Y

EPA

United States Office of
Environmental Protection Emergency and
Agency Remedial Response

EPA/ROD/R06-88/030
March 1968

Superfund
Record of Decision:

French Limited, TX




£9272-101
[ REPORT DOCUMENTATION 3. RePORT No. 2
| ‘g’gs EPA/ROD/R06-88/030

3. Reciplent’'s Accession No.

4. Title and Subtitle
SUPERFUND RECORD OF DECISION

French Limited, TX
*irst Remedial Action - Final

S. Report Date
’ 03/24/88

6.

7. Author(s)

8. Performing Organization Rept. No.

9. Performing Organization Name and Address

10. Project/Task/Work Unit No.

iréo-:tnct(m or Grant(G) No.
©

@)
—

12. Sponsoring Organization Name and Address 1—3-— Type of Report & Period Covered
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency )
401 M Street, S.W. . 800/000

Washington, D.C. 20460 ‘ 14.

15. Supplemantary Notes

16. Abstract (Limit: 200 words)
The French Limited, Inc. (FLI) site, a 22.5-acre tract of land, is located in Harris

County, Texas. The site is situated one mile east of the San Jacinto River. The entire
site is within the 100-year flood plain of the River and has flooded frequently in the

past. Between 1966 and 1972, approximately 300,000 yd3 of industrial wastes from area

petrochemical companies were deposited in an unlined 7.3-acre pit, formerly an active
and pit. The disposal site operated under a temporary permit issued by the Texas Water

iuality Board. In 1973, the permit was revoked after extensive public hearings and

legal proceedings, and FLI was ordered to cease operations. As part of the settlement,

. FLI was ordered to remove all the structures, tankage, and process equipment. The tract

~| of land was ultimately deeded to the State. During a flood event, the dike surrounding

the waste pit was overtopped and breached, and contaminated sludges were discharged into

3 an adjacent slough. 1In 1982, the U.S. EPA conducted an Immediate Removal Action (IRA).

The dike was repaired and the majority of discharged sludges were pumped back into the

pit. The floating portion of the sludges was removed and disposed of in July of

1983 during another U.S. EPA IRA., Ground water has been heavily contaminated by the
leaching action of organic wastes deposited in the pit. Sludge and soil from the waste

pit and adjacent slough include the following primary contaminants: PCBs, PCP,
organics, VOCs, metals, and arsenic.

)} (See Attached Sheet)

‘l 17. Document Analysis a. Descriptors

Record of Decision

French Limited, TX

| First Remedial Action - Final

~ Contaminated Media: gw, sludge, soil

o ﬁgx“ﬁ%ggﬂmga5ags&"“metals (arsenic), organics (PCP), VOCs, (PCBs)

¢. COSATI! Field/Group
wallabitity Statement

(See ANSI-Z39.18)

19. Security Class (This Report) 21. No. of Pages
None 98

20. Security Class (This Page) 22. Price
None

OPTIONAL FORM 272 (4-77)
(Formariy NTIS-35)
Department of Commerce

See Instructions on Reverse



~ 3 3
EPA/ROD/R06-~88/030

ench Limited, TX
irst Remedial Action - Final

16. ABSTRACT (continued)

The selected remedial action for this site includes: in-situ biodegradation of
sludges and contaminated soils with aeration of the lagoon waste for degradation
enhancement; stabilization of residues followed by onsite disposal; ground water pump
and treatment; surface water discharge to the San Jacinto River with treatment, as
necessary; backfilling of the lagoon to grade and contour; and ground water monitoring.
The estimated present worth for this remedial action is $47,000,000.



Declaration for the Record of Decision

Site Name and Location

French Limited is located on U.S. Highway 90 in Crosby, Texas.

Statement of Purpose

This document represents the selected remedial action ’or the French Limited
site, developed in accnrdance with the Comprehensive Fnvironmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as amended by
the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and the
. Naitonal Contingency Plan (40 CFR Part 300).

Statement of Bacis

This decision is based on the administrative record for the French
Limited site, The attached index identifies the items which comprise the
administrative record upon which the selection of the remedial acton is
based.

Description of Selected Remedy

The primary component of the selected remedy for French Limited is in
situ biological treatment of the sludges and contaminated soils in the
Tagoon onsite. The concentration of contaminants in these sludges and

. soils will be reduced to at least the levels specified in Table 3 of the
"Summary of Remedial Alternatives” attached herein.

The contaminated groundwater will be recovered and treated during
implementation of the in situ biological treatment process. Groundwater
recovery and treatment will continue until modeling shows that a reduc-
tion in_the concentration of volatile organics to a level which attains
the 10~ Human Health Criteria can be achieved through natural
attenuation in 10 years or less.

Surface water from the lagoon will be treated to at least the Texas
surface water quality standards for the San Jacinto River Segment 1001.

Residues generated from the treatment process will be stabilized to
prevent leachate generation and used as backfill in the lagoon., The
remaining lagoon volume will be backfilled with clean soil. The surface
will then be graded to promote drainage away from the site.

The final component of the remedy involves post-closure monitoring of the
upper and lower aquifers for a period of 30 years. Post-closure
monitoring is required under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act.



Declaration

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment,
attains Federal and State requirements that are applicable, or relevant
and appropriate, and is cost-effective. This remedy satisfies the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment technologies
which permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility, or
volume of hazardous substances.

The State of Texas has been consulted and agrees with the approved
remedy.

| | . /) R A
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Date 7 Robert E. Layton Jr./ P.E.
Regional Administrator
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Summary of Remedial Alternative Selection

French Limited Inc., Site
Crosby, Texas

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION

The French Limited Inc., site is a 22.5-acre tract of land located in
northeast Harris County, approximately 2 miles south, southwest of

Crosby, Texas (Figure 1). The site, shown on Figure 2, is triangular in
shape and bordered on the northwest by U.S. Highway 99 and on the south

by Gulf Pump Road. The Riverdale Subdivision, immediately southwest of

the site, is the only residential development in close proximity to the
site. The site lies approximately 10 feet above mean sea level and is
about one mile east of the San Jacinto River. The entire site is within
the 10@ year floodplain of the San Jacinto River and has flooded frequently
in the past. Two aquifers are present within the 155 foot depth investigated
during the Remedial Investigation.

The site consists of a 7.3-acre lagoon where wastes were disposed. The
wastes have been classified into four media categories:

o Sludges/sediments;
o0 Contaminated soils (surface and underlying);
o Contaminated surface waters; and
o Contaminated groundwater.
The approximate volumes of waste at these areas are listed in Table 1.

SITE HISTORY

Between 1966 and 1972, approximately 308,000 cubic yards of industrial
wastes fram area petrochemical companies were disposed at the French
Limited site. The majority of the waste received was deposited in an
unlined pit, formerly an active sand pit. However, same wastes were
stored upon arrival in several large tanks and later burned in open pits.
The French Limited disposal site was operated under a temporary permit
issued by the Texas Water Quality Board. 1In 1973, the permit was revoked
after extensive public hearings and legal proceedings, and French Limited
was ordered to cease operations. As part of the settlement, French
Limited was ordered to remove all of the site structures, tankage, and
process equipment, and the tract of land upon which the disposal operations
occurred was ultimately deeded to the State.

During a flood event, the dike surrounding the waste pit was overtopped
and breached, and contaminated sludges were discharged into an adjacent
slough. An Immediate Removal Action by the U.S. Environmental Protection
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TABLE 1

APPROXIMATE WASTE VOLUMES
FRENCH LIMITED SITE

Medium/Area Waste Volumes
In Situ
Sludges/Sediments Non-pcBl PC82
{Cu. Yds.)
Main waste Pit 59,800 8,000
South Slough 2,300 -
Totals 62,100 8,000
Contaminated Soils
(Cu. Yds.)
Main Waste Pit
(Subgrade & Dike) 73,000 -
West Area 2,900 1,900
South Slough Area 2,380 -
North Area 300 -
Totals 77,680 1,900

Contamined Surface Water
(million gallons)

Main Waste Pit 24,0
South Slough 2.8
Total 26.0

1. Sludge/sediments in this column contain less than 586 ppm PCB.

2, Sludge/sediments in this column contain greater than 5@ ppm PCB.

Contaminated soils in this column greater than 50 ppm PCB. Note:
While the quantity of sludge/sediments containing >50 ppm PCB can be
estimated, it is not practical/possible to separate the BFCB material
from the remaining sludge/sediments. Therefore, for the purpose of this
report, all of the sludge/sediments will be considered FCB
sludge/sediments.
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Agency in 1982 repaired the dike and pumped the majority of discharged
sludges back into the pit. The floating portion of the sludges was removed
and disposed of by the USEPA during another Immediate Removal Action in
July 1983.

In January 1983, pursuant to a Cooperative Agreement with the
Environmental Protection Agency, the Texas Department of Water Resources
(now the Texas Water Cammission) contracted with Lockwood, Andrews &
Newnam, Inc. (LAN), to conduct a Remedial Investigation (RI) at the site.
The initial phase of the RI was performed in April 1983 to establish

a data base for site characterization and evaluation. A supplemental
phase was performed in November 1983 to refine and expand the original
data base. The French Limited Task Group (a group of Potentially Responsible
Parties) conducted a "1986 Field Investigation™ and "Supplemental Remedial
Investigation Report"™ pursuant to an Administrative Order and the results
were utilized in the Feasibility Study and selection of the remedy.

CURRENT SITE STATUS

Table 2 summarizes the reports which were used to describe the nature and
extent of contamination. Pathways and receptors are described in detail
in these reports.

The primary areas found to be contaminated at the site are:
o The main waste pit; and
o The slough immediately north and west of the main waste pit.

The contamination is broken down as waste or sludges and underlying
contaminated soils. Table 1 shows the estimated waste volumes for the
site and Figure 3 depicts areas of contamination on the site.

Sludges onsite are composed of a wide variety of organics, metals, and up
to 616 ppom of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). There is little data
showing PCB contamination with depth. Data indicate that 12 percent (by
volume) of the sludges contain PCB concentrations greater than 50 ppm.
However, the FCB contaminated material cannot be practically separated
from the non-PCB material. Other chemical characteristics of the sludges
include:

o Volatile organics up to 400 ppm fqor a single contaminént;
o Pentachlorophenol up to 756 ppm; .

o Numerous base/neutral organics at levels up to 5,000 ppm;
0 Pesticides up to 20 ppm; and

0 Metals up to 5000 ppm for a single metal.




TABLE 2

CHRONOLOGY OF SAMPLING EVENTS/INVESTIGATION

Date Agency/Firm Purpose

September 1979 EPA Flood Impact Assessment
August 1981 EPA Response Action
September 1981 Texas Department of

Water Resources

(TDOWR) (District 7) Water Well Testing
January 1982 Rollins Environmental Cleanup Proposal
April 1983 Lockwood, Andrews and

Newnam (LAN) Remedial Investigation (RI)
November 1983 Lockwood, Andrews and

Newnam (LAN) Supplemental RI
February 1984 Resource Engineering,

Inc. (REI) Supplemental Investigatin
April 1985 Resource Engineering,

Inc. (REI) Remedial Investigation (RI)
July 1986 Resource Engineering

Inc. (REI) & Applied
Hydrology Associates,
Inc. (AHA) Field Investigation

December 1987 ERT Biodegration Study
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The underlying soils contain many of the same contaminants found in the
sludges, but generally at much lower levels. No PCBs were detected in
any of the underlying soils.

Surface waters of the main waste pit and the south slough (refer to
Figure 2) for the most part, meet the Surface Water Quality Criteria
limits, and therefore would require minimal treatment prior to discharge.
Off-site surface water contamination was not found during the French
Limited remedial investigation.

Groundwater in the shallow aquifer has been heavily contaminated by the
leaching action of organic wastes deposited in the main waste pit. At
this time, only the shallow aquifer is significantly contaminated.

No residential wells are currently affected.

A second aquifer lies beneath the first, separated by approximately 70
feet of sediments consisting predominantly of clays. This lower aquifer
appears to contain trace concentrations of one or more volatile organic
compounds which can be attributed to a leaking monitoring well. This well
has since been sealed.

Underlying the two aquifers previously discussed and separated by several
hundred feet of clay are the Chicot and Evangeline Aquifers, a primary
drinking water source for metropolitan Houston. The aquifers do not
appear to be in any danger of future contamination.

Air quality at the site has not been measurably degraded. However, if the
wastes were to be disturbed in an uncontrolled situation the air releases
could be substantial,

A more detailed description of the environmental setting, site hydrology,
and extent and magnitude of contamination can be found in the RI report
written by Lockwood, Andrews and Newnam (April 1985).

MIGRATION PATHWAYS

The high levels of contaminants in the shallow aquifer in the vicinity of
the lagoon (main waste pit) is evidence of seepage from the lagoon. The
lack of significant mounding of the water table near the lagoon

suggests that the seepage rate from the lagoon is low., However, given

that the contamination has been present for about 20 years, even a low

rate of seepage would cause contamination at the levels seen in the shallow
aquifer. .

Lateral contaminant migration within the shallow aquifer has been
estimated to be up to 80 ft/year to the south, southeast. Field
investigations have confirmed ground water contamination up to 1000 feet
south, southeast of the site (Figure 4).
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Vertical migration from upper to lower aquifer is estimated to be between
0.3 and 0.1 feet/year. At this rate, the contaminant/plume in the
alluvium could have pentrated the underlying clay only a few feet and
would take between 230 to 3,500 years to migrate through 70 feet of clay
to the lower aquifer. Recent pump tests conducted by the French Limited
Task Group indicate that while certain portions of the clay may result in
higher rates of vertical migration, the overall integrity of the clay is
sufficient to prevent substantial vertical migration of contaminants

into the lower aquifer.

Transport and deposition of contaminated materials by stormwater runoff
and/or floodwaters are surface pathways for migration of contaminants
away from the site.

Transport and deposition mechanisms are illustrated by the San Jacinto
River flood of April 1979, The flood played a key role in dispersing
sludges out of the main waste pit. The flood breached the north berm of
the pit (refer to Figure 2) allowing floating sludges to flow into the
south slough. Contaminated surface soils bordering the slough provide a
pathway for contamination to leave the site via erosion during heavy
rainfall,

Contamination has passed through similiar pathways northward beneath US
Highway 90 bridge and is now found in the slough along the north side of
Highway 90. A "fishing hole" is part of this slough. Sediments in this
slough contain trace concentrations of several compounds and up to 10 ppm
PCB in the "fishing hole", Surface waters are apparently free of organic
contamination and contain only trace concentrations of several metals.
Fish tissue from specimens taken in the fishing hole indicated low level
bioaccumulation of PCBs and some metals, with both contaminants below
U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) guidelines for human consumption,

During flood events, water flowing west from the site could discharge
into the Riverdale subdivision. Flood waters would also move directly
south of the site,

TARGET RECEPTORS

The following target receptors were identified in the Remedial
Investigation:

0 Residents of Riverdale subdivision;

o Sport fishermen that frequent the “fishing hole"
under U.S. Highway 90;

o Harris County Precinct 2 road maintenance personnel;

0 State Department of Highways and Public Transportation
maintenance personnel;

o Persons who make unauthor1zed or 1nadvertent entrance
to the site.
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Results of the RI study and Endangerment Assessment indicate that
remedial action is required to reduce the potential for public health
exposure through:

o Direct contact with contaminated sludges and soils
and surface water;
o Ingestion of contaminated aquatic species and plants; and
o Consumption of and/or contact with contaminated
groundwater.,

ENFORCEMENT ANALYSIS

Approximately 95 Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) have been
identified for the site. ARCO has taken the lead in forming a task
group, the French Limited Task Group, which has conducted various
investigations and studies at the site, Th2 Task Group has expressed an
interest in conducting future remedial activities at the site and has
conducted a biodegradation study at the site.

The remedy to be conducted at the site will be selected by the Record of
Decision (ROD). If negotiations with the PRPs are unsuccessful it is
recommended that the fund be utilized for cleanup of the site. Should
the fund be used, EPA will enter into a Cooperative Agreement with the
State of Texas for the design and construction. Attempts to recover the
government costs will be made through a subsequent cost recovery action.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATION

Evaluation Criteria

Section 121(a), (b) and (d) of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act contains nine factors which EPA must consider in selecting a remedy
for a Superfund site. These are summarized below:

1. Consistency with Qther Environmental Laws

In determining appropriate remedial actions at Superfund sites,
consideration must be given to the requirements of other Federal
and State environmental laws, in addition to CERCLA as amended
by SARA. Primary consideration is given to attaining applicable
or relevant and appropriate Federal and State public health and
environmental regulations and standards. Not all Federal and
State environmental laws and regulations are applicable to each
Superfund response action.

2. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

The degree to which alternatives employ treatment which reduce
toxicity, mobility, or volume must also be assessed. Relevant
factors are:
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The treatment processes the remédies employ and materials
they will treat; .

The amount of hazardous materials that will be destroyed or
treated;

The degree of expected reduction in toxicity, mobility, or
volume;

The degree to which the treatment is irreversible;

The residuals that will remain following treatment, consider-
ing the persistence, toxicity, mobility, and propensity

for biocaccumulation of such hazardous substances and their
constituents.

Short-term Effectiveness

The short-term effectiveness of alternatives must be assessed;
considering appropriate factors among the following:

(o]

0

©

Magnitude of reduction of -existing risks;

Short term risks that might be posed to the community,

workers, or the environment during implementation of an

alternative including potential threats to human health and the
environment associated with transportation, and redisposal or .
containment of treatment residuals;

Time until full protection is achieved.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Alternatives are assessed for the long-term effectiveness and
permanence they afford along with the degree of certainty that
the remedy will prove successful, Factors considered are:

(o]

0

Magnitude of residual risks in temms of amounts and
concentrations of waste remaining following implementation
of a remedial action, considering the persistence, toxicity,
mobility, and propensity of such hazardous substances and
their constituents to bicaccumulate;

Type and degree of long-term management required, including
monitoring and operation and maintenance;

Long-term reliability of the engineering and institutional
controls, including uncertainties associated with land
disposal of untreated wastes and residuals;

Potential need for replacement of the remedy.
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7.

Implementability

The ease or difficulty of implementing the alternatives are
assessed by considering the following types of factors:

o

Degree of difficulty associated with constructing the
technologies;

Expected operational reliability of the technologies;

Need to coordinate with and obtain necessary approvals and
permits (e.g., NPDES, Dredge and Fill Permits for off-site
actions) from other offices and agencies;

Availability of necessary equipment and specialists;

Available capacity and location of needed treatment, storage,
and disposal services.

Cost

The types of costs that should be assessed included the
following:

o]

o

o

(o

Capital cost;
Operational and maintenance costs;
Net present value of capital and O&M costs;

Potential future remedial action costs.

Community Acceptance

This assessment should look at:

o

o

Components of the alternatives which the community supports;

Features of the alternatives about which the community has
reservations;

Elements of the alternatives which the community strongly
opposes.

State Acceptance

Evaluation factors include assessments of:

o

Camponents of the alternatives the State supports;
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o Features of the alternatives about which the State has
reservations;

o Elements of the alternatives under consideration that the
State strongly opposes.

9. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Following the analysis of the remedial options against
individual evaluation criteria, the alternatives are assessed
from the standpoint of whether they provide adequate protection
of human health and the environment considering the multiple
criteria.

Remedial Objectives

The Feasibility Study developed the following objectives and criteria
based on the results of the Remedial Investigation

Reduce health hazards associated with direct contact of
contaminated soils, sediments or sludges.

Objective 1:

Criterion: No direct contact with soils/sediment or sludges

containing levels greater than those shown in Table 3,

Objective 2: Reduce contaminants in the upper aquifer.

USEPA Drinking Water Standards and/or (1374 to 1077
cancer risk range) Human Health Criteria.

Criterion:

Objective 3: Reduce impact of contaminated runoff.

Criterion:
Objective 4:

Criterion:

Objective 5:

Criterion:

Objective 6:
Criterion:
Objective 7:

Criterion:

Surface Water Quality Criteria.
Reduce migration of waste during flood events.

Surface Water Quality Criteria for liquid waste.
Solid Waste criterion shown in Table 3.

Reduce contamination in lower aquifer.

USEPA Drinking Water Standards and/or (16™4 to 1077
cancer risk range) Human Health Criteria.

Reduce human contact with contaminated surface water.
Surface Water Quality Criteria.
Reduce the potential of any adverse air discharge.

OSHA standards at site boundary, Federal Ambient Air
Standards.




TABLE 3

DIRECT CONTACT CRITERIA FOR SLUDGES AND CONTAMINATED SOILS
FRENCH LIMITED SITE

Contaminant Maximum Allowable Concentration, ppm*
Benzo (A) pyrene 9
PCB 23
Volatile Organic Compounds 43
Arsenic 7
Benzene , 14
5

* Values correspond to a 1 x 107”2 excess lifetime cancer risk factor.
Method and data for calculation taken from "Endangerment Assessment for
French Limited Site," CH2M Hill, April 1987,



9

Jdentification of Potential Remedial Technologies

The following broad criteria was used in the initial screening of
alternatives and is consistent with the guidances distributed
pursuant to SARA,

1. Effects of the Alternative. The effects of each alternative should
be evaluated in two ways: (i) whether the alternative itself or its
implementation has any adverse environmental effects; and (ii) for
source control remedial actions, whether the alternative is likely to
achieve adequate control of source material, or for offsite remedial
actions, whether the alternative is likely to effectively mitigate
and minimize the threat of harm to public health, or the environment.

2. Implementability. Alternatives must be feasible for the location and
conditions of the release, applicable to the problem, and rep:asent a
reliable means of addressing the problem,

3. Cost. For each alternative, the cost of installing or implementing
the remedial action must be considered, including operation and
maintenance costs, Cost is an important factor when comparing
alternatives which provide similar results. However, it is not used
to discriminate between treatment and nontreatment alternatives,

EPA is also directed by SARA to give preference to remedial actions

that utilize treatment to remove contaminants from the environment.
Off-site transport and disposal without treatment is the least

preferred option where practicable treatment technologies are available.

Development of Site Remedial Alternatives

A number of potentially applicable remedial technologies were studied for
the French Limited site. Combinations of technologies were identified
and developed into 11 (Table 4) alternative remedial actions. Treatment
alternatives for source control actions were developed ranging from an
alternative that would eliminate the need for long-term management at the
site, to an alternative using, as a principal element, treatment that
would reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of site waste as a
principal element. In addition, two other alternatives were reviewed:

1) An alternative that involves containment of waste with little
or no treatment, but provides protection of human health and the
environment primarily by preventing potential exposure or by
reducing the mobility of the waste,

2) A no-action alternative.
A summary of initial screening of alternatives is presented in Table 4.

After this initial screening of alternatives, five alternatives were
retained for detailed evaluation and are described below.
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Alternative 1 is complete incineration of sludges and soils above
‘ criteria levels (listed in Table 3). Ash would be chemically fixed
if deemed hazardous and backfilled onsite. Surface water will be
treated if necessary and discharged to the San Jacinto River.
Congamination in the upper aquifer should naturally attenuate to a
107° human health level in less than 10 years after the source is
removed., The estimated cost of this alternative is $120 million.

Alternative 2 is incineration of sludges only, with contaminated soils
chemically fixed and left in place. Surface water and groundwater
would be handled the same as in Alternative 1. The estimated cost
of this alternative is $75 million.

Alternative 3 would encapsulate contaminants by slurry walls and a multi-
layered cap. This alternative is a containment remedy which is required
to be evaluated under interim guidance under SARA. Surface water
and groundwater would be handled in the same manner as Alternative 1
and 2. The estimated cost of this alternative is $43 million,

Alternative 4 is the no-action alternative. The Superfund regulations
require full consideration be given to a no-action alternative.
The associated $500,000 cost of this alternative is for fencing and
groundwater monitoring. However, no action would be taken to contain
or treat the waste,

degradation with aeration of the lagoon waste for enhancement of the
degradation process. Controls would be implemented to reduce air
enissions., Surface water in the lagoon would be treated and discharged
to the nearby San Jacinto River., Residues from the treatment process
would be stabilized and buried onsite. The lagoon would be backfilled
to grade with clean soil and contoured to promote drainage. Also, a
groundwater recovery system would be installed to pump and treat the
shallow aquifer in the vicinity of the site.

‘ Alternative 5 is consists of using indigenous bacteria for biological

POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES PILOT STUDIES

Some of the firms that disposed of waste at the French site formed the
French Limited Task Group in 1983 and began their own site evaluation
studies. As a result of these investigations, the Task Group requested
that EPA give serious consideration to a biological treatment concept for
the site. Pursuant to an EPA Administrative Order signed on April 16,
1987, the responsible parties have undertaken pilot scale testing of
biological treatment systems onsite.
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In order for the EPA to consider biological treatment as a remedy, the
‘ following was to be clearly demonstrated in the pilot study:

- equal permanence and protection of human health and the environment
afforded by onsite thermal destruction in the short and long
term,

- degradation of the waste in a timeframe faster than or equal to
thermal destruction, and

- all applicable, relevant, or appropriate State and Federal
regulations are met or exceeded to the same extent as thermal
destruction,

The pilot study was conducted onsite from April to October 1987 in a 0.6-
acre section of the lagoon, The sampling plan was designed to address
three areas of concern:

- The biodegradation rate and overall implementation schedule;

- The degree of air emissions that might evolve from full-scale
implementation;

- The impact of implementation on groundwater quality.

The results of the pilot study are documented in a report submitted to

‘ the EPA by the Task Group on October 30, 1987. The results of the waste
sampling indicate that the organic contaminants of concern, except the
PCBs and arsenic, were reduced to concentrations below the cleanup
criteria established for French Limited. Stabilization of the treatment
residue may be necessary to adequately prevent migration of the PCBs and
arsenic to the upper aquifer,

Air monitoring data were generated to evaluate time weighted average and
instantaneous concentrations of volatile organics in the ambient air near
the demonstration area, Samples were taken upwind and downwind of the
demonstration area and downwind at the French Limited property boundary.
Action limits for operating the pilot system were set at 50% of the
threshold limit values for seven indicator compounds (benzene, toluene,
ethylbenzene, trichloroethene, tetrachloroethene, chloroform, and
napthalene), The results of the air monitoring are summarized in Table
5. These results indicate that air emissions generated by the aeration
process should not present a significant health threat.

Results from monitoring well samples taken from around the perimeter of
the test area indicate that some degradation of the water quality in the
upper aquifer did occur during the pilot study. Prior to aeration, the
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sludges formed a seal on the bottom of the lagoon. This seal effectively
retarded leachate generation. Aeration of the sludges broke the seal,
allowing leachate to contaminate the upper aquifer,

Sludges on the bottom of the lagoon currently provide an effective barrier
against leachate generation. As these sludges are mixed in the lagoon,

some leaching of contaminants to the shallow aquifer may occur. Recovery
and treatment of the shallow aquifer is necessary to control any groundwater
degradation which may occur during implementation of the biotreatment remedy.

Based on the results of the study, the estimated implementation time for a
full scale biological treatment remedy is four years. The estimated
present worth cost of the remedy is $47 million.

Evaluation of Alternatives

The degree that the five remedial alternatives meet the nine selection
criteria is shown in Table 6. The following values were assigned to
compare remedial selection criteria:

++ Alternative would greatly exceed a selection criterion when
compared to other alternatives.

+ alternatives would exceed a criterion in comparison to other alternatives
o alternatives can be designed to meet the selection

- special efforts will be necessary in the design of the remedy to
meet the selection criterion

-- alternative would present the most difficulty in achieving a
selection criterion in comparison to other alternatives.

The rationale for the ratings assigned in this table is as follows:

1. Compliance with ARARs (i.e. meets or exceed applicable, or
relelvant, and appropriate Federal and State Requirements).

a. No action was assigned a “--" because it would not
comply with SARA or the National Contingency Plan provisions
to respond to a threat of release which endangers human
health and the environment.

b. Complete Incineration was rated "++" for compliance with all
1dentified ARARs regarding operation of the thermal
destruction unit., This alternative would also meet the
applicable standards (including water quality standards).

¢. Partial Incineration received a "+" rating. A thermal
destruction unit would be operated in compliance with all
applicable requirements. This alternative would also, by
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destruction of the PCB contaminated sludges, fulfill the
disposal requirements of TSCA. The alternative would not,
however, comply with the RCRA requirements for closure in a
160-year floodplain due to the high concentrations of
organics remaining in the subsoil.

Containment was rated "-". This alternative would not comply
with the RCRA or TSCA requirements for closure in floodplain.

Insitu biodegradation received a "++" rating for compliance.
Reduction of the contaminant concentrations below the health
based criteria, in conjuction with chemical fixation of the
treated residue, would comply with the closure requirements
for the site. ™is alternative would also satisfy the
preference in SARA to significantly reduce the mobility,
toxicity, or volume of the waste.

The compliance of each alternative with ARARs is shown in
Table 7.

2. Reduces Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume

a.

b.

C.

No Action received a "--" because it would not reduce these
parameters to any extent.

Complete Incineration rated a "++" for these parameters since
all of the organic contaminants above the identified health-
based criteria would be eliminated.

Partial Incineration was rated "@". The contaminated sludges
would be destroyed and the mobility of the subsoils would be
reduced. However, the toxicity of the subsoils would not be
significantly reduced, while the volume of the soil would be
increased significantly by the addition of the stabilizing
agents. Also, the degree of reduction of mobility will
depend upon the concentration of organics in the soil. Soils
with greater than 2 percent organics may continue to generate
leachate after stabilization.

Contaimment (cap and slurry wall) was rated a "-"., The
volume and toxicity would not be affected and mobility of
the waste would only be reduced so long as the integrity of
the slurry wall was maintained.

In situ biodegradation received a "++" rating. Destruction
of the contaminated sludges and treatment of the soils will
significantly reduce the toxicity of the waste. Reduction
in the volume of the sludges will be offset somewhat by an
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increase in volume of stabilized residues. The net reduction
in volure is, however, expected to be significant. A slight, .
temporary increase of the mobility of the waste may be expected

during implementation of the remedy. This increase is due

to leachate generation and can easily be controlled by

recovering and treating the groundwater under the site.

3. Short-term Effectiveness

All of the alternatives were rated "g". A potential exists for

the release of volatile organics during site drainage and excavation
activities for alternatives 1, 2, and 3 and during the operation

of alternative 5. This can be reduced by cautious work practices
during implementation, and will have to be addressed during

design. Property boundary air monitoring data generated during

the PRP pilot study indicates that emissions generated by
bioremediation should not consitute a health treat.

4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Both alternatives 1 and 5 were rated "++" for their abilities

to reduce contaminants to levels below the established health-

based criteria. While biodegradation of PCBs to the criterion (23
ppm) has not been demonstrated, significant reductions in concen-
tration have been noted. Stabilization of the residue should

provide adequate long-term effectiveness if the PCB criterion is

not achieved through biodegradation. Partial incineration was .
rated less highly (+) because of concerns regarding the permanance

of stabilized soils with high concentrations of organics.

Containment and No Action were rated "--" because neither would !
contribute to the long-term remediation given the site conditions

of high water table and 1@0-year floodplain.

5. Implementability

Alternative 1,4, and 5 were rated "++" because they are easily
implementable in a reasonable timeframe. Concerns about air
emission can be overcome with careful design and implementation
considerations. Partial incineration received a "+" rating due
to potential problems with the stabilization of soils with high
organics concentrations. The containment alternative was rated
"+" based on its effectiveness as a short-term solution at the
Site. s
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Cost

Estimated costs for each alternative are listed in Table 6.
Included in this table are the total present worth and replacement
costs. Total present worth costs consist of capital costs and
operation and maintenance costs through the post-closure period.
Replacement costs are the costs for remediation of the site

should the remedy fail.

The containment, partial incineration, and no action alternatives
are considered most likely to fail because of the potential for
leachate generation, slurry wall failure, and lateral migration
of the waste. Failure of in situ biotreatment is less likely
because the treated soils may be more amenable to solidification.
However, failure costs must also be considered for biotreatment
Replacement costs are estimated at $120 million, assuming that
onsite incineration is the replacement cleanup technology.

Costs associated with the no action alternative include
groundwater and air monitoring and periodic site inspections.
These costs are considered to be operation and maintenance costs,
not capital costs.

Costs for the containment alternative, $42 million, are primarily
reflective of the construction costs for the cap and slurry wall
and treatment of the lagoon water prior to discharge.

The difference in cost between alternatives 1 and 2 is associated
with the lower volume of material to be treated by incineration.

Alternative 5, biological treatment, offers the lowest cost of
the treatment alternatives. This is attributed to the equipment
and operating costs which are significantly lower for biological
treatment than for thermal destruction.

Community Acceptance

The community expressed significant concerns about the

incinerator alternatives. Comments regarding the biological
treatment alternative were mixed, ranging from complete endorsement
to opposition. Those persons opposed to biological treatment

were also opposed to all onsite remedies.

A complete summary of the community relations history and
responses to public comments is presented in Appendix B of this
summary.

State Acceptance

The State of Texas (Texas Water Commission) has concurred
with the selected biological treatment remedy.
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9. Overall Protection of Public Health and the Environment

Complete incineration and in situ bioremediation both received
“++" ratings. Incineration offers destruction of all of the
contaminants to levels below the health-based criteria and can
be operated in compliance with applicable requirements. Biode-
gradation has been shown to reduce contaminants, except PCBs, to
levels below the criteria. Stabilization of the treated residue
for disposal onsite will provide adequate protection from any
residual PCB concentrations.

Partial incineration was rated a "+" for the destruction of
contaminated sludges. A higher rating could not be justified
due to the potential for future leachate generation form inade-
quately stabilized soils. The cap and slurry wall alternative
was rated a "-" because it was considered a short term remedy
for the site. The potential would always exist for failure of
either the cap or the slurry wall allowing for the movement of
unstabilized wastes contained onsite,

The risk involved with leaving untreated waste onsite is the
principal reason that the no action alternative received a rating
of ll__ u R

Recommended Alternative

Based on the evaluation of alternatives discussed in the previous
section, Alternative 5 is recommended for implementation at the French
Limited site. The major components of this alternative include:

1. In situ biodegradation of sludges and contaminated soils;

2. Recover and treat contaminated groundwater until modeling shows that
a reduction in ghe concentration of volatile organics to a level which
attains the 107° Human Health Criteria can be achieved through
natural attenuation in 10 years or less,

3. Discharge surface waters from the lagoon to the San
Jacinto River; treat as necessary to meet surface
water discharge criteria;

4, Stabilize the treated residue and dispose onsite;

5. Backfill the lagoon to grade and conform the site surface
to promote drainage; and

6. Monitor the upper and lower aquifers for a period of 30 years.
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Operation and Maintenance (0&M)

QOperation and maintenance will consist of post closure monitoring of the
upper and lower aquifers as well as surficial maintenance of the site once
closure is complete. Surficial maintenance includes such items as:

o Fence repair, and
o Fill replacement and regrading.

Due to its proximity to the French Limited site, groundwater monitoring
in the Riverdale subdivision will be necessary during the post-closure
period. The frequency of sampling will be outlined in a post-closure
operation and maintenance plan. This plan will be developed and
finalized during implementation of the selected remedy.

0&M costs include purchased services such as sampling and laboratory
analysis for groundwater monitoring, administrative costs, taxes, insurance,
labor, and materials., Operation of the groundwater recovery system after
the final closure of the lagoon is also included in this cost. Operation

of this recovery system will continue until modeling shows that a reduction
in ghe concentration of volatile organics to a level which attains the

107" Human Health Criteria can be achieved through natural attenuation in

10 years or less.

Future Actions

No future actions are anticipated at the site. The proposed remedial action
is considered permanent. If, however, significant, unforeseen offsite
migration of contamination occurs as a result of the site, appropriate
remedial measures will be taken., Also, should organic contamination be
detected during any of the residential well sampling events, the need for

an alternate water supply in the subdivision will be evaluated.

Remedial Action Schedule

ROD Signature March 1988
Complete Enforcement Negotiation September 1988
Start Remedial Design September 1988
Complete Remedial Design December 1989
Begin Remedial Action December 1989
Complete Remedial Action December 1993



J. D. Head, Geners! Counsel
Michael E. Field, Chief Examiner
Karen A. Phillips, Chief Clerk

Paul Hopkins, Chairman
John O. Houchins, Commissioner
B. J. Wynne, I, Commissioner

Allen Beinke, Executive Director

Mr. Robert E. Layton, Jr., P.E.
Regional Administrator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region VI

1445 Ross Avenue

Dallas, TX 75202-2733

Re: Draft Record of Decision
French Limited Superfund Site

Dear Mr. Layton:

We have reviewed the draft Record of Decision (ROD) and
responsiveness summary for the French Limited Superfund Site.
We have no objection to the issuance of a ROD by the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).

On a related matter, we would like to comment on the obligation
of State monies for a period of 30 years after the remedial
construction activities are complete. Such a commitment by the
State of Texas may be a violation of Article VIII, Section 6 of
the Texas Constitution which addresses the appropriation of money
beyond a two year period.

Sincerely yours,

Allen P. Beinke
Executive Director

(3

P O. Box 13087 Caprtol Station @ 1700 North Congress Ave. ® Austm, Texas 78711-3087 ® Area Code 512/463-7830
TOTAL P.@S
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APPENDIX B

COMMUNITY RELATIONS AND RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY



COMMUNITY RELATIONS RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR FRENCH LIMITED SUPERFUND SITE

This community relations responsiveness summary is divided into two sections:

Section I: Background on Community Involvement and Concern

This section provides a brief history of community interest and
concern raised during the remedial planning activities.

Section II: Summary of Major Comments Received During the Public Comment
Period and EPA Responses.

Both written and spoken comments are categorized by topics. EPA
responses to these topics are also presented.

I. Background on Community Involvement

The French Limited site was proposed for the National Priorities List
(NPL) in December 1982. On April 13, 1983, the Texas Department of Water
Resources, now the Texas Water Commission (TWC), announced the receipt of
funding from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for the purpose
of investigating the French Limited abandoned hazardous waste site in north-
east Harris County. In June 1983 high waters caused the holding pond at
French to overflow and PCB-laced sludge escaped. An EPA emergency response
team removed 25 truckloads of sludge from the site. TWC conducted the
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Studies {RI/FS) on the site. The studies
were completed in the Spring of 1987.

On April 28, 1987, EPA announced through a press release and fact sheet
that the RI/FS has been completed on the site. The announcement also advised
that public meeting would be held on May 21, 1987, at the Crosby High School,
Crosby, Texas to discuss the EPA preferred remedy of incineration and a proposed
remedy of biological treatment by the French Limited Task Group. The infor-
mation release provided that written comments on the proposal would be accepted
beginning May 11, 1987, through June 1, 1987, and that a decision would be
made by the end of year,

EPA conducted the public meeting on the proposed remedies on May 21, 1987.
About 70 people attended., Citizens mainly commented that the waste should be
taken to an offsite disposal facility rather than incineration onsite.

During 1983, a group of companies identified as having used the site for
disposal, referred to as “"Potentially Responsible Parties" (PRPs), formed the
French Limited Task Group to fund independent studies on potential remedies
for the site. On March 11, 1987, EPA signed an enforcement agreement referred
to as an Administrative Order (AO) with the French Limited Task Group which
allowed the group to undertake a pilot scale testing of biological treatment
systems on the site. This study was to be completed by the end of October
1987 and clearly demonstrate that biological treatment would be as effective
and timely as incineration and meet all applicableor, relevant and appro-
priate state and federal requirements. The PRPs would also be allowed to
conduct community relations activities with EPA oversight.
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In May 1987 the Task Group initiated a community relations program to

provide communications channels to residents and other interested parties ‘
about site activities, On May 13, 1987, the French Limited Task Group held

a public meeting in Crosby, Texas, to advise the community about the bio-

degradation pilot project. EPA Superfund project managers attended the

meeting and provided updated information on EPA studies. The Group also

announced the establishment of a Community Information Line for residents

seeking additional information on the site. Community leaders were invited

to attended a meeting on May 19 to learn more about the site status.

The French Limited Task Group held additional community leaders meetings
for the purpose of providing site activities status reports on June 11, 1987,
July 21, 1987, August 12, 1987, September 29, 1987, October 28, 1987,
Novem>er 18, 1987, December 17, 1987, January 22, 1988 and February 17, 1988.
EPA representatives attended these meetings and provided EPA site status
reports.

On August 18, 1987, the French Limited Task Group held a community
meeting for Riverdale residents. About 50 people attended the meeting and
received the site updates from the Group and EPA representatives. A similar
meeting was held in Barrett Station on August 19 and about 65 residents
attended.

The Task Group held additional community meetings to provide site status
updates in Barrett Station on October 27 and in Riverdale on October 28.
About 112 people attended the meeting in Barrett Station and about 60 people
attended the Riverdale meeting. EPA representatives were also present. ‘

In November 1987, public misunderstandings arose about possible contami- .
nation from the French and Sikes sites in several drinking water wells, This
confusion was the result of a meeting held on November 14 scheduled by residents
and attended by an ATSDR official. Although data from the wells gave no
indication of contamination from the sites, EPA agreed to sample wells of
seven residents and a monitoring well. The sampling took place on December
15, 1987. Also, EPA representatives agreed to attend a community reeting on
December 14 in order to clarify the water well data and to further assure
residents that there was no indication of well contamination resulting from
French or Sikes. However, on December 9, 1987, when an EPA representative
called the community leaders to confirm the date and location of the meeting,
she was advised that the residents would not meet with EPA and the meeting
was cancelled.

On January 4, 1988, J. Winston Porter, Assistant Administrator, Office
of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, EPA, Washington, D.C. held a community
meeting to discuss the status of Superfund sites in the Houston area. The
meeting was held at the Crosby Library, Crosby, Texas. About 75 people attended
and requested more detailed information on the water well matter. Through the
news media and telephone calls to interested residents, EPA announced that the
follow-up public meeting would be held January 28, 1988 at the Crosby Library.
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On January 21, 1988, EPA announced through the news media that the Task

Group pilot study for bioremediation had been reviewed by EPA and that a public
comment period on the new EPA preferred remedy would begin on January 25, 1988,
and conclude on February 23, 1988. Also this announcement included details
about a public meeting to receive comments on the proposal to be held on
February 11 at the Crosby High School, Crosby, Texas. A listing of the
repositories, where all studies/investigations and other documents concerning
the French Limited site could be reviewed, was included in the press release.
The press release was mailed to the area news media and the French Limited

site mailing list. Announcement of a proposed actions appeared in the Houston
Chronicle on January 22, 1988, the Houston Post on January 23, 1988, and the
Community News January 27, 1988. ATso, on January 22, 1988, the EPA representative
attending the Task Group Community leaders luncheon announced the February 11
public meeting, the public comment period timeframe and he left copies of the
new release for public dissemination. A four page fact sheet on the proposed
remedy was mailed to residents and the media following the press release
mailing. Copies of all documents relative to the pilot study were placed in
the site repositories on January 22, 1988, per the AO.

EPA representatives held the January 28, 1988, community meeting to
announce the results of the water well sampling and to clarify other areas of
concern. Prior to the meeting at the Crosby Library, EPA and ATSDR represen-
tatives delivered copies of the water well data to the residents whose wells
were sampled and explained that none of the contaminants from the French
Limited or Sikes sites were found in the wells. About 150 residents attended
the evening community meeting.

During the afternoon of February 11, 1988, EPA representatives briefed
state elected officials on the preferred remedy. EPA conducted the public
meeting on the proposed remedy on the evening of February 11, at the Crosby
High School, C(Citizens reiterated their comments from the May public meeting
that the waste should be disposed offsite. About 150 people attended the
meeting.

II. Summary of Public Comments

This section is divided into two parts. Part A includes comments
received during the public comment period from January 25 to February 23, 1988,
including the public meeting held on February 11, 1988. Part B includes
comments received at a community meeting held on January 28, 1988. EPA
responses to comments received during the comment period held from May 11
to June 1, 1987, regarding the originally proposed incineration remedy,
have been incorporated into the Administrative Record for French Limited.

PART A: Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment Period
and Agency Responses from January 25 to February 23, 1988.

Comment #1

The available PCB data has confirmed that over 90% of the PCBs originally
present in the demonstration area were destroyed.



EPA Response to Comment #1

EPA disagrees. Analytical results from the demonstration indicate that the
concentrations of PCBs decreased during the demonstration. No data was pre-
sented to show what portion of the decrease is specifically attributable to
degradation,

Comment #2

It is not necessary that bioremediation equal or exceed the effectiveness of
incineration,

EPA Response to Comment #2

EPA disagrees. Bioremediation must meet or exceed the cleanup criteria
established for the contaminated soils and sludges at the site. Biological
treatment must also work as quickly as onsite incineration.

Comment #3

A final decision on the need for residue solidification can only be made
after the results of residue testing are available.

EPA Response to Comment #3

EPA disagrees. Based on the results of the pilot study, the health-based
criteria for PCBs was not attained. Therefore, stabilization of the
residue is a necessary component of the remedy.

Comment #4

The post-closure monitoring period should be recuced from 30 years to 5
years.

EPA Response to Comment #4

EPA disagrees. A 30-year post-closure monitoring period is required under
40 CFR Part 264.117(a)(1). EPA deems the period appropriate, particularly
given the proximity of the Riverdale residential subdivision to the site.

Comment #5

The cleanup criterion for PCBs at the site should be increased from 23 ppm to
50 ppm because both concentrations would provide equivalent levels of pro-
tection,

EPA Response to Comment #5

EPA disagrees. The cleanup criteria were established based on an endangerment
assessment conducted in April 1987, Five criteria were identified in the
assessment and were subsequently used to estimate the volume of sludge and
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soil requiring treatment., Increasing the PCB criterion from 23 ppm to 50 ppm
could possibly decrease the volume of material to be treated. The effect of
this change would be to allow higher concentrations of other, more mobile
contaminants to remain in the soil. This would increase the possibility of
continued contamination of the upper aquifer. EPA believes, therefore, that
the 23 ppm PCB criterion is appropriate.

Comment #6

The surface water discharge criteria for the lagoon water should be set at a
combined chemical and biological oxygen demand level of 10 ppm.

EPA Response to Comment #6

EPA disagrees. Discharge standards based on the specific contaminants
found at the site would be more appropriate.

Comment #7
Would it be possible to build a tank onsite as a biological treatment unit,

EPA Response to Comment #7

It may be possible, but is not necessary. The current conceptual design

of isolating 2.5 acres of the lagoon with sheet piles is essentially the
equivalent of a separate reactor. Waste treatment in the lagoon would also
minimize excavation of the waste, reducing air emissions during
remediation.

Comment #8
Will waste from other sites be brought into French Limited?

EPA Response to Comment #8

No. Wastes from other sites will not be brought to French Limited.
Comment #9
How will the residue from the biological treatment system be handled?

EPA Response to Comment #9

The treatment residue will be dewatered, stabilized, and used as fill
material in the lagoon. The residue will be tested to show that the
stabilized mass will not generate leachate that will contaminate the upper
aquifer. The specific methods for residue handling will be developed during
remedial design,



Comment #10

What volatile organic compounds were found at the site? What were the
concentrations found?

EPA Response to Comment #10

The concentration ranges for contaminants found at French Limited are
listed in Table 1-2 of the Feasibility Study written by Lockwood,
Andrews, and Newnam.

Comment #11

Biological treatment will result in a significant increase in air pollution
in the vicinity of the site.

EPA Response to Comment #11

Some air emissions will occur during biological treatment. However, air
monitoring performed during the pilot study indicated that the emissions,
1% to 5% of the threshold 1imit values for the volatile compounds onsite,
would not constitute a public health threat.

Comment #12

Offsite disposal was not considered as an alternative. .

EPA Response to Comment #12

Offsite disposal was eliminated during the initial phases of the feasibility
study for the following reasons: Section 121 of the Superfund Amendments

and Reauthorization Act clearly states a preference for onsite remedies involving
waste treatment, Section 121 goes on to state that these remedies shall be
selected to the maximum extent practiceable. Also, recently enacted land
disposal restrictions require significant treatment of the waste prior to
disposal in a landfill,

Comment #13
Is the soil in the Riverdale subdivision contaminated?

EPA Response to Comment #13

Based on surface soil samples taken during the remedial investigation, no
contamination was found in the subdivision.

Comment #14

Biological treatment was rejected at Sikes because it was untested. Why is
it being recommended for French Ltd., which has similar types of waste?



EPA Response to Comment #14

Remedies are selected on a site-specific basis. It is applicable to

French Limited because it can be implemented in the lagoon where the wastes

are located with few construction and materials handling considerations. At
Sikes a treatment unit would have to be built onsite. The land area available
for construction would limit the size of the basin to be built, potentially
legthening the time required to implement the remedy. Excavation and transport
of the waste, spread over 185 acres, would also be required. These
considerations make biodegradation unattractive at Sikes.

Comment #15
How will the property values in the area be affected by the site?

EPA Response to Comment #15

EPA does not know how property values may be affectecd by the site.
Comment #16

Signs warning of possible contamination in the fishing hole and north slough
should be posted along U.S. Highway 90.

EPA Response to Comment #16

EPA is currently looking into posting signs along Highway 90.
Comment #17

Have chemicals from French or Sikes contaminated the drinking water in
Riverdale?

EPA Response to Comment #17

Analytical results of samples taken from the shallow wells in Riverdale in
December 1987 indicate that the drinking water has not been contaminated from
either site,

Comment #18

Does biological treatment really work and is it safe?

EPA Response to Comment #18

Yes, biological treatment does work. Data generated in the pilot study
indicates that the organic contaminants, with the exception of the PCBs, are
reduced to concentrations below the cleanup criteria. The PCBs and arsenic
can be controlled by stabilization of the treatment residue.



Comment #19 ‘

What is the relationship of the Potentially Responsible Parties at French to
the EPA?

EPA Response to Comment #19

All of the work performed by the Potentially Responsible Parties was

done under an Administrative Order issued by EPA. EPA reviews the plans and
reports generated under the Order and oversees the onsite activities
conducted by the PRPs.

Comment #20

Was the dike around the lagoon at French built with contaminated soil from
Sikes?

EPA Response to Comment #20

No. Samples of the sand used in the dike were taken prior to construction.
The analytical results indicated that the sand was not contaminated.

Comment #21

How many studies were conducted and how much money has been spent on French
[%d.7 ) ®

EPA Response to Comment #21

Three studies have been conducted, The remedial investigation and feasibility
study conducted by EPA and the TWC cost about $!.5 million. The French
Limited Task Group spent almost $5 million on the pilot study. The Task Group
has also reimbursed Superfund for $965,000 for removal actions conducted at
the site.

Comment #22

EPA did not consider relocation of the residents as part of any remedial
alternative.

EPA Response to Comment #22

EPA does not believe that relocation is an appropriate component of the
remedy at French Ltd. Relocation is authorized when implementation of
a remedy would not provide adequate protection of public health or when
buildings are located on land necessary for implementation of a remedy.
Neither of these conditions exists at French,




Comment #23

EPA should consider a health monitoring program as part of the selected
remedy.

EPA Response to Comment #23

After review, EPA has determined that a health monitoring program would
provide no additional protection from the hazards from French Limited.
Data generated in the remedial investigation shows that the contaminants
from the site have not migrated to drinking water supplies and are not
currently contaminating the air. Groundwater monitoring will be conducted
after completion of the remedy to ensure that drinking water supplies in
the vicinity of the site are safe.

The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry has expressed a
willingness to assist the public in developing a private health monitoring
program, should a citizens' group wish to pursue such a program on its own.

Comment #24

Table 4 in the draft “"Summary of Remedial Alternatives" should be revised to
indicate that onsite incineration is "an effective alternative," not the
"most effective alternative. The rationale for this alternative should also
indicate that air emissions risks may exist and that implementation is
"complex" not "simple."

EPA Response to Comment #24

Onsite incineration of sludges and soils (Alternative 1) is considered the
most effective alternative evaluated. This is based on the complete
destruction of the organic contaminants onsite. Performance standards for
air emissions from incinerators would be met, minimizing the risk from these
emissions. EPA considers the implementation of an incinerator to be
relatively simple in comparison to the other alternatives evaluated in the
summary. EPA believes that the ratings given to the alternatives in

this table are appropriate.

Comment #25

The Federal Government should have a facility to dispose of these types
of wastes.

EPA Response to Comment #25

As a governmental agency, EPA is not and should not be in the business of
handling and disposing of wastes. EPA believes that these functions,
including the ownership and operation of offsite disposal facilities, .is
best left to the private sector,
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PART B: Sumary of Community Meeting Held on January 28, 1988,

ATTENDEES: o Approximately 158 area residents and other concerned citizens.
o Representatives of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), and

Texas Water Commission (TWC).

PURPOSE: This informal meeting was held at the request of residents of Crosby,
the Riverdale subdivision, the Rogge subdivision and the Barrett Station
subdivision to discuss hazardous waste pollution at the French Ltd. and
Sikes Superfund sites, as well as other possible hazardous waste problems
in the area. This was a followup meeting to a January 4, 1988, meeting
between Dr, J. Winston Porter (EPA's Assistant Administrator for the
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response) and cammunity leaders in the
area., Since citizen concerns covered a wide range of environmental issues,
an effort was made to have all the key federal and state officials avail-
able to respond to questions. This record was prepared to summarize the
response to issues raised at the January 28 meeting.

MEETING SUMMARY: Mr. Edlund opened the meeting at 6:3@0 pm and indicated that
a record of the meeting would be prepared for attendees and other
interested persons. Because of the wide range of topics, it is being
entered in the records of both the Sikes and French Ltd. Superfund sites.

Numerous comments regarding hazardous waste had appearad on January 27, 1988,
in the The Community News, a local newspaper. In addition, questions were
compiled and presented to EPA by Mr., David Shade of the Rogge subdivision a
few minutes before the meeting began. The questions contained in these
documents were addressed in sequence by the federal and state representatives.

A. "The Community New" “article entitled "whiddon Fed up with 'Double Talk'/
whiddon wants facts" by Robert Vanya dated 1/27/88

1. Question: “Have chemicals from the dumps contaminated the drinking
water?"

Response: No. EPA found no correlation between contaminants in
the Riverdale residential water wells sampled on December 15, 1987,
and contaminants found in the French Limited and Sikes sites.
Contaminants found were those commonly associated with analytical
laboratory equipment and PVC pipe used in water well construction.

2. Question: "Is bioremediation (the cleanup method being used at
French Limited) really working and is it really safe?"

Response: Yes, to both questions. EPA believes bioremediation will
be effective if combined with treatment of the groundwater, and
solidification of the residue. For this reason EPA proposed this
approach for the French Ltd. site. A public meeting to discuss the
French remedy was scheduled for February 11, 1988, Mr. Edlund

asked that detailed questions regarding the French remedy be deferred
to that forum,
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3. Question: "Is bioremediation causing harmful air emissions?

Response: No, EPA does not believe harmful levels are or will

be produced. This conclusion is based on the data gathered by
the French Task Force at the in situ biological remediation pilot
project.

4, Question: When will incineration start at the Sikes site?

Response: EPA anticipates that incineration will start in about
two years.

5. Question: "What will the effects of incineration of wastes at
the Sikes dump be?"

Response: EPA does not anticipate any detrimental results or
effects of incinerating Sikes waste. Incineration at Sikes will
take place after the Remedial Design. The Design will be made
available for review and comments. This fall we will post the
list of requirements for the design which will address noise and
air emissions.

6. Question: "Why is there no protective fence around the Sikes
site"?

Response: A fence was proposed in June 1986, to be erected as
part of the incineration project. Until EPA received the recent
comments about the frequency of illegal trespassing on the site,
no urgency was given to this aspect of the remedy. Based on the
citizen concerns voiced in December 1987 and January 1988, EPA
announced that a fence would be erected in the near future to
prevent access to the waste on the Sikes site.

In follow-up discussions by attendees two related questions were
asked: a) will EPA post '"no fishing" and/or "no trespassing
signs", and b) will EPA erect the fence across the private access
road that traverses the French site? EPA agreed to look into
erecting signs but indicated that blocking the road was not
planned because there was no evidence that the road itself is a
hazard. Also EPA did not have any evidence that the sand hauled
in the trucks is contaminated.

UPDATE: EPA began fence construction on March 7, 1988.

"Proposed Questions for EPA Representatives" - A list of 26 questions

compiled by Mr. David Shea was presented to the representative at the
beginning of the meeting (Attachment #3). Responses to questions
discussed at the meeting are summarized below (the numbering matches
that in the attachment). Written responses to questions that were not
explicitly addressed are contained in Section D.
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7. Question: "why has there been so many cancer related deaths and
people with nerve disorders and lung disease in this area?" .

- and -

8. Question: "We feel someone should have done a health survey in
our comunity. With these dangerous chemicals in our area,
why wasn't one conducted? (There appears to have been numerous
cancer related deaths in our comnunity).”

Response: While some statistical summaries show relatively
high incidents of cancer in Harris County, the federal and
state agencies were not aware of any data for the Crosby area.
Any information of this nature would be gladly reviewed by
health advisory agencies such as ATSDR and the State Depart-
ment of Health.

EPA does not take action at hazardous wasie sites based on health
studies for two reasons:

a. Timing - chemicals that cause cancer often take many years to
have an affect (e.g. mesothelioma, an incurable lung cancer
caused by asbestos, takes 20 to 30 years to develop after
asbestos ingestion). It would be poor public policy to defer
action at a hazardous waste site pending a study lasting
several decades.

b. Ambigquity of results - Because chronic disease, such as cancer
can be caused by a wide variety of factors acting singly, or
in combination and often over periods of years, a health study
could never determine the extent that the hazardous waste
sites in question harmed anyone in the area. Exposure of area
residents to former levels of pollution from the sites is
unquantified as is their exposure to other chemicals in the
hame or at work. While some factors that contribute to cancer
(such as tobacco use, diet, and possibly heredity) might be
able to be documented, the unquantified factors plus other, as
yet undiscovered causes of disease, would render the results
ambiguous.

Instead of performing site by site health studies before acting.
EPA uses all the scientific information know about the contaminants
to determine if a site poses a potential risk to human health as
the basis for cleanup.

Questions 9-13 restate the issues posed in the newspaper article. EPA's
reponses to these questions are summarized above.

9. Question: Have chemicals from the dumps contaminated our drinking
water?"

18, Question: 1Is bioremediation causing harmful air emissions?" ’
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12,

13,
14,

15,

16.

17,

18.

19,

13

Question: When will incineration start at the Sikes Dump?

Question: What will the effects of incineration of wastes at the
Sikes Dump be?

Question: why is there no protective fence around the Sikes site?

Question: Wwhere is well GN-25? Wwhere are the test results on this
well that Larry Thomas took in December?

Response: GW-25 is located along Gulf Pump Road between the Sikes
Disposal Pits and the Riverdale subdivision. The analytical
results from the samples taken on December 15, 1987, can be found
in the reposities.

Question: Is the sand contaminated, like it shows on your research,
if so why was the public allowed to purchase this sand?

Response: Samples taken from areas where sand was sold were not
contaminated.

Question: How do we clean up the sand that was hauled to the Public
Library, Post Office, our Schools, and Little League Ball Parks?

Response: EPA does not know if the sand is contaminated in these
areas. We will pursue the sampling and take action if deemed
necessary. )

Question: What danger are our children in when they have played
in the sand that now shows to be contaminated?

Response: This is difficult to assess because the effects are long
term and the frequency of exposure and concentrations of contami-
nants are not known.

Question: "why was the road, across Sikes Chemical Dump, allowed
to stay open, although the research states there is danger from
spreading the chemicals on the general public using Highway 992"

Response: The private road, composed of clean fill, is not in and
of itself hazardous. This road is laid over contaminated soils
however, which will be excavated for incineration in the future.
At that time this road may be closed.

The "research" cited was explained to be the Sikes Site RI/FS
reports prepared for TWC by Lockwood, Andrews, and Newnam.

Question: "Is there some connection between one of the Respon-
sible Parties at French Limited and the EPA?"

Response: No.
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19. Question: "Is there some connection between one of the Respon-
sible Parties at French Limited and the EPA?"

Response: No.

20. Question: "We believe that one of the responsible parties at the
French Limited also owns a large track of land behind Sikes Dump
and otherwise would not have access to their property. Can you
comment on this?"

Response: This may be true. However, EPA data indicates that
the land and access road in question are not contaminated. EPA
has no authority, therefore, to prevent the current business
from operating.

21, Question: How do you go about establishing the safe drinking
water standards? Does your research consider the bathing, cooking,
and drinking, in the amount that the consider safe for human
consumption? What is the normal in-take per child or per adult?

Response: EPA considers all these factors and more in setting
cleanup standards for Superfund sites. EPA looks at all regula-
tions published to date at the State and federal level. We also
check with other health agencies such as ATSDR and we employ
health specialist also.

22, Question: "Wwhy was the dike at French Limited built with contami- .
nated soil from Sikes Dumps? 1Is that not against the Superfund
Laws?" :

Response: Contaminated soil was not used to build the dike
around French Limited.

23, Question: "How many studies have been done on these Superfund Toxic
Waste Sites?"

Response: Three.
24, Question: "How much money has been spent on these studies?”
Response: See Part AX comment #21.

25. Question: "Have you sampled the water and sediments in the swamp
north and south of Highlway 982"

Response: Yes. Sampling was done as part of the remedial investi-
gation at French.
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27. Question: "What position is French Limited on the National
Priorities List?"

- and -

Question: ™What position is Sikes Site on the National Priorities
List?"

Response: The position (rank) of a site on the list is incon-
sequential., Once a site is on the National Priorities List it is
eligible for funding.

C. Additional Verbal Questions asked at the Meeting

28. Question: Why have you not looked at the alternative of relocating
residents? That might be more cost effective.

Response: Relocation of residents is considered when their health is
immediately threatened or in cases where this is physically necessary
to implenent a remedy. While French and Sikes represent potential,
long term health risks there is no immediate health posed by the sites
and the remedies for the sites can be implemented without moving people.
29. Question: Who pays for the guard at Sikes?
Response: Federal funding to the State.
30. Question: Why don't you take the waste offsite by barge or railroad?

Response: Offsite removal was considered at Sikes, the Agency must
give preference to remedies conducted on site.

31, Question: Why can't I take my barrels to French?
Response: We don't even want clean trash at French.
32, Question: Why don't you want responsible parties at Sikes?
Response: EPA is very interested in pursuing Potentially Responsible

Parties at all Superfund sites and will evaluate any information
concerning PRPs.
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Question: Be clear with the citizens that lab tests of well water
can go only so far.

Response (by EPA & TWC): When we tested the water wells it did not
appear that contaminants from the sites are contaminating the wells,
Further analysis is being conducted by the Texas Department of Health
regarding bacteria and sodium, The levels for which we have drinking
water standards were not exceeded. Also phalates were found in the
samples which can result from pipe or lab., These levels were well
below the health advisory. We cannot measure zero although the Agency
goal is zero. We have sampled enough wells and have thorough data

to show the movement of the groundwater is slow. We do not see any
cause for alarm and the contamination is not related to the Superfund
sites. At French Limited we are proposiny to treat the groundwater.
Sikes groundwater contamination will diffuse and restore itself.

Response (by ATSDR): We have reviewed the type of exposure routes
from the water wells and provided consultation on the Sikes site.
There are 7 homes in the are that use the aquifer and we have recom-
mended that these wells be monitored again.




