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16. ABSTRACT (continued)

from the pond water by an oil/water separator and drummed and incinerated in a PCB
approved incinerator; excavation and stabilization of pit sludge, sediments and soil.
(Stabilized materials will be held onsite in the pit's north cell); and onsite capping
of stabilized waste. The estimated capital cost for this remedial alternative is
$5,780,000 with annual O&M of $21,000.
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ENFORCEMENT DECISION DOCUMENT
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

Gurley Pit Site
Edmondson, Arkansas

Documents Reviewed

I am basing my decision on the following documents describing the analysis
of the cost and effectiveness of remedial alternatives for the Gurley Pit
site:

- Remedial Investigation: Gurley Oil Pit, Final Report, April 13, 1986 by
CHoM Hill '

- Endangerment Assassment, Gurley Oil Pit, Final Report, April 13, 1946 by
CHoM Hill

- Final F2asidility Study, Gurley 0i1 Pit, April 18, 1936 py CTHM Hiil

- Responsiveness Summary on Public Comments
During the RI/FS Process

- Summary of Remedial Alternative Selection

In agdition I nave discussed the issues involved in this case with my staff
and considered their recommendations,

Description of the Selected Remedy

The basic selected remedy is in two parts: treatment and discharge of
contaminated water in the pit and stabilization of wast2 sludges and
sediments witn disposal of tnem and contaminated soils in an on-site
landfill., Major points of the remedy are:

1. An on-site water treatment unit would be built, The unit would include
both physical and chemical treatment, The resulting water must meet
NPDES discharge criteria,

2; Water from the pit wou'd de tr2ated and discharged to 15 Mile 3ay9.i, a
nearby stream,

3, Solid co.z:=‘-cats removed from the water would Se aisposed of witn
the pit sludage.
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4. 011 removed from the water by the oil/water separator would be drummed
and incinerated in a PCB approved incinerator. :

5. Pit sluage, seaiments and contaminated soil would be excavated and
' stabilized, Stabilized material would be held on-site in the pit's
north cell,

6. A RCRA compliant on-site landfill cell would be constructed with an
appropriate groundwater monitoring system,

7. Stabilized waste would be placed in the RCRA cell,

8. Adequate provisions for permanent operation, maintenance and monitoring
would be made. This would include limiting site access and maintenance
of protection against flooding.

Declaration

Consistent with the Comprenensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), and the National Contingency Plan (40 CFR
Part 300), I have determined that the selected remedy described in the
preceeding section is a cost-effective remedy tWat provides adequate
protection of public health, welfare and the environment. The State of
Arkansas has been consulted on the remedy, but did not submit formal
comments, Informal, oral comments by staff of the Arkansas Department of
Pollution Control and Ecology indicated that the State feels that the
selected remedy is too extensive and has too great a financial cost.

I have also determined that the alternative selected is a cost-effective
alternative when compared to the other remedial options reviewed. Performance
of the selected alternative is necessary to protect public health, welfare
and the environment,

1. 4. 1960
Date

ces t. Phillips
Acting Regional Administrator




coMurdv OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

<. ey Pit, Edmondson, Arkansas
Source Contro)

Site Location and Description

The Gurley Pit site is located 1.2 miles north of Edmondson in Crittenden
County, Arkansas, It is on the northwest corner of the intersection of
County Roads 14 and 175, The location is shown in the figure below.
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Figure 1
GURLEY PIT SITE MAP

The site is located within the floodplain of 15 Mile Bayou, a tributary

of the St. Francis River,

soybean fields,

The

site 1s surrounded on three sides by

There are a total of five residences within a half-mile radius of the

site,
residents.
earthen dikes,
Bayou.-

90 to 200 feet; 300 to 1125 feet; and 1400 to 1700 feet.

aquifer is used for irrigation,

private water company from a well in the deep aquifer,

The town of Edmondson to the south of the site, has around 500
The site consists of a single pit divided into three cells by
The area is generally flat, sloping gently toward 15 Mile
The - ~ « ..ree major groundwater aquifers at the following depths:

The shallow
Area drinking water is supplied by a
The well is

located about two miles south of the site,

Or the fourth, across County Road 175, are two residences.
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Site History

Originally the site was a single large pit made when a clay deposit was
excavated for use as construction material. In July, 1970, the Gurley Refining
Company of West Memohis, Arkansas, got a ten year lease from the property

owner to use the pit for waste disposal, Gurley Refining got a permit to use
the pit for waste disposal from the Arkansas Department of Pollution Control
and Ecology (ADPCEE) in September 1970. From then until late 1975 Gurley
Refining used the pit to dispose of sludge and filter material from the re-
refining of used motor o0il, In December 1975 Gurley Refining returned its
permit to ADPC&E saying that the waste disposal had stopped and that the site
was secure,

In May 1978 the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service reported that overflows from
the pit had damaged fish and waterbirds in the bayou. EPA directed work to
treat and discharge the pit waters., In April 1979 15 Mile Bayou flooded and
innundated the pit. Perhaps as much as 500,000 gallons of gil escaped the
pit into the surrounding fields and down into 15 Mile Bayou. EPA cleaned up
the spill under Section 311 of the Clean Water Act. In December 1982 the
site was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL). Negotiations to get
. PRP investigation and clean-up failed and in February 1984 an EPa remedial
investigation was started, This culminated in the Remedial Investigation
Report, Endangerment Assesment, and Feasibility Study 'that were rrleased
April 18, 1986,

Current Site Status

The remedial Investigation showed the pit to be 250 feet wide and 750 feet
long. The pit is nine feet deep at the edge deepening to 15 feet in the
center, The pit is divided into three cells, north, center and south. (See
Figure 1) The north cell is full of sludge. The center and south cells are
full of water with a one to two foot layer of sludge/sediment on the bottom,

fbta] Waste

Sludge, soil and sediments 432,000 cubic feet
Water 4.1 million gallons
0il 470 cubic feet

Sampling and analysis of the pit contents show the following major contaminants:

Average Level of Major Contaminants

Contaminant Sludge Water 0i1
(ppm) (ppm) (ppm)

lead 14,000 0.05 80

barium 936 0.04 47

2in¢ 1,530 0.41 764

PCBs 20 ND 28

ND é'below detection limits
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The sludges chru > varioty of low levels of other metals and broad contamination
with heavy hydrocarbons typical of oil wastes, Sediment samples taken in the
drainage ditzn tn:% ~uns from next to the pit down to 15 Mile Bayou showed no
contaminati. . T:i' Sirings taken a few feet beyond the pit edge also showed
no contamination. The borings were converted into monitoring wells and
sampled. iuc we.i> were Of two different depths, 20 and 50 feet. Analysis
of samples showed low levels of metals and some organics, but no PCBs, in
three of the shallow wells, Judging from the results of the remedial
fnvestigation there has been little vertical movement of the contaminants and
only slow horizontal movement. This is due to the low permeability of the
soil in which the pit lies. Further investigation will be needed to find thne
horizontal extent of the contaminant movement.

The risk for overflows from the pit still exists, The surrounding clay holds
water in the pit and a period of heavy rains could lead to a pit overflow,
The drainage ditch next to the site leads directly to 15 Mile Bayou so any
overflow would have ready access to surface waters. The pit 1s still fenced,
but remains open. The risk for direct contact with waste either in the pit
or in surrounding areas following an overflow remains. As for receptors,
there are five homes within a 0,5 mile radius of the pit. However, they do
not use the area groundwater as a drinking water supply. The groundwater is
used for irrigation and, should contamination spread to sufficient depth,
plant uptake could become a factor in irrigated areas. Area residents could
be exposed fn either occupational (agriculture) er mecreational (hunting and
fishing) settings. In case of release to 15 Mile Bayou, the Bayau's aquatic
plants and animals would be a receptor,

Enforcement Analysis

There are two PRPs, Gurley Refining and the property owner, Mr. Caldwell,
Gurley Refining has sent in a letter stating that it has liquidated its assets
and is unable to do the work. The letter did not include any support for
this statement. Mr. Caldwell has also submitted a letter stating that he
does not have the resources to pay for the work. Mr. Caldwell has already
won a suft in U.S. District Court holding Gurley Refining responsible for
costs due to pit releases.

Alternatives Evaluation

The alternatives seek to eliminate the three most probable routes for contaminant
exposure: releases due to pit overflow or flooding; movement of contaminants
into the groundwater; and air releases. The alternatives all have two main
parts, disposal of contaminated water and disposal of contaminated solids.
Offsite disposal of the water was considered, but rejected. There are no
commercial treatment plants or POTWs nearby that are capable of handling the
volume of water involved, As sites further away were considered problems
with transportaticn and the sheer cost of moving so large a volume of water
rapidly eliminated these options, What remains is onsite treatment with
discharge of the clean water. This option is readily obtainable. Tne water
contamination consists of heavy metals. These can be removed with available
precipitation, chemical treatment and sedimentation technologies.
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The following tabie shows the options for handling the sludge, soil and sedime .

TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES
REAAEDIAL ACTIONS ALTERNATIVES

1 2A 28 3 4A 48
No Action °
Excavate sludge, soil, and sediment ° . ® ° o
Offsite disposal in landfi!l ) °
Onsite disposal in langdiill .
Offsite incineration o °
Backfill excavated area with clean soil ° ] ° . ®
Remove surface water and take 1o offsite disposal facility
Treat surface water onsite and discharge into Fifteen Mile Bayou ] ] L]
Fence site and monitor groundwater L]
Estimated cost (in millions) . . 0- %126 $75 $58 $28.2 8232

Alternative 1 is the no action alternative. Al¥ernative 2 is offsite disposal
in a landfill, Alternative 3, onsite disposal in a RCRA landfill cell, meets .
all relevart and applicable standards. Alternative 4, offsite incineration,
exceeds those standards., Table 2 presents in full the manner in which the
alternatives were evaluated. Essentially, Alternative 3 meets all the necessary
standards. The no action alternative was eliminated since the potential for

pit overflows or flooding was not ended. Any alternatives between Alternative

3 and no action, such as capping or stabilizing the waste in place, were
eliminated as we already have evidence of migration out of the pits. Existing
clays are slowing but not stopping migration of the waste. Inquiries about
stabilizing revealed two problems, One was that the high organic content of .
the waste would make it vulnerable to degradation by moisture after stabilization
if in fact the stabilization process would be effective on the waste in the
first place. None of the processes evaluated by EPA to date appear able to
prevent this, This eliminated the stabilization and capping alternatives, If
additional migration measures such as sheet pilings or slurry walls were

taken to prevent groundwater intrusion into the stabilized waste the cost was

so close to that of the RCRA cell and the surity of the remedy so much lower
that we are left with Alternatives 3 and 4. Incineration, Alternative 4, has
the advantage of elimination of the waste. Yet the threat from the waste if
placed onsite in a RCRA cell is very low. The combination of a properly
constructed and monitored RCRA cell combined with the already low permiability
clay onsite should easily be able to contain the stabilized waste. The large
increase in cost for incineration for a small gain in containment weighed
against incineration, In addition, the waste would have to be transported,
unstabilized to an incinerator, This would increase the danger of exposure

of the public through accidental spills, The combination of high cost and
increased risk to the public eliminated Alternative 4, ‘
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ALTERNATIVE

Agssem:les
Alternasive

NO Aztion

Asserbles
Alternative
2A

Stabilize slugge,
contaningtes sl
and gegment, trang.
po"t $ta%ili12e¢ wasgte
to offsize RIZL 2.
posa) fazility, re=ave
vrface water, t-ans-
p0”L to 3 RCRS treat-
ment fazility,

Asse=sled
Alternative
28

Stadilize sludge,
contaminated so1)

and sedinent, trange
port stadilized waste
to offsite RCRA gise
posal facility, treat
surface water onsite,

Asse—tlen
Alte=nzcve
3

Statilize glyage,
contaninates so)

g sesneat, disaose
in an onsite cone
structes RCRA lang.
fill, onsite surface

wAtBP troatme~®

TA3LE 2

TECHNICAL EVALUSTION METRIX

PEETORMANCE

Poor

Conta=inant migration
to 07fs1te water.
Cou~ses and groynd.
wate” expeztes ove-

& long-term perica.

Alternative removes
wdsle 2o tanspo-ts
it to a m=e con.
trolles situathon,
Re=s.37 ¢f waste

woLlZ elimirate ssyrce
of surface ans g-2ung-
w3tes conta~rnasion,
Public healsn and
enviroa=ert wyyld

be protectes.

Same as 24 except
surfaze water would
be treates onsite
ane dischargey.

Statilized waste
wds'Z be exzavated
and ¢igdases n an
onsite RCRA lan2fill,
Should agequately
control the release
aé hasaedni e mate.

(Page 1 of 2)

TECHNTZAL

RELIABILITY

Not Applicable

Stadilization tech-
nig.es for this wiste,

have high reliasility *

ani have gemo-sirated
ang proven pe-for.
mance,

Same as 2A except
personnel would de
required to operate
the ongsite treatment
facility, Onsite
treatment facility
has proven re'igdil-
fty an¢ performence.

Regquires peripdic
operaton arg mane.
tenance. RCRA lang-
fills have been proven
reliable in the field.
Surface water treat-
ment @as proven to

IMPLEMINTAZILITY

Easies: alze-native

to implement,

Construction can
bes acco=zlished

with moserate effort.

Nea~by residences
anc the site's loca-
tior in the 109

year f1o22 plain
will cause con-
straints. This

can be overcome

by detziles project
planning, Implemen-
tation snoul1¢ be
comdletes within

one year.

Same as 2A. Cone
struction can be
easily accomlished
slthough the fazil-
i1ty wou'ld require
proteztion from

the 100 year flood.

Alte=native requs-es
one year or longe~
to implenent. The
RCRA lanafil! would
require 3 moderate
effort to construst.

SAFETY  ~

No canst-uction
required.

Nearsby residences
will be affectes
by construction
activities, Even
with carefy! plan.
nAing, stringeat
safety procesu-es
will de necessary
for worker ang near-
by resigent -
protection.

Same as 24 except
sligntly less disrun-
tion of neighda~hood
due to less truck
traffic because
surface water would
not be transparied
offsite.

Same a5 .25 exzent
time rel e WD
impleme~t wol'ls

be longer wit~ in.
creases pole~t:al
of exposu-e.



ALTERNAT]VE

Asse=yled
Alternazive
4A

Excavate sludge, con-
taminated soil and
sediment, transoort
offsite to a RCRA
permitted incinerator,
surface wate~ remaval,
transport and treat-
sent ot & RCRA fazilty,

Agge=:le:
Alterratve
48

Excavate sludge,
contaminztes so)

and sedimert, transe
port offsite to a
RCRA permitted inzin-
erator, onsite surface
water treatmen:.

In sty stadilization
of 3ludge; surface
witer treatment or
removal; installasion
of & RCRA cap (not
evaluated in detail),

TABLE 2

TECHNICAL EVALUATION MATRIX

PERFORMANCE

*

Incineration 1s a
proven methad -
destroy some hacsre
dous waste constit-
vents, resigues from
incine-ation may
require disposal

8t & RCRA facility,
Performance is a
proven and commer-
cially availatle
technology. Surface
witer removal and
treatment at g RCRA
facility is o proven
tecrnslogy.

Same as 4A, Surface
wiles treatment one
site is a comer-
cially aveiladle

and demsasirated
technology.

Stabilization would
be blind. A1 waste
material may not

be stadbilized. Waste
material could leach
to groundwater.

(Page 2 of 2)

TECMNICAL

RELIABILITY

Incineration facilf.
ties require constant
attention by higaly.
trained personnel.
Reliability s proven
and well estadlishes,
Surface water removal
and treatmen: has
high reliadility.

Same as 4A

Requires periodic
maintenance.
able reliadility due
to lack of liner and
Teachate collesztion/
detection system,

sfer 20 Appencix 8 for giscussion on The Evaluatior Matrix Criteris

Question-

IMPLEMENTARILITY

Offsite facilities
are svailadple dut
cost may be high.
Offsite facilities
that can treat waste ‘
nater1l may bde
Timited. Ash resi-
due woulQ reguire
disposal at a RCRA
facility. Incinera-
tion of the waste
material would take
several years.

]

LI

Same as 4A Same

Altermative could
be impliegmented in
1 to 2 years.

SAFETY

Excavation will
require stringent
safety procedures.

as 4A

Same as 2A



Community Relazicas

Community concern beyond residents in the immediate pit area is very low.
Statements . - it residents ang by the mayors of Edmondson and
Surrounding communities éxpressed a desire for any action so long as it solved
the pit problem. Tnere was no specific support or opposition to any alternative
except from *~o POOc nr thajp representatives,

Consistency with Other Environmental Laws

Major environmental laws impacted would be: RCRA standards for construction,
maintenance, closure and monitoring of hazardous waste sites; Clean Air Act
and National Ambient Ajr Quality Standards for emission of pollutants to the

Wetlands as they apply to disch;rges to surface streams; and finally, Department

Substances. The no action 2lternative violates a)] of these requirements, :
The remaining four alternatives could meet all of them. The offsite disposa)l

and incineration alternatives both éxceed the requirements for RCRA

disposal and closure, The recommended dlternative, treatment and discharge of
the pit water and onsite disposal of the sludge, sediments and soil in a RCRA

cell, meets all of the relevant and applicable standards,

Recommended Alternative

. v,
.

Table 3, the Fina) Evaluation Matrix, compares each of the alternatives,
including number 3 the recommendea alternative, for reliability, cost and
pudblic healtn concerns. The no action alternative failg to protect the public
health or the environment, The offsite incineration alternative costs four
times as much as the recommended alternative with only minor improvements in

protection. Disposal in an offsite landfill would provide the same level of

during transport of the material to the offsite landfill and would be 1.7
million dollars more expensive, A mention will be made here of the alternative
of stabilizing the waste in place and using a RCRA cap. This alternative was
screened out before the fina) evaluation stage and is mentioned here only to
satisfy the requirement for an alternative that fails to meet relevant ang
applicable standards, The stabilization processes evaluated to date wil) not
pass RCRA tests for stabilization since the organic content of the waste is

S0 high, Degredation of the stabilized waste with subsequent migration

offsite could occur due to contact with area groundwater, This alternative
fails to protect the public and fails to meet relevant and applicable standaras,
The only way it would not fail would be the introduction of a new stabilization
process that could demonstrate compliance with relevant and applicable standards,

A breakdown of the costs associated with the recommended alternative has been
provided in Table 4., The major components of the capital costs are 1 million
dollars for construction of the RCRA 1andfill cell, $370,000 for stabilization
of the waste, 1 miiiion for backfilling of the excavated area and construction
of flood protection, and $600,000 for onsite treatment of contaminated water,
Annual operaticn a-- maintenance is expected to cost $21,000. This incluges
annual groundwater monitoring, maintenance of the monitoring wells, cell cap,
and the flood protection, :
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Operation ard Maintenance

Permanent ... :.°~- z-1d maintenance would be requirad with tne recommended
alternative, As the alternative includes a RCRA landfill cell, the RCRA
requirements 1ui annual groundwater monitoring would have to be met. This
will require the annual sampiing of one upgradient and three downgradient
monitoring wells with analysis for specified contaminants. In adagition to
the sampling and analysis, routine maintenance of the physical aspects of the
remedy would be necessary. The cap, flood control structures » Site fence,
and monitoring wells will have to be maintained. Any plan for implementation
of the selected remedy must include provisions for permanent operation and
maintenance of the site. The responsible parties will be responsible for
both payment and performance of the operation and maintenance.

Future Actions

A second operable unit covering groundwater migration will be needed. This
will involve an investigation to determine the extent of horizontal migration
of the contamination,

As mentioned in the operation . and maintenance section, long term monitoring,
operation and maintenance of the site will be requjred by the recommended
altarnative,
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TABLE 4

' COST ESTIMATE Summaay
AA-3 STASI 12E SLUDGE, CONTAMINATED SCIL AND SEDIuINT
DISPOSE IN AN ONSITE CONSTRUCTED RCRA LANDFILL
ONSITE SURFACE WATER TREATMENT

ANN AL
CONSTRUCTION Ot~ REPLACEMINT (COSTe
COST COMPONENT . gosT cos~ 30 6C 99 122

Site Preparation
Construction of RCRA 5
Facility 1,003,000 10,000 1,000,000 1,002,000 1,000,002 1,002,00

Excavation, Stabilization
and Placement into RCRA

Facility _ 370,000 - 0 190,00¢ 190,000 150,000 150,00
Backfi11 Excavation 1,000,000 - 0 800, 000° 800,000 800,000 800,20
Monitoring Network § Fence 90,000 6,000 %0,000(¢) 90,000 90,000 90, 00¢
Surface Water Treatment 600,000 ) 0
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL 3,060,000 16,000
Modilization, Bonds, ' ‘
Insurance (5%} 15¢.0m .. ®-
:Ollth andg Safety (7%) 210,000
id
Contingenzies (15%) 460,700 2,033
Scooe )
Contingencies (20%) 612,990 3,002
" CONSTRUCTION TOTAL 4,490,000

Permitting and
Legal (10%) 450,000

Services During
Construction (7%} 310,000

TOTAL IMPLEMENTATION COST 5,250,000
Engineering Désign

Cost (10%) §30,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COSTS S, 780,000
Annusl O8® Costs 21,000 )
Replacement Costs 2,100,000 2,100,000 2,100,000 2,100,000
TOTAL PRESENT womTNH® 6,120,000 6,130,000 6,130,000 6,130,000

Srotat present worth costs are defined as the capital costs, present worth of the replacement Costs, and present
worth of the annual OI¥ expenses at 13 percent interest at 30, 60, 90 and 120 years. The uniform present wortn
factors used were 9.427, 9.967, 9.998, and 9.999. The single payment present worth factors used were 0.0573,
0.0033, 0.0022, ane 0.0007;.

°This cost incluces corsiruciion of 4 new onsite RCRR facility.
€rnis cost includes of excavation and placement of contaminated waste materials in g new onsite RIRA facilisy,
‘This tost included filling, shaping, and seeding at previous site.

®Ihis cost included installation of a new groundwater monitoring system,

*Included for present worth analysis



