologies,
including bioremediation, is beneficial throughout the EPA Superfund program and the
private sector. Much research in these areas is already under way. At present, however,
bioremediation technology has not evolved to the point at which it would be useful and
effective on the specific waste found in the Del Amo Waste Pits. EPA wishes to make
clear why bioremediation was screened out as a remedial alternative in this case.

The Del Amo Pits site poses some special problems with bioremediation. As shown in
the focused feasibility study, excavating the material could potentially prove difficult
and could potentially create short-term risks. As discussed more thoroughly in the
response to the next comment, in order to avoid these problems, it would be necessary
to bioremediate the waste in situ (in place) without excavating it. In most cases, in-situ
bioremediation technologies involve moving fluids and substances through the waste
material. These substances, including nutrients, are necessary for the microorganisms to
grow and thrive. The waste material in the pits has very little void space, or porosity,
making it almost impossible to move fluids through it.
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In a site like the Del Amo Waste Pits, where it is almost impossible to move fluids
through the material, it is also almost impossible to supply the microorganisms with the
substances they need to thrive and consequently break down the contaminants. This
limitation renders in-situ bioremediation of the waste infeasible. Therefore, one of the
complicating factors at the Del Amo Pits site is the difficulty of getting the thmgs
microorganisms need for food, breathing, and growth.

Microorganisms need certain things to grow; they need food and they need to breathe.
The foods microorganisms use are called electron donors. The substances micro-
organisms breathe are called electron acceptors. This is because the chemical reactions
that microorganisms perform to obtain energy move electrons from the electron donors
(food) to the electron acceptors (breathing substance). Many microorganisms breath
oxygen. Other microorganisms breathe what we call alternative electron acceptors such
as nitrate, sulfate, iron, or carbon dioxide. The foods microorganisms use include many
organic chemicals and may include the chemicals that are in the waste material. In
some cases, which we call cometabolism, microorganisms eat one substance as food and
accidentally degrade another substance just because the other substance is there. Many
waste chemicals fall into this cometabolism category in that the organisms cannot use
the waste chemicals as food but will degrade the chemicals if there is food available.

Microorganisms also need other chemicals to grow. Microorganisms have proteins and
proteins have nitrogen. Therefore, microorganisms need a nitrogen source to produce
the proteins they need to grow. Most microorganisms cannot use the molecular
nitrogen that is found in the atmosphere but must have nitrogen in the form of
ammonia or nitrate. Therefore, ammonia or nitrate needs to be provided during
bioremediation for microorganisms to grow. Microorganisms also need other nutrients
such as phosphate, sodium, potassium, magnesium, calcium, and other minerals to have
a balanced, healthy diet that allows their growth to be optimized. Another problem in
the pits is the high concentrations of contaminants in the waste itself. Numerous

studies show that many man-made chemicals are toxic to microorganisms at high
concentrations just as they are toxic to people at high concentrations. In most cases
where bioremediation is shown to work, the contaminant compounds are present at
dilute concentrations in soils or water. The focused feasibility study shows that
concentrations of the compounds in the waste material are very high. If organisms
could be found or created that can live in and degrade such high concentrations of
contaminants as those found in the waste material, and transport technologies could be
developed that could transport the organisms with electron acceptors (oxygen, nitrate,
ferric iron, sulfate) and nutrients into the waste material and distribute them throughout
the waste material, then bioremediation may become a feasible alternative. At this time,
however, such organisms and technologies do not appear to exist.

Some biological degradation of waste materials may already be occurring in soils
surrounding the wastes or, perhaps, in the waste itself, although at very low rates. The
presence of hydrogen sulfide is possible evidence of biological transformations. When
sulfate is used as an electron acceptor by microorganisms, hydrogen sulfide is
produced. Hydrogen sulfide was never disposed of at the Waste Pits but exists there
today Therefore, hydrogen sulfide might be produced by microorganisms which could
be using waste materials as electron donors (food). The construction of a cap will not
stop any biological degradation that might be occurring. Additionally, the SVE system
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will draw oxygen into the subsurface which can possibly increase the rate of biological
degradation in soils surrounding the pits where pollutant concentrations are more
dilute than in the waste materials. However, even if such degradation is occurring, it is
not occurring at a rate sufficient to rely upon it as a remedial action.

In light of this, EPA believes Alternative 4 provides the best available solution to protect
public health and the environment.

Finally, EPA would like to clarify a few points made in the comment letter pertaining to
current exposures from the pits and the SVE system.

The ambient air study that evaluated possible emissions from the Waste Pits found that
it was not possible to distinguish between the background air quality in the region and
chemicals that could have been emitted from the Waste Pits. Additionally, dispersion
modeling was conducted which evaluated the concentrations of chemicals at the fence

- line should emissions from the Waste Pits be occurring. These studies indicated that
possible concentrations at the fence line would not create unacceptable health risks in
accordance with EPA policy.

The commenter also expressed concern that vapor might build up under the cap. When
the tops of the pits are sealed with an impermeable liner, it may become possible for
vapors to accumulate beneath the liner. These accumulated vapors, if not controlled,
could potentially vent to the atmosphere periodically, like a burping effect, in events
where relatively high concentrations of vapors are emitted at one time, resulting in odor
nuisance and, possibly, short-term hazards. Rather than allowing any accumulated
vapors to vent to the atmosphere, Alternative 4 includes a vapor collection system. This
does not mean that vapors are currently being emitted at such concentrations as to cause
an unacceptable health risk to persons at the fence line. In fact, the studies conducted
indicate the opposite, that any vapors potentially being emitted at this time are at such
concentrations that risks at the fenceline are not unacceptable by EPA standards.

Alternative 4 does not include any groundwater extraction. Alternative 4 includes only
Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE). SVE removes vapors from the soils above the
groundwater. The groundwater remedy will be selected following completion of the
groundwater investigation.

Subject : Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence of the Selected Remedy
Letter from Randall E. Hartman dated January 9, 1979 (Reference No. 2

EPA’s Response: EPA appreciates the concerns listed in the letter regarding long-term
effectiveness and permanence of the selected remedy. EPA’s consideration of these
concerns was incorporated into the evaluation of alternatives and the selection of
Alterative 4, EPA strongly shares the commenter’s concern that the remedy be
permanent and protective of human health in the long term. At the same time, it is
important to understand that, in making its selection of a remedial alternative, EPA
must consider nine factors, only two of which are permanence and long-term
effectiveness. EPA must also consider protectiveness of human health and the
environment, compliance with other environmental laws and regulations, short-term
effectiveness, implementability, cost, and state and community acceptance. EPA’s
selection of an alternative is based on a balancing of all of these criteria.
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That stated, it is true that the most immediate degree of permanence and long-term
effectiveness would be derived from destroying the waste in the pits completely, either
by removing it first before treating it or treating it while still in place. Alternative 4 is
permanent and effective, but it does require long-term maintenance to make sure it
remains effective. In contrast, Alternative 5 provides a relatively immediate
permanence that is not subject to the need for future maintenance.

EPA studied both excavation as well as the possibility of treating the waste in place.
Unfortunately, the studies conducted to date indicate that there are not technologies
available that can destroy the waste safely and effectively without excavating. This is
because technologies for treating the waste in place generally require that various
substances infiltrate or be circulated through the waste. The waste in the pits is highly.
viscous and has low permeability; in short, substances cannot practically or effectively
be moved through it. Other technologies which might, for instance, heat the waste to
make it less viscous, would create problems with volatilizing and releasing chemicals in
the waste near to the neighborhood. EPA considered these problems and the potential
for complications with implementability and short-term effectiveness and determined
that the problems outweigh the benefits of in-place treatment. Therefore, EPA screened
out the in-place treatment options.

EPA very seriously considered the excavation option, Alternative 5. Unfortunately,
many complications could arise with respect to excavation at the Del Amo Waste Pits.
The first of these is the potential hazard involved, both to the workers and to the nearby
residents, in trying to remove the waste from the pits over an extended time period. It is
true that in principle, excavation could be safely performed under an enclosure, but the
proximity of the pits to the residential area raises the specter of uncertainty regarding
considerations. The VOC emissions from the waste material during excavation are
expected to be most severe and, should vapor control equipment fail during
construction, the public could be at substantially greater risk than if the material were
left in place. Also, as the commenter points out, wastes being removed from the site
have to be taken somewhere else. While it is possible to incinerate the wastes to very
low and safe residual levels, this still requires that the waste be transported from the site
to another area. While an incinerator could be built near the pits themselves and could
be operated safely, EPA rejected this option.

Finally, there is the cost of excavation and incineration, which is more than ten times as
much as Alternative 4, capping plus soil vapor extraction (SVE). While it is tempting to
demand that the waste be excavated regardless of the cost, the cost differences are
dramatic and they must be considered and balanced with all the other criteria. In this
case, this cost difference reinforces the issues concerning implementability and potential
short-term risks and uncertainties just described.

If EPA did not believe that Alternative 4 would be protective of human health, then
EPA would be selecting the excavation alternative. However, the cap and SVE will fully
protect persons surrounding the pits from exposure to waste pit contaminants, as well
as eliminate the pits as a significant source of groundwater contamination. Moreover,
because Alternative 4 calls for the long-term operation and maintenance of the SVE
system and cap, this protection will be permanent. Thus, on balance, while the
excavation option would have required less long-term maintenance, EPA believes that
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the selected alternative will be just as effective at protecting human health at a cost that
is one-tenth as much, and is therefore the appropriate remedy in this case.

2. Letter from Lawrence Smith dated January 21, 1997 (Reference No. 3)

EPA’s Response: Although Alternative 4 does not treat waste material in the Waste
Pits, the SVE system does treat contaminated soils. Because of this treatment of
contaminated soils, the alternative will reduce toxicity, mobility, and volume of
contaminated media associated with past waste disposal practices. EPA shares the
concern that treating the waste material itself would be a more favorable alternative
because of the long-term permanence and the greater reduction in toxicity, mobility,
and volume. For further discussion of this topic, the commenter is referred to the
response to Randall E. Hartman above.

EPA concurs that the SVE system may need to be maintained indefinitely to order to
adequately capture VOCs that migrate from the waste material into surrounding soils.
Although the Proposed Plan was not specific regarding the operational details of the
SVE system, a monitoring system will be installed with the SVE system which will be
used to assess when the SVE system needs to be re-started after it has been shut down.
It is not being predicted at this time that the SVE system will be shut off after 5 years.
Rather, it was intended that the public be aware that the SVE system may not operate
continuously forever, but after some time, say 5 years, the SVE system may operate
intermittently to capture whatever VOCs migrate at that time from the waste into
surrounding soils. The SVE system will operate continuously until the monitoring
system indicates that soil and soil vapor concentrations are below the interim soil
performance standards. This period of time could be on the order of 5 years, but may be
longer or shorter depending on subsurface conditions during operation. When soil
concentrations drop below the performance standards and the SVE system is shut
down, subsurface monitoring will continue and, should performance standards be
exceeded due to migration from the Waste Pits, the SVE system will be restarted.

EPA anticipates that the SVE system will be capable of removing contamination in soils
to the part per billion level in the coarser materials. However, the interim soils cleanup
standard EPA is selecting in this ROD is tied to the existing groundwater contamination
level. This is appropriate because the groundwater contamination levels under the pits
are already high. The ROD specifies that the Waste Pits will never be able to increase
the existing concentrations by more than 0.5 percent. If, in the course of selecting a
groundwater remedy, EPA selects a highly stringent cleanup standard for groundwater,
then the cleanup level for the soils under the pits will be reduced to a more stringent
level to ensure that standard can be met for groundwater. In the interim, the current
soil standard will ensure that the amount that the pits can contribute to groundwater
remains insignificant relative to what is already there. At present, this level is in the
range-of 5 parts per million in soil.

In the preliminary design prepared for the feasibility study, a catalytic oxidation system
was used to treat the extracted vapors. However, the final selection of the vapor treat-
ment system to be used will be made during the remedial design process. A catalytic
oxidation system uses heat and a catalyst to destroy organic chemicals. The catalyst is
typically a reactive metal surface that speeds the destruction of organic chemicals.
Using a catalyst lowers the temperature required to destroy the chemicals, reduces the
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production of nitrous oxides, and increases the amount of organic chemical destruction
that occurs during the process. Such systems are in place throughout Southern
California to treat vapors extracted from VOC contaminated soils. Any liquids that are
produced by the system will be collected, characterized, and transported to an
appropriately permitted offsite commercial treatment or disposal facility. The catalytic
oxidation system will meet all South Coast Air Quality Management District
(SCAQMD) source review criteria and the effects on air quality will be in accordance
with SCAQMD rules and regulations and State RCRA regulations.

The alternative of bioremediation was considered during the initial stages of the
feasibility study process. Laboratory studies were conducted with waste material to
assess the ability of microorganisms to degrade the material. The laboratory studies
indicated that bioremediation would not be a feasible alternative. For the same reasons
that SVE is infeasible in the waste material, a positive pressure system would also be
infeasible. The waste materials are a tar-like, viscous substance which have little
internal void space or porosity. Because of this, vapors cannot move through the waste
materials. Hence, it is impossible to extract vapors from or push air through the waste
materials.

3. Comment from Barbara Stockwell dated January 29, 1997 (Reference No. 4)

EPA’s Response: EPA appreciates the concerns in this comment regarding the
long-term effectiveness and permanence of the selected remedy. The reader is referred
to EPA’s response to this issue above in the response to Randall E. Hartman. In short,
while Alternative 5 would confer certain benefits with regard to permanence and
long-term effectiveness, Alternative 4 is, on balance in consideration of all the remedy
selection criteria, the most appropriate remedy in this particular case. With respect to
bioremediation, the reader is referred to EPA’s response to Ms. Cynthia Babich on this
issue, above. Bioremediation was considered during the initial stages of the feasibility
study and a laboratory study was commissioned. The laboratory study indicated that
bioremediation would not be feasible for these waste materials. In light of these issues,
EPA believes that the selected alternative provides the best protection of the public from
the waste materials that can be devised with available technologies.

4. Comment from Robert Frame dated February 4, 1997 (Reference No. 5)

EPA’s Response: In accordance with Section 121(c) of the Superfund law, EPA intends
to continue to evaluate the performance of this remedy every 5 years after the remedy is
implemented. As technological innovations arise, there may be opportunities to explore
utilizing such innovations.

5. Letter from the Toxics Assessment Group dated February 13, 1997;: Summary and

Let's Get Sg@ething Out of This Situation (Reference No. 6)

EPA’s Response: EPA appreciates the concerns regarding the long-term effectiveness
and permanence of the remedy. The reader is referred to EPA’s response to Randall E.
Hartman on this issue, above. The commenter also expressed concerns about the
consideration of cost in EPA’s remedial decision-making. EPA is required to consider
cost as one among nine criteria in its decisionmaking process. However, as stated in our
response to Mr. Hartman, in this case, the dramatically higher cost of Alternative 5
merely serves to reinforce several other factors working against that alternative.
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Alternative 4 does require long-term maintenance that Alternative 5 does not require.
However, on balance, EPA believes that this added benefit in permanence and
long-term effectiveness does not justify increasing the cost of the remedy by 10 times,
when it is considered that (1) Alternative 4 provides equivalent protection of human
health, (2) Alternative 4 can be designed and implemented using monitoring and
controls in a manner such that long-term effectiveness and permanence are assured, and
(3) Alternative 5 presents a host of implementability and short-term effectiveness
problems (risks and uncertainties while the action is executed), as discussed above in
our response to Mr. Hartman. Accordingly, in considering all the remedy selection
criteria mandated by law and the site-specific situation at the Waste Pits, EPA believes
that Alternative 4 is the most appropriate remedial action for the Waste Pits.

Del Amo is, as the commenter suggests, a prime example of a site in need of a
cost-effective remediation technology that can destroy the waste safely. Bioremediation
holds much potential for organic wastes such as those at Del Amo. However, bio-
remediation has been evaluated at this site and does not appear feasible. A more
detailed description of some of the issues involved with bioremediation at Del Amo has
been provided in response to Cynthia Babich'’s letter, above. Implementing

Alternative 4 would not prevent bioremediation or other remedial technology from
being considered for use at Del Amo should promising technologies become available at
a later date.

Subject : Uncertainties and Inadequacies in Baseline Human Health Risk
Assessment Process

1. Letter from the Toxics Assessment Group dated February 13, 1997; Comments on the
Baseline Health Risk Assessment (Reference No. 6)

EPA’s Response: EPA acknowledges that there are some uncertainties in the baseline
human health risk assessment process, but it is the only quantitative tool available to
assess what, if not all, of the risks may be arising from the presence of a hazardous
waste site. EPA is sponsoring significant research into risk assessment to continually
improve this tool to take into account more of the factors described by the comment and
to more completely assess the effects of hazardous chemicals on human and ecological
health. This does not mean the existing tool has little or no value. Risk assessment is
grounded in valid scientific principles and makes use of these principles in a logical,
consistent fashion to estimate what the likelihood is of a person experiencing an adverse
health effect due to exposure to a contaminant.

The commenter is correct to assert and list several of the uncertain factors associated
with risk assessment. However, EPA risk assessments address these uncertainties by
introducing conservative safety factors on the toxicological data. For example, for
noncancer effects, if studies show that no adverse health effects have been observed
when persons or animals are exposed below a certain concentration, EPA does not
simply use that concentration as the "safe" level. Rather, a safety factor is introduced of
at least 100 times, and sometimes as much as 5,000 times. The more uncertain EPA is
about the particular toxicological data, the greater the safety factor used.

When estimating the exposure that persons may have, conservative assumptions are
again used. In the case of the Waste Pits, samples of volatile emissions were taken from
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all over the pits. In some areas, the emissions were greater than in other areas and in
many areas there were no measurable emissions at all. However, when EPA calculated
the risk, it assumed that the entire area of the pits were emitting volatiles at the highest
concentration ever found anywhere on the pits. This is clearly a highly conservative
treatment of the data; that is, it would err on the side of higher risk estimates. Then,
EPA assumed that residents were living, not in houses across the street from the pits,
but right at the fenceline of the pits, and that they stayed at the fenceline, breathing and
touching the soil, all day and all night for 30 years. Even with all of these conservative
assumptions, the noncancer risks due to the Waste Pits for a person living at the
fenceline were calculated to be 2/5, where 1 and above indicate unsafe levels. The
cancer risks were on the order of two in 1 million. These values mean that there is a

2 in 1 million chance that an individual exposed to a chemical under conservative
exposure assumptions will contract cancer as a result of that exposure. These values are
significantly lower than the national average of one in four persons contracting cancer
in their lifetime.

Finally, the commenter states that the reality is that people in the neighborhood are sick
and, therefore, it does not matter what a risk assessment says. There is no dispute that
the persons in this community have experienced health problems. EPA is concerned, as
we believe the community should be concerned, with finding what is, and what is not,
causing those health problems. The finding by the risk assessment that there are no
unacceptable levels of exposures to chemicals from the Waste Pits near the ground
surface does not negate or deny the existence of health effects. It merely states that,
based on the available data, the Waste Pits as they exist today do not appear to be the
cause of unacceptable exposures. Such a finding does not rule out the possibility that
unacceptable exposures to Waste Pits contaminants may have existed in the past, nor
that some other sources of contamination may exist and that these may be causing the
health effects experienced by the community.

Subject : Letter from Shell Oil Company Regarding SVE Design and Cost-Related
Issues

1. Letter from Shell Oil Company dated February 3, 1997. First comment (Reference
No. 7)

EPA's Response: The design details for the cap in the Proposed Plan, which are cited
by the commenter, are provided to illustrate the remedy and are not intended to specify
the final design of the cap. Such details will be finalized during the design stage and
review process, such that RCRA performance criteria for caps will be met. This process
will ensure that the remedy is designed to meet the remedial objectives and ARARs.

2. Letter from §hell Oil Company dated February 3, 1997. Second comment (Reference
No.7)

EPA'’s Response: There is no description of the SVE system later in the Proposed Plan or
in the supplement to the Proposed Plan specifying the top of well screens to be 5 feet
below the bottoms of the Waste Pits. Regardless, the ROD does not specify a depth for
the well screens. The final design details will be selected during the remedial design
and review process. This process will ensure that the remedy is designed to meet the
remedial objectives. The ROD requires that the influence of SVE extend from the
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bottom of the Waste Pits to the capillary fringe; however, it acknowledges that pulling
contaminants directly off the water table or out of the pits is not desirable and specifies
that the design account for this and reduce the pneumatic influences near the bottom of
the pits and the top of the capillary fringe. At the same time, it explicitly does not
require that these influences be reduced to zero; rather, that they be reduced enough to
reasonably reduce the pulling effect that may occur. It may not be possible to install
SVE such that no such pulling occurs at all. The goal of SVE shall be to reduce soil
concentrations to the interim soil standard in as much of the soils under the pits as
possible; physical and design constraints will then be taken into account.

3. Letter from Shell Oil Company dated February 3, 1997. Third comment (Reference
No.7)

EPA'’s Response: The cost estimate for Alternative 4 in the FFS is different from the one
provided in the Proposed Plan. EPA requested and received a cost estimate from
Dames & Moore, author of the FFS report on behalf of Shell Oil and Dow Chemical, for
a SVE system that is preferred by EPA. This cost estimate was provided in a fax memo
from Dave Laney, Dames & Moore, to EPA dated 11/6/96 (Reference No. 8), and is
evaluated in the Administrative Record. The preferred SVE system is one that can be
applied to both coarse- and fine-grained soil layers.

4. Letter from Shell Qil Company dated February 3, 1997. Fourth comment
(Reference No. 7)

EPA’s Response: A key assumption in EPA’s nine criteria evaluation of the alternatives
was the absence of people residing on 204th Street immediately adjacent to the waste pit
property. Should this assumption fail, EPA would need to evaluate the impact on the
continued validity of the analyses supporting the selection of remedial actions for the
Waste Pits. The current evaluation of alternatives in the feasibility study, Proposed
Plan, and ROD does not include the cost of purchasing property or permanently
relocating people.

5. Letter from Shell Oil Company dated February 3, 1997. Fifth comment (Reference
No. 7)

EPA’s Response: EPA believes that the length of time required for the SVE system to
operate to meet interim soil performance standards cannot be predicted with a high
degree of accuracy at this time. We agree with the commenter that such time estimates
will have to be verified by data collected during the remedial design phase. The length
of time the SVE system will have to operate continuously before interim soil standards
are attained will be dependent on the SVE performance monitoring results. Such time
-can be less than or greater than 5 years. However, while this time may vary due to
physical limitations, the 5-year period was stated in the Proposed Plan with the
intention that the SVE system be designed to achieve interim soil standards in about

§ years, if it is possible to do so. Thus, the system should not be intentionally designed
to take longer to achieve interim soil standards for reasons other than physical
constraint.

Additionally, monitoring will take place indefinitely. Should performance standards be
exceeded after the SVE system is shut down, the SVE system will be re-started and
operated until performance standards are once again met.
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6. Letter from Shell Oil Company dated February 3, 1997. Second page of comments,
second paragraph (Reference No. 7)

EPA’s Response: This comment pertains to EPA’s specification that the SVE system
shall be applied to both coarse-grained and fine-grained soils under the Waste Pits.
'EPA has addressed this comment by making changes in the ROD not originally
reflected in the Proposed Plan. First, the ROD acknowledges that there is uncertainty
regarding the continuity of coarse-grained units across the site and the ability of SVE to
be effective in fine-grained units where air permeability may be low. There is
insufficient information today to indicate the exact distribution, not only of
“fine-grained" materials, but where those fine materials are so fine that they would
compromise the effectiveness of SVE. However, EPA has agreed with the commenter
that there is significant soil heterogeneity and there are likely to be some soil areas
under the pits that will not be amenable to SVE. At the same time, we recognize that the
data necessary to define these areas spatially with some precision will have to be
obtained in remedial design.

If the size of the areas not amenable to SVE turns out to be significant, it will pose a
problem for the interim soil standards. The interim soil standards were selected in the
focused feasibility study using relatively simple calculations (based on an "overall”
attenuation factor) and the assumption that all of the soil under the pits will be cleaned
to a certain fixed level. If some of the soil is cleaned to that level, but other portions are
left at higher concentrations, then the overarching standard of keeping the Waste Pits’
incremental groundwater contribution below 0.5 percent of the existing groundwater
concentrations would not be met. The areas that were not cleaned would contribute
more contamination than the calculation assumed, resulting in a greater incremental
impact than the standard would allow. For this reason, EPA must start with the
assumption that SVE will be applied to all soils under the pits, and cannot agree to
specify in the remedy that SVE be applied only to the coarse-grained materials.

Toresolve this issue, one must address the physical constraint of potentially not being
able to apply SVE to certain soils of low air permeability, while still meeting the overall
goal of limiting the incremental contribution from the pits to 0.5 percent of the existing
groundwater contamination. To do so, EPA has modified the ROD to provide for two
means of calculating the interim soil standard. In the event that the extent of the soils
not amenable to SVE is found to be insignificant, then SVE shall be applied to all soils
under the pits, as in the Proposed Plan, and the soil cleanup standard shall be calculated
as shown in the Proposed Plan, based on an overall attenuation factor of 10. In the
event that the areas not amenable to SVE are significant, a performance-based approach
shall be used, holding the 0.5 percent incremental contribution standard as the driving
factor. In this case, the use of the "overall” attenuation factor shall be abandoned. A
modeling approach shall be established, during remedial design, that will calculate both
the contributions from areas to which SVE is applied and the contributions from areas to
which SVE cannot applied. The areas to which SVE can be applied will be cleaned to
whatever level is necessary such that the total contribution from the pits, as calculated
by the model, cannot cause an incremental groundwater contribution in excess of

0.5 percent of the existing groundwater concentration.
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Subsequently, as stated in the supplement to the Proposed Plan, the exact width and
“ depth of the SVE treatment zone will vary somewhat from location to location
depending on the soil conditions and contaminant concentrations and distribution.

7. Letter from Shell Oil Company dated February 3, 1997. Second page of comments,
third paragraph (Reference No. 7)

EPA’s Response: Simply stated, the "attenuation factor," as it is used in this calculation,
defines what fraction of a given soil concentration will be found in groundwater under
that soil. The attenuation factor used in the remedial selection should ultimately reflect
conditions at the site that control fate and transport of VOCs through the soil. In EPA’s
Proposed Plan, a single "overall” attenuation factor was used, representing the
combination of many physical parameters that differ spatially at the site. Many of the
values of these parameters are uncertain and our knowledge about them is limited. This
approach is highly simplifying and introduces a high level of uncertainty in the estimate
of the value of the overall attenuation factor. It is indirect in that it attempts to broadly
evaluate a reasonable maximum and minimum for the overall factor without directly
calculating or considering the parameters of which it is composed. The use of this
simple approach is acceptable only if (1) its limitations are acknowledged and
incorporated into any decision using the attenuation factor, (2) one does not attempt to
refine the value of the attenuation factor with this approach beyond what is technically
supportable, and (3) one uses a reasonably conservative value within the range of
possible attenuation factors, given the uncertainties involved.

Given this, EPA has determined that a reasonably conservative value for this factor is
10. If one were to try to refine the value of the true attenuation factor (by increasing its
accuracy or confidence in its value), as the commenter seems to want to do, one would
have to take the more complicated approach of directly deriving the value of the
attenuation factor by evaluating the physical parameters of which it is composed, and
performing more sophisticated calculations and/or modeling. The commenter suggests
"using different overall attenuation factors for different soil types at various distances
above the groundwater.” This more complex approach could be supportable, but is
tantamount to abandoning the concept of "overall attenuation factor” and performing
the fully-detailed calculations and/or modeling that would be necessary to evaluate
contaminant movement in the vadose zone utilizing all physical parameters as these
parameters continuously vary spatially. This effort was not performed by the Focused
Feasibility Study.

As stated above, EPA has introduced in the ROD a second method for computing the
interim soil standard in the event that SVE cannot address significant areas of soil due
to low air permeabilities. In this case, the simple approach of an "overall attenuation
factor” is abandoned because it is no longer technically appropriate. Instead, a more
sophisticated-modeling approach would be required to evaluate the actual value of the
physical parameters and the possible movement of contaminants from soils to
groundwater. Models such as VLEACH could be used for this purpose.

The commenter references 100 as a more appropriate attenuation factor "since it is often
assumed for evaluation of waste at RCRA facilities.” While a value of 100 may have
been assumed for an attenuation factor at some sites, EPA is not aware of any standard
or basis by which this value is intended to be used for all sites. In particular, use of a
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RCRA facility attenuation factor may not be appropriate in this instance given the
significant releases of hazardous substances that have occurred over time from the
Waste Pits. By contrast, RCRA facilities are designed and regulated to prevent releases
of hazardous substances - particularly the kind of significant releases that have occurred
at the Waste Pits. Using an "overall” attenuation factor is a simplification of many
physical parameters that differ greatly between sites and even within each site, and the
implication that a single value such as 100 applies to all sites, and thereby should apply
to the Waste Pits, is without merit.

8. Letter from Shell Oil Company dated February 3, 1997. Second page of comments,

fourth paragraph (Reference No. 7)

EPA'’s Response: The commenter states that some engineering disciplines consider less
than one order of magnitude difference in the value of any parameter as negligible. The
implication of this statement is that engineering disciplines have defined the words
"small" or "insignificant” absolutely and regardless of context as being "less than an
order of magnitude.” Such an implication would be untrue. Similarly, less than one
order of magnitude of difference in hydraulic conductivity of an aquifer may be
negligible when estimating the yield of a water supply well, but this order of magnitude
difference is not irrelevant to evaluating whether an increase in groundwater
contamination is negligible. "Significance" is relative: there is no "engineering" basis to a
claim that "significant” can be defined outside of its context.

The Soil Vapor Extraction system for the Waste Pits is a source control measure. That is,
it seeks to remove the Waste Pits as a source of additional contamination to
groundwater. On this basis alone, it could be argued that EPA should select a soil
cleanup standard such that incremental contribution from the pits would not exceed the
value of a drinking water standard. EPA has decided not to impose so stringent a
standard because of the very high levels of contamination already in the groundwater.
However, the goal of the SVE source control is to make the incremental contribution of
the pits truly insignificant in relation to the existing groundwater contamination, so as
to not counter any groundwater remediation efforts and ensure that the groundwater
contamination does not worsen. We disagree that continuing to allow the pits to
contamninate the groundwater by 10 percent of the existing groundwater concentration
would be an insignificant contribution. While there is no magic calculation that will
allow one to absolutely define 0.5 percent as "insignificant,” EPA believes that using this
percentage is justified in that it is small while still permitting a standard for soil as much
as 5000 times less stringent than what would be permitted if drinking water standards
were the basis from which the soil standard was derived, and it mitigates the
uncertainties associated with determining the true incremental groundwater
contribution caused by any given soil concentration.

9. Fax Letter from The EOP Group dated February 13, 1997 (Reference No. 9)
EPA's Response:

1. Stringency of Clean-up. EPA disagrees that the interim soil standard is overly
stringent. In earlier evaluations, EPA was considering requiring an apphcatlon of SVE
that would have cleaned the soils under the pits such that the remaining contamination,
if it entered the groundwater, would not raise the groundwater contamination by more
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than the value of the MCL (1 ppb benzene). EPA’s Proposed Plan recognized that the
groundwater beneath the pits was already highly contaminated (up to 500,000 ppb
benzene), and it instead set the soil standard, on an interim basis, so as to limit the
incremental Waste Pits contribution to groundwater to 0.5 percent of the existing
groundwater concentration. EPA’s Proposed Plan relaxed the clean-up standard
considered earlier because the additional contaminant contribution to the groundwater
from the pits would still be a tiny amount compared to the existing groundwater
contamination. (If the existing groundwater concentration is reduced in the future, the
SVE clean-up standard will be lowered as well, so as to remain 0.5 percent of the new
groundwater concentration). For these reasons, EPA believes it’s interim soil standard is
not overly stringent or "intensive;” in fact, it is already as much as 5000 times less
stringent than many of EPA’s other source control remedies for which cleaning-up
groundwater to the MCL is the goal.

2. Extent of Clean-up. Contrary to the suggestion of the commenter, this remedy does
not include a full soil cleanup, rather, it seeks to contain the contamination, preventing
it from reaching groundwater in significant quantities. The quantity of contamination
that the waste and soil would be allowed to contribute to the already-contaminated
groundwater beneath the Waste Pits will be a small amount (0.5 percent of existing
groundwater contaminant concentrations). The soil clean-up level, therefore, is based
on the "incremental” contamination that waste and contaminated soil could add to the
groundwater. The calculation of this allowable contamination increment is based on
the potential contaminant contribution from all vadose soil beneath the pits. Had EPA
selected a "full soil cleanup,” it would have required that the soils be cleaned to far
lower levels than those implied by the interim soil standard.

The EOP memo suggests that EPA should not apply the SVE to the fine-grained vadose
soils beneath the Waste Pits, as EPA’s Proposed Plan calls for, but only to the
coarse-grained soils. If we were to do this, the cleanup level would only account for
these coarse-grained soil layers that were being cleaned. The rest of the soil layers
would continue to release their contamination to the groundwater, and their
contamination would not be included in the allowable contamination increment
calculation. Thus, there would be more contamination migrating into the groundwater
beneath the Waste Pits than what the clean-up goal was aiming for. The goal of keeping
the incremental contamination’s effect on groundwater to below 0.5 percent of existing
groundwater concentrations would be illusory - the soils under the pits would be
adding to groundwater contamination at far greater levels. Finally, it is unclear if
coarse-grained units are continuous across the size and that if removing VOCs from
these units would capture all VOCs migrating from surrounding fine-grained units.
Thus, depending on the coarse-grained units to protect groundwater from migration of
VOCs from the fine-grained units may be unjustified at this site. Therefore, the cleanup
level for the vadose soils beneath the pits should account for all soils under the pits, not
just certain soil layers, especially since the waste will remain in place "indefinitely."

EPA understands the commenter’s concern that there may be fine-grained soils which
have such low air permeability that they cannot be addressed by SVE. To address this
concern, EPA has provided in the ROD a second method for calculating the interim soil
standard in the event that the extent of soils that are not amenable to SVE due to low air
permeability is significant. This approach will ensure that the goal of limiting the
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incremental contribution from the pits to 0.5 percent of the incremental groundwater
concentration will be met even if some areas under the pits are not subject to SVE after
remedial design. See also EPA’s other responses to this issue, above.

3. Role of Groundwater Clean-up. In the Waste Pits remedy, EPA has selected source
control measures in order to address the contaminated groundwater. EPA recognizes
that there is evidence of groundwater plume stability and natural attenuation
mechanisms in the two upper groundwater units. However, EPA also recognizes that
there is less evidence of such stability and attenuation mechanisms in the third unit, the
C-Sand, and below. In addition, present plume stability is not guaranteed to last
forever. Moreover, if the groundwater does remain contaminated for a very long time
with the waste remaining in place, a reasonable amount of mass removal in the vadose
zone will reduce the long-term uncertainty and increase the long-term effectiveness of
the groundwater remedy. This is consistent with State and EPA approaches to NAPL
releases, even in cases where natural attenuation is applied to groundwater.

Finally, the soils are not the only source of contamination here, but the waste itself
(which is itself both voluminous and significant contamination) is being left in place
indefinitely. Should contaminants from this waste arrive at groundwater, there is no
guarantee that there would be plume stability in either the lateral or vertical directions.
For these reasons, EPA believes it is prudent to implement source control measures, as
outlined in the Waste Pits remedy, in order to add to the long-term effectiveness and
permanence of the selected remedy for the Waste Pits.

Subject : Letter from Dames & Moore Regarding Various Issues, as Noted

1. Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997: Non-Technical Editorial &
Typographic Corrections: Use of the Term “cleanup”(Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: The concern of the commenter as to the interpretation of the word
"cleanup” by the public is noted. However, EPA has not explicitly or implicitly defined
the term "cleanup" to mean "restoration” in the Proposed Plan or the ROD. "Cleanup” is
a more widely used and understood term than "remedial action” and is therefore used
appropriately in the Proposed Plan where it occurs. A specification as to the degree of
cleanup is not contained within the term itself; moreover, the degree being selected by
EPA is specified explicitly.

2. Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997;: Non-Technical Editorial &
Typographic Corrections: Use of the Term “data” (Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: Duly noted.
3. Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Non-Technical Editorial &

T raphic Corrections: Use of the “Waste Pit Area” (Reference No. 10

EPA’s Response: Duly noted.

4. Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997;: Non-Technical Editorial &

Typographic Corrections: Page 4, Item No, 2—Uncertain Long-term Controls
(Reference No. 10)
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10.

11.

12.

EPA’s Response: EPA believes the statements made are correct and true and are based
on both observations of the pits site and on the experience of EPA in dealing with such
sites and remedies. Because the current cover on the pits is temporary and requires
regular maintenance, the pits are subject to wind erosion, water erosion, and water
infiltration. The pits have also been known to ooze waste onto the surface. Therefore, it
is not unreasonable to state that there is a "significant possibility that exposures may
occur in the future” or that there is a "significant uncertainty as to whether existing
controls would be maintained as long as the waste remains in place.” The commenter
requests clarification as to whether "possibility” means "probability.” EPA used the
word "possibility,” not "probability.” EPA has not quantitatively calculated the
probability of these occurrences.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Non-Technical Editorial &
Typographic Corrections: Page 5, Alternative 3, Last Bullet (Reference No. 10)

EPA'’s Response: Duly noted.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Non-Technical Editorial &
Typographic Corrections: Page 5, Last Two Bullets in Column 1 (Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: Duly noted.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Non-Technical Editorial &
Typographic Corrections: Page 12, Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume (TMV)
Through Treatment (Reference No, 10) '

EPA’s Response: Duly noted.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Non-Technical Fditorial &

Typographic Corrections: Supplement, Page 1 Purpose of Soil Vapor Extraction,
Para. 3, 3rd Sentence (Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: Duly noted.
Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Non-Technical Editorial &

Typographic Corrections: Supplement, Throughout (Reference No. 10

EPA'’s Response: Duly noted.
Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Technical Corrections to

Background Information: Page 1, Para. 5/Figure 1 (Reference No. 10

EPA’s Response: Duly noted.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997;: Technical Corrections to
Background Information: Page 1, Para. 7 (2nd Para. Under Site Characterizations
(Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: Duly noted.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Technical Corrections to

Background Information: Page 2, 1st Partial Para.(Reference No. 10)
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

EPA’s Response: Although there are significant areas within the fence line not
contaminated above levels of concern, there are also significant areas outside the pits
that are contaminated substantially above levels of concern. The statement in the
Proposed Plan is true and does not imply in any way that all soils within the fence line
are contaminated.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Technical Corrections to
Background Information: Page 2, 2nd Full Para.(Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: Under present conditions, if the waste comes into contact with air, it
has been disturbed and, therefore, will emit hydrogen sulfide as well as VOCs.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Technical Corrections to

Background Information: Table 1 (Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: Although the highest concentrations of soil contamination are within
5 feet of waste, significant concentrations of contaminants are found at relatively large
distances from waste. For example 1,000 ppm benzene has been detected 60 feet from
waste. Making such a clarification as suggested would unnecessarily downplay the
extent of contamination beyond the pits.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997: Technical Corrections to

Background Information: Page 6. Column 1, 1st Partial Para. (Reference No. 10)
EPA’s Response: Duly noted.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Technical Corrections to
Background Information: Page 7. Reasons for EPA’s Proposed Remedy, 1st Para.
(Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: Duly noted.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Technical Corrections to
Background Information: Supplement, Page 2, Box (Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: Duly noted.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Administrative and
Procedural Clarifications: Page 1, Para. 5, Sentence 2/Page 7, 3rd Para./Supplement
Page 1, Purpose of Soil Vapor Extraction, Para. 1 (Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: This remedy is an interim action for groundwater. An interim action
is a remedial action, not inconsistent with the anticipated final action, that in an early
time frame initiates some part of an overall cleanup action without completing it. It is
correct that no actions are evaluated in the FFS for cleanup of the contaminated
groundwater itself. This interim action does not provide that type of action for the
groundwater. Rather, it serves the function of controlling the Waste Pits and the soils
below them as a source of future contamination for groundwater. This will serve as one
component of the overall groundwater remedy, which later will include actions for the
contaminated groundwater itself.
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19.

20.

The commenter questions whether this interim action for waste and soils might be
replaced or augmented in the future with respect to groundwater. The answer is yes.
The groundwater ROD will select final groundwater cleanup standards. If necessary,
the interim soil standards in the Waste Pits ROD would be modified to allow for
meeting the groundwater cleanup standards. Contrary to the commenter’s
understanding, this ROD is not "final with respect to soils.” Rather, it is final with
respect to surface exposures at the ground surface, and interim with respect to
protection of groundwater. Therefore, soil cleanup standards may change as a result of
final groundwater actions.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997;: Administrative and

Procedural Clarifications: Page 1, Column 2, 1st Para. (Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: The term "soil contamination” is actually shorthand for the presence
of waste pit contaminants in any of four phases: adsorbed to soils, in the vapor phase, in
the water phase (e.g., dissolved in soil moisture), and in the residual phase.
Contaminants can reside "in the soils” in any of these phases. Based on partitioning
relationships, a measurement of the amount of contaminant in any one of these phases
implies a certain amount of contaminant in the remaining phases. Any soil standard
that is based on one of these phases must take into account the total mass of
contaminant present in all the phases and how the mass in each phase might be
transported to groundwater. Therefore, it is true that the interim soil standard does not
apply to "subsurface gases" alone but to all phases of contaminants present in soils
under the Waste Pits.

The purpose of the remedy, however, is to address subsurface gas as well as subsurface
soil contamination. These emissions, if they were to occur, would occur in the form of
escaping subsurface gases. It is true that subsurface gases will be controlled from above
by a vapor collection system built into the cap and from below by the SVE system. The
SVE system will be operated to reduce soil concentrations (as present in all phases) to a
performance standard. However, it is important to explain that subsurface vapors will
be controlled by the SVE system.

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997: Administrative and

Procedural Clarifications: Page 4, Item 1 (Preference for Treatment)/Page 7, Reasons
for EPA’s Proposed Remedy, 5th Para./Page 12, Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, and

Volume (Reference No. 10) '

EPA’s Response: The Proposed Plan does not state, in contrast to the commenter’s
claim, that any alternative which does not include treatment as a principal element
should be rejected. This is merely one consideration among many in making remedial
decisions. The preference for treatment as a principal element is a statutory and
regulatory requirement. The statute, in particular, has not changed since 1986 and still
contains the language requiring it. This preference has always been just that, a
preference. As such, there has never been a time in which containment alone was not
"acceptable under certain circumstances,” particularly when considered on balance with
the other NCP remedy selection criteria. While EPA’s published policies on the
preference for treatment as a principal element speak for themselves, preference for
treatment remains a factor which is to be considered in conjunction with the nine
criteria and it was, therefore, considered in this case.
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21. Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Administrative and

22.

Procedural Clarifications: Page 4, Item 4 (Complumce With ARARs) (Reference
No. 10)

EPA’s Response: The term "ARAR" means "Applicable, or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirement.” ARARs are either applicable, or relevant and appropriate. If an ARAR
applies directly to the site or the remedial action, it is applicable. However, EPA can
determine that, even though the ARAR does not directly apply, it is nonetheless
relevant and appropriate. EPA has identified certain hazardous waste facility closure
and post closure requirements, established in state regulations, as relevant and
appropriate legal requirements that the selected remedial action must meet. Section 121
(d) of the Superfund law provides that remedial actions conducted on-site must meet
substantive environmental protection requirements. However, the law also provides
that no state, federal or local permit is required to conduct remedial actions onsite
provided that the substantive environmental protection standards have been identified
and complied with. See 42 U.S.C. 9621(e).

Comment from Dames & Moore dated January 24, 1997; Administrative and
Procedural Clarifications: Page 6, First Full Para. In Column 3 (Reference No. 10)

EPA’s Response: Duly noted.

Subject : Letter from California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
Regarding the Final Focused Feasibility Study Report, Del Amo Waste Pits Area,
Geologic, Engineering, and Toxicologic Issues

1. Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; Specific Geologic Comments,

2.

Comment 1 (Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: EPA agrees that some soil gas monitoring points, either within the
Waste Pits area or on adjacent properties, are needed on all sides of the Pits. The exact
number, location, and design of these points will be determined during the Remedial
Design phase of the project.

Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; Specific Geologlc Comments,
Comment 2 (Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: EPA agrees that rising groundwater at the site is a design
consideration. It is anticipated that the impact of rising groundwater on the SVE system
will be addressed during the Remedial Design phase of the project. :

Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; Specific Geologic Comments,
Comment 3 (Reference No. 11}

EPA’s Response: EPA believes that after the initial period of continuous operation,
asymptotic concentrations will be reached. It will then be possible to turn off the SVE
system and to monitor the concentration of soil vapor. If monitoring indicates that soil
vapor has increased above levels of concern, the SVE system will be re-activated. The
process by which these decisions will be made will be included in an Operations &
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Maintenance Plan to be initially developed during the Remedial Design phase of the
project.

EPA has identified specific ARARs in the ROD pertaining to this type of monitoring.

4. Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; General Engineering
Comments, Comment 1 {(Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: EPA agrees that the monitoring information requested by DTSC is
needed. However, the SVE performance standard selected in this ROD is incorrectly
stated in DTSC’s comment. It is true that the purpose of the SVE system is to reduce soil
contaminant concentrations below the Waste Pits. However, the standard is for the
containment concentrations to be reduced to a level such that the Waste Pits could not
incrementally contribute to groundwater more than 0.5 percent of the existing
groundwater concentration at any point in the future. Should the “existing
groundwater concentration” change, then the standard would change as well to remain
at 0.5 percent.

5. Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; General Engineering
Comments, Comment 1a (Reference No. 11)

EPA'’s Response: A proposed soil gas monitoring plan for lateral migration of all mobile
contaminants from the Waste Pits, to assess whether cleanup objectives have been met,
will be developed during the Remedial Design phase of the project. It should be noted
_that not all contaminants found in the Waste Pits are necessarily considered mobile,
based on soil and individual contaminant characteristics.

EPA has identified specific ARARs pertaining to this monitoring.

6. Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996: General Engineering
Comments, Comment 1b (Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: The physical parameters to be measured to assure that clean-up
objectives have been met will be developed during the Remedial Design phase of the
project.

7. Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; General E ineerin
Comments, Comment 1c (Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: Groundwater monitoring will not be used to measure the SVE
system’s impacts on the groundwater. The groundwater directly beneath the Pits is so
highly contaminated that the SVE system’s impacts to the groundwater contaminant
concentrations, at least in the near future, will be indiscernible.

8. Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; General Engineering
Comments, Comment 2 (Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: As discussed in Section 2.9 of the ROD, “The Selected Remedy,”
subsection entitled “Where SVE Shall Be Applied,” the SVE system shall extend laterally
to include areas all across the Pits themselves and laterally beyond the boundaries of the
Pits to whatever distance is necessary such that all interim soil standards specified in
this ROD are met. This distance could extend beyond the boundaries of lots 36 and 37.
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The application of SVE shall address soil contamination that has emanated from the
Waste Pits, but not contamination emanating solely from other sources.

9. Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; Gene_ral Engineering
Comments, Comment 2b (Reference No.11)

EPA’s Response: The purpose of SVE at this site is as a containment technology that is
used to establish a contiguous horizontal barrier against the vertical migration of vapor
phase contaminants that could further contaminate groundwater. SVE will also reduce
future groundwater contamination that could occur if water levels rise into the vadose
zone soil that has been targeted by the technology.

The thickness of the SVE capture zone at every point under the Waste Pits has not yet
been determined. The ROD specifies that if Method A is to be used to calculate the
interim soil standard, then all of the soils between the capillary fringe and just below the
Waste Pits will be subject to SVE. However, if significant areas of soils under the Pits
will not be amenable to SVE due to lack of air permeability, then Method B will be used
and the thickness of the SVE zone will vary according to location under the Pits.
However, either way, the incremental contribution from the Pits will be limited to

0.5 percent of the existing groundwater contaminant concentration. Modeling and/or
other techniques necessary to develop and operate an effective SVE system will be
evaluated and implemented, as appropriate, during the Remedial Design phase of the
project.

10. Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; General Engineering
Comments, Comment 3 (Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: Figure 7.4.1-2 is an idealized conceptual view of a possible SVE well
configuration, viewed along a generalized east-west line of section beneath the Waste
Pits. Similarly, Figure 7.5.2-2 is a view showing the waste and adjacent soil materials
that would be excavated per Alternative 5. Due to the complex distribution of
contaminants in the soils below the Waste Pits area, all plan view and cross-sectional
graphics presenting the soils contaminant data should be viewed in the context of the
conceptual remedies. Figures 2.2.2-3 through 2.2.2-9 of the FFS Report show all
available soils data plotted on seven separate cross-sectional views transecting the
Waste Pits area. Collectively, these figures provide a good presentation of the variable
distribution of soil contamination across the site, as well as the data points that provide
the basis for our current understanding of contaminant distribution.

11. Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996: Specific Engineering
Comments, Comment 4 (Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: EPA agrees with this statement and a version of the figure that
includes the note suggested by DTSC is attached to this response (Reference No. 12).

12. Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; Specific Engineering
Comments, Comment 5 (Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: Estimates already include the cost of monitoring probes to the east
and west of all Pits and, in some cases, they also include the cost of monitoring probes
to the north and south. An analysis of the cost of adding additional monitoring probes
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13,

14.

15.

16.

to the north and south of the Pits was performed. If it is assumed that a maximum of 18
of these monitoring probes will be installed to the north and south of the Pits, the cost to
construct and sample the probes would be approximately $300,000. For those SVE
design scenarios that are at least equal in size to the conceptual SVE design assumed for
Alternative 4 (see FFS Tables 8.3-1, 8.3-2, 8.4-1, and 8.4-2), this represents an increase of 1
to 18 percent when compared to the cost estimates that were included in the

December 10, 1996, FFS report.

Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; Specific Engineering
Comments, Comment 6 (Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: The purpose of Table 8.5-1 is to simplify and “bracket” the cost of all
the various SVE design scenarios and cases that are discussed in Section 8 of the FFS
Report. While it would be possible to assemble a table that showed the cost of each and
every possible combination of SVE designs that would be necessary to accomplish the
different short- and long-term performance standards for different types of soil, EPA
believes that these costs would not fall outside the range that is presented in Table 8.5-1
as currently configured ($3 to >$10.9 million). Therefore, the value of this exercise does
not appear to be merited at this time.

Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; Specific Engineering
Comments, Comment 7 (Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: EPA has reviewed this request and believes that the purpose of these
estimates may be misunderstood by DTSC. To evaluate the effect of the contingency as
part of a sensitivity analysis, all elements of the estimates in Tables F-2d and F-2e were
kept the same as the estimate in Table F-2a, except for the contingency. The same is true
of the estimates in Tables F-3d and F-3e when compared to Table F-3a and Tables F-4d,
and F-4e when compared to Table F-4a. If the contingency in all these tables is set at

15 percent, all of the estimates will be the same for the alternatives in question and all of
the tables that are mentioned in this comment will be redundant with other tables in
Appendix F.

Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996: Specific Engineering
Comments, Comment 8 (Reference No. 11)

EPA’s Response: EPA has reviewed this issue and believes that the problem is that the
table says 8 percent when, in fact, 7.5 percent was used in the calculation. The problem
occurred due to a rounding error in Excel.

Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; Alternative 4—RCRA—

Equivalent Cap + Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE), Comment 1 (Reference No. 11

EPA's Response: The reason the SVE monitoring costs in DTSC's estimate were so high
relative to Dames & Moore’s is because DTSC assumed continuous operation of the SVE
system for years 4 through 30 and Dames & Moore did not. Since both DTSC and
Dames & Moore agree that SVE operation likely will not be continuous during this time,
EPA believes that DTSC has overestimated the cost of this work.

17. Letter from California DTSC dated December 11, 1996; Alternative 4—RCRA—
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EPA’s Response: EPA agrees that the SVE O&M item was double-counted in DTSC'’s
cost estimate that used the RACER cost-estimating system.
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Il. Responses to Formal Verbal Comments
Made During the Public Meeting Held
January 29, 1997

1.

Comment from Public Meeting held January 29, 1997; speaker Cynthia Babich

EPA’s Response: The comments are largely the same as the letter submitted by Ms.
Babich. EPA shares Ms. Babich’s concerns regarding the long- and short-term
effectiveness of the remedy. A detailed response is provided in response to Ms. Babich’s
letter.

Comment from Public Meeting held January 29, 1997; speaker Kim Simpson

EPA’s Response: Based on the established principles of chemistry and physics,
experience, and available information, EPA is highly skeptical regarding the claims
made by Mr. Simpson, and finds that it is not appropriate to place any confidence in or
reliance on those claims. It is questionable as to whether Mr. Simpson has reviewed the
available engineering information regarding the waste at the Pits Site. If Mr. Simpson’s
technology depends, as it appears it does, on the ability of a chemical to percolate into a
soil matrix, then it does not appear feasible at the Pits Site because the waste material
has no porosity into which a fluid could percolate. If EPA had procured the services of
Mr. Simpson in the past and made use of Mr. Simpson’s technology as an innovative
technology, as Mr. Simpson claimed, it would be listed in the Superfund Innovative
Technology Evaluation (SITE) program. A search of the SITE database has shown that
Simpson Environmental is not listed. Mr. Simpson’s claim to have completely cleaned
up several Superfund sites is false as EPA is well aware of the sites and the fact that the
cleanup at those sites is not completed nor is Mr. Simpson'’s technology in use there.
Mr. Simpson has not provided any information to EPA that would substantiate his
claims nor provided even the basic chemical principles by which his technology could
conceivably succeed in addressing the waste in the pits.

In addition to the physical impediments just described, a basic knowledge of chemical
reactivity would suggest that the claims made by Mr. Simpson regarding the ability of
his material to catalyze oxidation of the waste materials at the rates specified are not
valid. Mr. Simpson claims that all the waste could be oxidized in 6 months. Setting
aside the unlikeliness that this technology could accomplish oxidation of the pits
material at all, the feat itself, were it to occur, implies unrealistic conditions. Oxidizing
the waste would produce heat. The amount of heat produced by oxidizing all the waste
in 6 months would be so large that the material in the pits would literally be a burning
conflagration. This heat can be estimated by multiplying the amount of heat potential in
British Thermal Units (BTUs) in the waste by the total amount of waste. This calculation
suggests that Mr. Simpson’s technology would generate 36,521,294 BTUs of heat every
hour while the waste is being oxidized. This would be equivalent to 10.7 megawatts, the
equivalent of 107,000 100-watt light bulbs going at once, or enough power to light a

$C0971290018.00C/18 A
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town of perhaps 5,000 homes. Of course, it would be virtually impossible to cause any
oxidation at all with this chemical because, as mentioned, there is no way to get the
chemical to infiltrate the waste. If the claims made by Mr. Simpson are true, that by
simply sprinkling his chemical on the surface of the waste material he will generate
10.7 megawatts of power and thereby destroy all the waste, this technology would be
very valuable to the energy generation industry, much less the environmental cleanup
industry. However, this technology is not known or proven and thermodynamic
principles of chemical reactivity suggest that Mr. Simpson’s claims are highly suspect.
The Responsible Parties involved at the site requested that Mr. Simpson provide
scientific information regarding how his technology works and on which physical and
chemical principles it is based. Adequate information was not provided.

Mr. Simpson claimed in the public meeting that his company would be willing to
perform a test of the technology at the Waste Pits at no cost. However, given the lack of
any credible basis for believing such a test would be successful or useful, EPA will
neither seek nor approve such a test. Moreover, the test could fail in some ways which
are more pernicious than simply failing to destroy the waste. Such a test could well
worsen the Waste Pits problem, make it more difficult to control, cause waste migration,
liberate contaminants, or create new contaminants which presently do not exist in the
pits. Not enough is known about the effect of such a test to justify pursuing the matter
further. In short, EPA rejects the technology proposed by Mr. Simpson for the Del Amo
Waste Pits, and plans no further evaluation of this technology at this time.

3. Comment from Public Meeting held January 29, 1997; speaker Chuck Paine

EPA’s Response: Duly noted.

4. Comment from Public Meeting held January 29, 1997: speaker Robert Evans

EPA’s Response; EPA appreciates Mr. Evans’ concerns regarding the need to provide a
long-term remedy to hazards potentially associated with this waste. The studies and
evaluations that have been conducted to date have shown Alternative 4 to be the best
balance of long-term effectiveness, short-term risks, permanence, implementability,
protection of human health, meeting environmental standards, and cost. If there were
currently available technologies that could effectively and safely treat the waste in place,
itis likely that EPA would have selected them for the remedy. Please see earlier EPA
responses to comments on the subject of Permanence and Long-term Effectiveness.

5. Comment from Public Meeting held January 29, 1997;: speaker Ms. Ponce
EPA’s Response; Duly noted.
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lll. Responses to Informal Verbal Comments
Made During Question and Answer Period
During the Del Amo Public Meeting Held
January 29, 1997

(Page and line numbers refer to Transcript of Proceedings, Reference 13)

1. Page 21, lines 11-20

EPA’s Response: EPA appreciates the speaker’s concerns about containing the waste
indefinitely. EPA refers the reader to its responses above under the subject: Permanence
and Long-term Effectiveness. These responses fully address this commenters’ comment.

2. Page 25, lines 8-9

EPA’s Response: The Proposed Plan states that the groundwater table is 60 feet below
the ground surface at the site. " _

3. Page 26, lines 1-5

EPA'’s Response: EPA appreciates this concern regarding long-term effectiveness and
permanence of the final remedy. EPA refers the reader to its responses above under the
subject: Permanence and Long-term Effectiveness. These responses fully address this
commenters’ comment.

4. Page 30, lines 24-25, page 31, lines 1-2

EPA’s Response: EPA shares this concern regarding safety of the remedy.

Alternative 4 includes a monitoring program to monitor the system for problems. When
a problem occurs, action will be taken to correct the problem and prevent hazards to the
community. The hazards that can occur due to a problem with Alternative 4 are
significantly less than the hazards that can occur due to a problem with Alternative 5.
There is very little likelihood that the community will experience any adverse effects
due to problems with Alternative 4. :

5. Page 36, lines 24-25; page 37, line 1

EPA’s Response: The wells will be designed to contain all vapors. They will be sealed
and ¢onnectéd to piping that runs to the vapor extraction and treatment equipment.

6. Page 40, lines 1-5

EPA’s Response: A substantial number of caps have been implemented at municipal
landfills and Superfund sites, and EPA is not aware of notable cap failures. Please be
aware that EPA is highly concerned about the integrity of any remedial alternative
implemented. The proposed cap is not a "walk away” solution. The cap will be
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10.

11.

continuously monitored for an indefinite time period. When monitoring indicates that
the cap requires repair or replacement, the work will be done. Additionally, the design
criteria for the cap will be to resist weathering, settlement, and seismic forces. Capping
technology is well developed and designing a cap to withstand reasonable seismic and
weathering forces is possible.

Page 42, lines 13-15

EPA’s Response: EPA appreciates these concerns regarding long-term effectiveness '
and permanence of the final remedy. EPA refers the reader to its responses above under
the subject: Permanence and Long-term Effectiveness. These responses fully address
this commenters’ comment.

Page 42, lines 18-22

EPA’s Response: The Newport-Inglewood structural zone, which extends from the foot
of Santa Monica Mountains near Beverly Hills southeastward to Newport Beach is
underlain by a series of folds and faults. The Newport-Inglewood Fault, located about

3 miles northwest of the Waste Pits, is the major structural feature mapped in the
vicinity of the Del Amo site. '

Page 44, lines 1-3

EPA’s Response: EPA has developed conceptual designs of the cap that allowed us to
evaluate its effectiveness. One of the designs is shown in the Proposed Plan on page 5.
Many of the details of cap design can change during the design phase. However, the
design criteria for the cap will not change. These design criteria will be a minimum
permeability to prevent escape of vapors or infiltration of rainwater, removal of
accumulated vapors, removal of accumulated rainwater, and resistance to anticipated
loadings including seismic loadings. The details of how these design criteria will be met
will be developed during the design stage. However, these details are not necessary to
evaluate the effectiveness of a cap at this time because capping is a mature technology
and we are certain that the design criteria developed can be met using available
materials and technologies. If these design criteria are met, the cap is expected to be
effective and meet the remedial objectives at the site.

Page 46, lines 16-22; Page 47, lines 12-18

EPA’s Response: The reader is referred to EPA’s response to the Toxics Assessment
Group, above. This response offers a discussion of EPA’s treatment of cost as a criterion
in remedial selection, and addresses this commenter’s comment.

Page 48, lines 23-25; Page 49, lines 2-4

EPA’s Response: A conceptual design of the cap is shown in the Proposed Plan on page
5. The cap is expected to look generally like this although some details may change
during the design stage when better materials or methods may be developed. However,
to evaluate the effectiveness of the cap, the level of detail shown in the Proposed Plan is
generally sufficient. Capping is a well known and frequently used technology and we
believe that a cap can be designed and built which will meet the design objectives of
preventing escape of vapors and infiltration of rainwater into the waste. The same can
be said for the vapor extraction system. The conceptual design has been developed and
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details will be worked out during design. However, vapor extraction is also a well
known and frequently used technology and we believe that a vapor extraction system
can be designed that will meet the objectives at the site of removing soil contamination
and preventing contamination of groundwater.

$C0971290018.00C/18 28
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COMMENTS FROM THE DEL AMO ACTION COMMITTEE
PRESENTED AT THE PUBLIC MEETING JANUARY 29, 1996
BY CYNTHIA BABICH

What I will tell you tonight comes two and a half years of researching, watching and
participating with the State and Federal Agencies working on our Superfund Site. This is
a projection of what needs to be done at the Waste Pits in the short term and in the long
term. We must state to these Agencies and Corporations what our needs are, but this
must be stated in the form of a demand to be heard clearly. We are committed to
following through with the work that has been started by the Del Amo Action Committee.
The Del Amo Action Committee knows that this community supports its efforts, but the
Agencies, Responsible Parties and our Political Representatives need to know as well.
There are representatives here tonight of all those who have a stake in this communities
future in one way or another. We have been negotiating over a year with many these
stakeholders on 204" Street Buyout Issues. Although we may have hate in our hearts for
the destruction many industries have caused, we do not and should not hate the
messenger. All warriors know the importance of knowing their enemies. Mr. Chuck Paine
is here tonight and has been working hard to come to some agreement on issues raised by
this Committee. We certainly do not agree on many things and he only knows if he has
been successful at putting himself in our shoes, but I can tell you he has tried very hard to
understand. There are many problems across our nation and if we can not even begin to
talk to each other about them then we are doomed. The EPA as well has risen to the
challenge on many occasions. I am telling you this so you can understand that this
committees anger is not at the individual trying to make some sense of this horrible
situation, it is with Federal and Corporate Polices that must be changed. This committee
tires of cheep talk we are gearing for action.

We have come here to talk about the EPA’s Proposals for remediating, which some think
means cleaning up, the Del Amo Waste Pits. We will talk about current conditions and
future conditions. We already know from previous meetings what has occurred in the past
to this community, exposure to toxic chemicals from the Waste Pits and the Montrose
Facility, as well. This neighborhood is comprised of hardworking citizens of many
nationalities. Most of us are in the mid or low income range. Historically it has been
found that lower income communities have much more than their share of toxic problems.
There is a trend unfolding across the Country about Communities just like ours. Some
feel the reason for this is that lower income communities are so involved in making ends
meet that they may not even notice that they have these added dangers in their community.
The attitude which has caused this problem and which we as a Nation have been facing, is
called Environmental Racism. We are engaged in a struggle for Environmental Justice.
Many communities have been standing up, educating themselves and fighting hard for
what is theirs, should have been theirs and what will be theirs in the future. We can not
change the past, the present we may alter but the future we hope to forge for ourselves.



The future of this community is very important. Many of us at this time, with the
knowledge of toxic exposure in the past and present in this community, don’t hold out a
lot of hope for many adults. Our quality of life has been diminished, extensively in some
cases. We now look at the situation with brave hearts and optimistic minds. When we
look at our children, we wonder what the quality of life for them will be in the future?
This is what we have to make sure remains protected. A little boy on 204" street asked
me the other day where I lived and I told him in San Pedro. 1 was lucky enough to have
been under the EPA’s temporary relocation, but feel torn between my community which I
dearly love and fear of my life from continued exposure. The air is fresher where I live
now, but I don’t feel connected to this new community. I was going to ask this little boy
where he lived, but I was afraid he might tell me or what I might have to tell him, about
where he lived. That little boy and many other children in our neighborhood represent our
FUTURE. It would be disgraceful to condemn them to the same feelings we have now
about those that have blatantly dumped on this community. We are owed something for
our suffering. We are owed self respect and we are owed a future, which today remains
uncertain.

When we look at the remedies for the Waste Pits, (Containment or Excavation), many of
us from the beginning have felt it should be cleaned up. We didn’t put it here, we didn’t
ask for it to be put here and this community was here before the Del Amo Facility. What
many of us have come to understand is that it can’t be cleaned up. Trying to clean it up
with current technology would mean risking our health again and risking the health of the
workers, because this stuff is so toxic it can kill people at high levels, like the levels in the
Waste Pits.

What happens after the toxins are dug up, if it can be done successfully? We have read
options from the EPA and it sounds as if it could be done, at a cost of over 100 Million
Dollars. What happens to it then? It gets shipped, trucked, railed to either a burial site,
like in Arizona or Nevada, where they dig another hole and bury it. Maybe this time the
‘hole with have a layer of concrete around it or some other protective measure, but it still is
not being taken care of. It is not being cleaned up. Or if it is to toxic to bury again it is
taken to another community, another Community like ours that has more than its share of
toxic problems. If it is going there this community has an incinerator that will burn the
contaminated material. This will expose the community to the residual burn off. They will
be exposed as well to the many dangers of an accident while all these shipments are
coming in. The Del Amo Action Committee stands in solidarity with those communities
and although we don’t want our toxic problem, we certainly don’t want to ship it off to
another community and cause them the same grief that we’ve had to endure.

So then what is the answer? We look at our current situation and we know from the
limited studies that have been done to date that we have been exposed in the past. We
know that for at least the last two Summers toxic ooze has seeped up out the ground from
the waste pits. The dirt cover over the Waste Pits, which has been in place for over a
decade, has wom thin, blown away in the wind and washed away by the rains. We are
being exposed currently, when you smell rotten eggs in the area that is Hydrogen Sulfide



(H28), a deadly chemical that can kill you. Why are we smelling it in our neighborhood?
H2S is one of the chemicals in the Waste Pits and this neighborhoods closest source. We
need to be protected from the ooze’s that are occurring, from the vapors we are smelling
and from an eroding cap that was never up to par to begin with. We need to make sure
this is capped, as soon as possible. Option #4, Containment, which has been proposed by
the EPA has a venting system to bum off vapors that will be volitizing off the waste pits.
When past air samplings were done we were told, “No chemicals in the air were coming
from the Waste Pits”, yet they are going to be venting these vapors that will be building up
under the plastic liners of the CAP and burn them off near the Eastern boundary of the
waste pit area somewhere. This sounds like chemicals do evaporate into our air space
from the Waste Pits. Option #4 will also be implementing ground water extraction. The
Waste Pits are continually adding Toxins into the groundwater so future contamination to
the groundwater would have to be stopped at the source. These pump extraction wells
will be located between the Waste Pits and the community. They will be pumping
groundwater until the site is cleaned up, which maybe never. What the committee has
asked the EPA to help us do is look into the Bioremediation Options for this site.
Bioremediation is when organisms are introduced into a contaminated environment and
encouraged to feed off of the contamination. The more they feed, the more they
reproduce and less and less contamination is left behind. This is the communities only
hope for a clean future. This is the legacy we have to leave to this community and to our
children. :

Will we ever be able to walk away from this, look back and think that we have done
anything at all, besides leave the problem for another generation and another generation
and another generation? Isn’t quality of life determined by a healthy mentality, as well as
a healthy body? How can we have a good quality of life when our minds have been
poisoned? We live in fear of the Superfund Sites in our neighborhood, we not only have
one we have TWO. A healthy mentality is important. It helps shape ones self confidence
and encourages us to stand up for ourselves by speaking out and seeking the information
needed to become an involved citizen.

Do we want to condemn our children and this community to deal with the knowledge that
they have deadly contamination just a CAP away from causing them harm once again.
What does this teach our children? Are they not good enough or important enough to
live in a healthy clean environment that they don’t have to worry about? Or does make
them feel that they are not as important as other children not dealing with a toxic
neighborhood.

Some Corporations and Agencies have tried to pull the wool over some of us adults as to
the extent of contamination but, our children seem to know the difference. They are being
alerted about the environment and the dangers that have been caused and posed by the
Industrial Revolution. They are trying to find ways to secure their own future. They will
tumn to us someday and will ask us why we didn’t do anything. Those of you working for



the Corporations and Government Entities Responsible for this mess and the Agencies
involved in the remediation can bet that your children will turn to you someday and ask
the same questions. What will your answer be? We did the best with what resources we
had at the time? We fought real hard to make sure that current exposure would be
stopped, we stood behind a CAP because we did not want to send our waste to other

communities.

Science is not advanced enough at this time to clean up the many messes all over the
Country, more research needs to be done. More research into Bioremediation of this
particular type of contamination. Some Bioremediation studies have been done in the in
1991. These studies were not very conclusive and 1991 was along time ago, a lot has
changed in the scientific world since then. Along with Option #4 we want resources set
aside for grants into Bioremediation Technologies. This will provide funding for research
on how and which organisms to introduce, so that one day maybe, 50 or 100 years from
now, nothing living in this neighborhood or the near vicinity will live with the threat of a
Superfund Site. We have all seen how the Government can shut down and Superfund
very existence is questionable. What if there was no more EPA. Our site in the future
could represent a now defunct and failed system, with nothing to stop the eroding and
leaching contaminants into our community once again. Can we turn to our children in the
future and tell them that we did the best we could with what we had at the time and we
stand behind the decisions made? Or will they turn to us and say we didn’t stand up for
justice, although we did complain a little, shout a few times but ultimately we let people
die. That is what will happen, people have died from these toxins in the past, they are
dying today and if nothing is done to see that this contamination is removed, they will die
in the future. This is our neighborhood and this is our quality of live we are talking about.
The Agencies out here are required by law to listen to us. They know we are the people
who will have to live with the decisions that they will ultimately make for this community.

We’ve been told that clean up will cost one hundred million dollars or more, a cap on the
other hand costs approximately ten million. The estimated life span of a CAP is 30 years,
maybe longer. Were talking about replacing something every thirty to fifty years. This is
not a permanent solution. We need a solid future in this neighborhood. We need to keep
fighting for solutions. The money that is not being spent on this clean up is a large
amount. There is a big difference between 10 and 100 Million Dollars. One Million
Dollars to some of us is more then we can imagine. Although I can tell you that one
million would go along way towards solving our problems in the future through
bioremediation, as well as other sites with similar contamination. Someday this
community could again be as beautiful as before the toxins came. Its residents will once
again be feel comfortable with where they live. The Children can say, “we live in a
community that once was contaminated with toxic poison, but our community is evolving,
learning and educating and helping others understand that things can change. Industries
that have made mistakes in the past can start going back to change things that have
occurred in the past and can make a difference. It has begun to happen here already with
the many stakeholders joining in the Buyout discussions, but we must continue.



If the involved Agencies, Political Representatives and stakeholders will not stand beside
this community and push for the Bioremediation Grants that need to be made available,
then truly you are not doing a service to this community.

Please help us bring justice to this community, stand tall beside us. Know that you are
making changes not only for the future of our community, but for the future of all kinds of
communities all around the Country.

IF THE WORLD WAS ONLY A FEW FEET IN DIAMETER, FLOATING ABOVE A
FIELD SOMEWHERE, PEOPLE WOULD COME FORM EVERYWHERE TO
MARVEL AT IT. PEOPLE WOULD WALK AROUND IT, MARVELING AT ITS
BIG POOLS OF WATER, LITTLE POOLS AND THE WATER FLOWING
BETWEEN THE POOLS. PEOPLE WOULD MARVEL AT THE BUMPS ON IT,
AND THE HOLES IN IT, AND THEY WOULD MARVEL AT THE VERY THIN
LAYER OF GAS SURROUNDING IT, AND THE WATER SUSPENDED IN THE
GAS. THE PEOPLE WOULD MARVEL AT ALL THE CREATURES WALKING
AROUND THE FACE OF THE BALL, AND THE CREATURES IN THE WATER.
THE PEOPLE WOULD DECLARE IT PRECIOUS BECAUSE IT WAS THE ONLY
ONE, AND THEY WOULD PROTECT IT SO THAT IT WOULD NOT BE HURT.
THE BALL WOULD BE THE GREATEST WONDER KNOWN, AND PEOPLE
WOULD COME TO BEHOLD IT, TO BE HEALED, TO GAIN KNOWLEDGE, TO
KNOW BEAUTY AND TO WONDER HOW IT COULD BE. PEOPLE WOULD
LOVE IT, AND DEFEND IT WITH THEIR LIVES, BECAUSE THEY WOULD
SOMEHOW KNOW THAT THEIR LIVES, THEIR OWN ROUNDNESS, COULD BE
NOTHING WITHOUT IT.

Please use this meeting to once again voice your concern about our toxic environment
even if you are angry. Freedom of speech is a powerful tool and we need to use it. We
need the help of the PRP’s as well. If they do not want to put money aside for research
they will put pressure on this proposal and our fight will be harder. Mr. Paine I ask that
you continue to try to understand our needs and help us achieve the goals we have spoken
of here tonight, so that one day we may all be proud of a job well done.

Please stand with the Del Amo Action Committee so there is no mistake that our
community is united in our fight and we will continue until we achieve justice.
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Randall E Hartman
20549 S. Vermont #8
Torrance, CA 90502

Dante Rodnguez (SFD 7-1)
U.S. EPA, 75 Hawthome
San Francisco, CA 94105

Dear Mr. Rodniguez:

I am writing in regards to the Del Amo Waste Pits. I own a condo in the
‘Ponderosa West complex just next to the Pits. What I would really like to
see is monetary compensation from the creators of the toxic waste and from
the government for allowing this to happen but I doubt that will never
happen. I bought my condo about 6 yrs ago and have seen its value drop
almost 50%. About half of that loss is because of the market but the other
half I put on the fact that any time [ sell, I have to show a disclaimer stating
that the property is next to 2 (or is it 3 now?) toxic Superfund sites. When |
purchased the condo I received no such disclaimer and was in the dark about
any such sites.

This is why it is'so important to stop producing toxic waste in the first
place and to make and enforce tough laws controlling the manufacturing and
disposal of toxic materials. As far as what to do about the Del Amo Pits I do
not think that Alt. 4 is enough and would rather see excavation and removal
of the waste as outlined in Alt. 5. I know it is expensive but it is permanent
and nothing would ever have to be done again in the future, no continual
maintenance would be required, and no VOC’s would be escaping for me to
breathe. Another problem with Alt 4 is that our groundwater would still be
getting polluted I believe from continual seepage.

Thank you for allowing the public to comment on these proposals and
for holding public meetings. Also thank you for all past and future
correspondence on this issue.

Yours for a sustainable and thhy future,
@ 244

Randall E Hartman
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1706 Turmont Strect
Carson, CA 90746

January 21, 1997
Dante Rodriguez
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (SFD-7-1)
75 Hawthome Street

San Francisco, CA 94105
Dear Mr. Rodriguez:

The purpose of this letter is to comment on your proposed plan for cleanup of the waste pits area
of the proposed Del Amo Superfund site. The proposed plan was published under the title “Del
Amo Proposed Superfund Site” Volume 2, Number 9, December 1996.

First, allow me to congratulate you on the fine job you have done so far keeping the public
informed as you progress through a very difficult process to cleanup this site. Your documents to
date, including this last one presenting your proposed plan, have been very well written. They
present some very technical information in an easily understandable format.

I have a concern with the proposed plan. The proposed plan buries the waste material without
treatment. It is simply left in place under a cap. The Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) system
proposed would not be applied to the waste itself. The reason given for not selecting Alternative 3
(capping only) was that it “does not meet the statutory preference for treatment”. I would contend
that Alternative 4 also does not meet the statutory preference for treatment in that the actual waste
materials are not treated.

The claim is made that the selected alternative will “prevent contaminants in waste and soil from
continuing to significantly contaminate groundwater.” I agree that the SVE system will remove
contaminants from soil around the waste pits; minimizing movement of contaminants during the
interval the SVE system is operating. Once the SVE system is shut down, however, contaminants
will once again start moving towards the groundwater from the waste pits, which will still be
intact, The cap will reduce the rate of movement, but will not eliminate it. After the five-vear
period when the SVE system will no longer be operating, this alternative becomes identical to
Aliemative 3. Alternative 3 was found to be “not fully protective of human health and the
environment”. A similar finding should be applied to Alternative 4 after five years.

I have some questions concemning the SVE system. What is the efficiency of the SVE system?
What levels of contaminants are expected to remain in treated soils? What system of treatment is

for the contaminants once the SVE system pulls them to the surface? Incineration?
Condensation? If condensation, what will be done with the condensed liquid contaminants? What
are the potential impacts of the SVE system on air quality?

An alternative not listed is the use of bioremediation within the waste pits. This site would require
active aeration of the wastes in conjunction with the supply of water and nutrients to ensure active
degradation of the wastes. This would not require creation of a vacuum within the waste (a
consideration for not applying SVE to the wastes), but could be tied into an SVE system to treat air
exhausted from the waste pits accelerating the bioremediation treatment process. An SVE system,
similar to the one proposed for Alternative 4, would be required to prevent migration of
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contaminants through the surrounding soils during the bioremediation process. This approach
would be more expensive than Alternative 4, but probably not as costly or hazardous as
Alternative 5 (complete excavation of the pits and SVE).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this very important issue. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (310) 732-3914.

Sincerely,

R

Lawrence J. Smith, Jr.
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Toxics Assessment Group

RESEARCH-AND-CONSUILTING-SERVICES

PO BOX 73620 TELEPHONE (818) 753-0277
DAVIS CA 95617-3620 FAX {816) 7563-5318

February 13, 1997

Dante Rodriguez (SFD-7-1)
Del Amo Project Manager
USEPA, Region 9

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco CA 94105

Re: Comments on the Final Focussed Feasibility Study Report (FFS) for the Del Amo
Waste Pits

Dear Mr. Rodriguez,

On behalf of the Del Amop Action Committes (DAAC), the Toxics Assessment Group
has reviewed the FFS. Wae offer the foliowing comments, which sre generally
focussed on the effect on the community and are written from the perspective of the
DAAC.

A technical critique would be of little value because the protocols in place for a
remediation process are such that technical comments will have no impact uniess we
could demonstrate an inconceivable level of incompetence or premeditated
malfeasance. Rather than spending our time on pointless technical nit-picking, we
have explained what we do not have as a result of the process and what it is that we
want.

SUMMARY

The community preferg Alternative 5, ("Complete excavation of waste and vapor
extraction of contaminated soil”) which actually makes an sffort to ciean up the site,
over Alternative 4, which is "cap and suck.” This preference is expressed with full
understanding that short-term impacts of Alternative 5 are significant and are
measured in yeoars, and thst disruption of the community during cleanup will be
substantial. However, other alternatives do not remove the hazardous wastes and
offer less long-term assurance of protection of public heaith and the environment.

The preferred alternative of USEPA, Ahternative 4, costs an order of magnitude less
to implement, becasuse excavation of the waste materials is not part of the plan.
Intuitively, however, since more waste material remnains in the ground, the long-term
assurance to the community is less.
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The sad fact of cleanup efforts at the Del Amo Waste Pits, as at most other
significantly contaminated sites, is that full cleanup is not economically (at least in the
short-term) or technically reslistic. There will some amount of toxic material left at
the site no matter what option is selected. The security of the community that no
health risks exist due to hazardous wastes is gone forever, regardiess of any technical
or administrative reassurances that may be forthcoming. Residents in the Del Amo
community can never again feel entirely secure that their persons and property are
free from toxic hazard.

Unfortunately for the community, what we really know after all the investigation is
that our neighborhood will never be cleaned up. The best cleanup alternative for the
Del Amo Waste Pits, which is unlikely to be implemented because of cost, still leaves
tens of thousands of cubic yards of contaminated soil in place. The other alternatives
don’‘t even pretend to remove the worst of the contamination. And none of these
alternatives even addresses groundwater contamination or DDT contamination.

Since the choices of the community range from less-than-desirable to downright
awful, we feel that we can at least contribute something to make things better by
using our site as a demonstration for evolving remediation technology. The Del Amo
Action Committee favors using our plight to do some good for other communities
which will be faced with similar problems in the future.

The Del Amo Waste Pits site offers a8 good opportunity to explore remediation
technologies, such es, for example, 8 bioremediation demonstration project. Either
Alternative 4 or Alternative 5 will result in a considerable amount of local disruption
of the site. Both options will require many borings to install the SVE system. This .
offers a grest opportunity 10 integrate a technology demonstration project at relatively
low marginal cost. Both installation and monitoring can be included in the design of
the system. -

Most of the chemical species identified are reasonably susceptible to bioremediation;
the relatively low concentration of halogenated compounds contributes to the
suitabllity of the site for bioremedistion.

COMMENTS ON THE BASELINE HEALTH RISK ASSESSMENT

A baseline health risk assessment is 8 regulatory construct which sllows risk
assessors to evaluate potential adverse health risks presented by the contaminated
site. This information may uitimately assist the risk managers in determining the
appropriste remediation of the contaminated site. The heaith risk assessment looks
at chemical contamination and weighs the risks to the potentiaily exposed population.
However, no matter how complete, 8 healith risk assessment has limitations which
must be understood. The following points are made regarding the overall adequacy
of the health risk assessment concept in assigning risk in the site remediation process
{(we do not claim that this list is exhaustive):

2
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1) Mealth risk assessments often suffer from a lack of information about the
health effects of chemicals. The risk assessors do not know the impacts
of all the chemical (and associated transformation products) that may be
present at the site;

2) Risk assessors are not able to assess the impacts of 8 complex mixture
of chemicals, including possibly significant synergistic effects;

3) Health risk assessments sutier from a lack of information about the fate,
transformation, and movement of chemicals through complex
environments;

4) Unseen spatial and chemical heterogensity may severely limit the
usefulness of a health risk assessment {i.e., the risk assessors cannot
evaluate what they do not know is there);

S) Assumptions regarding exposure must be presented clearly and must be
relevant to the potentially exposed popuiation;

6) Frequency of exposure, duration of exposure, routes of exposure and
other factors must be applicable to the site and the population at risk;

7) Health risk assessments are no stronger than the data on which they are
based;

8) The chemical sampling dats are especially important. The risk assessors
must rely on well-characterized sampling and analytical data that are
complete and representative; and

9) Reasons for rejection of data from health risk assessments must be
clearly presented.

in addition, it is important to note that the question that has besn most asked by the
community is whether or not their health has bean compromised by past exposures
t0 toxic wastes. Under the baseline line health risk assessment construct, that
question is not answered in a baseline heaith risk assessment process.

Finally, it is important to identify what a baseline health risk assessment does pot
ovaluate when considering the impacts on human heaith. The following points holp
demonstrate what a hesith risk assessment does not evaluate:

1) Health risk assessments do not address genetic differences that
predispose an individual to risk;

2) Health risk assessments do not address variability associated with
gender, age, diet, preexisting disease conditions, impacts on embryos
and infants, or exposure to mixtures of chemicsls;

3) Health risk assessments do not address teratogens, neurotoxicity,
reproductive health and fertility, immune suppressantg, or immune-
compromised people; and

4) Health risk assessments do not address the cumulative ar synergistic
effects of chemicals on human body.

The value of a Bassline Health Risk Assessment to sn affected community is
debatable, though preparation of 8 Health Risk Assessment is required under the
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National Contingency Plan. Usually, health effects due to exposure to toxics in the
$0il are chronic and subtle. It is not like dealing with a plane crash, where the effects
are acute and easily observable, and the symptoms are easily related to cause. The
protocols in place for assessing hesith effects in a8 Baseline Health Risk Assessment
virtually guarantee that no significant heaith effects will be identified. The limitations
of a Baseline Health Risk Assessment identified above, put in the context of a culture
where ons in every three or four people develop cancer over a lifetime, assure that
aimost any effects to exposure to toxics will disappear into "background noise.” This
is in fact what usually occurs. How many Baseline Health Risk Assessments have you
ever seen that show significant risk for a community?

Of course, cancer is not the only risk, and not the only effect. Baseline Health Risk
Assessments do not even measure most other types of demonstrable physical
allments, and make no effort 1o measure stress or ioss of enjoyment due to discovery
of toxics. The effects of stress are constant and insidious, and are not considered in
a Baseline Heaslth Risk Assessment. We know that our neighborhood has been
effectively destroyed as a comfortable place to live, a place to call home. It doesn‘t
matter what 8 carefully constrained "assessment” says. We know that people have
been made sick, or worse, and that our homes are no longer comfortabla and safe to
live in. The stress of the situation makes everything worse, and compromises the
health of those people whom the toxics haven’t already affected. All the number
crunching in the world can’t change reality.

LET'S GET SOMETHING POSITIVE OUT OF THIS SITUATION

The plain fact is that none of the alternatives offered the community represents full
cleanup and restoration of the locsl environment to its pre-contamination state. Even
Atternative 5 leaves tens of thousands of cubic yards of contaminated soil in place
with a Soil Vapor Extraction system in place to try to minimize future exposure of the
residents 1o toxIic soil gas. Ailternative 4 otfers no removal at all, just s cap and Soil
Vapor Extraction. While this aiternative is so much cheaper in the short run that it will
no doubt be the one chosen, it is certainly not the first choice of the community.
Alternative 4 may well wind up costing far more in the long run as well; thoughts of
Stringfeliow and Casmalia come to mind as examples of state-of-the-art situations at
the time that have proved to be disastrous in the long run. Knowledge of such
experiences does not land confidence to the Del Amo community that our situation
will be different over the long term.

Whether Altemnative 5§ or Alternative 4 is chosen, the community seriously wants to
see something positive emerge from our unfortunate experience. Therefors, we
strongly urge that our site be used for a demonstration project in experimental
remediation technology. It appears to us that our situation meay be particularly well
suited to a bioremediation rasearch project, but we don’t nacessarily want to limit our
request to bioremediation. However, given the species of chemicals identified, the
clear problems identified with excavation at the site, and the planned instaliation and
operation of 8 soil vapor extraction system, it appears t0 us that a bioremediation
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research project is a good fit. A properly designed demonstration project could
provide information that would be of vaiue to other impacted communities.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely, .
Cynthia Babich Thomas C. Sparks :
Del Amo Action Committes Toxics Assessment Group

TOTAL P.@6
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Shell Chemical Company @
Shell Oil Products Company
- P. O. Box 25370
February 3, 1997 Santa Ana, Ca 92795

3611 S. Harbor, Ste 160
Santa Ana, Cas 82704

Mr. Dante Rodriguez 714-427-3401
Remedial Project Manager 714-427-3469 (Fax)
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

75 Hawthomne Street

San Fransisco, CA 94105

RE: Proposed Plan, December 1996
Del Amo Waste Pit Area

Dear Mr. Rodriguez:

The Respondents have reviewed the Proposed Plan for the Del Amo Waste Pit Area. The purpose
of this letter is to transmit our comments on the plan and to provide a framework for remedy
design and implementation.

The Respondents believe that the Proposed Plan is comprehensive, informative and balanced.
The document reflects significant effort on the part of the agency, and is well written and easy to
understand. The Respondents agree with the Proposed Plan and the selected remedy and
appreciate the work which has been done to ensure that the Proposed Plan accurately represents
the facts as supported by existing data and analyses. The Respondents look forward to working
closely with EPA in the future to develop and further refine the design of the selected remedy so
that it provides reliable, long-term protection of human health and the environment, is easy to
implement and maintain and is cost-effective.

The Respondents believe that: (1) the available data and analyses support EPA’s conclusion that
a RCRA-equivalent cap plus soil vapor extraction is more desirable than excavation as the
remedy for the site, and (2) flexibility must be maintained in the final design of the cap and the
design of the SVE system which are included in the selected remedy to ensure that it is effective
and practical and that it provides significant benefit (i.e. reduction of existing or potential
exposures) without excessive cost.

Attached to this letter are comments from the Respondents 1egarding both of these issues.
Included are comments which address how the Proposed Plan discusses the risk assessment,
remedial alternatives, and the selected remedy. There are also comments which address the
design of the remedy and the development of performance standards as discussed in the Proposed
Plan Supplement. The Respondents believe the issues identified in this second set of comments
can best be addressed either in the ROD or during remedial design and we look forward to
assisting EPA during further evaluation of these issues in whatever way is most appropriate.



COMMENTS ON PROPOSED PLAN
DEL AMO WASTE PIT AREA
DATED DECEMBER 1996

Selected Remedy

Page 5, Alternative 3 Description - The Proposed Plan lists layers of material which are included in
a “typical” RCRA-equivalent cap. A RCRA-equivalent cap is one which is designed and
constructed so as to meet RCRA performance standards, regardless of the type of material which is
used. RCRA and EPA guidance on RCRA caps lists performance standards but avoids
specifications regarding the type of material to be used. The Respondents agree with RCRA and the
EPA guidance because it encourages flexibility when designing these types of caps and covers.

Page 6, Column 1, 1st Partial Para. - As clarified later in the Proposed Plan, the SVE system
would be applied to soils in a vertical extent from 5 feet below the waste pits to above the
groundwater. The reference here to soils “adjacent” to the pits implies application of SVE to shallow
soils around the perimeter of the pits. The Respondents believe that the design of the SVE system as
described later in the Proposed Plan is adequate without extraction wells in shallow soil around the
pits.

Page 6, Third Full Para. In Column 3 - The cost which is listed in the Proposed Plan for
Alternative 4 is included in the range of costs which are shown in the FFS Report for this
alternative, although neither the Proposed Plan nor the FFS Report provide information about the -
development of this cost estimate or the items which it includes, as the FFS Report does for all of the
other alternatives. EPA should explain why the cost which is listed here differs from the FFS Report
so that it may be reproduced by the reader from documents available in the Administrative Record.

Page 7, Reasons for EPA’s Proposed Remedy, 2nd Para. - The next to the last sentence in this
paragraph implies that EPA could buy residential property or permanently relocate people. The last
sentence in this paragraph implies that the remedy which has been selected would be inadequate if
buy-out does not occur. The Respondents believe both implications to be incorrect. Therefore, these
sentences should be modified to say that if buy-out fails, the EPA may need to re-evaluate the
alternatives and/or work with the Respondents to implement Alternative 4 in a ' way which ensures
that the concerns of nearby residents are adequately addressed.

Remedy Design and Supplement (inay be best addressed in ROD or during remedial design)

Page 6, Column 2, Para. 4 - This paragraph states that the SVE system would be required to operate
for five years to meet short-term performance standards. Since the design is conceptual, this
assumption is appropriate for purposes of the Proposed Plan. However, the Respondents believe that
before the remedy is built as well as while it is in operation additional work will be necessary to
verify this assumption.



Supplement to the Proposed Plan - The Supplement contains several SVE design assumptions
which appear to be reasonable for purposes of the Proposed Plan given that the design of the remedy
is conceptual. These include the assumption that an SVE system which targets both coarse- and fine-
grained soil would provide greater groundwater protection, that this system would be adequate to
address uncertainties in site specific data, and that this system would provide the “widest reasonable
buffer” between the contamination in the pits and groundwater. The conceptual design of the SVE
system included in the Proposed Plan is adequate for screening of alternatives and final selection of a
remedy. However, the Respondents believe that those assumptions should be revisited during
preparation of the ROD and/or during remedial design to ensure that the SVE system is reasonable,
practical, and cost effective (criteria which are listed in the Supplement). Some of the specific
assumptions which the Respondents believe should be revisited at that time are discussed below.

The text on page 2 of the Supplement states that there is higher certainty that groundwater will be
protected with Scenario 2. This assumes that protection of groundwater in soil below the pits would
be improved by the application of SVE to fine-grained soil in addition to coarse-grained soils.
However, protection of groundwater may be achieved by application of SVE to coarse-grained soil
alone (e.g. establishing a containment layer in the coarse-grained soils).

The text on page 3 of the Supplement, Soil Contribution to Groundwater, paragraph 1, indicates that
there is a need-to split the difference between the range of attenuation factors, although there is no
documentation in either the Proposed Plan or the FFS Report which supports selection of 10 as an
appropriate value. It may be more appropriate to select a value of 100 since it is often assumed for
evaluation of waste at RCRA facilities. Assuming that an attenuation of 100 is appropriate, and
assuming EPA’s incremental increase of 0.5 percent is appropriate, Case 3 from Table 1 of the
Supplement should be chosen for use in selecting the performance standards used to design the SVE
system. Since attenuation is affected by the distance of travel, permeability, carbon content and
moisture content of soil, another approach would be for EPA to use different attenuation factors for
different soil types at various distances above groundwater.

This same section discusses the definition of a “significant” incremental increase in groundwater
concentrations. The Respondents believe that neither the Proposed Plan nor the FFS Report provide
rationale which support the assumption that an incremental increase of 0.5 percent would be
insignificant while one of 2 percent would be significant and it is noted that in many engineering
disciplines, either of these (e.g. less than one order of magnitude) would be considered negligible.
EPA may want to consider defining significance in terms of the impact that the increase in
concentration has on the effectiveness of the remedy which is ultimately selected for groundwater.
For example, a significant incremental increase in groundwater concentration is that increase which
measurably reduces the effectiveness of the groundwater remedy selected for implementation at the
site.

We believe that further evaluation of these issues is needed to refine the design of the selected
remedy so that it provides reliable, long-term protection of human health and the environment, is
easy to implement and maintain and is cost effective. The Respondents will assist EPA in whatever
way is most appropriate in evaluating these issues further during preparation of the ROD and/or
remedial design.



U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
February 3, 1997
Page 2

Please contact me if you have questions about any of the comments or require additional
information. :

Sincerely,

CB. 2 /
OFec

C.B. Paine

Coordinator for Respondents
Attachment

cc:  Gloria Conti, DTSC
Larry Bone, Dow
John Gustafson, Shell
John Dudley, Dames & Moore
Dave Laney, Dames & Moore
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The Proposed Plan should identify the elements of the remedy (i.c. RCRA-cquivalent cap +
SVE) and should indicate that the design and cost of the remedy will depend on the
performance standards which are selected. The Proposed Plan should identify and discuss the
performance standards which have been agreed to by EPA and the Respondents and present

the range of costs which correspond to the various standards which are currently under
consideration. The two options include:

Optdon 1 for Presentation of Cost

Cost of remedy (assuming this is Alt 4) using minimum SVE system = $4.9 to $10.4 million
Cost of remedy (assuming this is Alt 4) using maximum SVE system = $5.1 to $15.4 million

It should be noted that this information has been added to page 7-39 of the FFS Report at the
request of Janet Rosad in response to comments in a letter dated October 18, 1996.

Option 2 for Presentation of Cost
Cost of remedy = $5.6 10 $8.98 million

This range assumes that the remedy will be cither Alternative 4 or 4A (sec attached table).
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DAMES & MOORE

FAX NO. 6028617431

P. U3

COST ELEMENT ALTERNATIVE 4% ALTERNATIVE 4A
(EPA PROPOSED
REMEDY)®
1) RCRA-Equivalent Cap
a. Capital Costs $2,670,000 $2.670,000
b. O$M Costs (30 years) $1,410,000 $1,410,000
Subtotal (1la+1b) $4,080,000 C $4,080,0
P
2) Soil! Vapor Extraction
a. Capital Costs $970,000 $3,620,000
b. O&M Costs $550,000 (3 yecars) $1,280,000 (5 years)
Subtotal (2a + 2b) $1.520,000 154,900,000 >
TOTAL $5,600,000 38,980,000 )

“7The SVE system which 13 included n this alternative includeg 2thextraetrdén wells and 10

monitoring well clusters (30 depth discrete monitoring locations) and targets coarse grained

vadose zone soil only.

®The SVE system which is included in this alternative includes 140 extraction wells and 18

monitoring well clusters (54 depth discrete monitoring locations) and targets both fine and

coarse grained vadose zone soil. It is the same as Scenario 2, Case 2 shown in Table 8.4-1 of

the FFS Report.

Tot A i u-":—u-( D402y -

BIp -

??)TPL :

11/06/96 WED 12:53

(o itad 27,070,000 % 3 47y o0y ¢, 749 9¢

L8600y l 2§ 060 = 7, 450,0:

1,050,600 ¥ 4 G0c 060 &5 98, 0¢.
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THE EOP GROUP

1725 DeSales Street, N.W. 202/833-8940
Washington, D.C. 20036 Fax 202/833-8945

PLEASE DELIVER AS SOON AS POSSIBLE

TO: John Wise, EPA Régional Administrator
tax: 415 744-2499

FROM: Michael O’Bannon
DATE: 2/13/97

NUMBER OF PAGES: (including cover)

MESSAGE:

John,

Per our discussion this morning, here are the documents we need to take action an.

Michael

VERY IMPORTANT NOTE:

The information contained in this facsimile message is privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the
recipient named above. If the reader of this message is not the intended, or the employce or agens responsible, distribution or
copying of this document or its contents is strictly probibited. If you bave received this document in ervor, please immediately
notify us by telepbone, and return the original facsimile to ws at the above address wia w.s. mail. Thank you.
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THE EOP GROUP. INC.

TALKING POINTS CONCERNING
SOIL VAPOR EXTRACTION SYSTEM
FOR DEL AMO PITS PROPOSED PLAN

Background

Issue

EPA staff have drafted the proposed plan for the Del Amo pits remedy. A promulgated

Record of Decision for the pits is an integral part of the comprehensive settiement for
the site.

While the respondents agree with the general type of remedy, a cap, they arc conccrn?d
with the scope of the soil vapor extraction cystem (SVE). The SVE system will

substantially block contaminated gases migrating from pits or from the underlying soils
10 the groundwater.

The goals of the SVE system, including its scope, size, and cost.

Technical Analysis

Benzene migrates in the soil gas from the pits to the groundwater. The groundwater
underneath the pits already has very high concentrations of benzene, approximately
400,000 parts per billion (ppb). The SVE system will control the amount of additional
benzene reaching the contaminated groundwater.

The Focused Feasibility Study (FFS) explored two control percentages -- 0.5 percent and
2 percent of the benzene concentration in the groundwater. Therefore, if the
groundwater remedy reduces the benzene concentration in the groundwater, the pil

remedy will also adjust to ensure that gas migration does not significantly contribute the
concentration in the groundwater.

The other design variable is where to place to SVE wells. The ground beneath the pits
varies in permeability. The respondents proposed to placc the SVE system only in the
more permeable, coarse-grained soil layers. However, based on EPA suaff comments,

the respondents also evaluated a more complex system which also would extract vapors
from the lower permeability layers.

6
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THE EOP GROUP. INC.

The EPA siaff approach would require many more wells to achieve the same interception
percentage. Be cause some of the soil layers are much less permeable, wells attempting
to achieve the goal in these layers will not have as large of an areal zone of influence.

Monitoring suggests that the groundwater plume beneath the pits has reached a steady-
state between lateral expansion and decay. Therefore, an intensive SVE system is not
nccessary to halt the lateral migration of the plume.

EPA staff also suggest that a n intensive SVE system must clean up the soils so that
rising groundwater

In addition, the more aggressive SVE system increases the chance that the SVE system
will extract benzene from the capillary fringe between the vadose and saturated zone.

In other words, the EPA staff SVE system is likely to extract benzene from the highly-
contaminated groundwater.

Policy Analysis

The goals of the SVE system must be considered in the context of both the groundwater
and the pit remedies. While the groundwater remedy has not been selected, it is

reasonable to expect that the area immediately below the pits will be contaminated for
a long time.

The respondents proposed the 2 percent control obje;:tive for the SVE system. Given the
high level of contamination in the groundwater and the lack of lateral migration of the

current, uncontrolled plume, the additional stringency of the EPA staff alternative is
unnecessary.

The more expensive SVE system will not reduce human or ecological exposure to
groundwater contamination. It will also not reduce potential exposure since the plume
1s not migrating beyond its current lateral extent.

The SVE system designed to prevent further migration 10 groundwater, not to clean it
up. EPA will address the groundwater remediation in the near future.

The EPA staff SVE design is more complex and prone to equipment failure. 1f the SVE
system is out of service more frequently due to repairs, the net flux of benzene to the
groundwater could be comparable to the 2 percent system.

Therefore, the respondents believe spending an additional $3.7 million (present worth)

to reduce the input concentration from 1/2000 to 1/8000 is not a cost-cffective
expenditure.

~
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Next Steps

The ROD should contain a less complex and costly SVE system for the pit remedy.
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NON-TECHNICAL EDITORIAL & TYPOGRAPHIC CORRECTIONS

The use of the term “cleanup” throughout the Proposed Plan and Supplement may invake » different
mental mage in the public than may be mesited given the remedy which is proposed. If this term means
restoration, neither a cap nar the SVE system will “cleanup™ waste or contaminated soll. Use of
“remediation”, “remedial action” or “response action™ may be more appropriate.

Duta xre generally plural, not singulsr (see Page 2, 4* Full Para. , 3% and 4® sentences).

The term “Waste Pit Area” should be capitalized whenever used. Because it is better defined, it may be
beneficial to use this tenm in place of “waste pit property”, the “De! Amo Waste Pits”, etc.

Page 4, Item No. 2 - Uncertain Long-tcrm Controls - Several rather absoluts statements are made in this
section. Example No. 1: “There is a significant possibility that exposures will occur in the future.” Example
No. 2: “There s significant uncertainty sbout whether existing controls wiil be maintained as long ss waste
remains in place.” The docuroentation to support these statements is missing from the Proposed Plan and
the FFS Report. Furthermare, use of the term “significant possibility” raises a question as to whether or not
this is the same as a “probability”. Perhaps these sentences should be reworded to improve their accuracy
and/or a reference should be provided to show work that EPA has dane at this, or other sites, which support
the statements as they are currently worded.

Page 5, Alternative 3, Last Bullct - As written, it souads as though the conceru is that rainwater will wash
soil into groundwater. Shouldn't the word “contaminants™ be inserted into this sentence?

Page §, Last Two Bullets In Column 1 - The objectives of the cap which are included in Altemnative 3 are
the same a3 the objectives of the cap included in Altemnative 4. However, the way the objectives for
Ahemstive 4 are worded in the fourth and fifth bullets at the bottom of the second column on page 6 are
different than the way the objectives for Altemnative 3 are worded. Presumably, the reason for this
difference is that the objectives in question for Alteraative 4 include both & cap and SVE. Wouldn’t it be
better if the objectives for both alternatives were the same when discussing the cap? Wouldn't it be bettar if
objectives for SVE were listed separately from those of the cap for Altemative 47

Page 12, Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume(TMV) Through Treatmeat - It sppears that
TMYV is abbreviated in the title of this section but is used inconsistently or not at all. Regardless of which is
the most appropriate, wouldn’t it be prefersble if consistent use of either the abbreviation or the full name
occurs in the Proposed Plan and the ROD? .

Supplement, Page 1, Purpose of 5o0i! Vapor Extraction, Para. 3, 3rd Sentence - Would it be betier to
say “waste pits incrementsl groundwater contribution™ rether than “waste pits incremental groundwater
conceatration™?

Supplemant, Througboat - It is noted that the terms “technical options™ , “SVE scensrios”, and “cases”
ueuaedthmu;houtﬂu:Supplcmcm.Wonldn'tkbebemmhmmmdeﬂnedoﬂfﬂwynfermm
same thing, that only one of the terms be used consistently throughout the Supplement?

P. 02
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TECHBNICAL CORRECTIONS TO BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Page 1, Para. &/Figure 1 - The Proposed Plan sad Pigure 1 imply that Waste Pit Area exclude Lot 37
(Eastern Evaporation Pond and Pit 1-A) and is 3.7 acres in size. It also eppears as though the 2 series pits
shown on Figure 1 are out of position and too close to houses. The Respondents have been required to
survey the Waste Pit Area and prepared numerous detailed plans, maps and figures of the Waste Pit Area
over the last 12 years and would appreciate an opportunity to assist EPA by providing figures of the Waste
Pit Area to the agency for use in future publications.

Page 1, Para. 7 (2* Para. Under Site Characteristics) - Averags depth of waste below land surface in 1-
series pits is 9 fest while the depth to the base of the waste In the 2-series pits is 21 to 32 feet.

Page 2, 1st Partial Para. - While the “Isteral extent of the contaminstion is confined within the inner
fence area” it is primarily in a limited area directly below the outline of the former waste pits and ponds.
As written, the text implies uniform or extensive contamination out to the fence line which is not the case.
There are significant areas within the fenced area which are not contaminated above levels of concem.

Page 2, 2™ Full Para. - While H,S emissions do occur when waste is exposed to air, the waste must also
be disturbed. It is unlikely that exposure to atr would cause H,S emissions.

Table 1 - When providing information about the concentration of Total VOCs and Total SVOCs in soll
beneath and adjacent to the waste pits, it is important to nots the proximity of this soil to the waste. Por
exaraple, most of the highest concentratlon of soil contamination is within S feet of the waste,

Page 6, Columa 1, Ist Partisl Para, - While it is true that the use of SVE in waste would be ineffective,
the statement “The SVE systern would not be applied to the waste materjal ftself, because it is too dense to
crexts & vacuum” provides an inaccursts description of the reason why this is 80. Creating a vacuum localty
around an extraction well in dense, non-permeable materials such as the waste is easy. The low
permeability (ability to transmit flow) of the material limits the flow rate of air that can be generated even
at very high spplied vacuums. 1t is this low flow rate which limits the effectiveness of pbysical separation
techniques such as SVE in dense, non-permeable materials such as the waste.

Page 7, Reasons for EPA’s Proposed Remedy, 1st Pars. - EPA should check with the Deparment of

-, Toxio Substances Control (DTSC) to see what it would like ta be called. In the past, it has preferred “the

Department” to DTSC. This paragraph uses both. mumcoonvenﬁmshouldbemdthmthﬂw
Proposed Plan and the ROD.

Supplement, Page 2, Box - The use of the word “pure™ to describe a NAPL may be coofusing 1o same
resderg. Some NAPLS are mixtures of sevaral or many chemicals and thus, they sre not present in their
pure form. By the definition given for NAPL here, there are 10 NAPLs st the Del Amo site since there are
no examples of “pure” benzene. A NAPL is a free liquid that is a separate phase (i.e. liquid gasoline) from
the moistare, vapor or solid components of the soil matrix.

P.03
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ADMINISTRATIVE AND PROCEDURAL CLARIFICATIONS

Page 1, Para. 5., Sentence 2/Page 7, 3rd Para/Supplement Page 1, Purpose of Soil Vapor Extraction,
Para. 1 - It appears that the Proposed Plan refers to the remedy as an interim measure for waste, soil
and/or groundwater. It was the Respondents® understanding that the selected remedy is a final and not an
interim remedy for wasts and soil, and because it specificalty excludes remedial technologles for
remedistion of contaminated groundwzter, It Is not say kind of remedy (interim or otherwise) for this
media. To say that the remedy is an Interim fix for waste or sofl implies that further action may be taken in
the future to replace of significantly sugment the remedy — something which the Respondents believe will
be unmecessary. To say that this is a groundwater remedy implies active remediation of this media —
something which is missing by intention from the conceptual design of all alternatives in the FFS Repart.

Page 1, Column 2, 1st Para. - The Proposed Plan appears to say that “Subsurface Gas™ is & media which
must be treated separately from waste and sofl. “Subsurface Gas” is part of waste or “solI” and should not
be considered as a separate media to be addressed by the remedy. The remedy addresses the coatamination
through “subsurface gas™ (i.¢., the use of SVE or concern over potential emissions during excavation) end
uses it as an indicator of clean-up effectiveness because It Is the most mobile phase of the waste or soil
matrix and some of the contaminants of concern are volatile. However, 8 goal of the selected remedy is not
to cleap-up subsurface gas but rather to clean-up the soil (not waste since SVE is not spplicable) via
technologies which effect clesn-up via the subsurface vapors.

Page 4, Item 1 (Preference for Trestment)/ Page 7, Reasons for EPA's Proposed Remedy, 5th
Para./Page 12, Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility and Volume - The Proposed Plan appears to say that any
alternative that does not include treatmeat as a principal element should be rejected as the remedy. EPA's
interpretation of the NCP and CERCL.A on this point has changoed over the years and several policy
memoranda and/or directives from Washington have recently been issued which suggest that containment
and treatment and/or containment alone {s acceptable, under certain circumstances.

Page 4, Item 4 (Compliance with ARARSs) - The Proposed Plan says that EPA has determined that the
waste pit remedy must comply with RCRA closure and post-closure requirements. However, since the
waste was deposited at the site before the enactment of RCRA and since it will not be excavated as part of
the selected remedy it is very unlikcly that these requirements sre applicable for the remedy. EPA should
be careful to acknowledge this important distinction whenever discussing how the remedy will need to
comply with RCRA. Perhaps it should be stated that the remedy will comply with the substantive closure
and post-closure requirements under RCRA but will not obtain RCRA permits.

Page 6, First Full Para. In Column 3 - Why does this paragraph mention RCRA requirements for
groundwater monitoring for Alternative 4 when discussion of the other alternatives merely says
“groundwater monitoring™? Wouldn’t it be better to be consisteat with the writeup for all other alternatives
and the FFS Report?
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Department of
Toxic Substances
Zontrol

24; West Broadway,
Suite 425

.ong Beach, CA
90802-4444

February 7, 1997

Pete Wilson
Governor

James M. Strock
Secretary for
Environmental
Protection

Mr. Dante Rodriguez

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

Mail Code SFD-7-1

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, California 94105

Dear Mr. Rodriguez,
PROPOSED PLAN, DEL AMO WASTE PIT AREA

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has
reviewed the above referenced document, dated December,
1996, and attended the public meeting, held on January 29,
1997. The following comments pertain to the Final Focused
Feasibility Report and the Proposed Plan:

1. DTSC's comment letter of Ncvember 12, 1996, on the
Final Focused Feasibility Study, dated December 10,
1996, has not been addressed in the Proposed Plan.

2. DTSC's letter on State Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs), dated August 7, 1996,
was not completely addressed in the Final Focused
Feasibility Study report.

Therefore, at this time DTSC does not concur with the
Proposed Plan remedy until these issues are resolved.

If you have any questions or would like to schedule a
meeting to resolve these issues, please contact Ms. Gloria
Conti at (562) 590-5566. Thank you.

Sincerely,

pysyy

Haissam Y. Salloum, P.E.
Unit Chief

Site Mitigation Cleanup Operations
Southern California Branch (B)

CC: See next page

A I 4
Praeed on Recycind Paper



Mr. Dante Rodriguez
February 7, 1997
Page 2

cc: Mr. John Lyons, Esqg.
Assistant Regional Counsel
U.S. EPA, Region IX
Mail Code RC-3-2
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105

Mr. Randall Heldt, Esq.
Legal Department

Shell 0il Company

One Shell Plaza
Houston, Texas

Mr. C.B. (Chuck) Paine

Shell 0Oil Company

Environmental Remediation- West Coast
P.O. Box 25370

Santa Ana, California 92799

Mr. Jchn Dudley

Dames and Moore

5425 Hollister Avenue, Suite 160
Santa Barbara, California 93111

Mr. Dave Laney

Dames and Moore

7500 North Dreamy Draw Drive, Suite 145
Phoenix, Arizona 85020

Mr. Jim Ross

California Regional Water Quality Control Board
101 Centre Plaza Drive

Monterey Park, California 91754-2156

Mr. Joe Tramma S

South Coast Air Quality Management District
Stationary Source Compliance

21865 E. Copley Drive

Diamond Bar, California 91765-4182

Mr. Michael Martin

Department of Fish and Game
CERCLA/NRDA Unit

Marine Pollution Laboratory

20 Lower Ragsdale Drive, Suite 100
Monterey, California 93940
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CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

SITE MITIGATION BRANCH
Long Beach Office
245 W, Broadway, Suite 350
Long Beach, California 90802-444
(310) 590-5584/ (310) 590-4922 FAX
CalNet 8-635-5584/8-635-4922 FAX
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Department of Pete Wilson
Toxic Substances Governor
Gontrol James M. Strock
245 West Brondway, Janet Rosati ‘Sec_:mary Jor
Suite 425 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Environmental
Long Beach, CA Region IX Protection
90802-4444 Mail Code H-7-1
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105
Dear Ms. Rosati,
FINAL FOCUSED FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORT, DEL AMO WASTE
PIT AREA
The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
has reviewed the above referenced document, dated
September 4, 1996, as well as the responses to our
comments to the previous Final Focused Feasibility
Study Report (FFFS), dated September 30, 1996. The
following axe DTSC's Geologic, Engineerlng, and
Toxicological comments.
SPECIFIC GEOLOGIC COMMENTS
1. Page 7-27 states that "at a minimum, this system
would include vapor extraction wells located
beneath each waste pit and multiple completion
monitoring wells at the end of and in between each
pit". Monitoring points are also necessary on the
north and south sides of the pits at various
depths. At a minimum there should be one set of
monitoring points no deeper than the pits
themselves and another set placed deeper than the
pits. The spatial variability of the sediments
makes it unreasonable not to monitor the sides of
the pits. It can not be assumed that the
performance observed between the pits will be the
same as that on the gides of the pits. 1In
addition, since there will be no remediation of
the pits themselves, monitoring on the sides of
the pits is necessary to demonstrate that the
conditions used in the risk assessment remain
relatively unchanged.
2. The report states that the groundwater in the
vicinity of the Del Amo Pits has been rising at a
rate of one foot per year. The capillary fringe
”n
X

Prnrad on Retveing Papes
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Ms. Janet Rosati
December 11, 1996
Page 2

above the water table may be somewhere between
five to ten feet depending upon the grain size of
the deposits. Once the capillary fringe rises
into the vapor extraction wells the radius of
influence will be greatly reduced because it is
not possible to get airflow through a saturated
media. The conceptual plan for the SVE system
does not include a contingency plan to deal with
the rising groundwater. The rising groundwater
must be taken into consideration at this point in
the process in order to ensure that a viable

extraction system is eventually designed and
constructed.

3. Table 7.0-4 "Summary of Analyses for Short-Term
Effectiveness Del Amo Waste Pit Area" indicates
that remedial response objectives will be reached
for Alternative 4 in eight months to a year. It
is not clear how the system will be monitored
after the response objectives are reached. The
continued monitoring is important for a variety of
reasons. For example, the soil may become re-
contaminated by diffusion from the waste pits
above the soil; depending upon the design of the
SVE system unscreened zones within the soil may
re-contaminate the screened zones through
diffusion; and cleanup goals for groundwater will
change the goals for the contaminated soils. 1In
addition, since the soils may become re-
contaminated, the eight month to one year
operation time may be an underestimate of the
amount of time the SVE system will need to
operate. Continued monitoring -and potent;al
restart of the SVE system must be clearly
addressed if SVE is chosen as the remedial
alternative.

GENERAL ENGINEBERING COMNMNENTS

Included in the following sections are
clarifications in support of DTSC comments to the
responses made by Dames & Moore, regarding the cost
analysis DTSC performed on Alternatives 3 and 4
utilizing the RACER cost estimating software. These
clarifications were performed by Mr. Jesus Sotelo, for
Alternative 3, and Mr. Bal Lee, for Alternative 4, of
DTSC's Engineering Services Unit, and the decalled cost
estimates can be provided upon request. While there
remain discrepancies between DTSC's cost estimates and
the FFFS, the cost estimates presented fall into the
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acceptable accuracy range of + 50 percent to -30
percent as specified in EPA's Guidance for Conducting

Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under
CERCLA (October 1988).

1. The Report now refers to a performance standard
.for Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) that will be tied
with the goals for a ground water remedy. The
. ground water remedy is to be selected after the
remedy for the waste pits. For this performance
standard, the SVE treatment system's purpose is to
reduce soil contaminant concentrations below the
waste pits. The concentrations will be reduced to
a level such that once the contaminants reach the
ground water, the contaminant concentrations are
no more than the Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL).
Given that a ground water remedy has yet to be
selected, we concur with this approach for
minimizing further impacts to the ground water.
However, we request that the following additional
information be provided:

a) A proposed monitoring plan, including
monitoring of lateral migration of all
contaminants (including Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOCs)) from the waste pits, to

assess when clean-up objectives have been
met ;

b) Physical parameters to be measured to assure
the clean-up objectives have been met; and

c) Proposed ground water monitoring methods for
determining ground water impacts based on the
physical parameter measurements.

2. As recommended in DTSC's previous comments, we
suggest that the SVE treatment system be extended
to incorporate contaminated soil regions beyond
the footprint of the waste pits, but terminating
above the capillary fringe. Thie suggestion is
based on the following reasons: '

a) one of the 4 principle goals which the cap
and SVE system will address is to "protect
future ground water users from contaminants
which may leach out of the pits in the
future," as stated on page 7-26 of the
Report. This goal is indicative of the

H9B8S P.@a
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potential of contaminant migration beyond the
pits' perimeters; and

b) reiterating previous comments, Figures 2.2.2-
2, 2.2.2-3, 2.2.2-7, 2.2.2-8, and 2.2.2-9
indicate numerous zones of contaminated soil
at various depths which extend beyond the
pits' perimeters. Infiltrating rain water
migrating through these contaminated soil
zones will move unabated to the ground water.
The capture zone of the SVE treatment system
should be thick enough to prevent impacted
rain water infiltration from migrating to the
ground water. The Final Report should
contain modeling based justification to show
the proposed thickness of the capture zone
will prevent this possibility.

3. DTSC concurs that the graphical representation
indicating the areas of proposed treatment beneath
the waste pits is not applicable for alternatives
1, 2, and 3. However, a graphical representation
would clarify proposed treatment areas for
alternatives 4 and S beneath the waste pits. We
reiterate the need for a graphical representation
of the extent of contamination for proposed
interim treatment for alternatives 4 and 5. We
suggest Figures 7.4.1-2 and 7.5.2-2 be revised to
include the contamination levels beneath the waste

pits as shown in Figures 2.2.2-7 through 2.2.2-9
of the Report.

SPECIFIC ENGINEERING COMMENTS

4. (Figure 7.4.1-1) - In order to maintain
consistency with Section 8, we suggest this figure
include the following note: "The number and
location of SVE wells may change pending the
selected performance standard and/or if SVE is

used to target different areas of the vadose zone
soils."

5. (Page 8-3 Sections 8.3 and 8.4) - It is suggested
that the Costs of SVE Design Scenarios include
soil gas monitoring probes, at varying depths
around the perimeter of the pits, for containment
and prevention of lateral soil gas migration.
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6. (Table 8.5-1) - It is suggested that all 5 cases

of each scenario, for both short and long-term
performance standards, be included in this table.

7. (Appendix F) - We reiterate our previous comment
and suggest the same 15% contingency be applied
consistently to all discount rate scenario
analyses for the cost evaluation. It was evident
from the review of the cost tables that tables F-
2d, F-2e, F-3d, F-3e, F-4d, and F-4e remain
inconsistent with respect to the 15% contingency
used in the remainder of the tables. The total
capital costs of each alternative is impacted by
the chosen contingency percentage.

8. (Appendix F) - Table F-2d states a contingency cf
7.5%, yet a contingency of 8% is used in computing
the direct cost. We suggest the same contingency
be used throughout the cost tables.

RACER COST ESTIMATE CLARIFICATIONS
2] vi 3 - RCRA-Equival .

The Remedial Action Cost Engineering and
Reguirements (RACER) system is developed by the U.S.
Air Force and is a PC-based environmental cost
estimating system that will accurately estimate costs
for all phases of remediation: Studies (PA/SI, RI/FS,
and RFI/CMS), Remedial Design, Remedial Action

(including Operations and Maintenance), and Site Work
and Utilities.

In response to the comments provided in Table 1,
Comparison of Selected Assumptions, DTSC Versus Dames &
Moore Cost Estimates, RCRA-Eguivalent Cap Portion of
Alternatives 3 & 4, Focused Feasibility Study, Del Amo
Waste Pit Area, (Page 2 of 5), under item "Ground Water
Sampling During O&M," and under column "DTSC Estimate
of Cost of Item,"” the actual RACER default sampling
costs are not $1080 per VOC. Rather, this number is
the total number of samples collected and analyzed
during the 30 year period, for quarterly sampling at 9
samples each quarter. The actual RACER estimate for
the complete monitoring is $853,466 for 30 years. This
figure is in line with Dames & Moore's estimate of
$900,000 and the column "Additional Cost Because of
DTSC Assumptions" incorrectly calculated at $7.5
million should show a negative $46,000 or ($46,000).
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RACER includes other cost modifiers that are
identified as Project Modifiers. The Project Modifiers
are listed and described below.

Schedule Or Escalation Factor

The Schedule module calculates the total duration
for Studies, Construction, and Operations & Maintenance
(O&M) for each gite within the project. The start
date, along with the duration, will establish the
midpoint for the category. An escalation factor will be
calculated for each category with a valid start date
and duration. This escalation factor is used to
escalate all costs associated with the category for
reporting purposes. RACER states that the cost base of
the estimates is January 199% {(collected data from
vendors and past records of completed RAs). Because of
this cost basis the estimate needs escalation to the
assumed construction time of June 1996. The 30 years of

O&M (until July 2011) were escalated and brought back
to the present worth. :

Project Mapnagement

Project management is the cost paid to government
agencies and/or contractors for contract management,
supervigion, and oversight. This project management
task is not associated with the implementation of
specific Studies, RD, or RA tasks where project
management 1s applied in the individual models. It does
take into account reporting requirements of the
specific tasks as prescribed by the project contract.

Project management is similar to the Supervision,
Inspection, and Overhead (SIOH) payments made by the
Air Force to the Corps of Engineers and the Naval
Facilities Engineering Command for Military
Construction Program Contracts. Currently, the Air
Force uses several different service centers to
administer remediation contracts. These include the Air
Force Center for Environmental Excellence (AFCEE), the
Army Corps of Engineers, and ORNL/HAZWRAP. The project
management cost charged by these different agencies
varies between different contracts. The default is 10%
for all project phases and contract types. The software
provides flexibility in the application of this cost
and the program user is encouraged to verify and modify
this value as appropriate prior to completing an
estimate. In this case, costs for Project Management
oversight were not included.
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cont ,

Contingencies are added to the project estimate to
allow for cost increases that may occur as a result of
unforeseen conditions and changes that normally occur
on remediation projects. We have followed the
methodology of RACER to include the contingency to the
total costs since this is a +30% to -50% cost estimate
and USEPA has done so on other sites, including
Stringfellow. It appears from the response to comments
that we are in agreement regarding what percent to
apply for contingencies (15%). It appears that our
contingencies (in dollar amounts) are to a greater
degree a small percentage of the total estimated cost
for Capital and O&M.

AL} . s RCRA-Equival - S0il
Extraction (SVE)

In DTSC's previous comments, we summarized RACER
cost estimates for Alternative 3 ($8 million) and
Alternative 4 ($10.9 million), which leads to the SVE
portion of the estimate for Alternative 4, which is
$2.9 million. The Report's SVE portion was $1.2
million ($3.7 and $4.9 million for Alternatives 3 and 4
respectively). According to Table 2 in the Response to
DTSC Comments on the Final FFS Report, Del Amo Waste
Pit Area, we have overestimated the SVE estimate by
$2.6 million, (i.e., only $0.3 million is for SVE,
according to the Report). This is self-contradictory.
Most items in Table 2 are either inaccurate or very
minor cost items which should not be an issue for a
+30/-50 % cost estimate. After adjusting all corrected
Table costs (see the attached marked-up Table 2), our
SVE estimate is $2.3 million. The following are the
item-by-item responses to Table 2 items:

1. Field sampling mobile lab ($184,443, or $195,592
in our RACER output dated 6/10/96): This cost
corresponds to the item 33.02.96, Pield
sampling/mobile lab, on page 22 of the Detail Cost
Report. This ie for part of the 30 year O&M of
the SVE unit. In reality, the SVE unit will
operate continuously for the first 3 - 5 years,
followed by intermittent operation for perpetuity.
We made the assumption that the additional 25 - 27
years of continuous operation is equivalent to
total operational costs for intermittent operation
for perpetuity.
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Ms. Janet Rosati
December 11, 1996
Page 8

As indicated on the RACER output page, the cost of
$195,592 is for monthly SVE air effluent
monitoring for 30 years: 1)OVA rental for (2
days/mo) * (12 mo) * (30 years) (due to absence of on-
site FID module in RACER), and 2) field
technician, - (8 hrs/mo)* (12 mo) * (30 years).

2. SVE O&M ($1,123700): Because of the way RACER is
set up, this item has been double-counted (two SVE
modules were used for shallow and deep
contamination areas). This should be reduced by
one half, or by $561,852.

3. Lab cost for monitoring during O&M ($14,760): This
is for off-site lab analysis of SVE air effluent
twice a year for 30 years. See the response #1
above for the rationale of using a 30 year O&M.

4. Contingency: DTSC's believes that its methodology
for calculating the contingency is appropriate.
See response to Table 1.

5. Escalation ($761,481): Page 1 of Project Cost
Report, RACER provides that 1) the cost base of
RACER was 1/95 (needs escalation to the assumed
construction time of 6/96), and 2) 30 year O&M
{until July, 2011) was assumed for the SVE unit.
O&M costs were escalated and brought back to the
present-worth cost. See DTSC's response to FFFS's
Table 1 for details.

TOXICOLOGICAL COMMENTS

The revised Health Risk Assessment (HRA) contained
in this FFFS is adequate to assess the risk/hazard from
contaminants at the Del Amo Pits. DTSC would
ordinarily consider all pathways, however in this case,
the air exposure pathway has been found to be the major
contributor and the other pathways are incomplete. The
movement of contaminants to groundwater has not been
included in this HRA, but will be addressed for the
whole site when the Remedial Investigation for
groundwater is complete. It is expected that any
resultant hazard or risk identified from migration to
groundwater would be additive with the hazard and risk
from the air pathway.
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Ma. Janet Rosati
December 11, 1996
Page 9

If you have any questiona{ please contact Ms.
Gloria Conti at (310) 590-5566. Thank you.

Sincerely,

iéégi;l,Aés;z'éﬁégi-
Haissam Y. Salloum, P.E.
Unit Chief

Site Mitigation Cleanup
Operations

Southern California
Branch

cc: Mr. C.B. (Chuck) Paine
Shell 0Oil Company
Environmental Remediation- West Coast
P.O. Box 25370
Santa Ana, California 92799

Mr. John Dudley

Dames and Moore

5425 Hollister Avenue, Suite 160
Santa Barbara, California 93111

Mr. Dave Laney

Dames and Moore

6 Hutton Centre Drive, Suite 700
Santa Ana, California 92707

1:41PM HSB85 P.18
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Department of A R 0599 Pete Wilsor
Toxic Substances Governo;
Control

o James M. Stroc}
245 West Broadway, Janet Rosati Sefremry fo:
Suite 425 U.S. EPA, Region IX Envxronmen.ta.
Long Beach, CA Mail Code H-7-1 Protectior
90802-4444 75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, California 94105
Dear Ms. Rosati,

DEL AMO PITS SUPERFUND SITE PROPOSED STATE APPLICABLE
AND RELEVANT OR APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC)
submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protsction Agency
(EPA), in January, 1994 and December, 1993, prcposed
State ARARs from DTSC, the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB), South Coast Air Quality
Management District (SCAQMD), and the Department of
Fish and Game (F&G). These ARARs had been submitted
jointly for both the Montrose and Del Amo Pits
Superfund sites, since we had been working on these two
sites cooperatively. DTSC would like EPA to consider
all previously submitted ARARs, as well as the
additional ARARs included in this letter.

Copies of DTSC's letters with the attached ARARs
are enclosed. The following is an itemization of what
those letters included.

A, DTSC letter, dated January 14, 1994, to EPA
(Mr. Tom Dunkelman) contszins:

1. RWQCB Memorandum, dated January 11, 1993
(sic.);

2. SCAQMD letter, dated January 11, 1994.

B. DTSC letter, dated December 2, 1993, to EPA
(Ms. Nancy Woo) contains:

1. DTSC attachment;
2. RWQCB Memorandum, dated November 29, 1993;

3. RWQCB Memorandum, dated October 19, 1993;

4%
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Ms. Janet Rosati
August 7, 19296
Page 2

4. SCAQMD letter, dated October 29, 1993;
5. F&G letter, dated. October 15, 1993.

ADDITIONAL ARARS

1. Title 22, CCR Section 66262

2. Title 22, CCR Section 66264

3. Title 22, CCR Section 66264.90 or 66265.90 as
applicable. :

4. Title 22, CCR Section 66268.100

wn

Public Resources Code, Division 13, Section
27000, California Environmental Quality Act

(CEQA) .

6. Health & Safety Code, Section 41700, Division
6, Part 4, Chapter 3 (California Clean Air
Act) .

7. DTSC Applied Action Levels are no longer

being used, and should therefore be deleted.

If you have any questions, please contact Ms.
Gloria Conti at (310) 590-5566. Thank you.

Sincerely,

e M

Haissam Y. Salloum, P.E.

Unit Chief

Site Mitigation Cleanup
Operations

Southern California Branch (B)

Enclosures

cc: Mr. John Lyons, Esq.
U.S. EPA, Region IX
Mail Code RC-3-2
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105



STATE DF CALIFORNIA — ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY ' PETE WILSON. Governo

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ZOBPX

- $
Regron 4 ) @
245 Wem Brosowey. Sune 350 !

Long Besch. CA 90802-4444

January 14, 1954

Mr. Thomas J. Dunkelman
Remedial Project Manager

U.S. E.P.A. Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

Mail Stop H-7-1

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Dear Mr. Dunkelman,
PROPOSED STATE ARARS FOR THE PROPOSED DEL 2AMO SUPERFUND SITE

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (Department) has
solicited Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs) from local and state agencies. Enclosed is a partial
submittal of ARARs from the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board and the South Coast Air Quality Management
District, in response to our request. An additional submittal
will be forthcoming.

1f you have any questions please contact Gloria M. Conti at
(310) 590-5566.

Sincerely,

Haissam Y.
Unit Chief
Site Mitigation Operations Branch

enclosures

M
| to?



' Stote of‘ Californio
Memorandum

T pBaissam Salloum Dote: January 11,

Department of Toxic Substances

Control ;2:f:f3>0h File :100.315

Ross’, Unlt Chlef

Site Clean%%
From : CALUFORNIA R IONAI. WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD—LOS ANGELES REGION

101 Centre Plazo Drive, Monterey Pork, CA 91754-2156
Telephone: (213) 266-7500

Subiec ApPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)
FOR DEL AMO PITS SUPERFUND SITE - TORRANCE - (File 100.315)

1993

This is to provide a response to your December 28, 1993, letter

regarding the above project.

a. Regarding the soil issues, at the site, we have the following

specific comments:

1. We support a combination of Alternatives 4 , 5 and 6 as
an appropriate remediation for the permanent closure of
the Del Amo Pits (Surface Impoundments), as described
below.

2. Specifically, the sump closure requirements of Chapter

15, Title 23, CCR would apply to the permanent closure of

these pits. We believe, based upon existing data,

that

soils in these pits have a high liquid content including
substantial concentrations of Benzene at depths

significantly close to first ground water. For this
reason, a large potential exists for impact to
groundwater through a continuing source of such

compounds in aquifer units. To that end, -we will require
dewatering of these sump contents and a maximum effort to
consolidate these wastes in place before any full capping
option and VES installation is completed. In addition,
we continue to believe that a closure plan that more

accurately defines the limits of these contaminants

and

includes a method (Liquid Extraction) for dewatering will
meet our requirements. A method such as pentrometer

testing to more quickly and accurately define the

free

liquid zone along with an appropriate level of dewatering

(Liguid Extraction) 1s considered appropriate.

In

addition, substantial ground water contamination is known

to have ocurred below the pit area.



Haissam Salloum

Page 2

Therefore, the requirements of the California Water Code
beginning with Section. 1300 also apply. We view the
Benzene as a continuing source of groundwater
contamination and will require cleanup and abatement of
this source and the ground water in accordance with
Section 13304 of the Code.

The above would be followed, or supplemented by vapor
extraction as proposed. Substantial technology exists to
ensure a successful completion of such a remedy.

We believe that the potential even exists for the
complete removal (Alternative 5) or recycling of the pit
materials ‘and such an alternative should be explored at
the conclusion of Alternative 6 described in Item 2
above. .

b. Regarding the groundwater issues, we have the following
specific comments:

1.

State Board Resolutions 68-16, and 88-63 apply to all
aquifer units at this site. This includes the Bellflower
Aquitard Unit, the Bellflower Sands Unit and all lower
better quality aquifers. We will therefore, require
cleanup of all these aquifer units, to levels acceptable
to this Board, by responsible parties to the
contamination. Any deviation would require adoption by
this Board and the State Board of a Los Angeles River
Basin Plan amendment. Such an amendment for a single
site/facility is highly unlikely.

- The Board will likely establish MCL’s as'cleanup levels

for groundwater(gw) units for Benzene, Hydrocarbon
and VOC contamination and metals.

We will propose to our Board establishment of an
appropriate cleanup level for any compound not presently
covered by an MCL.



Haissam Salloum

Page 3

4.

We would consider reinjection of treated groundwater into
upper aquifer units to accommodate cleanup under these
conditions:

Reinjected water would likely require pH between 6 and
9, temperature below 100°F, and Bioassay above 75%
fish survival.

Reinjection would be limited to the Bellflower Sands
unit during the initial startup of the system.

GW monitoring of the impact on the Gage Aquifer unit
from reinjected water into the upper Bellflower Sands
would be required on a quarterly basis during the
first year. '

Establishment of a Regional Ground Water Group,

with Regional Board oversight, which will develop a
regional approach to cleanup of the upper Bellflower
units.

Some of the above could be authorized on signature of the Executive
Officer of this Regional Board to initialize cleanup. Formal Waste
Discharge Requirements and the formation of the work group under
direction of Water Board staff would follow.

If you have any_questions, please call me at (213) 266-7550.



South Coast
AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

21865 E. Copley Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 (909) 396-2000

January 11, 1994

Ms. Gloria Conti

Department of Toxic Substances Control
245 W. Broadway, Suite 425

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Conti:

This letter is in response to your letter dated December 27, 1993, for Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for the proposed Del Amo
Superfund Site. B

The following District Rules and Regulations should be incorporated in the ARARs
for the site:

Regulation IV - Prohibitions
Rule 401 - Visible Emissions

This rule limits visible emissions from any point source to Ringlemann No. 1
or 20 percent opacity for 3 minutes in any hour period.

Rule 402 - Nuisance

This rule prohibits the discharge of any material (including odorous
compoundsf that causes injury or annoyance to the public, property or
business or endangers human health, comtort, repose or safety.

Rule 403 - Fugitive Dust

This rule limits on site activities so that the concentrations of fugitive dust at
the property line shall not be visible. In addition, PM10 levels shall not
exceed 50 micrograms per cubic meter as determined by the difference
between upwind and downwind samples collected on high volume particulate
matter samplers. These requirements do not apply if wind gusts exceed 25
miles per hour. The rule also requires every reasonable precaution to
minimize fugitive dust and the prevention and cleanup of any material
accidently deposited on paved streets. This rule shall not apply during life-
threatening situations or during a declared disaster or state of emergency.



DTSC 2- Jamuary 11, 1994

Rule 473 - Disposal of Solid and Liquid Wastes

This rule requires incinerator for combustible refuse to be multiple-chamber
type (with secondary combustion) and limits incinerators with design burming
rates greater than 110 pounds per bour from releasing particulate matier in
excess of 0.10 grains per standard cubic foot of gas calculated to 12 percent
of carbon dioxade averaged over 15 minutes. ~'

Regulation X - National Emisslons Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

This regulation implements the provisions of Part 61. Chapter I, Title 40 of
the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) under the supervision of the
SCAQMD Executive Officer. It specifies emissions testing, monitoring, and
procedures for handling of hazardous pollutants such as beryllium, benzene, -
mercury, vinyl chloride and asbestos.

Regulation XI - Source Specific Standards
Rule 1150 - Excavation of Landfill Sitcs

This Rule states that no person shall initiate excavation of an active or
inactive landfill without an Excavation Management Plan approved by the
SCAQMD Executive Officer. The plan shall provide information regarding
the quantity and cbaracteristics of tbe material to be excavated and

rted, and shall identify mitigation measures includixa:xf gas collection
and disposal, baling, encapsulating, covering the material and chemical
neutralizing.

Rule 1150.2 - Control of Gaseous Emissions from Inactive Landfills

This rule limits gaseous cmissions from inactive landfills. It requires
installation of perimeter probes and a gas collection and flaring system. It
also requires ambient air sampling and monitoring the surface of the landfill
for organic compounds as methane.

Rule 1166 - Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Decontamination of Soil

This rule limits the emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from
contaminated soil to less than 50 ppm. For contaminated soil with a VOC
emission of 50 ppm or greater, an approved plan, describing removal
methods and mitigation measures, mmust obtained from the District prior
to Erocccding with the excavation. Uncontrolled spreading of contaminated
coul is not permitted. '



DTSC -3- January 11, 1994
Regulation XIII - New Source Review

This rule applies to any new or modified equipment which may cause the
issuance of any nonattainment air contaminant, balogenated hyd:ocarbon or
ammonia. It requires all emission increases to be offset and all equipment to
be constructed with BACT (Best Available Control Technology). It also
requires substantiation with modeling that the equipment will not cause a
significant increase in concentrations of specific contaminants

Regulation XTV - Toxi_cs

This regulation specifies limits for cancer risk and excess cancer cases from
new stationary sources and modifications to existing stationary sources that
¢mit carcinogenic air contaminants. The rule establishes allowable emission
impacts for all such stationary sources requiring new permits pursuant to
SCAQMD Rules 201 or 203. Best Available Control Technology for Toxics
(T-BACT) will be required for any system where a lifetime (70 years)
maximum individual cancer risk of one in one million or greater is estimated
to occur. Limits are calculated using nisk factors for specific contaminants.

.Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Guidelines Document

This document was compiled by SCAQMD. Although a guideline, it set u
BACT requirements for various types of equipment and processes. To
determine BACT, a cost effectiveness analyses must be made for the
Alternate Basic Equipment of Process and the Technologically Feasible
options. Modifications or relocations of existing equipment do not need 1o be
analyzed for Alternative Basic Equipment or Process. The option that can
be shown to be cost effective would constitute the required BAg’l‘.

Very truly yours,
e
Joe Tramma

A.Q.A.C. Supervisor
Stationary Source Compliance
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DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL )

Regron 4 : :? .
245 West Brosdway. Suite 350 >

Long Beach. CA S0802-4444

December 2, 1993

Nancy Woo

Remedial Project Manager

U.S. E.P.A. Region IX

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Dear Ms. Woo,
PROPOSED STATE ARARS FOR THE MONTROSE SUPERFUND SITE

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (Department) has
solicited Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs) from local and state agencies. Enclosed are the
Department’s ARARs and copies of transmittals from the various
agencies, in response to our request.

If you have any questions please contact Gloria M. Conti at
(310) 590-5566.

Sincerely,

Newsr—

Haissam Y. Salloum, P.E.
"Unit Chief .
Site Mitigation Operations Branch

enclosures

oY
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ATTACHMENT
DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
STATE ARARS

Using the Dfaft Detailed Analysis of Remedial Alternatives for

Soil (dated 10/28/93) as a baseline for State and Local ARARs, the
following corrections shall be incorporated.

Page (P.) 1, I.A., Requirements:

Replace "Section 25100-25395" with "Section 25100-25250";
Replace "Minimum Standards for Management of Hazardous and
Extremely Hazardous Wastes” with "Division 4.5, Environmental
Health Standards for Management of Hazardous Waste.";

1, I.A., Comments:
Replace "Section 66300" with "Section 66001";
Replace "comply with permitting requirements" with "obtain
permits".

1, I.A.1., Requirements:
Replace "Criteria for ..." with "Identification and listing of
Hazardous Waste, Title 22, CCR, Division 4.5, Chapter 11,
Articles 1-5, P 66261.1-.126.

1, I.A.1., Comments:
The first sentence should read "Tests for identifying
hazardous waste and hazardous characteristics of waste are
described...”

1, I.A.1, and a, Alternative:
Should read "S1-S7".

5, 3, Comments:
Replace "November 1987" with "December 1990".

5, 3, Comments:
Replace chemical table with the followinc:

Benzene .0002 mg/L (hﬁman/water)
.00007 mg/m® (human/air)
. Chloroforn .006 mg/L (human/water)
.0006 mg/m® (human/air)
Ethylbenzene 2.0 mg/L (human/water)
.10 mg/m® (human/air)
Methyl ethyl 2.0 mg/L (human/water)
ketone .30 mg/m® (human/air)



Toluene 2.0 mg/L (human/water)
: .20 mg/m® (human/air)

Xylene 2.0 mg/L (human/water)
.40 mg/m® (human/air)
30,000 mg/kg (human/soil)

6, II.A, Comments:
Replace "67108" with "66264.25"

7, Comments, first paragraph, and Alternative:
Process activities (P. 6) listed as Relevant and Appropriate
should concur with excavation activities, and should therefore
be noted as Relevant and Appropriate. This first paragraph
will have to be re-written to reflect this change.

7, III.A., Requirements:
Replace "Section 25100-25395" with "Section 25100-25250".

7, following III.A:
The following specific Health & Safety Code Sections shall be
added:
ARTICLE 5- Standards

1) Section 25150- Standards and regulations; adoption;
application, subsections (a) and (b).

Comments: The Department shall develop and apply standards
and regulations to the management of hazardous waste.

Applicable to S1-87.
2) Section 25154- Unlawful management of hazardous waste.

Comments: It is unlawful to manage hazardous waste except as
provided in Chapter 6.5 of the Health & Safety Code.

Applicable to S1-87.

3) Section 25155- Disposal of extreﬁely hazardous waste:
removal of harmful properties or as specified by regulations.

Comments: Manage all extremely hazardous waste according to
regulations.

'Appliéable to S$2-57.

4) Section 25155.5- Disposal of certain kinds of hazardous
waste; incineration or acceptable treatment requirements.

Comments: Mandatory incineration of hazardous waste to be

2



disposed of based on BTU value.

Applicable to S4-S7.

5) Section 25155.8~- Landfills used for disposal of hazardous
wastes containing VOCs; air emissions monitoring and reporting
requirements.

Comments: Landfill operator must monitor air emissions and
report to the Department.

Relevant and Appropriate to $2-S7.
ARTICLE 6- Transportation
1) Section 25160- Manifest

Comment: Generator must generate a manifest for any hazardous
waste to be shipped off site.

Applicable to S2-S7.
ARTICLE 6.5~ Hazardous Waste Haulers
1) Section 25167.1 - 25169.3

Comment: The requirements for haulers and their vehicles will
apply since off-site hauling would commence on site.

Applicable to S2-S7.
ARTICLE 7.7- Hazardous Waste Management Act of 1986

1) Section 25179.5- Disposal of liquid waste in hazardous
waste landfills prohibited.

Comment: No person shall dispose of liquid hazardous waste in
a hazardous waste landfill.

Applicable to S2-S7.

2) Section 25179.6- Land disposal of certain hazardous waste
prohibited; treatment standards.

Comment: Land disposal restrictions for hazardous waste.
-Unless granted a variance, extension, exclusion or exemption,
or treated in accordance with treatment standard, land
disposal is prohibited.

Applicable to S2-S7.

ARTICLE 8- Enforcenent



1) Section 25189.5 (a)- Disposal, treatment or storage at, or
transportation to, facilities without permits or at
unauthorized points; punishment.

Comments: Subsection (a) prohibits the disposal of hazardous
waste, or causing it, at any unauthorized point.

Applicable to S2-S7.

2) ’'Section 25189.7- Burning or incineration at unpermitted
facility or unauthorized point; punishment.

Comments: Incineration of hazardous waste at an unauthorized
point is prohibited.

Applicable to S4-S7.
ARTICLE 9- Permitting of Facilities

1) ~Section 25202.5- Restrictive easements, covenants,
restrictions, or servitudes.

Comments: The Debartment and the owner of a facility are to
enter agreements providing for deed restrictions as noted
above, to restrict land use.

Relevant and Appropriate for S1-S7.

2) Section 25203~ Unlawful disposition of hazardous waste.
Comments: It is unlawful to dispose of hazardous waste except
at a permitted disposal site, facility, or site with a grant
of authorization.

Applicable to S1-87.

ARTICLE 11~ Hazardous Waste Disposal Land Use

1) Section 25221- Application for designation as hazardous
waste property or border zone property.

' Comments: Owner of property with knowledge of hazardous waste

disposal on property shall apply to Department for
designation.

‘Applicable to S1-S7.

P. 8, 1., Alternative:

P.

8,

Should read "S1-S7".

2., Comments:
Replace "resulting from...accumulates" with "generated™.

4



P. 8, 2., Alternative:
Insert "S5", and delete "(on-site SGE)".

P. 8, 3, Comments:
Replace "66263.18" with "66263.46".

P. 8, 3, Applicable:
Off-site transport is subject to regulations, but should not
be an ARAR.

P. 8, 4, Requirements:
Add "Specifically, 66264.1, .18, .25; Articles 7,9,10,14,15"
and mark as Applicable.

P. 8, 4, Requirements: _
Add "Article 6" and mark as Relevant and Appropriate.

P. 9, b, Alternative:
Should read "S2-S7".

P.9, b, Relevant and Appropriate:
Change to Applicable.

P. 11, 4, Comments:
Delete "state permitted”.

P. 11, 4, Comments, second paragraph:
Replace "Improvement" with "Impoundment".

P. 11 & 12, 4, To Be Considered:
Change to Relevant and Appropriate. Mark all of "d" as
Relevant and Appropriate.

P. 12, To Be Considered:
Change to Relevant and Appropriate.

P. 12, Comments, first paragraph:
Delete this paragraph.

P. 12, comments, Landfills, second paragraph:
Delete this paragraph.

P. 12, e, Comments, a:
Insert "The California Code of Regulations on incinerators are
all applicable, except for the permit requirements.”

P. 12, e, Comments, a:
Delete "Since permits...ARAR."

P. 12, e, Relevant and Appropriate:
Change to Applicable.



13, Comments:
Delete first, third, and fifth paragraphs.

13, Relevant and Appropriate:
Change both to Applicable.

14, £, Comments:

Delete from "These provisions...are TBCs." and replace with
"These provisions apply to hazardous waste facilities of the
specific types regulated. The Montrose Site is one of these,
and as such the regulatlons are fully applicable. The
regulations are applicable since they address units that are
used to treat, store or dispose of hazardous wastes that are
not otherwise addressed by the regulations."

14, £, Comments:
Delete from "However,...are TBCs"

14, £, To Be Considered:
Change to Applicable.

14, g, Comments:
Replace “"relevant and appropriate" with "applicable”.

14, g, Relevant and Appropriate:
Change to Applicable.

15, h, Requirements:
Replace "Article 28" with "Articles 27 & 28" and "§6264.1050"
with "66264 1030".

15, h, Comments:
Delete from "However, to be...it sets" and replace with
"Article 28 is fully applicable. The substantive provisions
of Article ‘28 are appllcable. They set" standards for
. operation... .

15, h, Relevant and Appropriate:
Change to Applicable.

15, 5:
This requirement is not necessary, but may be kept as To Be
Considered.

16, 7, Alternative:.
Replace "S4-S7" with "S2-87%.

18, 8, Alternative and Applicable:
Insert "S2-5S7" under Alternative and mark as Applicable.
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“vqJ. E. Ross, Unit Chief
Site Cleanup Unit
From : CAUFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD—LOS ANGELES REGION
10} Contre Piozo Drive, Montevey Pork, CA 91734-2156
Telephone: (213) 266-7300
Subject : APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)
FOR MONTROSE AND DELAMO BOULEVARD, LOS ANGELES/TORRANCE SITE

This will supplement our General ARARS Memo of October 19, 1993.

a. Regarding the soil issues we have the following specific
comments: ’

1. We support the CAP option with modifications.

2. Based on the data presented by Montrose, as discussed at
previous joint meetings by Regulators, we conclude that
all residual surface sludges have been removed from the
pit in the central processing area and the pit is
backfilled. Based on these facts, sump Closure
requirements of Chapter 15, Title 23, CCR would not
apply. However, the facts do indicate that high
concentrations of the residual DNAPL may exist in a
substantial portion of the vadoze zone beneath and
surrounding the pit area. For this reason, a large
potential exists for impact to groundwater and increasing
concentrations of these DNAPL compounds in agquifer units.
Therefore, the requirements of the California Water Code
beginning with Section 1300 apply. We view the DNAPL as
a continuing source of groundwater contamination and will
require cleanup and abatement of this source in
accordance with Section 13304 of the Code. To that end,
we will require removal of the maximum amount of these
contaminants in a short time period. Vapor extraction
would not likely provide for a timely removal. We
continue to believe that a removal plan that more
accurately defines the limits of this contamination and
includes a method(Liquid Extraction) for dewatering will
meet our requirements. A method such as pentrometer
testing to more gquickly and accurately define the DNAPL
zone along with an appropriate level of dewatering(Liquid
Extraction) should be considered. This could be followed,
or supplemented by, vapor extraction in the same zone.
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Memorandum

Jjo :Baissam Salloum I
Department of Toxic Substances
Control -~ Long Beach ,

LB

N

oo

ZQ-\J. E. Roes, Unit Chief
Site Cleanup Unit
from ; CAUFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUAUTY CONTROL BOARD—LOS ANGELES REGION
101 Conme Plozo Drive, Menterey Park, CA  91754.2158
Telophone: (213) 268-7500 4
Subject : APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)
FOR MONTROSE AND DELAMO BOULEVARD, LOS ANGELES/TORRANCE SITE

Th%a will supplement our General ARARs Memo of October 19, 1993.

a.

Regarding the soil issues we have the following specific
comments s

1.

-2

We support the CAP option with modifications.

Based on the data presented by Montrose, as discussed at
previous joint meetings by Regulators, we conclude that
all residual surface sludges have been removed from the
pit in the central processing area and the pit is
backfilled. Based on these facts, sump closure
requirements of Chapter 15, Title 23, CCR would not
apply. However, the facts do indicate that high
concentrations of the residual DNAPL may exist in a

. substantiel portion of the vadoze 2zone beneath and

surrounding the pit area. For this reason, a large
potential exists for impact to groundwater and increasing
concentrations of these DNAPL compoundse in aquifer units.
Therefore, the requirements of the California Water Code
beginning with Section 1300 apply. We view the DNAPL as
a continuing source of groundwater contamination and will
require cleanup and abatement of this source in
accorxdance with Section 13304 of the Code. To that end,
we will require removal of the maximum amount of these
contaminants in a short time period. Vapor extraction
would not 1likely provide for a timely removal. We

‘continue to believe that a removal plan that more

accurately defines the limits of this contamindtion and
includes a method(Liquid Extraction) for dewatering will
meet our requirements. A method such a8 pentrometer
testing to more quickly and accurately define the DNAPL
zone along with an appropriate level of dewatering(Liquid
Extraction) should be considered. This could be followed,
or supplemented by, vapor extraction in the same zone.
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3.

We do not believe the capping option off-site will be
effective in controlling the potential for ground water
and surface water contaminations. We believe the same
Sections of the Water Code cited above apply and would
require removal and disposal of this shallow soil
contamination, especially contaminated soil within the
Normandie Ditch.

Regarding the groundwater issues, we have the following
specific comments:

1'

State Board Resolutions . 68-16, and B88-63 apply to all
aquifer units at this site. This includes the Bellflower
Aquitard Unit, the Bellflower Sandes Unit and all lower
better quality aquifers. We will therefore, require
cleanup of all these aquifer units to levels acceptable
to this Board. Any deviation would require adoption by
this Board and the State Board of a Los Angeles River
Basin Plan amendment. Such an amendment for & single
site/facility is highly unlikely.

The Board will likely establish MCL's as cleanup levels
in all groundwater(gw) units for DDT, chlorobenze,
benzene, BHC, all other chlorinated and axomatic
compounds, and any metals.

‘We will propose to our Board establishment of an

appropriate cleanup level for PCBSA following submittal
and evaluation of the following items or the treated gw
containing PCBSA:

. The EPA research data on this compound collected
during development of the ARARS. '

. General Mineral Analysis to include Sulfates, Sulfides
along with pH before and after neutralization
VOC analysis by EPA 624 and Bioassay analysis

We would consider reinjection of treated groundwaterxr
containing PCBSA into upper aquifer units under these
conditions:

Reinjected water would likely require pH between 6 to
9, temperature below 100°F, and Bioassay above 75%

survival.
. Reinjection would be limited to the Bellflower Sands

during the initial startup of the system.



Haissam Salloum

page 3

GW monitoring of the impact on the Gage Aquifer unit
from reinjected weter into the upper Bellflower Sands
would be monitored quarterly during the first year.
No cleanup limit for the compound PCBSA would likely
be enforced during this start up period.

During the startup period, staff will propose to this
Board for adoption a cleanup level for PCBSA following

evaluation of the above data including the effects of

neutralization on PCBSA and vertical migration trends
of the reinjected water and economical consideration -
that are proposed by the discharger.

Establishment of a Regional Ground Water Group, with
Regional Board oversight, which will develope a
regional approach to cleanup of the upper Bellflower
units.

Some of the above could be authorized on signature of the Executive
Officer of this Regional Board to initialize cleanup. Formal Waste
Discharge Requirements and the formation of the work group under
direction of Water Board staff would follow.

1f you have any questions, please call me at (213) 266-7550.
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Memorandum

;Io

* From

Subject :

Haissam Salloum Dote: October 19, 1993
Department of Toxic Substances File -
Control - Long Beach ) 100.0315

= R Z far Tiw Fss

J.E. Ross, Unit Chief

CSA:HESR'S:}%E&BRAP&i¥ER QUAUTY CONTROL BOARD—LOS ANGELES REGION
101 Centre Plozo Drive, Monterey Pork, CA 9!754-2156

Telephone: . (213) 266-7500

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARS)
FOR THE MONTROSE AND DEL AMO BOULEVARD, LOS ANGELES/TORRANCE
SITES

As reguested, we are providing the following Los Angeles
Regional Water Quality Control _Board ARARs for the above
. referenced facilities: -

1. Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act. This Act
requires the adoption of Water Quality Control Plans by
this Regional Board. These plans include:

a. Los Angeles River Basin (4B) Plan, which
incorporates:

1. State Water Resources Control Board Resolution
No. 68-16, "Statement of Policy with Respect
to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in
California"; and

2. State Water Resources Control Board Resolution
No. 88-63, "Sources of Drinking Water" Policy;

b. Inland Surface Waters Plan;

2. Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act of 1986
(Proposition 65);

3. Title 23 of the California Code of Regulations, which
include Chapter 15, "Discharges of Waste to Land";

4. State Water Resources Control Board Resolution No. 92-49,
"Policies and Procedures for Investigation and Cleanup
and Abatement of Discharges Under Water Code Section

13304".
RECEIWVED

Please contact me at (213) 266-7550, or Keith Elliott at (213) 266-
7614 if you have an uestions.
Y ¥ g oot 21 199,

nepnat .
‘ b
= pXic SLD“&U\:t.”J .
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South Coast _
AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

21865 E. Copléy Drive, Diamond Bar, CA 91765-4182 (909) 396-2000

October 29, 1993

Ms. Gloria Conti

Department of Toxic Substances Control
245 W. Broadway, Suite 425

Long Beach, CA 90802

Dear Ms. Conti:

This letter is in response to your request, during our meeting on October 25, 1997, for
Apé)licable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for the Del Amo Pit Site
and the Montrose Plant Site.

The following District Rules and Regulations should be incorporated in the ARARs for
both sites:

Regulation IV - Prohibitions
Rule 401 - Visible Emissions

This rule limits visible emissions from any point source to Ringlemann No. 1 or 20
percent opacity for 3 minutes in any hour period.

" Rule 402 - Nhisance

This rule prohibits the discharge of any material (including odorous compounds)
that causes injury or annoyance to the public, property or business or endangers
human health, comfort, repose or safety.

Rule 402 - Fugitive Dust

This rule limits on site activities so that the concentrations of fugitive dust at the
property line shall not be visible, In addition, PM10 levels shall not exceed 50
micrograms per cubic meter as determined by the difference between upwind and
downwind samples collected on high volume particulate matter samplers. These
requirements do not agrly if wind gusts exceed 25 miles per hour. e rule also
requires every reasonable precaution to minimize fugitive dust and the prevention
and cleanup of any material accidently deposited on paved streets. This rule shall
not apply during life-threatening situations or during a declared disaster or state of
emergency.
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Rule 473 - Disposal of Solid and Liquid Wastes

This rule requires incinerator for combustible refuse to be multiple-chamber type
(with secondary combustion) and limits incinerators with design burning rates
greater than 110 pounds per hour from releasing particulate matter in excess of 0.10
grains per standard cubic foot of gas ca]culatccr to 12 percent of carbon dioxide
averaged over 15 minutes.

Regulation X - National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

This regulation implements the provisions of Part 61, Chapter 1, Title 40 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (pCFR) under the supervision of the SCAQMD
Executive Officer. It specifies emissions testing, monitoring, and procedures for
hagdligg of hazardous pollutants such as beryllium, benzene, mercury, vinyl chloride
and asbestos. :

Regulation X1 - Source Specific Standards
Rule 1150 - Excavation of Landfill Sites

This Rule states that no person shall initiate excavation of an active or inactive
landfill without an Excavation Management Plan approved by the SCAQMD
Executive Officer. The plan shall provide information regarding the quantity and
characteristics of the material to be excavated and transported, and shall identify
~mitigation measures including gas collection and disposal, baling, encapsulating,
covering the material and chemical neutralizing.

Rule 1150.2 - Control of Gaseous Emissions from lnz}ctive Landfills

This rule limits gaseous emissions from inactive landfills. It requires installation of
- perimeter probes and a gas collection and flaring system. It also requires ambient

air sampling and monitoring the surface of the landfill for organic compounds as
" methane.

Rule 1166 - Volatile Organic Compound Emissions from Decontamination of Soil

This rule limits the emissions of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) from
contaminated soil to less than 50 ppm. For contaminated soil with a VOC emission
of 50 ppm or greater, an approved plan, describing removal methods and mitigation
measures, must be obtained from the District prior to proceeding with the
excavation. Uncontrolled spreading of comaminatecr coil is not permitted.

Regulation XIII - New Source Review

This rule applies to any new or modified equipment which may cause the issuance of
any nonattainment air contaminant, halogenated hydrocarbon or ammonia. It
requires all emission increases to be offset and all equipment to be constructed with
BACT (Best Available Control Technology). It also requires substantiation with
modeling that the equipment will not cause a significant increase in concentrations
of specific contaminants
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Regulation XIV - Toxics

This regulation specifies limits for cancer risk and excess cancer cases from new
stationary sources and modifications tc existing stationary sources that emit
carcinogenic air contaminants. The rule establishes allowable emission impacts for
all such stationary sources requiring new permits pursuant to SCAQMD Rules 201
or 203. Best Available Control Technology for Toxics (T-BACT) will be required
for any system where a lifetime (70 years) maximum individual cancer risk of one in
one million or greater is estimated to occur. Limits are calculated using risk factors
for specific contaminants.

Best Available Control Technology (BACT) Guidelines Document

IMT

This document was compiled by SCAQMD. Although a guideline, it set UE BACT
requirements for various types of equipment and processes. To determine BACT, a
cost effectiveness analyses must be made for the Alternate Basic Equipment of
Process and the Technologically Feasible options. Modifications or relocations of
existing equipment do not need to be analyzed for Alternative Basic Equipment or

Process. e option that can be shown to be cost effective would constitute the
required BACT.
Very truly yours,

| Favwann~6__

Joe Tramma
A.Q.A.C. Supervisor
Stationary Source Compliance



Pete Wilson
STATE OF CALIFORNIA—THE RESOURCES AGENCY 000BTBOOOOVLTR N Gowrn

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME

CERCLA/NRDA Unit

Marine Pollution Laboratory

20 Lower Ragsdale Drive, Suite 100
Monterey, CA 93940

October 15, 1993

Ms. Gloria Conti

Site Mitigation Branch

Department of Toxic Substances Control
245 West Broadway, Suite 425

Long Beach, CA 90802

APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS FOR MONTROSE
SUPERFUND SITE

Dear Ms. Conti:

In connection with your request for fish and wildlife resource
laws and regulations, and pursuant to Section 104 (b) (2) of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act (CERCLA), the Department of Fish and Game hereby provides, for
your implementation, Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARAR’s) for the protection of State fish and wildlife
resources at the subject site.

Additionally, this letter will serve to advise you of the
Department of Fish and Game’s interest in coordinating any natural
resource damage assessment investigations as a State natural
resource (co) trustee, which may be necessary should the release(s)
of any hazardous materials at the subject landfill site cause
injuries to state natural resources, pursuant to CERCLA § 104 and
122.

The following State laws and statutes may apply to the RI/FS
actions at the subject site for the protection of fish and wildlife
resources and their habitats:

- Designation of the Department of Fish and Game as trustee for
State fish and wildlife resources: Fish and Game Code § 711.7;

» Taking for Scientific Purposes (§ 1001; 1002).

» Reguirements for releasing substances deleterious to fish and
wildlife: Fish and Game Code § 5650 (a) (b), (f); 5651; and
12016, '

» Illegal take of birds and mammals: Fish and Game Code § 3005;

= Relevant policies for the general protection and conservation
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of fish and wildlife resources: Fish and Game Code § 1600 et
seq.; 1700; 1750; 1801; and 2014; Water Code § 1243;

= Requirements for endangered or rare species: Fish and Game

Code § 1900 et seqg.; 2050 et seg. to 2068; 2070; 2080; 2090 et
seq. to 2096;

Other lLaws and Treaties:

" Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973;
= California Endangered Species Act (Fish and Game Code § 2050
et seq.)..

I have enclosed copies of these laws and regulations for your
information. 1If any portion of these State laws is not considered
in the Ecological Risk Assessment phase(s) of the RI/FS process, I
will expect a written justification, stating the rationale, legal
basis, and substantive reasons for their exclusion from ARAR{
consideration in the RI/FS. Please let me know if I can be of
further assistance. My telephone number is (408) 649-7178 and FAX
649-2894. L

Sincerely,

gl uid SHart

Michael Martin, Ph.D.
Acting Staff Toxicologist
CERCLA/NRDA Project

Encl. F&G Code; Title 14 CCR
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Shell Chemical Company @
Shell Oil Products Company
May 2, 1997 :'agf;\o:a??:?gﬂsg

3611 S. Harbor, Ste 160
Santa Ana, Ca 92704

Mr. Dante Rodriguez 714.427.3401
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 714-427-3469 (Fax)
Mail Drop SFD-7-1

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, California 94105

LETTER FROM HAISSAM SALLOUM (DTSC) TO JANET ROSATI (EPA)
DATED DECEMBER 11, 1996

Dear Mr. Rodriguez:

Attached, please find Figure 7.4.1-1 which should have been included in our submittal dated
April 25, 1997.

Please contact me if you have questions or require additional information.

Sincerely,

CE e /0y

C.B. Paine
Coordinator for Respondents

Attachment

cc: Gloria Conti, DTSC
Larry Bone, Dow
John Gustafson, Shell
John Dudley, Dames & Moore
Dave Laney, Dames & Moore

FASHARED\FFS\DELAMO.RSP
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' PUBLIC MEETING

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

IN THE MATTER OF:

DEL AMO PROPOSED
SUPERFUND SITE

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS
TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA

Wednesday, January 29, 1997

COPY

Fox Reporting, Inc.

Fox Transcriptions

Second Floor
801 South Flower Street
Los Angeles, CA 900174622
(213) 688-9464

Fox Reporting, Inc.
213-688-9464




APPEARANCES:

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY:
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105

Community Involvement Coordinator DAVID COOPER
(415) 744-2182

Del Amo Project Manager DANTE RODRIGUEZ
(415) 744-2239

Montrose Project Manager JEFF DHONT
(415) 744-2399

SPEAKERS:
DEL AMO ACTION COMMITTEE Cynthia Babich, Director
SIMPSON ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH Ken Simpson

Ms. Ponce
Mr. Robert Evans

Fox Reporting, Inc.
213-688-9464




PUBLIC MEETING

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

IN THE MATTER OF:

DEL AMO PROPOSED
SUPERFUND SITE

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS, TAKEN AT TORRANCE CULTURAL ARTS
CENTER, 3330 CIVIC CENTER DRIVE, TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA, ON

WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 29, 1997, REPORTED BY LEE ST. JAMES, ERM.

Fox Reporting, Inc.
213-688-9464
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TORRANCE, CALIFORNIA, WEDNESDAY, JANUARY 29, 1997; P.M.

MR. COOPER: I want to welcome you tonight to this
public meeting to collect comments on the proposed plan for
the clean-up of the Del Amo Waste Pits.

My name is David Cooper. I’'m a community
involvement coordinator for the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency.

As I said, the purpose of this meeting is to
collect public comments, and the meeting is divided up into
basically two parts.

We’ll have a short presentation of what EPA’s
proposed plan is all about, and then we’ll have a break where
we can re-set up the room for, put a microphone out frbnt,
and then people who are interested in making public comments
can come forward and do so.

But before we get started, I just have a few items
to pass on.

In the back -- just outside the doors is the table
where we have a sign-in roster, and we would appreciate your
signing in so that we can keep track of who comes to these
meetings and it also helps us update our mailing list.

In addition, at the far end of that table there is
another sign-in roster, and that one is for a special work

group that has been proposed to look at the final use of the

Fox Reporting, Inc.
(213) 688-9464
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land after the waste pits are cleaned up. We call that
end-use work group, and anyone who’s interested in beirg a
part of that, please sign there and we’ll be contacting you
when that grour is formed.

Translation in Spanish is being provided toright by
Maria Victoria Perez. Anyone who would prefer to hear this
meeting -n Spanish is welcome to come up to the front, where
translation is being provided.

On that back table that I referenced are a number
of documents that you will find useful. Some of them are,
the proposed plan that was mailed out to everyone on our
mailing list; that’s about 1,900 people.

And in addition, there’‘s a second fact sheet that
speaks specifically to one part of the proposed plan which'is
soil vap- -- soil vapor extraction. So those two fact sheets
may be something that you folks want to pick up.

There are some materials there from the Del Amo

‘Action Committee, on the table as well, some red flyers and

couple of other --
MS. BABICH: Newsletter.
MR. COOPER: And a newsletter. Thanks.
There’s also a copy of the agenda out there, and a
copy of some of the slides you’ll be seeing later.
There are two other documents that you won’‘t

normally see in a regular community meeting. One of them is

Fox Reporting, Inc.
(213) 688-9464
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a speaker request form.

If you have an interest in making a public comment
this evening, I would ask that you get a copy of this form
and fill it out while our speaker is making his presentation,
and give them to me; and then during the second half of this
meeting, I’1ll call your name and you can come up and make
your public comment.

If you would prefer to w:ite down the public
comment and simply mail it to us, there is this form. And on
the back it’s‘already addressed to EPA. You just need to
fold it in half and put a stamp on it, and we can receive
your input that way, your feedback that way.

You’ll notice, to your right that there is a video
recorder that’s running. That’s for the internal use of the
EPA; that’s for training purposes. That’s how we keep track
of how our meetings go, and how we learn.

If anyone is uncomfortable with us filming them as
they’re speaking, or during some part of the meeting, we’'re
happy to turn it off. 1It’s not a formal part of this meeting
at all; it’s just for internal EPA use.

At this time, is there anyone who does have a
concern about us running our video machine?

Thanks.

Finally, I wanted to point out that in the -- in

the lobby area there are a number of posters, and those

Fox Reporting, Inc.
(213) 688-9464
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posters show some of the things that we‘re going to be
talking about this evening. They show examples of the
different alternatives that we have -- we were looking at as
we decided which part of the plan -- or what to propose as a
method for cleaning up this site.

Some of the posters show another site in Fullerton,
California, called the McCall Site, where they are doing a
certain kind of clean-up activity; and those might be of some
interest to you, too.

Also, the rest rooms, for anyone who needs rest
rooms, are out the door and directly on the opposite side;
there’s a men, a women’s. There’s a drinking fountain.
There is a telephone just outside the front door, and there
are additional facilities througl the gate -- through this
courtyard through the gate and off in another building.
There’s also some refréshments there. There’s some pop
machines in one of the buildings, again, through the gate.

So, with that in mind, I’'d like-to quickly move
through our very short agenda.

-Can everyone hear me if I step away from the mike?

No?

'MR. SPEAKER: No. vWe can barely hear you with it.
MR. COOPER: You can bafely hear me with it. Okay.
Can everyone hear me now?

Okay. 1I'll just speak up.

Fox Reporting, Inc.
(213) 688-9464
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We have a very short agenda this evening.
Principally we're here to provide a review of the
alternatives that EPA looked at, provide a
question-and-answer period where you can ask us some
clarifying questions about what did we mean about what we
explain.

And then we’d like to stop the meeting, set things
up a little differently, move a microphone out front, and
then start receiving your public comments. The majority of
this period is the formal time when we receive your comments
on our proposal for taking care of the -- of the Del Amo
Pits; so we want to make sure that most of the time is spent
doing that, and not making a presentation.

With that, I’d like to just quickly introduce the
people from the Environmental Protection Agency who are here
this morning.

Dante Rodriguez and Jeff Dhont are the two project
managers for the Del Amo site. And the gentleman who is just
about to sit down, so catch him before he drops, is
Michael Montgomery, who is -- who is section chief that
includes the Del Amo site, among others.

Also with us tonight is Bill Nelson for -- and he
is with the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry.
And he is available after the meeting -- thank you for

standing up,: Bill -- he’s available after the meeting to talk

Fox Reporting, Inc.
(213) 688-9464
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6
to you about any of the health-related issues that his agency
works with.

with that quick introduction I’d like to turn the
meeting over to Dante Rodriguez, whc will review the elements
of the proposed plan.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Good evening.

My name is Dante Rodriguez. For those of you who
were at the December public meeting, you’ll remember me as
the new project manager. I’ve been working on the Del Amo
Pits project for a little over three months now.

What I want to talk to you tonight about is four
things.

One is, I want to describe to you what is the
Superfund process, the process that the U.S. Governmen: has
forlcleaning up the worst toxic Qaste sites. Second, I
wanted to talk to you about the way we screen clean-up
technologies for the site} and then, third, what the clean-up
alternatives that we are considering are.  And then finally,
which alternative EPA prefers and why.

The Del Amo Pit Superfund Site is located in the

area that’s currently commercial businesses, north of

- 204th Street. 204th Street is approximately here; the area

just north of that is currently a number of businesses and we
call that the Del Amo Facility. Within this area, there is a

small portioh down here, just on the other side of Del Amo

Fox Reporting, Inc.
(213) 688-9464
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Boulevard alley, that we call “the pits.*"

Now, earlier on, this area was used for synthetic
rubber manufacturing. The area was owned by the
United States Government and operated by a number of -
different companies, including Shell 0il and Dow Chemical.

This is a picture of the facility north of
204th Street, which is here. Vermont Street is here. This
whole area used to be this big refinery processing area. The
pits are located right in this area here.

This is a close-up of the pits area. Throughout
the 1950s there were a number of open pits in this area where
waste sludge was dumped. There were also three evaporation
ponds that hazardous waste was put into.

Currently this area has been found to be
contaminated with a number of hazardous substances, including
benzene, which is a known human carcinogen, a substance that
causes cancer.

Today the waste pits area is covered and is just a
grassy area within an enclosed fenced area. Beneath the soil
lie the sludge pits and the remains from the evaporation
ponds. The sludge has leaked some of its chemicals down
further into the ground until it hits the water, the
groundwater that’s underground about 70 feet deep.

What we’'re going to be talking about today is how

to address the contaminated soil, and not the groundwater.

Fox Reporting, Inc.
(213) 688-9464
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The groundwater will be the subject of a future clean-up
process and decision.

In 1980 the United States Government passed a law
that allowed us to go and clean up the natior’s worst

hazardous waste sites. In this law it spz:lled out a process

‘that EPA was to use in investigating, selecting clean-ups and

conducting clear-ups at sites.

This process starts when a site is discovered, and
inspected and assessed tc determine if it’s hazardous or not.
Following that, a very detailed investigation is made,
investigating the environmental conditions and the
contamination in this site, and then determining what
feasible ways there are to address the site, to come up with
a remedy to having a remedial clean-up.

Once this information is gathered, the EPA can then
propose a plan for cle#n-up which must examine a rumbér of
different clean-up alternatives and compare them to each
other. This information is theﬁ made public for people like
you, communities of anybody who’s interested, to review this
information and tell us what they think.

Once all that information is taken into account,
EPA makes the official clean-up decision, called a Record of
Decision, and then we can design and build the remedy.

Right now we are in the phase of collecting public

comments.
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There’s five alternatives that we ended up with;
but when we started this investigation in and study, there
were at least 24 different technologies that we assessed, to
try to find the most workable ones. And these technologies
were screened out, and there was a number of them, including
a technology that was -- folks had asked about in December
called bioremediation. That was one of the technologies that
was investigated initially and screened through.

In the end there were five alternatives that it all
boiled down to. I’‘m going to just describe those to you.

The first alternative is to do nothing and leave it
like it is. We’re required in the law to always consider
this alternative. If nothing was done, the site would remain
as it looks right now. There’'s currently a fence around it,
soil and grass, but that’s it.

The second alternative is called institutional
control, access control. Basically, it would mean just
trying to keep the people away from it. This would include
putting up a new fence, and drilling wells that we can
monitor -- continue monitoring the groundwater with.

During construction of this type of a remedy, you
would probably see drill rigs similar to this doing work.
Monitoring wells aren’t visible from the surface after
they’re installed. They usually just have a cover on them,

like a manﬁole cover or smaller, and they extend down into
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the water.

The third alternative goes a step further. We call

this the cap alternative. During construction of a cap --
and a cap -- we call these caps RCRA caps, R-C-R-A. It
stands. for the Resource Conservation Recovery Act. It’s a
federal law that currently regulates the production and
disposal of hazardous waste, and this law defines what ways
these caps are to be constructed and how they’re to behave.
They typically consist of a number of layers that seal off
the waste beneath and seal water from the surface from
getting down into the waste.

During construction of such a cap, you will
typically see a number 6f earth-moving equipment and large
bulldozers, and one cf the components that they would be
installing is a liner, which is constructed out of a high
density plastic designed to last a long time. Underneath
this cap liner, typically, is a number of other layers of
clay soil that’s compacted so that it also helps seal
contaminants below and seal water off from above.

Once a cap like this is constructed, there’s a
numbexr of uses that can be done on the surface, including
land;Eaping, parks and that kind of thing.

But I want to point out that there’s a number of
layers in these caps, soil, the high density liner, clay, and

a number of collection layers that will collect water that
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rains down on the surface and directs the water off in a
drainage. And it would also collect any vapors that come up
off of the waste. It can collect those vapors in pipes, and
then direct all those to a treatment system for those vapors
that will clean the contamination out of that air before it’s
released.

The fourth remedy alternative goes a step further
than that. We call this the soil vapor extraction and cap
alternative.

In addition to the cap, we will be drilling some
special wells. When they’re installed these wells serve a
special purpose. What they do are -- is basically, act as
vacuum wells. These wells are proposed to be drilled in at
an angle so that they go underneath the waste and suck the
contamination from beneath the waste and above the
groundwater.

These vapor wells basically create an airflow under
the ground, that moves air through the soil and picks up
contamination that can be transported through that air; and a
number of the most serious contaminants that we deal with,

including benzene, are chemicals like that that can be picked

up in these vapor extraction wells.

Once these vapors are sucked out, they are all
piped together into a treatment system that will remove the

¢ontamination-from that airflow and then release the clean
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air out.

The fifth clean-up alternative goes a step further
than that, and it is the complete excavation and incineration
alternative.

What ﬁhis alternative does is digs cut all the
sludge waste. This would have to be taking place within an
enclosed tent that won’t let any air in or out. The reason
for this is that, when the sludge comes into contact with the
air, it emits a lot of very hazardous vapors, very poisonous
gases. |

For that reason, the workers within the enclosure
who are digging the material out would need to be wearing
these special suits with their own air supply, similar to
astronauts’ moon suits.

There’s going to be a continual flow of air being

- pumped in and then pumped out of this, and the air will have

to undergo a high degree of treatment to clean the
contamination out of it before it’s then released clean, up
into the air.
This project would take approximately five years of

the digging process.

) Once the stuff is dug out, it would be trucked or
shipped to a hazardous waste incinerator, for which are none
in'California and it would likely go to another state.-

After such an alternative is completed, the soil
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vapor extraction wells would continue to suck out any
remaining vapors in the soil beneath the former pits.

Of these five alternatives, the alternative that

the EPA prefers was determined by comparing these

. alternatives to each other according to very standard

criteria that’s given to us in the law.

There were seven of these criteria. One is
protection of human health and the environment. Another is
short-term effectiveness; how safe is it while it’s being
built and processed. Third is the reduction of toxic mass
through treatment. Fourth is compliance with regulations and
laws that exist about those hazardous substances. Fifth is
implementability: can we do it; is it possible to do this
process. Six is cost. And seven is long-term effectiveness:
will this last.

The remedy that EPA prefers is number four, the one
that has a cap and soil vapor extraction.

The first act -- the first remedy doesn’t do
anything and does not protect human health and the
environment. Neither does number two, the institutional
control, access control; this does nothing to keep the
cont;mination from moving down into the groundwater or moving
up and emitting into the air.

The third alternative, the cap, does prevent

contamination, the vapors from coming up into the air;
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however, it does not stop them from going down into the
groundwater.

Institutional controls with the cap and soil vapor
extraction will do that protection of groundwater because
it’1]l be sucking out the vapors beneath the pits before it
can get down into the groundwater, at least significantly
reducing the movement into the groundwater.

The fifth alternative is protective in the long run
because the waste will be remcved, excavated and eliminated.
However, in the short term while it’s being dug out, it’s
very dangerous because of the amount of time that it would
take, and the fact that it has to be done within arn enclosure
for all that time. Trying not to emit any vapors, having any
of that escape, could be a very difficult thing and,
actﬁally, has never successfully been done on this large of a
scale. In addition, this fifth one is also ten times more
costly than the next protective remedy.

So I’'ve told you how we screened through these
technologies and came up with our proposed five'temedies, and
which protective remedy we are preferring and why.

Now we want to hear from you and what you think.

And I’m going to turn it back over to Dave.

MR. COOPER: Thanks, Dante.
What I'd like to do is -- if someone could get the

lights back there; thank you very much.

Fox Reporting, Inc.
(213) 688-9464




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

15
I'd like to take a short break. We want to remove
some of this material, set up a microphone so the folks can
come up to make their public comments. So if people want to
stand up and stretch --

MR. DHONT: Going to do questions first?

MR. COOPER: Oh, excuse me. That’s right. I'm sorry.

Were there any questions, clarifications about
specific things that Dante has talked about?
Sir?

MR. SPEAKER: Yes. 1Is the -- these alternatives include
addressing the.soil in the homes on 204th Street that have
been fenced off?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: No, this is only the pits -- the waste
that’s in the pits and the soil that’s around the pits
themselves. |

MR. SPEAKER: 1Is there presently any plan to -- or any
process -- well, tell me what -- where that process is to
address the homes themselves that were fenced off.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: The homes that were fenced off on
204th Street was part of a emergency removal action, which
happened independently from the clean-up of the pits area.
That”was put on hold while discussions took place with the
community regarding buy-out.

MR. COOPER: S8ir, in the back.

MR. SPEAKER: Yes. Should we go with number five, how
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deep will you dig to remove?
MR. RODRIGUEZ: The -- the sludge pits, I believe, go
about as deep as 30 feet deep.
MR. SPEAKER: And the contamination that is spreading
past that?
MR. RODRIGUEZ: And the contamination that’s spread

further down than that will be gotten with vapor extraction

wells.

MR. SPEAKER: Has -- has the contamination spread
laterally at all? 1I've seen some -- some test wells Qhere
the ... is -- used to be airectly behind or in between the

houses and the pits. Has any lateral detections?
MR. DHONT: It has spread laterally, but not beyond the
Fit bounds.
.~ MR. RODRIGUEZ: Somewhat. I believe, from -- from the
last report that I have looked at it, it had gone from the
sludge pits themselves laterally somewhat, about as far as

the fence line. So those areas would be sucked with the

vapor extraction, if they -- depending on how much was there.
If we’ve found enough -- that it was still a concern, then,
ves. |

NMR. SPEAKER: ... at what depth?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Down -- all the way down to 70 feet, to
groundwater.

MR. SPEAKER: That’s -- that’s where the lateral
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detection is?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: The -- the detection would stop when --
once you get to groundwater.

MR. SPEAKER: Right. Because I remember seeing an EPA
chart showing a benzene plume that goes all the way over to
Orange Boulevard.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yeah. Once the benzene hits the
groundwater, it moves within the groundwater; and that would
be a subject of the groundwater clean-up remedy, which is
different than just the soil. So it --

MR. SPEAKER: Benzene ..., correct?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Correct.

MR. SPEAKER: So it is possible that the benzene,
depending on whether the soil conditions are -- are right are
not} if the soil conditions are dry, the benzene can
literally volatilize and come up over the course of that
70 feet?

MR. DHONT: Actually, the -- the --

MR. COOPER: Jeff, why don’t you use the mike.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yeah. He’s the groundwater specialist
here.

”MR. DHONT: Yeah. Actually, it can volatilize off of
the groundwater, but it does not volatilize to a very dgreat
degree. It stays within three feet, five feet of the

groundwater table; so the groundwater is far, far below the
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surface and the -- there is really no threat to gpeople on the
surface from benzene in grcundwater.

In addition, there was soil gas sampling done along
the -- between the houses and the pits at shallower depths,

to ascertain whether lateral migration of vapors was making

it at a -- at a lesser depth, closer to the -- you know,
the -- the homes.

MR. SPEAKER: ... deeper than 20 feet, because it

MP. DHONT: Well, it Qould -- that would be roughly in
the -- in that realm would be where you would be concerned
about vapors moving into homes. In the soil gas -- that

sampling indicated there was not vapors moving into homes out
of the pits.
MR. COOPER: 8ir, in thke back.

MR. SPEAKER: Yeah. What conditions, in terms of the

" movement of toxics, toxins or hazardous material -- what

conditions will continue to exist after the proposed remedy?
In other words, I understand that the cap and the
soil and extraction will do something, but what will continue

to happen? In other words, will anything spread or will it

all eventually be remediated?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: The plan tries to contain it all and
stop it from spreading in any direction.
MS. SPEAKER: How long will that containment last?-

MR. RODRIGUEZ: As long as it needs to; as long as the
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waste is still there and it’s still a threat.

MS. SPEAKER: So a cap has no life -- has a life of
infinity?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Indefinite, right.

MS. SPEAKER: I thought they were only good for like
S0 years.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Well, if something needs to be replaced,
an individual part can be replaced and continued on.

MS. SPEAKER: How many contaminants will those vapor
extraction things accommodate? I mean, how much of the
hazardous material vaporizes and how much of it stays in the
soil?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: The question was, how much of the
contamination vaporizes and can be gotten with the -- with
the vapor extraction wells.

The answer is, there is a whole class of the
contaminants, called the volatile organic contaminants; and
by -- by a percentage -- I’'m not positive ‘exactly what
percentage they make up, but what they do make up is the bulk
of what moves. So basically, all of the things that are very
mobile and will be moving up or down, will be gotten.

”MS. SPEAKER: And whatever doesn’t move, remains.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Remains, right.

MS. SPEAKER: Yeah.

MR. COOPER: Sir?
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MR. SPEAKER: You mentioned on your alternative
number four would take approximately five years -- or nc, no,
the extraction -- I'm sorry, the complete extraction comes to
five years for clean-up.

What time length are we looking at for alternative
number four, for -- for a complete clean-up?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: The vapor extraction wells would remain.

MR. SPEAKER: Right. Now, thé toxins in the soil, I
mean, what time lengths we looking at to -- to clean up the
goxins in the soil, as well as --

ANOTHER MR. SPEAKER: ... where does the toxic waste go,
the toxic waste go? .

MR. SPEAKER: It sounds like somebody’s been drinking
the toxic waste.

Excuse me, sir.
Approximately how long are we looking at?

MR. RODRiGUEZ: Well, as long as the sludge is there, it
will continue to emit vapors down and up.  And it will
continue to do that, and, thus, the soil vapor extraction
will continue to sit there and then collect them as they come
MR. SPEAKER: Are -- are we looking at 20 years,

25 years, 30 years, until the vapors subside? I mean, how
long will -- .

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Indefinitely.
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MR. SPEAKER: Oh, okay. So there -- there is no real
clean-up here; it’s just a kind of --

MR. RODRIGUEZ: 1It'’s a contain- --

MR. SPEAKER: -- kind of like --

MR. RODRIGUEZ: 1It’'s a contain- --

MR. SPEAKER: -- trying to put a Band-aid over a sore
kind of thing.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: A containment.

MR. SPEAKER: Okay. Okay. Thank you.

MR. COOPER: Sir, in the back.

MR. SPEAKER: 1I’'d like to go with that number five. You
know, I been in the neighborhood all my life, and it seems
like we’re just getting pushed around. Nothing ever gets
done.

Dig it out, get rid of it.

MR. COOPER: Sir, that also might be something you’d
want to repeat when we get to the public comment period, the
second half of this meeting.

MR. SPEAKER: Whether it take five years or two years,
whatever, ...

MS. BABICH: Dante -- or, I'm sorry, Dhont, Jeff Dhont,
what is it that keeps the benzene on the groundwaters from
volatilizing more than a few feet?

MR. DHONT: Well, it’'s -- it’s somewhat of a complex

technical situation. But the -- the benzene, once it gets
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into the groundwater, is dissolved; anc it’s dissolved in the
groundwater and it’s moving with the groundwater.

And, yes, the ground -- the dissolved
concentrations are very high, but it -- you know, the tulk of
the benzene will be staying in the water. Some of it will
volatilize, but then it goes up into the soii columr. a shor<
distance above the water. 2And there isn’t -- there really
isn’t anything to -- to drive it back up; so it will go a
certain distance.

And you do see that. If you -- if you sample down,
you know, all the wzay to the water table, you will see high

contamination at the tor, and then it will tend to sort of

‘peter out, and then you’ll see higher contamination again

right down at the water table, which is sort of what we call
the halo effect. |
If the -- if the concentrations in the groundwater

are high enough, and you -- and you will see that, but it --
it’s -- there is -- there’s just no -- it’s not enough
benzene to drive it all the way up to the surface.

MS. BABICH: Well, as you’re probably --

MR. DHONT: The soil stops it, in essence.

“MS. BABICH: -- very well aware of in clay soils, a lot
of times in our neighborhood, we have large cracks; and what
would happen if one of these cracks reached down there pretty

far? Wouldn’'t that be just the perfect pathway for this soil
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gas to escape from?

MR. DHONT: Again, you’d have to have -- you’d still
need a lot of, a lot of benzene coming off the groundwater
drive it that -- that far. But it is also very highly
unlikely that you have any -- while you do have some
cracks -- wide cracks, you have clay cracks that extend
anywhere near that far down.

MS. BABICH: 60 feet?

MR. DHONT: 55, 60 feet, 70 feet, yeah.

MR. COOPER: There was}a gentlemen -- there was a

gentleman in the front who raised his hand earlier and I

23

to

didn’t -- I didn’t catch him, and then he went into the back.

Sir, could you -- did you have your hand up?

Well, there was a gentleman in the back. Sir?

MR. SPEAKER: Yes. 1Is volatilized benzene lighter than

air or heavier than air?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Jeff?

MR. DHONT: 1It’s heavier.

MR. SPEAKER: It is.

MR. DHONT: Yeah.

MR. SPEAKER: Okay. And another question about the --
“ﬁR. DHONT: 1It’s lighter than water. 1If you have pure

benzene, it will float on water.
MR. SPEAKER: So it’s floating on ... water ...?

MR. DHONT: There -- there are locations on the side
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where you can -- if you have pure benzene right at the
source, and the pits is not one of them, you can get benzene
floating on the water.

But the groundwater contamination that I have been
discussing is dissolved; so I'm drawing a distinction
between -- let‘’s -- if, for instance, have salad oil and
water, they don’t mix really; you just have two separate
layers, but a certain amount of it does dissolve in the
water. Okay.

Now, what we're seeing at the pits and out -- going
out from the pits in the groundwater is the dissolved part,
in this case.

MR. SPEAKER: .;. You’re -- you’re speaking as if the
level of the groundwater never changes. But it does, in
facﬁ, change regularly. o |

MR. DHONT: Yeah. The groundwater table, in fact, over
a long period of time, has been rising. But it -- it‘’s risen
on the order of -- I'd -- I'd have to look it up but, you
know, five feet or ten feet-or something like that, and
that’s over the last couple decades.

_ It also does fluctuate on a seasonal basis, but
that -- those are very small fluctuations. So you have to,
you know, imagine again the distance from me to the rest
rooms, and then imagine, you know, water moving, fluctuations

between me and the front row. Okay?
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So that is going on but there’s still a very great

distance between that groundwater and the surface of the

ground.

MR. SPEAKER: ... depth of the groundwater, say, over
the last ... years?

MR..DHONT: I'd have to look it up. I imagine -- it’s

probably in the neighborhood of 55 feet.

MR. SPEAKER: I would like to have the fact, if you
could find that?

MR. DHONT: Sure.

MR. COOPER: Sir, you had a question.

MR. SPEAKER: Yeah. You said there was an excavation
done on a smaller scale, considering the number five option.

What are the circumstances and -- what is the
proﬁability of a leak of some kind during the five years it
wpuld take if option five was chosen?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: The other site that I'm familiar with
where there was a small scaler excavation was at the McCall
site in Fullerton, California, and they did it as a trial
excavation, to see if it was practical and see what problems
they would run into when they were doing that.

They concluded from that report that it was -- it -

was very problematic maintaining that sealed atmosphere for

-any extended period of time. And I don’t know what the

actual probability of having that breached would be.
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MR. SPEAKER: It's kind of a difficult question, I
guess, but it would seem important if you could -- if you
could do option number five and prevent the escape of any of
the toxins -- toxic substances, then that would be -- if no=:
for the cost, that would be the way to go.

MR. COOPER: There was a woman -- yes, ma’am, please.

MS. SPEZAKER: What'’s the jus:tification Zor the
standard for the soil vapor extraction falling, the
groundwater concentration? Once a given level has been
established, why should the standard drop? I mean,
cleaning -- if you’re at the beginning, saying that
acceptance of the ... is X, why would you raise that level at
the time?

MR. DHONT: I don’t understand it.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Why would -- the question was why would
you change a clean-up standard --

MS. SPEAKER: Performancelstandard.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: -- once you set it? ’

MS. SPEAKER: Right.

MR. DHONT: Oh.

_MS. SPEAKER: 1If a given percentage is set, why would
that change? What’s the justification for that?

MR. DHONT: You‘re referring -- have you been -- did you

read the supplemental --

MS. SPEAKER: Yes.
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MR. DHONT: Okay. You’re referring to a changing
standard --
MS. SPEAKER: Correct.
MR. DHONT: Okay. I can explain that.

Really, what we’re doing with this soil vapor
extraction system -- there’s many different sources in this
whole area that are contributing to groundwater. The pits
are just one of them, okay?

So this is a remedy that, you know, in addition to
protecting things going up into the air, we’re trying to
eliminate one of those sources to the groundwater.

Now, one of the issues that comes up is that the
groundwater currently is contaminated -- very, very heavily
contaminated. So there is, say, at least 400,000 or 500,000
parts per billion dissolved benzene directly under the pits
or up to those levels. Okay? Again, I'm talking about the
groundwater, okay?

Now, so one of the issues that ¢omes up is, we need
to look at how clean we can ever get that groundwater. Okay?
And if the answer -- for the groundwater, it may -- it may
literally be impracticable; it may be impossible for us to do
anything with the immediate groundwater other than contain
it.

Now, we think in -- and this is sort of a -- for

another meeting, but we think there are things we can do with
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the bulk of the far outside groundwater, but immediately
under the pits, there may not be something we can do with
that.

So the question is, how much dc we need to clear up
that soil to protect the groundwater that’s already extremely
contaminated. And the -- what we came up is, we used some
calculations to help us estimate, given a certain level in
the soil, how much would -- could that increase the
groundwater concsntration.

And what we wanted to make sure was that that --
whatever was left in the soil after soil vapor extraction,
could not impact the current groundwater contamination by
more than a very small aﬁount, relative to what that
concentration was. Okay?

I know that’s kind of compliczted but --

MR. SPEAKER: 1In other words, this sbould have started
30 years ago?

MR. DHONT: Yeah. Well, EPA wasn’t Here 30 years ago.

MS. SPEAKER: ... justification --

MR. DHONT: Yeah.

MS. SPEAKER: -- for -- what the rationale is for to be
able to éccomplish something, why would you accomplish less
than that?

MR. DHONT: Well, the -- really what it boils down to

is, if you’re going to -- for instance, if I have 450,000 in
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the groundwater, and I -- and I’'m saying, "Okay, we’re going
to limit that to no more than an additional 50," which
compared to 400,000 is -- is nothing, if it would take -- if
the --

MS. SPEAKER: A lot more than zero.
MR. DHONT: Oh, sure, it is. But zero and 50 are
essentially the same when you’re looking at 400,000.

So -- but if we manage to get 400,000 down to some
lower number, then -- then the soil would have to be
respectively even more clean to keep it commensurate. So,
yes, it’s not zero; that’s true.

MR. COOPER: Sir,

MS. SPEAKER: Which --

MR. COOPER: I'm sorry, ma’am.

MS. SPEAKER: Which aquifer is it you’re speaking of?
And are there any perched aquifers on this property?

MR. DHONT: Per se there’s not a perched aquifer, no.

_There are several aquifers under the site. The
first groundwater in this area is what we call the Upper
Bellflower; and underneath that we call it -- is what we call
the B sand. The water table occurs; in some cases in one --
in tﬁé B sand, some cases in the -- in the Upper Bellflower.

MS. SPERKER: And what are the purposes of those
aquifers for ...?

MR. DHONT: They -- they are listed by the state as
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potential drinking water supplies, as are most aquifers in
the area, but they are currently not used for any purpose,
and nc one is drinking any of the water from the site.

MR. COOPER: Sir, in the back.

MR. SPEAKER: Yeah. . Weil, my question is, if -- if we
go with alternative nurber four, if the EPA decides to go
with that, can the EPA guarantee‘that this is going to be
absolutely safe for the neighborhood, for the surrounding
neighborhood, or can there be any malfunctions in the sys:tem?
Can there bed leaks in the system? Can that be detected if
there are any?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: The question was about guarantees that a
alternative four, cap and soil'vapor extraction system, would
work to protect the community. And as best as technically

poséible, yes, EPA is guaranteeing that this is going to be

" safe for people.

Now, are there going to be problems? Is something
going to break down? That always happens;  but as long as,
you know, EPA is there to take care of it and come back,
or -- or to stay or some of these tasks with maintaining this
system in a safe, operable way, then, yes, there will always
be somebody to come back and fix anything that happens to go
wrong.

MR. SPEAKER: It seems to me that with alternative

number four{ we’'re still taking chances, that -- that we’re
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going to have ... It seems to me that that is still beyond a
certainty.
MR. COOPER: I understand.

There was a gentleman up front and then the one in
the corner.

MR. SPEAKER: Yeah. ‘I have a two-part question.

When this lady back here was mentioning the water,
this gentleman kept referring to as vapor extraction to clean
up the soil, which brings me back to my first question: Is
it’s cleaning up the soil, how long will it take to
completely clean up that soil?

He kept mentioning, "Well, the vapor extraction
will clean the soil." So how many years are we looking at,
for a cleaner soil, at least below state and federal
standards for safety?

And the second part of the question is, I see that
your -- the capping is approximately $9 million. Now, if
this is forever, does this include maintenance? If not, how
often does maintenance occur, and what kind of price are we
looking at, over and above the original 9 million for
capping?

WMR. DHONT: The quick answer to the second part of the

question is it does contain -- it is based on a present-worth

.analysis, so it does look at operation and maintenance over

the lifetime of the cap. And, of course, there’s a -- you
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xnow, a depreciation, you know, in tha:t amount as time goes
on, due to the time value of money. So that is factored into
the cost.

In terms of soil vapor extraction and protecting
groundwater, realize that what EP2R --

MR. SPEAKER: Well, no, no, not the groundwatexr. She
was talking about groundwater, and you kept saying as the
soil vapor extraction will clean the soil, it will eliminate
contamination of the groundwater.

What I'm asking is, the term "clean up the soil,"
what do you mean by that? If this is a forever process, and
we’re looking at a contaminated parcel --

MR. DHONT: Right. |

MR. SPEAKER: -- how can you-possibly clean this up?

MR. DHONT: Okay. You have to -- you have to imagine --
when we say "clean up," we don’t mean to zero. What we’re
saying is that -- according to the proposed plan, if you read
it, you’ll see there are specific standards we are setting.
We’'re saying that you have -- they have to get -- through the
soil vapor extraction they have to get that zone down to
those levels.

The thing is is, in érincipal, anyway, there will
be more contamination coming out of the pits the whole time;
so this SV system will be continually fighting to keep what'’'s

coming out balanced with what’s being extracted.
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MR. SPEAKER: It’s an endless circle; as --

MR. DHONT: It is --

MR. SPEAKER: -- contamination is extracted, more
contamination --

MR. DHONT: More is coming down, but -- but the
system --

MR. SPEAKER: -- ... the ground, so it’s a continuous

circle will never --

MR. DHONT: That’s right. It is a containment --

MR. SPEAKER: ... right?

MR. DHONT; -- it is a containment approach, that’s
correct. You are -- so we -- by cleaning the soil, we mean
we’re reducing the soil concentrations to a point. And they

will clean up to that point, to the point where the threat to
groundwater is essentially insignificant.

MR. SPEAKER: ... groundwater --

MR. DHONT: But they still have to keep running -- you
know, your question seems to indicate, "Well, how long before
we turn it off?" Well, we don’t turn it off --

MR. SPEAKER: Well, no, not turn it off.

MR. DHONT: Yeah.

-“MR. SPEAKER: I was wondering about the term "clean up."
And I read in here ... that there’s a proposed plan to build
a park on top of this waste dump.

Now, since we’re in California and we’re very
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suszeptible tc earthquakes, what’s the chance of us havirg

some sort of an earthquake that will break this cap, and

allowing the -- what is it, sulfur hydrogen gas? Hydrogen
sulfide gas to be released in -- into> the air.
Now, we’re -- now there’s a park on top of iz, so

the kids are in the park playing, we .ave an earthquake,
boom, here cores all this contaminated mess.

MR. ROﬁRIGUEZ: Yeah. So the Question was the
probability of an earthquake damaging the cap and allowing
things to come up.

MR. SPEAKER: Right. Safety to -- to the citizens --

MR‘. RODRIGUEZ: Right.

MR. SPEAKER: -- if that occurs, I mean, how long would
it take to remediate the situation, to get an emergercy crew
out there and to cap it off?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Now, it’s -- the probability of an
earthquake happening in any particular place is just that; a
probability.

We haven’t done any analysis for the probability of
earthquake in this particular area, so I couldn’t say what
the probability of an earthquake is, although 1 -- what we
coulé say is what we expect.the performancé of our cap, as we
design it, to be in case of a certain amount of earthquake.

MR. SPEAKER: Right, right.

MR. DHONT: Yeah. And what -- what can be done is, when
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we’'re designing it, design for, you know, earth movement or
whatever kind of shaking occurs during the earthquake, up to
the maximum credible earthquake, similar to the way that they
design a freeway. They look at, what is the -- how much
possible shaking could there be and how do we think our
system’s going to respond to that.

And that can be taken into account when we design.
But as far as, if something does happen that then releases
them, you know, what is the time for emergency response, was
the other part of your question?

MR. SPEAKER: Right X

MR. RODRIGUEZ: And both the EPA, the state and
sometimes the County have emergency-response people that are
able to respond immediately to those types of accidents.

MR. SPEAKER: In other words, the long and short of it
is, is capping is good.for business?

MR. SPEAKER: Well, has there ever been a failure with
the cap, that EPA has capped on these different land sites?
Have you ever experienced any kind of a failure?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: That I don’t know. I’'m not familiar
with examples across the country.

.ﬂR. SPEAKER: How long have you been capping?

A VOICE: How much time --

A VOICE: ... a long time?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yeah. The capping technologies that
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were laid out in the -- in the law that I was telling you
about, the law was passed around 1980. So --

MR. SPEAKER: When was the first cap built?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Don'’t krow.

MR. SPEAKER: How long -- whet kind of a performance
record do you have here?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yeah, I don’t -- I‘'m not --

MR. SPEAKER: ... --

MR. DHONT: The cap -- cap has been -- since RCRA was
passed --

MR. SPEAKER: ... for examplé, the cap may not hold up
very well in an earthquake.

MR. DHONT: -- since RCRA was passed in 1976 there’s
been a number of caps across the country. We'’'re not aware of
caps failing. |

In'this particular instance, you know, number one,
there can be monitoring. Number two, even if there were
failures of one form or ahother, you understand what we --
what’s on the site right now, which is just dirt, you know,

there’s been monitoring which indicates extremely low, if

any, emissions from that facility. So if -- from the pit.
) So if there were some -- you know, the éap can
handle ... --
MR. SPEAKER: You’re doing the wells ... you’‘re doing
the wells that will allow the -- the contaminants, the
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vapors, to release if there was damage to the cap.

MR. DHONT: I mean, the design of the cap is designed
such that --

MR. COOPER: Excuse me. Jeff, why don’t you use the
mike because I have a feeling this is starting to get lower
and lower and the people aren’t

MR. DHONT: The caps are designed so -- if there’s wells
through the cap, they’re designed for -- with those sorts of
things in mind. So if there is a problem with gas movement
in a well or something like that, those sorts of things are
accounted for in design.

And there are times when you do have to drill holes

through a cap; but -- for wells or what have you, but
those -- number one, you try to minimize them; number two,
you design for that -- those sorts of problems.

MR. COOPER: Michael, I think you’ve had your hand up
for about a half an hour.
MR. SPEAKER: Yes, I have a two-part question.

The first part is, you said you’ve got benzene
that’s still going to be leaking down from the pits; then
yoﬁ've got the halo above the groundwater level.

Will the soil vapor extraction system tend to pull
thé halo up; in other words, it might, in fact, cause more of
the benzene out of the water into the halo, then up the

Will that soil vapor extraction system affect the
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halo at all? Would that feed Into it and have to be
processed and cleaned up ...?

MR. DHONT: The attempt in the design of the soil vapor
extraction system would be tc minimize that. Obviously, if
you’re cperating system, you‘re trying to clear soil. If
you'’re sucking more stuff off the water, you'r=2 just sort of
defezting ycur purpose. So to the extent that that can be
avoided, we will do that.

The -- although there may be some hLalo that, you
know -- at the upper fringes of it that do get drawn in, but
if that'’s the case, that halo would be immediately sucked
into the system.

MR. SPEAKER: Okay. And my second -- the second
question is this. 1In your decision-making process you
started at "do nothing"; no, that doesn’t work. You went
down to two, you went down to three, you went down to some
four.

At some point you looked at five, and there were -
conditions that argued for five and there were conditions

that argued against five, and where you -- your best decision

was ﬁpur.

What I’'d like to hear a little bit is, what were --
what was that discussion like on the border line between five
and ten. What was driving you toward five and what drove you

back toward four?
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MR. RODRIGUEZ: The main things between four and five
was safety during the process of excavating in five, and the
cost, it being ten times more expensive than four. Those
were the two main things.
MR. COOPER: Just as a -- as a point of interest here,
we have this room from 7:00 until 9}00.

It’s a little bit past 8 o’clock, and I know that
there are a number of questions that people still have to
answer -- or to ask, to get answers; but I‘’d like to keep in
mind that the primary purpose of this meeting was to hear
your concerns about the proposed plan formally, so that we
could report them as part of the Reéord of Decision that
eventually gets made.

So as long as you're comfortable continuing on in
this vein, that’s fine with us; we’re happy to answer your
questions. But we want to make sure that everyone who wants
to make a formal comment -- and somé of the things that have
been said here to me seem like formal comﬁents about what
we’ve proposed -- we want to make sure that there is time for
those folks to do that before the end of the meeting. So I
just want to -- I want to toss that out.

I -- this hand’s been up for quite a while I think.

MS. SPEAKER: My question goes back to the earthquakes.
I'd like to know if there is a cap that’s anywhere between 10

and 20 years old along the California coast where our fault
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lines fcllow?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: What was it that

MS. SPEAKER: Yeah. Do you have aged cap?

MK. RODRIGUEZ: 1I’d have to -- I'd have to research that
for you.

MS. SPEAKER: I don’t believe so. 1 couldn’t find one.

Ard I know even at my own home in this area, I have

a four-foét slab in the front of my house. and the lasﬁ
earthquake cracked it, okay? So right there tells me, ws
weren‘t even close -- the earthquake was in Northridge. if
there is an earthquake in this area, how do you see, ... the
cap. R

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Well, to address the question of the
cracking that she expefienced in her concrete floor, as
opposed to the effects of a similar earthquake on a cap, the
answer I would give to that is that the cap is made with a

lot of earthen materials, instead of solid asphalts or

concrete.

With concrete, if it’s shifted enough it’1ll just '
crack and -- and break and show that crack.

If you have clay and gravel and that kind of

material in your cap, if that, you know, shifts any, it’1l

move but then it’ll be resettling into itself. Clay can be
like clay like Play-Doh, and that kind of thing.

The part of your cap that’s not the earthen
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material that’s the plastic liner, you know, since it’s
plastic, it has some give and stretch that concrete wouldn’t.
So it has a better chance of moving and withstanding earth
movements that a concrete slab wouldn’t.

MS. SPEAKER: What type of --

MR. DHONT: Let me just add one thing to that, too, is
that -- is that, really, operation and maintenance of a cap,
once a cap is constructed, there -- the operation and
maintenance period on that cap is active. And it is assumed
that if there are any breaks in the cap or any compromise to
that cap, that it would be repaired.

So the cap is not just placed and then -- and then
left. As with all the EPA remedies, there is an operation
and maintenance period.

MR. COOPER: There'’s a gentleman in the back who had his
hand up quite a while, and, sir, I'm sorry I missed you.

Sir, in the back. You had your hand up and I missed you
earlier.

MR. SPEAKER: How deep is this contamination?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: 1Is the what?

'MR. SPEAKER: How deep is the contamination? What are
we talking about in depth? 500 feet?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: No, no, no. It’s -- it goes as deep as
about 30 feet in the sludge form, and then in the

groundwater, the stuff that leaks down into the groundwater,
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it gets deeper than that down in the water.
And how deep is the --
MR. COOPER: Jeff?

MR. DHONT: How deep is what?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: -- deep is contamination in the
groundwater.

MR. SPEAKER: If you’re talking about the ... three dey=

remove all that ... zll the expenses involved

MR. SPEAKER: (Inaudible.)

MR. COOPER: That sounds like something you definitely
want to say during the public comment part of this, sir. I
mean --

MR. SPEAKER: Wkat’s the big discussion? Why not dig
out that cancer and get rid of it and it’s over with. No
more cap. ... .

MR. COOPER:  Sir, the gentleman standing in the -- in
the doorway, you’ve had your hand up for a long time.

MR. SPEAKER: Yes. I had a couple of things I wanted to
comment about, what this fellow was asking.

Has anybody even bothered to look into fault lines

or anything like that in our area, or was earthquake totally

ignored?
MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yeah. For that I'd have to look back to
the -- to the reports that I‘'ve read; but I seem to remember

the initial study of the environmental area said that there
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was no fault line running through the pits area. But I’‘d
have to double check on that to give you a better answer.
MR. SPEAKER: What ...?
MR. DHONT: For sure.
MR. SPEAKER: ... if we have a major earthquake ... it
rocks and rolls ... something else.

This RCRA cap, when are we going to see the final
detail of how it’s constructed? Because I’'ve been asking for
this information for -- ever since you guys started, and I
haven’t seen anything yet.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: So the question is the details about the
design of the RCRA cap.

My projection about our process is that once I
finished taking all public comments and we make the official
decision, we’'re going to seek to get the design going through
the companies that were -- had dumped the stuff there. And I
think a -- an optimistic negbtiation time to get an agreement
with them to do the work would be perhaps six months after
that. So my projection is that the design would be starting,
maybe as early as this fall.

MR. SPEAKER: You want us to go along with something
thatmyou haven’t even designed yet?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: We haven’t designed it yet, right.

MR. SPEAKER: Right. You’re asking us to say --

MR. SPEAKER:

Fox Reporting, Inc.
(213) 688-9464




10
11
12
13
14
15

16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

44

MR. SPEAKER: -- okay. That doesn’'t make any sense
whatsoever. I mean, let’s put the horse in front in front of
the cart.

MR. COOPER: Ma‘’am, way :In the back.

MS. SPEAKER: You’ve answered a number of questions ...

MR. SPEAKER: ... to earthquakes, and --

MS. SPEAKER: (Inaudible.)

MR. SPEAKER: No, but was it even considered. That was
the question. )

MS. SPEAKER: (Inaudible.)

MR. DHONT: It’s recognized that it is an earthquake

area. There -- there are no faults running right under the

site. It was recognized that there are earthquakes in this

area.

The point is, the cap can be designed to withstand
earthquakes, and if -- again, if there were any breach of
the -- of the cap, then those -- that maintenance would be
performed.

And, no, we have not designed it yet. 1In the

Superfund process, we select a remedy. The actual full-blown

design occurs after the remedy is selected.

But these RCRA caps have been designed and -- and
they’re -- they’re a variety of different designs, but
we’'re -- we’'re telling you what the cap would be --

MR. SPEAKER: ... on page 5 the basic structure.
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MR. DHONT: That is the basic structure, yes.

MR. SPEAKER: ... But the basic structure of the cap
drawing on page 5, ...?

MR. COOPER: Ma’am.

MR. MONTGOMERY: I actually -- I have some examples of
the types of materials that would be used in these cap
systems, and people interested in looking at them after
the

MR. COOPER: Okay. That was Mike Montgomery. He’ll be
available afterwards to show some of the material that’s
used.

Ma’am, you had your hand up.

MS. SPEAKER: Yes. I grew up here in this area, I did
go ... and my family still lives there. And we are told the
homes are ... in the -- south of 204. But I'm just
wondering, when they get to that, how dangerous that is
for

MR. DHONT: Are you referring to areas --

MS. SPEAKER: (Inaudible.)

MR. DHONT: Yeah. There’s two investigations we’'re

planning to do, and I can tell you this briefly. And in

interest of time I’'d -- I'd like, if you -- we -- I can talk
to you more about it afterwards, but we want to make sure
people have an opportunity for comment.

There are two investigations that we are currently
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planning for. We’d like to begin them this year, if
possible, pending funding constraints and what have you. But
the first is along the Kenwood Avenue, where there was a
former drainage pathway from the Mcntrose site; and the
second is the general neighborhood where about -- the issue
of aerial dispersion of DDT from Montxrose.

Currentiy we do not have any indication that either

of thosz is an immediate health threat; but we are checking

it out. We are checking it out.

MR. COOPER: Sir, with the -- with the fact sheet in
your hand.

MR. SPEAKER: I have a problem with putting money ...
It seems to me that -- that between number four and number
five a big issue is the cost involved in it. ... the cost
beﬁween four and five.

Anc I can see how ... have people working ... but
looking at a long-term, 20, 30, 50-year situation, what do
you guys consider less hazardous to workers who are going to
be working at this site, or long-term in the neighborhood?
... the cost issue ... I don’t think ... that should be an
issug. I mean, the health and safety, that should be the
main ...

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Yes. fhe question was the long-term
effectiveness of four versus five. And five because it

removes the waste, after that whole removal and the
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incineration process is done, five, because the waste
wouldn’t be there anymore, would be more safe in the long run
because it’s not there anymore.

MR. COOPER: Ma'am.

MR. SPEAKER: ... If you have another decision-maker,
what’s he going to propose ... Sacramento ... But why would
you even consider four?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Because we do have to consider cost, and
we do have to consider the short-term safety during the
construction.

MR. DHONT: And it is safe.

MR. SPEAKER: Don’t you also consider the cost of
medical bills of people that are lgving there while all these
toxics are going on? I mean, you add up all the major
medical bills of the people in the neighborhood, versus your
hundred billion dollars to clean it up, it’s still going to
balance out. But you’ve got a whole lot of us people with
cancer and et cetera, et cetera.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: So the question was, is medical bills
factored into it during the comparison of the cost of the
alternatives? And the answer is no, we don‘t do that.

WMR. SPEAKER: Yeah, I know. You ought to.
MR. COOPER: Ma’am.
MS. SPEAKER: Was there ever an alternative six which

involved removing the contaminated soil? And if not, why
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not? Just strictly ... if that was considered at all, what
were the costs if that was done?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: The question was removal of soil.

When I was taiking about the screening of the
initial technologies, about 24 of them, one of them was the
excavation of soil, arnZ then various other things harpeninc
to it. And off the top of myvhead I don’'t remerber what that
cost was of the excavation of the sbil.

But I do remember that the volume of soil is very
much greater than the volume of the sludge.

MR. DHONT: And it’s much deeper.

MR. SPEAKER: As far as your criteria, is part of the
criteria, isn’t it also, community acceptance?

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Right.

I talked about the firét seven criteria that we
used to come uplwith the alternatives to date; and the eighth
and ninth criteria are what we’re doing right now, is
community input, community thoughts and comﬁents on the
remedies. That’s the eighth.

And the ninth is the State of California acceptance
of the remedy and which they prefer. So that’s what we’re
doiné now is having the meetings, seeking --

MR. SPEAKER: Well, in order to get my acceptance, I’'m
going to need to see some kind of -- of plan or design, which

isn’t going to get started until after we accept?
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MR. RODRIGUEZ: Right.

MR. SPEAKER: Somehow that doesn’t sit well with me. I
don’t know about my neighbors. Most of them are pretty
smart, though.

MR. RODRIGUEZ: Okay.

MR. COOPER: If there were no other clarifying
questions, specifically about what was presented as these are
what the five alternatives were and this is our proposal, in
the interest of time, perhaps we could take a short break,
allow us to set up and then take your formal comments,
including many that you’ve already made, if you wouldn’t mind
making them again to make sure that we get them very clearly.

And before I -- before I ask you to leave, I‘d like
you to again consider going out and signing in, if you
haven’t signed in already. And remind you about the end-use
work group that EPA is coordinating at the request of the
Del Amo Action Committee; that sign-in roster is to the far
end of the table.

If you wish to speak and make a formal oral comment
this evening, there are cards out front; please sign them and
just hand them to me. And if you prefer to make your comment
in writing, there are comment forms out there that are
already addressed to EPA which you can simply fill out at
your leisure.

The formal comment period began on December 16th
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and ends on February 13th. That was a 60-day comment period.
So if -- if you’ll just give us a few minutes.

MS. BABICH: Before you guys break, I know a lot of you
are tired and you want to go home. |
But I do have some comments that I’'ve been waiting
to make and hopefully you’ll get some oi the knowledge and
some of the stuff that the Committee had to go through over
the last-couple of years to try and get to this point. And I
think that if you leave before you hear them, you might miss
out on some important information.
So 1’1l make it as brief as possible, but I hope
that you’ll stick around.
MR. COOPER: Again, the rest rooms are out the door and

directly across the lobby.
(Recess.)

MR. COOPER: Let’s all take our seats. We’ll be
starting the second part of tonight’s meeting.

When I opened the meeting this evening, I said that
this is a -- a special kind of meeting. 1It’s a time when we
go_t; the public and ask for their comments about our
proposed plan in a more formal fashion, and this part of the
meeting is that more formal part.

I said that this is a special kind of meeting.
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It’s a time when we go to the public and ask for their

comments about our proposed plan in a more formal fashion,

.and this part of the meeting is that more formal part.

To my right is ﬁée St. James. And you’ll notice
that she has a machine over there and it’s -- it’s going to
record the public comments and those will be transcribed into
a document that we have as a record of this meeting.

The comménts that you give us this evening formally
by speaking or in writing with the document that is back on
the tables, those -- those comments are put together in what
we call a responsiveness summary where we summarize all of
the comments and issues that were raised by the public
regarding the way we plan to take care of the waste at the
Del Amo Pits.

In order for this.to work most effectively, we at
EPA will be listening through this part except where we need
to clarify what -- what you’ve said. If there’s something
that’s said that we don’t quite understand, we may ask "What
did you mean by this?" or "What did you mean by that?"

But essentially this is your time to talk, this is
our time to listen. And so what I’'ll do is I’1l1 ask one
persgn at a time to come up to the microphone and share with
us their comments, their issues, their concerns about what
we’'ve proposed to do today.

"I would ask as a ground rule that we respect.
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whoever is at the mike and that the person come up, tell us
very clearly their name so that for the record we can kéep
track of who said what and then just -- just tell us what you
think.

With that in mind, the first speaker is
Cynthia Babich. |

MS. BABITH: First of all, I really appreciate everybody
coming here tonight. I know that these meetings aren’t the
best opportunity for most of you who have worked all through
the day.

I'll try and make it as brief as possible, but this
is a very complicatec situation that we’'re dealing with here
in the community, and I have taken the time to chose my words
very carefully._ Normally, I don’t read but I will read my
comments because I do want to make sure that they’re
understood clearliy and that there’s no question on what we'’re
saying here.

I‘'m Cynthia Babich, and I’'m the-director of the
Del Amo Action Committee, which is the community groﬁp that'’s
gotten involved here in this community due to health concerns
mainly. And through that involvement we’re learned quite a
bit,wand some of that I want to share with‘you tonight.

What I will tell you tonight comes two-and-a-half
years after researching, watching and participating with

State and Federal agencies working on our Superfund Site.
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This is a projection of what needs to be done‘at
the waste pits in the short term and in the long term. We
must state to these agencies and corporations what our needs
are, but this must be stated in the form of demand to be
heard élearly.

We are committed to following through with the work
that has been started by the Del Amo Action Committee. The
Del Amo Action Committee knows that this community supports
its efforts, but agencies, responsible parties and our
political representatives need to know this as well.

There are representatives here tonight of all of
those who have a stake in this community’s future in one way
or another. We have been negotiating over a year now with
many of these stakeholders on the 204 Street buyout issues.

Although we may hate in our hearts for the
destruction many industries have caused, we do not and should
not hate the messenger. All warriors know the importance of
knowing their enemies.

Mr. Chuck Paine and Mr. Larry Bone is here tonight,
and I'd like you to please raise your hand. These are some
of the people responding to the problems here, and they have
beenwﬁorking very hard to come to some kind of agreement on
issues raised by this committee.

We certainly do not agree on many things, and they

only know if they have been successful at putting'themselves
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into our shoes, but I can tell you that they have tried very
hard to understand.

There are many problems across our nation, and if
we cannot even begin to talk to each other about how to solve
them, then w2 are truly doomed.

The EPA as well has risen to the challenge on many
occasziors and they have falled [sic] on some others. I am
telling you this so you can understand that this committee’s
anger is not at the individual trying to make some sense of
this horrible situation; it is with the federal and corporate
policies that must be changed. This committee is tired of
cheap talk and we are gearing for action.

We have come here tonight to talk about the EPA’'s
proposals for remediating. Some think that means cleaning up
the Del Amo Waste Pits. 1It’s noﬁ what remediation is to me.

| We will talk about current conditions and future
conditions. We already know from previous meetings what has
occurred in the past to this community: exposure to toxic

chemicals from the waste pits and the Montrose facility as

well.

Most of us are in the mid- to low-income range.
HistSfically, it has been found that lower income communities
have much more than their share of toxic problems.

There is a trend unfolding across the country about

communities just like ours. Some feel the reason for this is
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that lower income communities are so involved in making ends

meet that they may not even notice that they have these added

dangers in their community.

The attitude which has caused this problem and
which we as a nation have been facing is called environmental
racism. We are engaged in a struggle for environmental
justice. |

Many communities have been standing up, educating
themselves and fighting hard for what is theirs, should have
been theirs and willlbe theirs in the future. We cannot
change the past, the present we may alter, but the future we
hope to forge for ourselves.

The future of this community is very important.
Many of us at this time with the knowledge of toxic exposure
in the past and present in this community don’t hold out a
lot of hope for most adults. Our quality of life has been
diminished, extensively in some cases.

We now look at the situation with brave hearts and
optimistic minds. When we look at our children, we wonder
what the quality of life will be for them in the future.
This is what we have to make sure remains protected.

: A little boy 204 Street asked me the other day
where I lived, and I told him in San Pedro. I was lucky
enough to have been under the EPA’s temporary relocation, but

feel torn between my community, which I dearly love, and fear
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of my life from continued exposure. The air is fresher where
I live at now, but I'do not feel connected to this new
community.

I was going to ask this little boy where he lived,
but I was afraid he might tell me, or afraid of what I might
have to tell him about where he lives.

That little boy and many other children in our
neighborhood represent our future. It would be disgraceful
to condemn them to the same feelings we now have about those
who have blatantly dumped on this community. We are owed
something for our suffering, we are owed self respect and we
are owed a future, which today remains uncertain.

When we look at the remedies for the waste pits, '
containment or excavation, many of us from the beginning have
felt it should be cleaned up. We didn’t put it here, we
dida‘t ask for it to be put in this community, and this
community was here before the Del Amo facility. \

What many of us have come to understand is that it
can’t be cleaned up. Trying to clean it up with current
technology would be mean risking our health again and risking
the health of the working because this stuff is so toxic, it
can-k;ll people at high levels immediately, like the levels
that are currently in the waste pits;

What happens after toxins are dug up, if it can be

done successfully? We have read options from the EPA and it |
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sounds as if it could be done at a cost of over $100 million.
What happens then?.

It gets shipped, trucked or railed to another
community just like ours or to a burial site like in Nevada
or Arizona where they’ll dig another hole and bury it. Maybe
this time they’ll have some concrete liner or some other kind
of protective measure. But it’s still not being taken care
of, it’s not being cleaned up.

Or if it’s too toxic to bury again, this other
community that’s like ours will more than likely have an
incinerator. 1In this incinerator, they will burn the
contaminated material. This will expose the community to the
residual burnoff. They will be exposed as well to the many
dangers of an accident while all these shipments are coming
in.

The Del Amo Action Committee stands in solidarity
with those communities, and although we don’t want our toxic
problem, we certainly don’t want to ship it off to another
community and cause them the same grief that we’ve had to
endure.

So then what is the’answer? We look to our current
situ;tion and we know from the limited studies that have been

done to date that what we have been exposed to in the past is

. very bad.

We know that for at least two summers, toxic ooze
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has seeped up from the ground from the waste pits. The dirt
cover over the waste pits, which has been pZaced -- been in
place for over a decade, has worn thin, blown away in the
wind, and been washed away by rains.

We are being exposed currently. When you smell
rotten eggs in the area, thaﬁ's hydrogen sulfide, H2S, a
deadly chemical that can kill you.

Why are we smelling it in our neighborhood? H2S is
one of the chemicals in the waste pits and this
neighborhood’s closest source. We need to be protected from
the oozes that are occurring, from the vapors we are smelling
and from the eroding cap -that was never up to par to begin
with. We need to make sure this is capped as soon as
possible.

Option four,'containment, which has been proposed
by the EPA has a venting system to burn off vapors that will
be volitizing [sic] off the waste pits. When past air
samplings were done, we were told no chemicals in the air
were coming from the waste pits, yet they are going to be
venting these vapors that will be building up under the
plastic liners of the cap and burn them off near the eastern
bounéary of the waste pit area somewheére.

That sounds like chemicals do evaporate into our
air space from the waste pits.

Option No. 4 will also be implementing groundwater
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extraction. The waste pits are continually adding toxins
into the groundwater so future contamination to the
groundwater would have to be stopped at the source. These
pump extraction wells will be located between the waste pits
and the communities. They will be pumping groundwater until
the site is cleaned, which may be never.

What the committee has asked the EPA to help us do
is look into bioremediation options for this site.
Bioremediation is when organisms are introduced into a
contaminated environment and encouraged to feed off the
contamination. The more they feed, the more they reproduce
and the less contamination is left behind.

This is the committee’s only hope for a clean
future. This is the legacy we have to leave to this
community and our children.

Will we ever be able to walk away from this, look
back and think we have done anything at all besides leave the
problem for another generation and another generation and
another generation?

‘We live in fear of Superfund Sites in our
neighborhood. We not only have one, we have two. How can we
have-; good quality of life when our minds have been
poisoned?

A healthy mentality is very important. It helps

shape one’s self-confidence and encourages us to stand up for
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ourselves by speaking out and seeking the inZormation needed
to become an involved citizen.

We- do not want tc condemn our children and this
commur.ity to deal with the knowledge that they have deadly
ccntaminaticn just a cap away from causinz them h-rm once
again.

What does this teach our children? Are they not
good enough or important enough to live in a healthy, élean
environment that they don’t have to worry about? Or does it
make them feel that they are not as important as other
children not dealing with this toxic neighborhood?

Some corpcrations and agencies have tried to pull
the wool over some of us adults as to the extent of the
contamination, but our children seem to know the difference.
They are being alerted about the-environment and its dangers
and the dangers that have b=en caused and posed by the
industrial revolution.

They are trying to find ways to’sécure their own
future. They will turn to us some day and ask us why we
didn’t do anything. Those of you working for the
corporations and government entities responsible for this
mess and the agencies involved in the remediation can bet
your children will turn to ?ou some day and ask the same
questions.

What will be the answer? "We did the best with
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what resources we had at the time"? "We fought real hard to
make sure that current exposure would be stopped"? "We stood
behind a cap because we did not want to send our waste to
other communities"?

Science is not advanced enough at this time to
clean up the many messes all 6ver the country. More research
needs to be done, more research into bioremediation of this
particular type of contamination.

Some bibremediation studies have been done in 1991.
These studies were not very conclusive, and in 1991 it was a
long time ago and a lot has changed in the scientific world
since ﬁhen.

Along with Option No. 4, we want resources set
aside for grants into bioremediation technologies. This will
prdvide funding for research on how and which organisms to
introduce so that one day maybe 50 or 100 years from now
nothing living in this neighborhood or in the near vicinity
will live with the threat of a Superfund Site.

We have all seen how the government can shut down
and Superfund’s existence is questionable. What if there was
no EPA? Our site in the future could represent a now defunct
and féiled system with nothing to stop the eroding and
leaching contaminants into our community once again.

Can we turn to our children in the future and tell

them that we did the best we could with what we had at the
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time and we stand behind the decisions we made? Or will they
turn to us and say we didn‘t stand up for justice.

Although we did complain a little, shout a few
times, but ultimately we let people die. This is what will
happen. People have died from these toxins in thes past, they
are dying today, and if nothing is done to see that this
contamination is removed, they will die in the future.

This is our neighborhood and this is our quality of
life we are talking about. The ajencies out here are
required by law to listen to us. They know we are the people
who have to live with the decisions that they will ultimately
make for this community.

We have been told that the cleanup will cost
$100 million or more. A cap on the othsr hand approximately
coéts $10 million. The estimat=4 life span of a cap is
30 years, maybe longer. We’'re talking about replacing
something every 30 or 50 years. This is not a permanent
solution.

We need a solid future in this neighborhood. We
need to keep fighting for solutions. The money that is not
being spent on this clean up is a large amount. There is a
big difference between 10- and $100 million dollars to some
of us is more than we can imagine, although I can tell you
that $1 million would go a long ways towards solving the

problems in the future through bioremediation, as well as
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other sites with similar contamination.

Some day this community could again be as beautiful
as before the toxins came. Its residents will once again
feel comfortable with where they live. The children can say,
"We live in a community that once was contaminated with toxic
poison, but our community is evolving, learning and educating
and helping others understand that things can change."

Industries that have made mistakes in the past can
start going back to change the things that have occurred and
they can make a difference as well. It has begun to happen
here already with the many stakeholders joining in the buyout
discussions. But we must continue.

If the involved agencies, political representatives
and stakeholders will not stand beside this community and
push for bioremediation grants that need to be made
available, then truly you are not doing a service to this
community.

Please help us bring justice to this community.
Stand tall beside us. Know that you are making changes not
only for the future of this community, but for the future of
all kinds of communities around the country.

A' If the world was only a few feet in diameter
floating above a field somewhere, people would come from
everywhere to marvel at it. People would walk around it,

marveling at its big pools of water, little pools and the
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water flowing between the pools.

People would marvel at the bumps on it and the
holes in it and they wocu.d marv=1 at the very thin layer of
gas surroundinjlit and the water suspended in that cas. The
people would marvel at all the creatures walking arcund the
face of the ball and the creates in the water.

The people woulc declare it precicus becauée it was
the only one and they would protect it so that it would not
be hurt. The ball would be the greatest wonder known and
people would come to behold it, to be healed, to gzin
knowledge, to know beauty and to wonder how it could be.

| People would love it and defend it with their lives
because they would know somehow that their lives, their own
roundness would = nothing without it.

Please use this meeting to once again voice your
concerns about cur toxic environment, even if you aré angry.
Freedom of speech is a powerful tool and we need to use it.
We need to -- the help of the PRPs as well. 1If they do not
want to put money aside for research, they will pressure this
proposal and our fight will be harder.

Mr. Paine and Mr. Bone, I ask you to continue to
try Eo understand our needs and help us achieve the goals we
have spoken of here tonight so that one day we may all be
proud of a job well done.

Please stand beside the Del Amo Action Committee
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and let these stakeholders know that there is no mistake that
our community is united and we will fight to continue to
achieve justice in this community. Thank you very much.

MR. COOPER: Thank you. Kim Simpson, please.
MR. SIMPSON: Hello. Can everybody hear me back there?

My name is Kim Simpson, and, excuse me, I represent
Simpson Environmental Research, a research and development
company that has been researching the advance of |
environmental studies for the last 27 years.

This is the first opportunity I’ve had to address
the EPA on this Del Amo site. And for the EPA and for the
community also, I would like to propose my solution to the
Del Amo site.

Simpson Environmental Research has cleaned up toxic
waste dumps all through California. We have worked for the
Federal Environmental Research -- or Federal EPA, I'm sorry,
and the California EPA. We have cleaned up the Azusa waste
site, Irwindale waste site and the San Gabriel Superfund
site; we have cleaned all those up.

We can remediate that property; not cover it up but
remediate it, actually take the carcinogens out of the soil
to bélow state and federal standards for not only industrial
use, but all the way down to residential use.

We can do this without breaking the topsoil of the

surface and releasing the hydrogen sulfide gases, which is
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one of the most -- one -- your biggest concern for
excavation, is it not, the release of the hydrogen sulfide
cases.

Now, if they were to be released on excavation,
they can obviously be rel=ased through a fault in the cap
site. Their price to put a cap over the site is
approximately $9 million.

I propose that our company can come in and
remediate that site for under $4 million with an-up-fror.:t fee
of less than $500,000 and we are prepared to give the EPA and
the city a free show-and-tell under controlled situations,
tak2 us to the site, show us the small parcel of land you
would like remediated and we will do it absolutely freé to
show you that this not & con or a trick-and-éony show.

This is a brand new technology. You were talking
on microbiology or micro remediation, bioremediat:on which is
the use of microbes. That is very successful as far as a
natural remediation is concernea.

The problem with microbes is that it takes an
extremely long time for them to work and they only work in a
very short window. It cannot be too hot or too cold, too wet
or t;§ dry. And the soil has to be completely oxygenated at
all times, so it is still a fairly expensive process.

. This process that I propose is the process of

molecular remediation. We do not take care of the symptoms.
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We take care of the actual problems, which in this case are
your hydrocarbon and carbon hydrogen lines.

We remediate completely volatile organic compounds,
semi-volatile organic -- organic compounds. We remediate
benzene, which I’ve heard so many times tonight. We actually
mediate it down to nondetectable levels. We also remediate
lead, arsenic and a multitude of other metals and
contaminants.

Our record is available for anybody who would wish
to contact to see what we have done. We have an extensive
list of sites we have remediated, and in the last
three months the Federal EPA contacted our company to bid on
the remediation of New York Harbor.

They have tested our remediation, they believe in
it, and they are currently using it. So I ask the public,
please, before any decision is made, please at least consider
to remediate the land before you put the Band-aid over it.
Thank you very much.

MR. SPEAKER: How long?

MR. SIMPSON: I'm sorry. Excavation you said would take
five years, the capping is indefinite. We will completely
remeéiate that site within six months, six months. That is a
guarantee.

Our up-front cost, as I promised, is less than

$500,000. And we will design a contract that states that no
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other money is to be paid to us until the EPA receives their
test levels back and we come in below the -- excuse me --
I've got extremely dry ﬁouth up here, I'm sorry -- below the
levels that you deem necessary. Thank you.

MS. BARICH: I have some gquestions.

MR. SIMPSON: Yes, ma’am.

MS. BZBICH: Scrry. I’ll be real guick.

MR. SIMPSON: Yes, ma’am.

MS. BABICH: How did }ou come upon this me=ting tonight?

MR. SIMPSON: Through America On Line. AOL. 1It’'s taken
me quite a long time to decipher how the EPA puts information
on the AOL, but through approximately four months of research
and working in AOL, America On Line, we have found where we
can finzlly get in here and put our proposals in before any
decisions are made.

MS. BABICH: 1I’d like to know if the EPA has any
comments on -- this quite sounds, you know, like some pretty
good razzle-dazzle here. 1I'm ready to buy.

So what do you guys think?

MS. SPEAKER: I like it.

MS. BABICH: How come this is‘just coming up now, and is
this"something that can be put in perspective here for the
community.

MR. MONTGOMERY: I mean, this is actually a comment

period. I mean, I think I'd like to talk with you
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afterwards. I -- you didn’t -- you didn’t make it clear as
to whether or not your particular technology would require
excavation.

MR. SIMPSON: Absolutely not. Our technology does not
require disturbing the landfill at all. We work in a -- a
medium of percolation. We put our product in a water truck,
we saturate the land, let it percolate down, and for the
levels of deep contamination, we use the wells that have
already been dug.

MR. DHONT: Are you aware that we’re not dealing with
soils here but a monolithic and viscus and non- -- relatively
non-porous set of waste that would not accept percolation.

MR. SIMPSON: We're dealing with contamination of the
soil.

MR. DHONT: We're not dealihg with soil here, sir.

MR. SIMPSON: We will clean up the contaminated waste
and the sludge. We have done it. i have a list here of
places we have done it for.‘ Again, the San Gabriel Superfund
Site in ’'93.

MR. DHONT: Sir, all superfund sites are different.

This is a site with --

“MR. SIMPSON: I’'ve researched, I’'ve found out --

MR. DHONT: -- with waste --

MR. SIMPSON: -- what the contaminants are, sir. I

would not be here if I thought I was wasting my time.
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MR. DHONT: If we had é monolithic -- if we had soil in
this instance, we might be proposing a very different remedy.
We do not have soil.

MR. SIMPSON: I would not be here if I did not think we
could remediate this situation. Again, I reiterate, we do
not expect to be paid other than the up-front money until the
control levels have been met.

And once again I reiterate we are willing to give a

free show to the EPA, controlled. You show us the land you

~want remediated. We won’t do the whole site. We’ll give you

up to eight, nine cubic yards.

You control the situation; you control the test
site; we’ll do it for you for absolutely nothing. And if I
thought I was wasting my time, I would not be offering this
for free.

Thank you'very much, gentlemen. Thank you for your
patience and time.

MR. COOPER: Again, in the interest of time for everyone
who has waited to -- to be able to speak, the next person on
the list is Chuck Paine. You’re welcome to just use the --
the microphone there if you’d like. Or you can come up here.

“MS. BABICH: He has to come up here, too. He doesn’t
want his back turned to éeople. He doesn’t trust us that
much.

MR. PAINE: 1I'l]l try to be brief.

Fox Reporting, Inc.
(213) 688-9464




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

71

My name is Chuck Paine. I work for Shell Chemicals
Health Safety and Environmental organization. I’‘m also the
project coordinator for the Del Amo site respondents.

The proposed plan that the EPA has. issued and we’ve
been discussing today is comprehensive, it’s informative, and
I believe balanced. The amount of -- the -- it’s the result
of a significant amount of effort on the part of the agency
to try to move forward a solution at the Del Amo site.

The Del Amo respondents stand ready to work with
the EPA to further define, develop and implement a cost
effective remedy that is protective of human health and the
environment as easily may -- implement it and maintain.

We also stand ready to continue to work with the
community in -- in working towards a future land use that is
truly of benefit to the community.

When we look at the -- the alternatives that have
been presented, Alternative 4 is desirable over excavation.
When you look at the cap and the SVE, the.cap will cut off
emissiohs, cut off dust, and effectively cut off any kind of
contact with the waste, solve vapor extraction, will be
protective of groundwéter.

“ I do give support and thanks to the EPA for the
effort that they have done here, and look forward to working
with everybody in the future. Thanks.

MR. COOPER: Robert Evans, whichever mike you would like
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to use.
MR. EVANS: Nobody else is using it.
MR. COOPER: Okay.
MR. EVANS: I don’'t really need a mik=.

Yes. I do not agree with covering up, but I also
don’t agree with excavating, because I know if they excavate,
it will put everyone that lives in my neighborhood at risk.

And what was jus: offered somehow seems tooc good to
be true. I would definitely like to be there wien you do
this just for my own peace of mind.

- I would like for the EPA to investigate your
method, Mr. Simpson, of how tc do this remediation without
disturbing the soil and digging it up and neutralizing it. I
do not believe at all that it should be left alone.

I would like to know if you can acddress the
groundwater problem, anc that would be definiﬁely something
to pursue, I think.

I would like to thank Cindy for your hard-hitting
action because without it, well, we’d all be rotting in toxic
waste.

So that’s all I got to Say. Thank you everybody.

"MR. COOPER: I have the étrong feeling that there are
others who would like to come forward and make public
comments. That was the list that I had, so if anyone else --

I think, Dunian [ph], you had some commen:s you wanted to
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make, and you’ll probably want to use my mike. Okay. Fine.
MS. PONCE: I would like to thank Cynthia, the PRPs, and
the EPA and the whole community for sticking together for
this whole three years that we’ve been working on this toxic
problem.

I would also like to remind the agencies that the
problem doesn’t end at half of 204 Street; that we are
working hard towards negotiation of buyout of half of -- of
half of the neighborhood of 204th Street. But that is not
the end.

And we do hope the rest of the community to be out
because there are other toxic problems, and we’re only
addressing a small portion of the problems on the
neighborhood. And there is a lot -- a lot of more people
that is going to be left behind suffering and being
contaminated, and we’d like to see them out as well.

So I just wanted to remind everybody not to forget
that, that there is another half of the neighborhood that
needs to be worked on and we’re not going to forget them.

MR. COOPER: Was there someone else?

I'd like to again remind folks that the -- the
periéd for public comment runs through the 13th of February,
and so thoughts that might oécur to you later, questions that
you may have later, you’re certainly welcome to contact

either Dante Rodriguez or Jeff Dhont or myself, David Cooper.
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We’d be happy to work with you to answer any
guestions that you have or you can just -- you can mail your
comments in.

Just as a final note, for those people who did not
sign it, we would appreciate knowing who attended so we can
keep track of that. And you’re certainly welcome to any of
the material.

And, again, the end use work group that the Del Amo
Action Committee has asked EPA to coordinate, thét's the
sign-in roster at the far end of the table.

MS. BABICH: With the red writing on it.

MR. COOPER: With the red writing on it.

MR. DHONT: David, we‘’ll be available for questions.

MR. COOPER: And all of the EPA folks will be available
for cuest:ons after this meeting.

| I also want to remind you that Bill Nelson of ATSDR
will be available to discuss any of the health issues and
concerns that you folks have, and he’ll be sitting at the
table just outside the doors.

Mike, did you have a comment? You look midway
through a thought.

h Ma’am?
MS. SPEAKER: 1 have a comment. Mike just said no, he
didn’t. But I think it would be a good idea since he does

have samples of what cap material does look like, so the
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people that do not know what it looks like ... they should
know that he does have a couple of samples of all the types.

MR. COOPER: The re- -- the reminder is that
Mike Montgomery, who’s holding up the yellow envelope, has
actual samples of some of the material that could be used in
a construction of a multi-layer cap for the Del Amo Waste
Pits, so you may want to talk to him about that.

MS. BABICH: Can you explain the process for an
extension on the comment period in case some people feel like
they need to do more research.

MR. COOPER: You provide to -- the question was an
extension to the comment period, if more time is needed to
review the documents that are available, particularly -- and
I should mention this.

There are two libraries that contain the full
administrative record for -- which was the basis of the
proposal that you heard tonight. That’s the Torrance Library
that’s in this complex area, as well as the'-- the Carson

Library. So if you have additional questions beyond what is

answered in the -- in the fact sheet, you’re certainly
welcome to go there and -- and review the material in
gene;al.

Anyway, the -- the process would be to simply

submit a letter to EPA making a request and explaining why.

That letter should be addressed to Dante Rodriguez, and for
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those folks who wan: Dante’s address, if you will pick up one
of the comment forms that look like this, Dante’s address is
o~ the back as part of the -- the reply. So that -- that'’s
wiat you need to do.

If there are no other comments at this time, I'd
like to say thank you, all of you. There’s -- there’s almost
80 people I think that I counted here tonight. Thank you all
for coming and staying through the -- through this entire
process. We appreciate your comments.

Many of you are véry, very well thought out and
very good comments and questions about our proposal. We
certainly have a lot to think about and we hope to talk to
you again about this. Thank you.

MS. BABICH: Thanks for coming.

(Proceedings concluded.)

1
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C E R T I F I C A T I O N

I, MARIE FOX, do hereby certify that the foregoing
26 pages comprise a true and correct transcription of the
taped proceedings had in the matter of EPA Del Amo Proposed
Superfund Site, at the EPA Public Meeting held Wednesday,
January 29, 1997.

I hereby certify that I have caused said
proceedings to be transcribed and that the foregoing is a
full, true and correct transcript of said proceedings; that I
am neither counsel for nor related to any party to said

hearing, nor in anywise interested in the outcome thereof.

Dated this 10th day of March, 1997. @@ PY

Il S

Transcriber
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&
Cal/EPA

1ment of
Toxie Substances
Control

245 West Broadway.
Sulie 350

l.ong Beach, CA
90802-4444

41S 744 2180

September 5, 1997

Mr. John Kemmerer,
Site Cleanup Branch
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX

Mail Code SFD-7

75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, California 94105

Branch Chief

Dear Mr. Kemnmerer,

SEP S, 1997 1:36PM H243 P.G2

SFUND RECORDS CTR
0639-01335

Pete Wilson
Governor

James M. Strock
Secretary for
Environmental
Proteciion

RECORD OF DECISION, DEL AMO SITE, WASTE PIT AREA

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has
reviewed the Record of Decision (ROD) and Response Summary

for the Del Amo Waste Pit Operable Unit.

that DTSC's comments of December 11,

Our review reveals

1996, to the

Feasibility Study Report, and the State Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) have been

adequately addressed.

. However, due to the unique nature of

splitting the Del Amo site into several operable units some
state ARARs have been deferred until subsequent RODs for

those operable units are completed.

DTSC concurs with U.S.

Environmental Protection

Agency's selected remedy Number 4, a Resource Conservation
Recovery Act (RCRA) equivalent cap and a Soil Vvapor

Extraction System.
layers,

The RCRA cap consists of multiple
including a vegetative cover, a marker bed, a

drainage layer, a low-permeability layer, a gas collection

layer, and a grading layer.

The Soil Vapor Extraction

System will be applied to the soil under the pits, with soil
gas monitoring probes surrounding the pits.

If you have any guestions regarding this letter please
contact Mr. Haissam Salloum, at (562) 590-4916.

Sincerely,

Nennet V. Alvarez,

ranch Chief

Site Mitigation Cleanup Operations
Southern California Branch B

CcC: next page



the waste pits and is currently present in the vadose zone soils.
The major components of the selected remedy for this action include:

- Placement of a RCRA-equivalent cap over the Waste Pits Area as described in this
ROD and associated soil gas monitoring;

- Installation of surface water controls to prevent ponding of water on the cap and to
prevent runoff onto adjacent properties;

- Installation and operation of a soil vapor extraction system (SVE) beneath the Waste
Pits Area to achieve the interim soil remediation standards established in this ROD;

- Installation of security fencing around the treatment units associated with the cap and
SVE systems; )

- Implementation of deed restrictions prohibiting future residential use of the Waste Pit
Area and prohibiting any future use of the Waste Pits Area that could threaten the
integrity of the RCRA equivalent cap;

- Long-term operation and maintenance of all of the above and related components of |
the remedy selected in this ROD.

1.5 Statutory Determinations

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with
federal and state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes permanent solutions and altemative
treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable. Components
of the selected final remedy satisfy the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment
that reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-Site above health-based
levels, a review will be conducted at least once every five years after commencement of the remedial action
to ¢cnsure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of public health or welfare or the
environment.

1.6 Signature

Keith A. Takata, Director DATE
Superfund Division

1]1.S. Environmental Protection Agencv. Region X
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