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RECORD CF DECISION
REMIDIZL LLTSRNETIVE SZLECTION
8I7TZ: McColl Eits, rtullsxrton, Celilifornisz

I hevs the
znzlyveisg ¢f foxr the
MCcColl site:
- ¥zCcll Site rexmelizl Invegtigeaticn
- Envirocnmentzl Assessment of the Remedial Action
ALlternatives f£cor the McColl Site, Fullerton,
Czlifornia

- (Cost-2ffectiveness tvecluetion of Remedial Acticn
2lterng-iv:s for the McColl Site, Fullerton,
Caliiornia x

- Review of Feasibility Study et tha McColl Site,
Fullerton, California, CEoM H1ll

~ Summearv of Remedizl Alternztive S2lection

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED RIMEDY

All waste will be excavated and disposed of at an approved
RCRA disposal facility. 2any hazarcous soil up to a cdepth of one
below the waste will be remcved to a RCRA dispecsal facilitvy,

DECLARATIONS

Consistent with the Comprehensive Environmentel Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act cf 1980 (CERCLA), and the National
Contingency Plan (406 CFR Part 300), I have determined that the
excavation and redisposal alternative at the McColl site is a
cost-effective remedy and provides aceguate protection of public

health, welfare, and the environment. The State of Californla
has been consulted and agrees with the approved remedy.
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I have also determined that the action being taken is
appropriate when balanced against the availability of Trust Fund
monies for use at other sites. In addition, the off-site transport
and redisposal is more cost-effective than other remedial action,
and is necessary to protect public health, welfare, or the

environment.
\;:jiifih \\dxsji?~<§;?“‘€51,_o—o

Lee M. Thomas
Assistant Administratcr
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response

vr//w/o“‘%

Date




I. SITE LOCATICN AND DESCHRIPTION

The McCcll site is lcceted zpproximats 0 milss scutheasct
ci Los Angeles in Fullerton, Crange Ccunty, iforniz., The site
is south cf Resecryzans Avenus and west ©of Sunny Ridges Drivs, The
cite g dividel into twe parcels: ths 7-acre Ra:;a}:s Tarcel to
Tne gast znC the .3-zcCrs cs (Covouss narcsel oo Tns wast. Eomes
corlsr the RampaErts £:its 2 Tne e€ast and soutn., Tnis rssidentiel
&r approximately 1,200 people contzins homes Sirsctliy adjacern
to site. The Lcs Ceoyores parcel underlies the Los Coyotes
Countxy Club Golf Course. There are six sumps on each pearcel
containing an estimated 85,000 cubic yards of weste (rigure 1).
This site is located in an earthgueke zone 4, denoting the highest
level cf earthcguake activity,

ITI. SITE HISTCRY .

The site was creeted as & disposal ea LOY acid sludge
wastes f£rom the procduction of high octzne aviation fuel during
World wer II. 1In 1242 £li McCcll had 12 pits constructed in
what was then a rural area cf Orange County. North of the site
were oil fields; a hog farm cperated to the south; &nd the aresa
to the scutheast was devoted to agriculture. Mr, McColl arranged
to haul away acid wastes of refiners producing high octane fuel

in the area. From 1942 to 1946, these wastes were dumped 1in the
McColl sumps.

Following the war, Mr. McColl wanted to improve the property
by covering the sumps so that the land could be developed for
other future uses. At that time drilling muds from oil production
activities in the area were plentiful. He received the necessary
local permits and arranged with several oil ccmpanies to dispose
of drilling muds. From 1951 to 1962 drilling muds were depcsited
on-site, mainly in the lower Ramparts sumps. The acid sludge
and drilling mud combination was not stable; the drilling muds
sank into and combined with the sludge.

In 1957, the Los Coyotes Golf Course and Country Club was
constructed over the western six sumps. In the 1960's, developers
began to build homes in this area of Orange County. In the mid-
1970's, homes were built immediately adjacent to the eastern and
southern borders of the Ramparts parcel. In July 1978, Orange
County received the f£irst complaint of cdors from McColl area
residents,

“
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In November 1280, the EPA Field Investigaticon Tesam (FIT
concducted a background investigation of the #McCcll site whnic
identified potential responsible parties based on the types
waste in the sumps. In December 1981, EPA, the State, locel
agencies, and fcur oil companies (Shell, Union, ARCO, and Texaco)
signed a memorandum of agreement to study the McColl site.
On-site work commenced in March 1982 and a final report was
received in November. This remedial investigation was funded

.by the o0il companies, which contributed $800,000, and the
State of Czlifornia which contributed $150,000.

In Septembper 1982 the same participants enterad intc a
memorandum of agreement to conduct & feasibility study. This
feasibility stucdy was funded by the State at a cost of $350,000.
In addition, Shell 0il Co. funded a pilct excavaticn project
which took place during May 1983, and demonstratsd that excavation
was feasible without great inconvenience to aresz resicents. The
feasibiliity study began in October 1982, and a final c=nort was
published in June 1983. Based on this study, the Stats selectad
excavation and redisposal of the waste and contaminated soil as
the cost-effective alternative. They immedlately contractad
for the design of an excavation-and redisposal project. The
project was opened for bidding on October 17, 1283; bids were
received by Decemper 2, 1983; and a contractor will be selectedc
oy the State in April or May 1834.

ITI. CURRENT S8ITE ESTATUS

Thers are approximacely 139,000 cubic vards of weste and
contamineted soil at the site., The waste is charactarized Dv
low pH (as low as 0.7), high sulfur content, and hign cuganic
content. Levels cf btenzene, sulfur dioxide and tetranvcrctiilogphene
were fcund in tne waste and soil. Gases procuced fron the materia
include benzene, sulfur dioxide (S0p), hydrogen suliidse (H38),
and varicus odorous hydrocarbons. 1In acdcditicn, arsenlic has been
found in one of the lower Ramparts sumps., The ma el raihways
for exposure are through direct contact and inhalatiorn.

i the corrosivi
is = > v in ths soil
ccrt T Ions o zciliis m=EoErt
anc E & nas ezplied z otz
mactecias SCLLI LD the REmDAarts for
this o orzarilv mitigated scome ©
to the ke g, especiaily on the gol
crezte & Jiract-cuiitact hazard,
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The main Zrcund watery body &t the ¥Mclol is 13) o 230
fzet belcw the 1znd surfzce., 2Perched water T <2 I=szt nes
been Ifound uncerliving the Ramparts Site. EoO this gperched
zone 1s nct used &nd nd cornecticn Lo toe re a;=i‘%" nes
besn Cemcnsctrzted., Cround water £1lcw is cen T Thie south,

Thig cerched ¢grcocund vwater nes bsen sangl Stztsz, and
shows very low D%, and high sulfztss and ars se constituen
may be attributzbls to the wasts cdegosited o cwever,
water camzlse oI the ragional aguifer frocn ¢ Vater
menitoring well z2rd Icoux civy vells socuth i SR sety
nevitral TH znd no sisvavsel lsvsl: oI corntamio ITelI =
traced To %the site.

The State analyzed soil samples belcow the waste to a depth
of cver 100 feet in two cores. Scil below the waste showed a pH
greater then 2. Trace amounts of metals and sulfur-contalning
compounds were found in the soils. Rowever, these are not in

concentreticns that would pose harm to the public or the
environment., If the waste 1s prorperly contrellsed to prevent
future leeching, there should be little cr no threat of ground

water contamination from the site,

Arsenic in most arsas of the McCcll site cdoes not exceed
Lackground levels., However, suriace sampling from one ¢I the
Remparts sumps revealed an arsenic concentration of 10,100 pom.
2rsenic enters the bedy primarily by ingesticn or innalaticn.
The California Department of Health Services has estimated
that ingestion of a few grams of arsenic-contaminated soil at

concentrations found on a pcrtion of the McColl sitz (10,100

ppm) could produce acute poisoning, especially in children.
Arsenic in concentrations of 0.35 mg/l has been mezasured in

storm water runcff from the site. This is seven times the Federal
drinking water standard of 0.05 mg/l. However, since runoff

does not enter any cdrinking water supplies, this is not presently
a health threat, :

The most obvious problem from the McColl site are its odors
and toxic air emissions. Sulfur-containing hydrocarbons are
emitted from the site at levels detectable to the residents.
Because odors prompt public complaints, air samples have been
analyzed for odorous compounds such as SOj and tetrahydrotniophene.
The following table indicates the concentrations of gases taat
have been measured from the site.

s
n
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Undisturbed Disturbed Disturbed
Contaminants (On-site) (On-site) (Community)
Benzene 2500 prb 42,000 ppb 170 ppb
SOy thousands up tc 1000 ppm
of ppm

The State Department of Health Services conducted a health
survey of the McColl site from July 1981 to March 1982. The
symptoms reported by area residents (headaches, nausez, dizziness
and respiratory irritation) increased with the proximity of the
residence to the site. These symptoms cculd be attributesd to
the types of air emissions ccocming from the site.

Ambient levels of benzene in the McColl area are no higher
than benzene levels in other parts cf the Los Angeles Basin.
However, the potential for exposure exists should the site or the
cap be disturbed. Chronic benzene polisoning 1s méanifested by
symptoms such as fatigue, headache, dizziness and loss c¢f appetite,

Sulfur dioxide (SO3) gas is emitted trom the McColl site
especially during site disturkance, This gas classiZiesd is an
eye and respiratcry irritant in low concentrations (6~12 ppm)
and can be fatal in high concentrations. In combination with
other air pollutants, such as particulate matter and ozone,

S05 has caused an increase in the death rats during smog lncidents.
As expected, the elderly and those with heart an¢ lung disease
are more susceptinle. Orange County has not reached zattainment
with National Ambient Air Quality Standards for particulats
matter and ozone, although it 1is in attalinment with S0, standards.
In sum, the major pathways £o0r exposure are ailr anc Jdirect
contact. Disturbance of the site can cause the release cf benzene
and SO, in high concentrations. Although the site has Dbeen
fenced, children are attracted to the area to search for golf
balls. The fence has not deterrxed this activity. The temporary
cover applied by the State to the Ramparts parcel nhas racduced
the danger from direct contact and a2ir emissicns. However, the
cover is only a temporary measure. Waste seeping to the surface,
espacizlly <n the golf course, still creates & nazarc.
. SHICRCINENT
In 1930, EPA sent RCRA section 3007 lscters te seven pctanti-
ally responsible parties (PRP's), In 1381, tfturther sscticn 3007
lecters wers sent to nine PRP's reguesting &additicnal infiormetion,.
As a result of that effort, a Participants Comirictee was formed
of EPA, the State, local agencies anc PRP's Uncer this Committee's
oversight the remedlal investicaticn &nd feasifility study wers
concducted., ©On Juiy 22, 1983, 16 acdditicnal ssacticn 10</30C7
letters were sent 1n an attempt to identify other PXP's. Notice
letters were sent to eight PRP'sS on August 12, 1883.



in Junes 1383, & necotietl mmic {ccmpesed ¢ =2, fans
Stats, loczl zgesncies, ssverzl ™D g, &nd lzaplownsvs) wes
Zormed tO ciscuss imolementaci ne gibilitwv guucdy maconm-
mencation, During the initizl cs, Ths commiztes zovaed to
an adcditicnel efifort to locets ¢r TRE's, In aédizicn, iz was
agreed thet no <ollexr ofifsr co e meds il trhe Ststs refined
the cocst ¢©i the zZrolzct Zuring igrn.  Th g'e fZinzl cdesign
wzs mace public in Octcber 1¢3 On HNevenm 1252, ths ERE's
mede & tentative sstilena2nu cI CE Si0 = , lgg= Tnzn 50
percent of ths esiimetsed Lcotal £ Ci The clzanmup. 7L znd
TOES zoincly rsizcouel thiat cIif

in adécdicion, ZP&% arnd DCES clarified thelr ztcsiticn 2n the
amount of an ofier necessary tc allow negotiations to continue
(no less than £0 percent of the tctal clezanup ccst) and on
settlement issues raised by the PRP's. This positicn wes conveyed
to the PRP's &t a meeting on Jenuary 31, 1984. The PRP's wers
informed that negotiations would be termineted on Mzrch 8, 1984,
unless signific=1t prcgress w&s b g made. On februery 16,
1¢24, the ERP's submitted a writt oZfer of $15 millizsn., EPA
and DOHES are currsntly evaluating tfer.

At the same time, EP2A, the State, and PRP's have met to
discuss lancuace Ior a proposed ccnsent decree. Alctaough thers
has Leen progress toward settlement, Rsgion ¢ 1s greparing &
Comprehensive Envircnmentzl Response, Compensation, and Liabilityv
Act of 1980 (CERCLA) section 106 order to De issuecd to the PRP's
should settlement not be reached. It is anticipated that the
order will be issued in early May giving the PRP's z2n opportunity
to respond before the cooperztive agreement is awarded.

V. STATE'S CCET-EFTECTIVENESS EZVALUATION

A, gackground

EPA and the State investigated tne site and sent Resource
Conservaticn and Recovery Act (RCRA) secticon 3007 letters in
late 1980, prior to the pessage of CERCLA in December 1%280. An
initial meeting with PRP's and other interested parties was held
in April 1981. From that point, the State took the lead in the
remedial action with EPA remalning as a member of the Participants
Committee. In December 1981, the Participants Committee entered
into a memorancdum of agreement for remedial investigation of the
site., The remedial investigation commenced in March 1982, at
the same time as the National Contingency Plan revisions for
Superfund were proposed. After completion of the remedial
investigation, the Participants entered into another memorandum
of agreement to conduct a feasibility study. The feasibility
study recommended excavation to be the cost-effective alternative
for cleaning up the site.
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In June 1983, when the final feasibility study report was
published, the Stzate considered the need for Federal Superfund
money to fund the cleanup. At that time, EPA asked CH2M Eill to
review the State's feasibility study to determine compliance
with the NCP.

Concurrent with our review of the State's feasibility study,
the State contracted for design of the excavation and redisposal
alternative. The cdesign was completed by Black and Veatch and
the project was opened for bidding on October 17, 1983. Bids
were received December 2, 1983, but a contract has not yet been
awarded.

Throughout the process of remedial investigation, £z2asibillity
study and design, the State held numerous public meetings and
sernt letters and bulletins to the McColl area sidents tO keep
them informed of activities at the site. EPA remained a member
of the Participants Committee and reviewed all remedial investiga-
tion and feasibility study documents produced oy the State.

During the feesibility study, 82 potential’'technologies iox

Ssite cleanup were considered. These technclogies fall into the
following categocries: excavation/waste handling, emission control
during remedial alternative, long-term emissicn control, treat-
ment of solids/semi-solids, treatment of liguids/rvunoff, in situ
treatment/pretreatnent, redlisposel, transpertation, suriace
water control, contairmment, recovery/recvcle/resuss, and dust
control. Using the State's selection criteria, technolcgies

wer2 assessed to eliminate thcese not eppropriate for the McColl
site: applicapility to tne McColl site; ability to meet DCES
cleanup criteria; envircnmental, health, and safety impactis;
time and/or cost reguirements; usefulness with 1ntermingled
wasteas; technology status; reliability and implemenctability; and
usefulness as part of a system cf technologies.

In the State's evaluation, technolcgies that were applicandle
to the McColl situation were incorporated in the development of
six remediel alternatives (three involving containment &nd three
involving removal). These six alternatives were further refinec
TC ©one ccntainment scsnario and ons ramovel naxio A compinac

T2 o0 <Cns paccel aniox > 125 Cn
iceraed. Thue thrs2 a z SEa

Before the 3tats evaluated ths cost-efiectiveness critarig,
the State ccnsidered any environmental impects impesed 2y tne
remedial altsrnetives., All three alternatives were considered
Dy the State Lo heve lcng~:e:m gositive impects. Tne containment
alternative had the greatest long-term pctential risk of fellure
and also the lowest snort-term impact £cr CoOmmuNilty EXCOosure.
Wwhile the potential for short-term community expcsure Wwas gresates
with the excavation alternative, the potential for long-term
impacts was to e eliminaced.

0
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Therz were three zhzses to the Stzte's ces sss
ceterminecion. Tne initizl rating wes ccnducoe cg2,
Alzernatives 22 contiinment, €xcavzation éend & ¢ evre
Ccevelcped Zor the folilowing veriedies: Z-ncury & und
txrip T©o dispesel site; 2 fest, 3 fest zng 1§ Iz a2 ocE
soil Zelcw the weast2.

B. zvelueation ¢f Alternatives

Basec on this initiel cost-elis enessg rzuirg, +the
Stzte sliminztel the Cowmoinztion Lltsrnztive &3 leszst cosz-=flec
Zeléuves tng elfscTivergss rvIvlios Igoy Tnlz rlTirnatlies wiErs 10owWaer
EnLEnm tne SMCE&vatllon &and ConTalnment CESES Thét wlull =28t mitigs
the hazard. Ixcavetlion and red:i:spesal agpearsC LD de the
cost=-eifective alternative., To verify that excavaticn without
undue community impects wes fe&gsible, a pilot excaveticn project
was undercaken. After the pilct project demonstreted that ex
was safe, the designs of Alternatives containment and excavation
and redisposal were slightly modified and the alternatives were
again rated for cost-efiectiveness.

¥

fcr this second evaluation, a short schedule was evaluated
and costs estimated for each &lternestive, Mincr cost revisions
were inccrporated for both alternatives. In acdition, cdispesal
and transport=tion costs, the cost cf the excavaticn enclosurs,
anc the cost of t“e foams based on inicrmation ¢athered guring
the test excavati were eveluated. The evaluztion ccmmitctes2
founu that excaevation was cost-eifective,

The State's £inal cost-effectiveness rating was completed
in June 1983. The effectiveness scores did not change from the

May version, but costs were refined based on new estimates. The
maijor change in cost was the addition cf construction management

costs. These items were not included 1n earlier estimates.

The State selected excavaticn and redispcsal as the cosct-
cffective alternative,

-]

Vvi. CHoM HILL'S REVIEW OF STATE-CONDUCTED FEASIBILITY STUDY

CHoM Hill was tasked by EPA to evaluate the remedial
investigation and feasibility study managed py the State. Part
of their task was the review of the State's assumptions and the
development of independent cost estimates. CH,oM Hill concluded
that the process followed by the State to screen alternatives
and relate effectiveness to cost 1s consistent with the NCP.

The State's study thoroughly characterizes the site and the
waste. Danger to public health via direct contact and air
emissions is documented.
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TABLE 3~ COMPARISON OF AVERAGE CHEMICAL COMPOSITIONS BETWEEN SAMPLE TYPES
”‘"Ef::u W M2 M3 M4 $2 $3 S4
-——RE@‘;Z:: ol n=g n=} N n-j Na=] Nl LT
Sampley
Vartable
Carbon, % 16 34 1.6 25 0.16 0.19 1.1
Hydrogon, X 3.7 7.3 1.8 4.8 0.70 2.0 1.7
Oxygen, % 23 24 15 17 3.6 16 14
Mlitrogen, % c.17 0.20 0.10 0.17 0.10 0.10 0.11
Sulfur; 4 9.5 8.7 0.24 7.5 0.73 0.27 1.2
Chlorine, 72 0.12 0.10 0.10 0.13 0.11 0.10 0710
Ash, % 48 10. 19 35 90. 80. 80.
BIU/1G 2900 7580 175 5700 100 100 650 .
Volatlle matter, % 44 11 23 56 ll' 22 20
Total fixed carhon (7 1 S S, 13 0.00 9.9 0.00 " 0.00 1.7
Density, glce 1.1 0.96 1.7 0.95 1.5 ‘14\_@
pi, ph unicas 0.69 0.90 7.0 1.2 3.6 3.9 - 6.0
Conduceivity, jmho/cm 883100 60000 315000 79000 8900 4900 8900
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However, CHpM Hill determined that the extent of the
problem at the site has not been fully defined in two respects.
The first is grcund water contamination. Only one downgradisent
well exists for this site. Though limited sample data from this
well indicate that it is not contaminated, insufficient data
exist to conclude that the waste has not yet contaminated the
ground water, The State has undertzaken a study to investigate
the ground water. However, the existence of contaminated ground
water would not alter the selection of the source control remedy.

The second area of concern to CHopM Hill was the extent of
soil excavation required using the State's cleanup criteria.
Very limited data have been collected on the extent of soil
contamination. The State bored five ccres in five different
sumps. A total of 11 samples from varying cdepths were analyzed
for volatiles, base/neutrals, priority pollutant metals, and pH.
Substances such &s tetrahydrothiophenes, cycloparzifins, and
organic sulficdes were measured in the ppm range. Heavy metals
and phenols were als¢c detected. In calculating the total density
of waste, CHoM Hill recommended that the density figure used
by the State (0.88 tons/yd3) be revised upward to 1.35 tons/cubic
vard, besed on an assumption that the State's analysis was based
on estimates rather than empirical data.

CHoM Hill subseqguently reexamined its recommendations 1in
light of density measurements cf the soil and wastes concucted
by Radian. They concluded that the weighted averace cf the
waste was 1.04 grams per cubic centimeter. This 1s eguivalent
to trhe 0.88 tons/cubic yards (see attached radian summary of
density analysis). CH)M Hill confirmed this estimate. Therefore,
based on these data, EPA accepts the density figure used by the
Stace.

VII. EPA'S COST-EFFECTIVENESS EVALUATION

EPA decided, based on the findings of CH,M Hill, that an
independent cost-effectivess evaluation was necessary. Cost

|
i
&)

estimates developed by the State's contractor and CHoM Hill were
evaluated. Based on the cleanup criteria cescribed belcw, EPA
rzdefinea the scog2 <L tne excavaticon zni radisgesal zliegrnative.
In zécinicn, DPa zizo daveloped altarnazivas for uZIrzCcel CTnTElnd
{Cesignsd ©D PrOUTECT &gainst eartnguake demacge) anc 2 RCAA on-s:its
facilicy. EFA cost estimatss for four ksy zltsrnatives {(see

Table 1). The fcocur alternatives ar=: 1) contealnment, 2; upcraded
containment, 3) excavation ancd redispcesal, and 4) & RCxa on-sice
dispcsal facilicy.

&)



A, Cleznup Criteria
BEecause there is no evilence tnet hezaerdous suos
MIZY2TsC IZom 158 £iT2 enNcent vie tne aiy piIunway, &
contrcl remescizl action és describeg in tne NC? is o
cleanup mecnod. These critsrie address beoth shorz-t
long=-term prctecticon O puflic hezlith éend the envizs
1. water
= Cyrmereme iz e
-— . L e 1w T -
¢ minimize sTEnCing water
b. Surface Water
° chort-term criteria for benzen toluene, xylene,
arsenic, sulfates and pH
° over the long-tearm, no run-oiff from the Site may
ccntzain satistically significent levels cf any
constituents attributed sgolely TO the site
above bacxc*ounc levels.,
2. Air
&. Odor: The South Coast Alr Quallitv Manzgement
District (SCAQMD) nheas develcped an ©COY monitoring
plen for the McColl sits, During ths cleznup
distinct, easily noticeaple ocors will not be
allowed beyond the site perimeter. Over the
long-term, faint odors will be allowad directly
over the site, but no detectable ocor is allowed
beyond the site perimeter. A SCAQMD inspecrtor
will assess odor ilntensities during cleanup.
b. S05: 24-hour, l-hour and S-minute standards
have been set. The 24-hour standard is tne
same as EPA's 24-hour National Ambient Air

Quality Standard. The l~hour and 5-minute
standards are approximately half of similar
standards set by the Puget Sound Air Pollution
Control Agency (one of the few regulatory
agencies with similar standards). Because the
Orange County area is nonattainment for particulate
matter and ozone, and because the health effect
of SO is exacerbated in combinaticn with
particulete matter and ozone, stringent standards
are warranted. The long-term standerd reguires
no statistically significant SO; concentration
increase across the site.
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Cc. Benzene: The fence-line standard is 2 ppm under
the most stable (or worst case) meteorological
conditions - no wind and low solar radiation.
The standard provides protection tcelow the
one-in-one-million cancer risk level.

d. Soil and Waste: Excavation or containment of
waste and all obviously contaminated soil up to
one foot below the sump.

The State's cleanup criteria used during development of the
feasibility study were far more stringent regarding soil removal
than those detailed above, if literally applised. These criteria
included: removal of all soils with pH less than or egueal to 2,
and all soil with arsenic at or above hazardous concentrations.
Soils meeting Califcornia definitions of hazardous waste were
also to be removed, as well as scils with chemical concentrations
above those specified in the California Assessment Manual.

Scil sampling below the sumps indicate there is minimal
contamination of soils, extending approximately *50 to 70 feet
below the sumps. Thes=2 contaminants have migratec epproximately
one to two feet per year and are not expected to pose a threat to
the ground water. The States's remedial investigation showed a
distinct break between the waste and underlying scils. Excavation
of the wastes would rzmove 99 percent of all site contaminants.
Soil removal under the sumps wculd not provide additional protectic

" EPA's cleanup criteria have been p
= +
-

esented to the State. The
State has agreed that these criteria a &c

e ceptable.

B. Description of Altexrnatives

1. No-Action Alternative

Selection of the no-action alternative is not acceptable
for several reasons. First, there is the threat of emissions to
residences acjacent to the McColl site. The entire community has
been subjected to oders primarily from uncovered wastes in the

lower Ramparts earea, Significant potential =sxists for air
contamiaznt emissicrs (2.2., £05 2and Zenzanzi Iuring sLts
Cisturbancss. A nezltn eflscos stucy conductsd oy ne STats
indicated tnat prodimity tO the site wes linkad tc adverse rasponses
of the resident:z,

Direct contact is the seccnd concern at the site.
Waste materiels have sesped to the surfiacs in the Lecs Ccyotes and
Remparts areas. Arsenic nas been found at high concentrations
(up to 10,000 ppm) which can cause ecute polisoning. AlsO direct
centact with the ecidic waste czn cause eve and skin burns.



The third aree o concern is the lonc-term threet of =zround
water contamination. Should ths site be lefit in its current
ccnditicn, contzmlineant migyacicn woull continue, =2t the razts of
Zpproximezsely Cng IOCT Der year,

Tech ¢ nese thrsats would rezsult of
seisgmic act tv., Disrugzicn cof resuliing
from an sar UINE COuld Tauss su L Denzesne,
S0, z2nd cth hzzerious ccocnstitue

2. Conzzirmmant Llzsrneative

h
]
ot
th

The Steats Zsvelcped thd ConTainment 21TsSrnEtive whlzn lsefx
the waste and contaminated materiel in place on bctn portions of
the site (Ramparts and Los Ccyotes). Containmment wells of acid
and sulfate resistant concrete would be placed around both ar=sas

R

ct the site. einforced concrete would r£e put in the "dJowrhilil"
portion of the walls fcor structural integrity and seismic protection.
The remaining porticns of the structure would be stendard slurry
construction. Exilssions control during trenching woull include:
mechanical collecticon and disgersion, foams, spwzys and cecdo*ants.

A ccver would prevent rain infiltration, suriace run-ofif, and

would contain gaseous emissions. A gas collection svstem would

be installed below the cover in a gravel bec end emissions captured
with a treztment system. The containment system woulld not tie

into &n impervious layer.

A monitoring system would be installed to monitor air guality
during construction., A seismic monitoring system would also be
installed and water guality monitoring would be conducted at the
rate of four samples per year per well.

All trenching materiels and contaminated overburden would
be removed and sent to a Class II-1 landfill. The total to be
removed 1s estimated to be 20,6530 cubic yards. The synthetic
cover would be overlaid bv sand and top soil and seeded. Below
these, two layers of ccnstruction febric, a layer of gravel would
be installed. The reinforced concrete would have an average
cepth of 45 feet and would be 3 feet wide. The slurry wall would
have an average depth of 40 feet and be 1.5 feet wide. A synthetic
membrane would be installed as an additional barrier to the
reinforced wall.

In evaluation cf the seismic risk to the containment alterna-
tive, the State's consultant predicted that the construction of
the walls bvried in place would not result in collapse in the
event of an earthguake. However, displacement or seperation of
the walls could occur, resulting in some release of materials
near the surace. In steeply sloping areas, small scale slumping
and near surface rotational displacement could also take place.
The State's consultant stated that it would be unlikely that
large scale slumping or large scale releases of waste would
occur,
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3. Upgradec¢ Contaimment Alternative

As a result of the threat of an earthquake at the site, EPA
developed an upgraded contzinment option to approach the same
protection afforded by excavation and redisposal off-site., The
upgraded containment remedy would be improved in two respects.
First, a second liner would be placed in the cap to increase the
reliability of the gas control system. Should there be a failure,
the second liner would capture emissions. The cost of this
component is $360,000.

The wall of the containment system would not tie into an
impervious layer. Therefore, a ground.water control system,
comprised of six wells, approximately 60 £feet deep, also would
be added to the upgraded containment remedyto prevent migration
below the cut-off walls. The wells would pump ground water
whenever necessary to insure that the contzined waste was not
saturated., The possibility of future migration oi waste wculd
be further minimized. The protection and reliability of upgraded
containment closely approaches that of excavation and rsdispcsal.
However, reliability of the system nonetheless would be less
because of the inapility to predlct the itensity and effects of
seismic activity,

4, Excavation and Redispcsal Alternative

The State also developed the "excavation and re
alternative, involving removal of ell waste and obwi
contaminated materiel from both parcels. Waste incl
black or dark-covered tar-like asphaltic material di
the 12 pits, and obviously contaminated material up
below the sumgs.

The quantities of waste material in the sumps to e excavated
are estimated to be 85,000 cubic yards. Berm materials between
the sumps to be excavated are estimated to be 25,000 cubic vards.
Contaminated overburden to be excavated are estimetsd to be
21,000 cubic yards. Clean overburden of 13,650 cubic yards

would be excavated and then replaced cn-site. The one fcot of
soil to bs excavatsd below the sumps mated cotal
cuDic wvaris, FEallzpcezl oI wasts 2 TE
Class I Zacllics., The sita WO crl
cn-site,

Emissions will De monitored during excavation and will De
controlled using £foams, sprays and mechanical collection.

5. RCRA On-Site Disposal

The RCXA on-site disposzl alternative entails the excavation
and temporary storzage cf waste material and contaminated soil.
Lined disposal cells would tnhen be constructed and the wastes
and soils placed into the cells, The cap over the cells would De
lined and a gas cocllecticn system installed.



cC. Zvzlveticn ¢f Costs

The nsT precsant vz=lus oI N2 orig Tzl L Clgtizn
Geveloped Dy tne Stats i1f estlmeted Ty Se S17,292,000,

The upcrzded contalimment, which 13 consilerel to Crovila przwechion
ECprcacning that 2L sxczviticn znd redlsposzl hea: z Trmsent vaiue
cost ©f £12,237,330 ¢ccmzersC to thet cof excsEwvzolicon 2zl seilsgosel
2L 818,306.0C0.

Cost ==t tge I ok ST ion ozars
the como cn oI Zzszlizn oz o Ztzts.
Cost esc gs LCr the renm ving
degrees gfinement é&s r zs on
Table 1.

The Stzt=2's containment oOption CoOsis are expected Lo reilect
the reliabllity of 2 fezsibility study estimate. The uggraced
conteinment OpUion shows additionel costs £cr ground werer
prctecticn and &dding the cost of a douctle liner cap.
These cost sstimates neve similar reliability to te's
containment opticn. The estimates for a RCRA ¢n cility
are far less refiinsd becaus2 the criginal Staze 1TV
study ¢id nct consider this cption, Further ansa zlc be
reguired to refine this estimate.

The EP2 coniidence level is nighest £0or the cost sstimates
developed for the excavaticn and redisposal alternative. Should
containment be selected, wider cost variations would ce expected.

D. Evzlueation of Effectiveness

The effectiveness of the four alternatives is discussed below.

1. Purinc Constructicn

a. Containment

Construction of the containment structure would entail
trenching and removal cf a limited amount of hazardous matarial
prior to installacion cof the barrier wealls, liner and cap. A
very limited amount cf air emissions would be expected and control
of these emissions would occur bv the use of foams. NO exposure
of the adjacent community would be expected.

A shorter construction time compared to excavetion and
redisposal is anticipated due to the more limited scope of the
work., However, time for design and procurement would add
considerably (i.e., 9- l; months) to the anticiscated schedule.
EPA estimates that actual construction would not commence beiore
early 1685.



Design:
Oversight
Radiang
Hltat e
Site Propatat ions:

Cleaap Costs:
Ponble Cups

Grouted Water Control s

Total Capital Cositss
Onld:

Antstal ;

Present. Value:

Total Present Value;

-10%
135

Ranyjes;

Cont alum nl

750,000

930,000
120,000
-—-{) -
1/

13,355,000

15,155, 000

237,000
2,297,000
17,392,000

195,654,000
28,470,000

COs1Ss OF

Upgradad Contairnment

l’l{()l‘(hl D REMEDIES AT MCCOLL

Excavation and Redisposal

RCRA On-Site Disposal

¥y

750,000 336,000 750,000
930,000 1,500,000 1,000,000
120, 000 120,000 120,000
-0~ 731,000 731,000
13,355,000 15,543,000 19,722,000
360,000
500,000
S 37 _
tons unit price subtotal
l_zgggvation
Overburden 13,650 5.00 68,250
Waste & Soil 130,620 15.10 1,972,362
Soil 32,028 14.85 475,616
2,516,228
- tons lﬁll(_ﬂi unit price subtotal
Transportation
Wasite 130,620 190 0.146 3,623,399
S0i1 32,028 190 0.138 839,774
Oon-Si1te 13,650 2.50 34,125
4,497,298 -
tons unic price subtot al
Redisposal
Waste (Liquid) 1,500 15.48 23,220
(solid) 130,620 15.48 2,021,998
$0il (Liquid) 2,000 12.10 24,200
(solid) 32,028 12.10 _ 387,539
2,456,957
___QL' wre. oo e e e i 6,073,000
16,015,000 13,230,000 22,323,000
310,000 20,000 106,000
2,922,000 _ 76,000 3,825,000
18,937,000 18,306,000 26,148,000
17,043,000 -10% 16,475,000 -35% 16,996,1
25,0040, 000 20 21,967,000 +75% 45,759,



1/ ¢ of these estimates is CHyM Hill evaluation ot Leasibibity study esUimat .
2/ . ot Lhese figures ave the Radian feasibility - uxl bid documents to the 5t

3/ Soutce of these rough estimates is CtiyM Hill.
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b. Upgreded Containment

To afford increased protection to the containment option,
EPA consicdered two additional components to the State's containment
remedy. A second liner would be installed and a ground water
interceptor system would be installed around the site. EPA
expects that these additional components wculd extend the schedule
for construction by at least two months.

The remaining advantages and'édisadvantages during the
construction period are identical to those discussed above for
the State's containment option.

c. Excavation and Redisposal

This z2lternative entails excavation, handling, transportation
and redisposal of 85,000 cubic yards of waste material. Substantieal
emissions are expected to result during this operation. The State
has designed an extensive program for emissions control, using
foams, special enclosures, and monitoring systems. In addition,
large quantities of contaminated overburden and'soil would be
removed from the site. A lesser degree of air emissions are
expected from these materials.

A higher temporary risk of exposure to the rasidents, compared
te the containment altsrnative, would be anticipated for this
alternative due to the larg2 guantities of wast2 to be removed.

Construction of this alternative would be expected to extend
to 19-20 months. BHBowever, design and procurement Lor this alterna-
tive have already been completed.by the State.

d. RCRA On-Site Disposal

This alternative would require excavation follcwed by
short-term storage of wastes and contaminated materials, during
liner installation. The advantages and disadvantages during
contructicn are similar to the excavation and redispcsal cotion

with a few exceptions. An increased risk of exposurs Lo tne
adiacant cormunizy would resuliz :eca;se WEE TS wWOUld I3 31CTed
azove ground on-site, remelning ontil Installzaztion Tf To$ LInsT
is compl=zte.

EPA estimates that constructicn time NCLLC extsné¢ 4-95 months
beycond thet estimated for excavation andé redisposali. No dasign
or procurement for this alternative ha been developed.



Weste material 21 ™ ) -slTe pern:
wells wouvll not o t ervious laver
cf some contaminz 1 evels has occurre
50-100 fest. At ne lztion 0f the ca:z
to limit nigratic re rrier wells wculd
Drevsnt zny hoeriz ion, thev weuld n
migracticn oI cons Mininel risk to his
oczur with szlecticn of cnis cziion

A cas collsctt =X would D& Ilnstzlled peiow the Cap o
collect gases selcw the w . This system woull De connected td
& caustic scrubber and ca ebsorption unit above the czap.
Seismic ectivity could di t the unit causing mechenical failure,
liner or contazinment wall ilure, or failure ¢f the collzction
system. Gaseous emilssions could occuy as a result of these
fezilures. The community adjecent to the site would immediately
be exposed Lo these toxic smissions. .

Tne design life of the contalnment structure 1s apporoximatasly
30 vears., Without significant ssismic &ctivity, an eveiuation of
this structure at the end of this pericd would be concuctsd and
majcr ’enovation of the structure may be reguired., Witch seismic
activity, damage to the structure could cause repairs of vearying
extents. Repair of small cracks are estimated t©o cost $50,000.
Although unlikely, major failure cculd cost up to $9,500,000 to

repair.

Land use post-construction of the containment alternative would
be restricted to passive uses (e.g. goOlL ccursej.

b. Upgraded Containment

The additicn of a second liner to the cap would be expected
to provide further protection against pessible gas emlssions.
This would not, however, prevent all such migretion. The gas
collection system would be the same as.that envisioned under the
original containment option. However, the possible disrugption
and gas escape caused by seismic activity would be more limited
by the second liner. Disruption of the scrubber system, however,
would remain the same as that detailed above. The additional
ground water interceptor system would, however, avoid ground
water contact with ctontaminants in the soil, providing a much
higher level of protection.

Risks to the barrier walls from seismic activity wculd also
be the same as discussed in the basic containment option.
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¢. Excavation ard Redisposal

Removal of all waste and obviously contaminated materials
afford the highest level of protection to the adjacent community.
More than 99 percent of the waste would be removed in this option
leaving minimally contaminated soils.

The likelihood of significant migration of contaminants
toward the ground water aguifer is minimized by the removal of
the source of such contaminants.

With this option, the threat of direct contact or exposure
to gaseous emissicns would be eliminated. 1In addition, seismic
activity would not increase the threat of exposure to emissions
or direct contact with this option.

The likely redisposal facility is located in 2 zone with
lower levels of seismic activity than the zone in which McCcll
is located.

d. RCRA On-Site Disposal .

The RCRA on-site facility would be expected to present a
much lower risk of vertical and horizontal migration of contaminants
to the aguifer because of the placement of a double synthetic
liner below the wastes. Th=2 installation of a lsachate ccllection
system would also provide acdditional protection to tne pcssidle
migrétion of contaminants to the ground water. Some periodic
evaluation of the synthetic liners integrity might prove necessary.

Seismic activity affecting the functioning c¢f a gas collection
and treatment system would be expected to be the same as the
effects detailed in the containment option discussion,

vi. COMMUNITY RELATIONS

A. Background

The State has taken th nit ns throughout
this protect, It Zevelicped oy rsl ormzTion
Lo thie zuslics Ln o sasfly 1322 semedi al ‘aTlCon Cegzan.
Using census Jdatza zndé coor-tc-doox nvasszing, 2 mailing list or
gpproximatcely 330 arsa residents was developed. T tate notified
these residents by letter and bulletin of meetings ¢ 2lsco of
any upcoming activities at the site. DCHS chaired 2 numerous
public meetings. Local newspapers were notified of meetings at
the same time as area residents. While the State did not place
formal "public notice" advertisements in the papers, tae papers
freguently ran articl=es announcing tne upcoming me=tings.,



The first mesting was neld rebruzry 4, 1¢%2, to ini
rzsidents thet éen agresment neld fesn reached with the ¢l
for remecial investiczaticn ¢of the site., In ch 1937 &
Comrmittse was formed of &rez residenis wno « =Z mcre I
thzn the generzl public, This ccrimittss met rerel Tim
the Stete inderpendsntly of the gensral pulzli incs.

At ezch phase cf the proiect DOES h=ld & puzlic £o
inform the residenis oI orogress (=.{., ©d discuss rex
investicaticon, healch studizs, ¢ive Censral stacues). X cs
wEre on Thge r=2coril. ST 8ICh mEsRTinl e T 12 vac s E
CODPOYLLnity L2 WmI<E ¢rzl and WwriITen SCmTEnTI.  The gari mas
were neld at tne rullsrton YMain Linrary., On TeZwuery z4, 123
the mesting loczticn changed to Parks Junlor Hign Scnool. AT
tnis meeting thrse remedial alcternatives were presented and
Cdescribed to the zpproximately 200 residents in attendance.

The State informed the public thet it wculd determine the
cost-effactive rem=dy following evaluation oI pudblic ccmment.
On april 7, 1%&3, the State met with the r2sidents to infor:
them that 1t head selected excavation as cost-effgctive, At the
same time the residsnts wers informed that a test exceaveticn
would be conducted during May to ensure that DOES emissions
control criteria could be met. The finel meeting on this phéase
ci the prcject was held June 2 when the results cf the tes:
excavetion were ciscussed.

2t every meeting the gublic was encouraged LO Comment oON
the State's pleanned activities., Under the State's procecures
coples cf each report develcped during the feasibility study
were sent to two local libraries (the Fullerton Main

1
ain and Hunt
Branch) at the same time the documents were submittsd to DOHS

and EPA.

plished in the Daily News Tribune anc the Daily

h)

Articles pub
Star Progress foll
the residents' reaction to the State's announcement. The
overwhelming community consensus was an enddorsement ci the
excavation alternetive, No written comments were receivad Dy

owing the June 2, 1983, public meeting described

the State. State Community Relations statff telephoned individual

members of the community advisory committee to solicit written
comments. Members contacted stated that they felt the puplic's
oral comments in favor of excavation were clearly stated during

the public meeting. The residents primary concern was focused on
removal of the waste to eliminate the threat of hazardous emissions.

‘No. concern was expressed regarcding removal of the soil.



B. Responsiveness Summary

All meetings were reccrded. These records and newspaper
articles clearly indicate that the public favors excavation.
Because no written comments cn the alternatives were received,
no formal summary is required.

VIII. CONSISTENCY WITH OTEER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS

There are two environmmental regulations with which the
McColl cleanup is required to comply: Clean Air Act and Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act {RCRA).

As required by the Clean Aix Act, EPA has promulgated National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for criteria pollutants such as
S05, particulate matter, and ozone. Primary standards are designed
to protect the public health. Secondary standards are dJesigned
to protect the public welfare. Under the Clean Air Ac_, States
have the authority to set standards which are stricter than
national standards. The State of California in ccnjunction with
the South Ccast Air Quality Management District,'has set ambient
air standards for SO, that must be met during the McColl excavation.
The excavation has been designed to use foams and a containment
structure to ensure that the standards are met, However, should
the standeris be exceeded, excavation coculd be delayed.

Authority to implement RCRA has been cdelegated to the State
of California with the exception of permitting for suriace
impoundments, incineration and land disposal. Since the State
is acting as the generator during cleanup, they will comply with
their own regulations. RCRA generator standards will apply to
the excavation., The State will comply with ell regulationsz,
including manifesting, recordkeeping, and reporting.

IX. RECOMMENDED ATERNATIVE

Section 104 (c) (4) of CERCLA states that EPA shall select
the most "cost-effective" *emedy In addition, Section 101(24)
of CERCLA states that off-site transport of h=zaruouo substances

is rnot aperspriat2 unless 1t 1s "more cost othsy
zzmedlal acticns" ¢cr "nscessars Lo orotact T
welfare Or the envViZOnment LIXCm a preseant K

~shich may be crested v further exposure t sresence
of such substances." These provisicons ars r in

the National Cecntingency Plan. See sectioi 3 n
300.70(<).

EPA has carefully reviswed thne Stace's cost-2filectivsness
evaluation and tnae u2 £il1l review of tne Stats's feasibilicty
study, as discussec apove, Based on EPA's independant CoOst-
effectiveness evaluation, excavation and redispcsel 1s the most

cost-effective *emeu«.



3cth contzal le ¢gre cZ
cubplic healcon Zu Eowey ian and
redlsplsal zitses nizhes —iCTion
zfiter construocti

Estimeates ¢I the cost cf containment rangs ¢ 13,632,000
TO §23%,:79,000; excevetion c¢osts range Irom $13,°C SR e
$21,2£7,20C, Costs estimsted fcr ean uggraled con £0T
cglternetive range frcom 13,927,000 to $25,545,C02¢0 - ocom
ccete Ior IoconTélinme Zzcility Cssigned to comzliy wivn AC
renge focm 214,255,700 T 543,738,000,

The ugcrzled cocntalmment opticn 1s rselsccal peciause 1T ls
S1X p=2rCent more expensive than 2xcavaticn anc recdispcsal and Coes
not provide the saue level of lonc-term protection as exczavation.
Similarly, the RCZA on-site alternative is signifZicantly nore
expensive than excavation and similarly provides tne long-term
protection of upgraded containment. In thics case, ZPA's evzluetion
indicated that excavaticn is cost-effazctive for the fcllicwirg
reasons.

1., Altghough there is no evidence of en =zarthcuaike faulc
dirzctly under the site, the Fullerton arez 1s in the nighest
risk earcthcguek= zone in California (Zcne 4) as designated v
“ne Unifcrm Building Codes. While ths precise cdegree of risk is
vncleszar, there ls some risk of public sxgosure to héazarzdous
sucstances, esgecielly cases, should an ezrthcuake disturd the
containmsnt system, Because the community 1s acdjacent to the
site, exposure would be rapid and without attention. The likely
radisposal site (Casmalia) is in a lower risk earthgueke zone
(Zone 3).

2. The containment system 1is not tisd to an impervicus layer
Deneath the site. Thus, the potential for ground water contami-
nation from leachate from the site remains. Available data indicate
that several constituents from the waste have migrated approximately
50 feet or more below the land surface. While the concentration
found at these depths are not hazardous, their prssencs indicates

the vertical mobility of the waste.

3. The public has been informed of the short-term risks of
excavation, and 1t supports the selection of excavation. The
containment alternative wculd not have a high level of acceptance,
because it would be difficult to guarantee such a system against
possible failure., The State supports excavation, has designed
the remedy, accepted bids for the cleanup, and is ready to award
the cleanup contract, '
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All of the alternatives evaluated in detail were cdesigned to
pe protective of health, welfare and the envircnment. The EPA
therefore rejected the highest cost alternatives -- an on-site
RCRA disposal facility and upgraded containment. Although the
basic containment option was slightly less expensive than

Hazards

excavation, EPA's evaluation concluded that the long-term risks Informat
of containment and the long-term benefits of excavation justify US EPA |
the small cost differences (4 percent) between containment and Yy )
excavation. The State, and EPA staff recommend the selection of PhHQCkﬂl

excavation and redisposal as the cost-effective remedy. Total
capital costs are expected to be $21,500,000, which includes a 20
percent construction contingency.



