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CERTIRED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Alvaro Gutierrez

Project Manager
State of Califernia Environmental Protection Agency
Depaei_**ent of Toxic Substancees Control, Region 4
Base Closure Branch

245 Broadway, Suite 350
Long Beach, CA 90802-4444

Subject: IDENTIFICATION OF STATE "APPLICABLE" OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE"
REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) FOR TIME CRITICAL REMOVAL ACTION AT LONG
BEACH NAVAL SHIPYARD, SITE 11

Dear Mr. Gutierrez:

Pursuant to our previous discussions and consistent with §V.A.2.c of the August 1, 1990
Memorandum of Understanding between the Department of Health Services, the State Water
Resources Control Board, and the Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCB) for the CleamJp
of Hazardous Waste Sites, we are hereby requesting that the Depa_b,;ent of Toxic Substances
ConUol (DTSC), as the lead agency for the State of California, identify potential State action-
specific ARARs for Installation Restoration (IR) Site 11.

Please refer to the September 13, 1993 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Workplan when
identifying State action-specific ARARs. The removal action at the site consists or revegatating
and applying shotcrete upon the surface soils of the hillside relief to minimize direct exposure and
airborne dispersion of contaminated soils. Attached, you will find a copy of the Action Memoran-
dum prepared for the removal action to be performed at the site.

In addition, the Department of the Navy is requesting that the State of Califomia identify any other
criteria, advisories, guidance, and proposed standards that the State requests be considered for the
above-identified IR site.

Timely identification of potential State ARARs is required under Section 121 (d)(2)(A) of CERCLA
and under the National Contingency Plan (NCP], 40 CFR § §300.400(g) and 300.515(d) and (h).
Experience to date around the country has shown that a failure to idenlJfy ARARs with sufficient
precision, can cause severe disruptions in timely completion of a remedial action. To ensure Iknely
and complete ARARs identification, for the IR Site listed above, please include the following
information:

1. A specific citation to the statutory or regulatory provision(s} for the potential State
ARAR and the date of enactment or promulgation.

2. A brief description of why the potential State ARAR is applicable or relevant and
appropriate to the particular Operable Unit (or IR Site).
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3. A description of how the potential State ARAR would apply to potential remedial action,
including: specific numeric discharge, effluent, or emission limitations; hazardous substance/
constituent action or cleanup levels; etc., if the State intends to take the position that the potential
State ARAR includes such limitations, level, etc.

4. if the State believes its proposed ARAR is more stringent than the corresponding Federal
ARAR, please provide the rationale and technical justification for this position.

5. if the State determines that there is not enough information to fully respond to our
request, please identify any additional information that would be required to support identification
of State ARARs and their application.

Consistent with 40 CFR §300.515(h)(2), we are requesting that you provide a Draft list of State
ARARs no later than April 9, 1994 to be followed by a formal response via first class mail
addressed to me and postmarked within 30 calendar days of receipt of this request.

All work was performed in accordance with the Removal Action Work Plan dated December 1993.
The plan was reviewed and approved by the DTSC and the RWQCB. The completion date and final
site walk is scheduled for March 11, 1994.

Please direct any technical questions that you may have concerning this request to the undersigned
(619} 532-3873 and any legal questions to Ms. Kate DeMane, Assistant Counsel (Environmental),
SOUTHWESTNAVFACENGCOM (619) 532-3367.

Sincerely,

Remedial Project Manager
By direction of the Commanding Officer

Copy to:
CO LBNSY (Codes 106, 106.3)
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ACTION MEMORANDUM

DATE: 22 February 1994

SUB/ECT: Action Memorandum for Removal Action at Long Beach Naval Ship-
yard, Site 1I, Long Beach, California

Facih'ty ID Number: CA6170023109

Category of Removal: Time Critical

National Significance: None

L PURPOSE

The purpose of this ACTION MEMORANDUM is to document, for the Administra-

tive Record, the Department of the Navy's (DON's) decision to undertakea removal action

at Site 11 at the Long Beach Naval Shipyard. The Department of Defense has the authority

to undertake Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, & Liability Act

(CERCLA) response actions, including removal actions, under 42 U.S.C. §9604, 10 U.S.C.

§2705 and federal Executive Order 12580.

The Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Work:plan for Long Beach Naval

Shipyard (RI/FS), dated September 1993, recommends that a removal action be initiated for

Site 11. The conditions at the site meet criteria for initiating a removal action under section

300.415 (b)(2) of the National Contingency Plan (NCP); conditions at the site which, ff not

addressed, may pose a potential threat of off-site hazardous substance migration, resulting in

the potential for human exposure.

Enclosure (1)



IL SITE CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND

The first evaluation of Site 11was presentedin the August 1983 Initial Assessment

Study (IAS) for Naval Complex LongBeach,preparedby the Naval Energy andEnviron-

mental Support Activity (NEESA). Laterreports,containing informationon Site 11, include:

the 1989 RCRA Facility Assessment (RFA)preparedby the California Departmentof Toxic

Substances Control (DTSC), the November1992 Site Inspections preparedby Jacobs

Engineering GroupInc.(Jacobs), theAim11993 RI/FS Workplan for Long BeachNaval

Shipyard preparedby Ja_obs, and theAugust12, 1993 Site I 1 Site Walk Reportpreparedby

InternationalTechnology Corporation. Togetherthese reports satisfy the RemovalSite

Evaluation requirements in section 300.410 of the NCP. These reports will be includedin

the AdministrativeRecord. A review andanalysisof these reports indicated thata removal

action is necessary at Site 11. The planningperiodfor the removal action began with the

Statementof Work for Site Walk IR Site 11, June6, 1993.

A. Site Description

1. Removal Site Evaluation

Site 11 is an embankment slopewith a surfacerelief of about20 feet, locatedonthe

eastern portion of the Long Beach NavalShipyard. The site, containing approximately

188,000 squarefeet, is surroundedby parkinglots and is bordered by a fenced-offregion

containing active oil wells to the east. Building300, and parking lots A and F are locatedto

the east, while parking lots G and H are directlywest. An asphalt roadway bisectsthe site.

The southernedge is approximately 150feet fromthe West Basin of Long BeachHarbor.

Surface soil consists of a dry, loose silty sand/sandy silt topsoil with exposed

sandblast grit underlain by more spentsandblastgrit used as fill. The vertical extentof the

sandblast grit is unknown, but has beenestimatedto average 1 font. Groundwateris



approximately 10 feet below the ground surface at the toe of the hillside, and 20 feet below

the ground surfaceat the top of the hill.

Althoughice plantand grasses cover part of site, the rite's southernportion contains

exposed soils and depositedsandblastgrit. Plastic sheetinghasbeenplaced in these areas to

minimize erosionand limit exposure pathways. Thereare signsof watererosion, possibly

from run-off from parkinglot F. There is some deadvegetationand precipitatedsalts. The

cause of the precipitatedsaltshas not been determined. Thereare treesat the top of the

slope which need to be protectedduring the removal and remedialactions.

Access to Site 11 is limited by the security providedfor theNaval Shipyard. The

southern portionof Site II, extending past the fence line to theharbor,is located in a high

security areawhichrequiresa special pass to gain access. No additionalsecurity exists at

Site I1.

2. In¢identfReleaseCharacteristics

Sandblastmaterialwas used as fill to form thehillsideF_stof Drydock 1. In 1975,

spent sandblastmaterialswere used to extend the naturalhillside,where Site I1 currently

exists. No recordswere found to document the quantityof spentsandblastgrit used at this

site. However, basedon topographyand reasonedassumptions,an estimated 6,400 cubic

yards of sandblastabrasives,containing 46,000 poundsof cuprousoxide, are present

(NEESA, 1983). TheIAS confirmed surface contamination,andthe RI/FS Report and Site

Walk Reportprovidea detailedanalysis of the contamination.

3. Quantitiesand Types of SubstancesPresent

Ten soil sampleswere collected during the site investigationin September and

October 1991. No groundwater samples were collected. The soil samples were analyzed

for metals, organotinsand soluble lead. Detailed informationconcerningthe field invest-

• igation can be found in the November 1992 SI Reportor the April 1993 RI/FS Re_rt



prepared by Yacobs. The highest level.5of metals were found in soil _mple B-41, which was

collected from the southern portion of Site 11.

The samples were collected with a stainless steel spoon from depths of 0.5 to 2 feet

below ground s_. Sampling locations were selected based on existing informa_on

concerning the area of the sandblast grit disposal. Because there are no suspectedsources of

volatile or semivolatile orgamc_, pesticides, recoverable petroleum hydrocaflxms, pH, or

asbestos in this area, analyses for these substances were not conducted.

The table below summarizes the contaminants found at the differentsampling

locations on Site II. Contaminants which exceed screening criteria are shown in boldqt

CAPITALS. If a screening ,_iteria has not been established, the contaminantis not high-

lighted, but rew:_in_ a concern. More detailed charts can be found in the April 1993 RIFFS

Report, Tables 9-1 and 9-2.

CONTAMINANTS AT SITE 11

Level of Frequency Frequency Criteria

Contaminant Contam ination Detected Exceeded

Monobutyltin 75 to 172 ug/kg 1/10 HA

Aluminum 5190 to 34,800 mg/kg 0/I0

ARSENIC 4 to 23.3 ng/kg O/10 10/10

Barium 35.4 to 574 mg/kg 0/10 NA

BERYLLIUM 0.51 tO 5.1 ng/kg 0/10 10/10

CHROMIUM, total 11.2 to 130 ncj/k9 10/10 10/10

Cobalt 5.4 to 56.4 mg/kg iO/i0 NA

COPPER 38.9 to 4,510 ng/kg 10/10 10/10

T._D 7.5 to 819 ng/kg 10/10 2/10

MERCURY 0.1 to 1.5 mg/kg 4/10 2/10

NICKEL 7.5 to 106 ng/kg 10/10 8/10
SILVER 1.0 to 4 ng/kg 6/10 6/10

ZINC 42.3 to 1,240 mg/kg 10/10 9/10



N'me of the heavy metals detec_ exceed screeaing criteria. Arsenic, beryllium,and

chromium exceed the direct contactcxieriain all samples. The chromium level is _ the

range of background levels and is e_ to exist in a less toxic, trivalent state. Anenie

and beryllium axe present in concentn_onsgreaterthanbackground, lead exceeds _fnect

contact criteria in one sample. Thisevaluationindicates that the surface soils presenta direct
contact risk.

Copper, lead, mercury, nickel,silver, and zinc exceed groundwaterprotectim

criteria. The concentrations of copper,lead, and zinc are higher that/background concentra-

tions. These results indicate thatcopperconcentrationsexceed the soluble thresholdrnnit

concentration(STLC) and the total th'esholdlimit concentration OTLC). Lead concmwa-

fions also exceed TTLC.

B. OTHER ACTIONS TO DA'IE

1. Previous Actions

The hillside has been coveredwith a mattingand top soil, and planted with vege_ve

cover to help prevent erosion and a/r_rne particles.

In 1977, Long Beach Naval Shipyardawardeda contract to InternationalTechnology

Corporationto accomplish the follo_-ingscope of work at Site 11, from Building 174north
to the street:

(1) Construct asphalt_g Lot G

(2) Remove sandblastingmateriaJ,debris, plants, bushes, and grade the slope

(3) Place 6 inches of cva_cted top soil on the slope



(4) Revegetatethe entire slope with ice plant

(5) Installa new sprinkler system on top of the slope north from Building 174 to

the street. A new three-station-typeamomaticcontroller for the sprinkler

systemwas installed in Building 302.

The plantedice plants were observed thriving dining the rainy season, but are now

parti_;lydead. Basedon inspections by Long BeachNaval Shipyardpersonnel, the sprinkler

systeminstallednorthof Building 174 is not operational. The area of the site south of

Building174 is coveredwith plastic sheeting, and hasno discemable sprinkler system. It is

believedthat the deadvegetation is due to a lack of water, ratherthan incompatibility with

the topsoil.

DuringJune, 1993 plastic sheeting was placedover the entire area east of Building

174, to minimizeairbornecontaminants. This areais also boundedby a fence on three

sides, withmetalsheetingpositioned along the lowe_portion of the fence line to prevent the

movementof soil to the adjacentparking lot.

2. CurrentAction_

Site 11 is currentlyundergoing the RemedialInvestigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)

processas partof the Installation Restoration Prognun. The purpose of the RIFFSis to

gather sufficientinformation to support an informedrisk management decision to select a

remedy. The RI/FS Work Plan for Site 11 will includea risk assessment and soil and

groundwaterstudies to determine the extent of commination and suggest final remediation

alternativesbeyond this interim measure.



C. State and Local Authorities'Roles

Because this site is noton the National Priorities List, the lead federalagency is the

Department of the Navy. The Navy's Southwest Division Naval FacRitiesEngineering

Command (SOUTh'WESTDIV)and Lo_ Beach Naval Shipyard peramnel work together to

manage and coordinate ltz InstallationRestoration Program (IRP). The installation com-

mander is responsible forexecuting the IRP. SOUTHWF_TDIV coordina_Les,directs, and

reviews IRP work in ordeato assure compliance with the National ContingencyPlan.

SOUTRWESTD1V also recommendsactions and coordinates the contractsfor the RIFFS

work.

The California EnvironmentalProtection Agency, Departmeatof Toxic Substances

Control (DTSC) is the leadStateagency responsible for environmentalrestoration. DTSC is

the lead State agency responsa'blefor identifying the Applicable or Relevantand Appropriate

Requirements (ARARs), andcoordinatesthe review process for all $_ateagencies involved.

It is important to note thatthecurrentremoval action is an interim actionanddoes not

address fLrtalretaliation. Therefore,the removal action does not addressthe RCRA Part B

permit corrective actionprotocol.

m. THREAT TO PUBLICHEALTH OR WELFAR_ OR THE ENVIRONMENT,

AND STATUTORY AND REGULATORY AUTHORITIES

A. Threat to publicHealthand Welfar_

Because the sampleanalyses indicate elevated metals concentrationsin surface softs,

the primary pathway of concernis direct contact with the exposed spent sandblast grit and

inhalation of windblowndust. Windblown dust has been observed in the area and is a

concern. Direct contact withsubsurface contamination could occurduring excavation

activities.



Contaminants in the soil may potentiallyleach to the groundwater, causing the

groundwater to become contaminated,or move to other locations via surface runoff. These

pathways can impact both humans and wildlife. Surface runoff currently flows to paved

areas west of the site and is collected by nearbystorm drains that discharge directlyinto

West Basin of Long Beach Harbor. Tae_fore, the primary related exposure pathwayof

concern is ingestion by aquatic organi_',s and subsequentuptake by humans or wildlife.

B. Threat to the Environment

W_ddlifeincluding plants, birds,bugs, waterfowl, fish and other aquatic organisms

can be impacted directly or indirectlyby any of the exposure pathways mentionedabove.

• The biological resources at Long BeachNaval Complex (Long Beach Naval Shipyardand

Naval Station Long Beach) include rare, threatened, endangered and speci_-stams speciet '_

and sensitive environments. Further detailscan be found in the April 1993 RI/FS Work

Plan.

C. .Levelof Risk

The RFFS will assess the risk to humanhealth and the environment posed by the

contaminants at Site 11. Arsenic is a humancarcinogen that has been associated withan

increased frequency of skin or lung cancer when ingested or inhaled. Lead is an acuteor

chronic toxin and is particularly harmful to the blood-forming and central nervous systemsof

children. Arsenic, beryllium and chromiumwere screened according to EPA carcinogenic

residential exposure criteria. Copper,lead, mercury, nickel, silver, and zinc werescreened

according to groundwater protection criteria.



VL PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS

A. Proposed RemovalAction Description:

The objective of the proposed removal action is to minimize the release of hazardous

substancethrougherosion and limit exposure pathways. The proposed removal action is not

intendedto address final remediation or "closure" of this site,

Theselected removal action is to place topsoilanderosion control blankets on the

bare areasof site 11, fix the irrigation system, andrevegetate. Soil samples are to be

collectedto verify the suitability of the soil. The vegetativecover must be established and

llaaint_ined, especially after heavy rainfall. If the vegetationis no,t maintained, erosion will

scourthe topsoil and possibly expose the contaminatedsandblastgrit.

Thechosen action was evaluated according to fivecriteria. These criteria were (1)

overallprotectionof human health and the environment;(2) long-term effectiveness and

permaneace;(3) short-term effectiveness; (4) implementability;and (5) cost. Based on

statementsby the DTSC, groundwaterprotection is notan objective of the removal action.

The groundwateris non-potable and its remedies will be evaluatedduring the RIFFSprocess.

The long-term effectiveness (5 years) is suitablefor erosion control only. Rainwater

and irrigationwater willpercolateinto the groundwater. However, the irrigation can be

adjustedso that optimum moisture to support the vegetationcan be maintained without excess

moistureto cause percolation or runoff.

The short-term effectiveness is good because topsoiland vegetation can be applied

quickly, at the start of the wet season. Growth shouldpropagate steadily with minimal

disturbanceof the sandblast grit. Monthly maintenanceof the system will include sprinkler

head adjustmentand replacement (if necessary), and trimmingof the vegetation. At present,



the total cost of this actionis estimated at $388,696. Funding is providedby the Defense

Environmental RestorationAccount (DERA) which is administeredby SOUTHWESTDW.

This action is the mostcost-effective and least disruptive to the environment. It does

not, however, providetotal containment of the contaminants. Smallquantitiesof the

contaminants may worktheir way to the surface even if optimumvegetativecover is main-

rained. Because such cow.entrations should be below action levels, no threatto human health

and the environment shouldoccur. Work for this removal action will take 6 weeks.

B. Description of alternativetechnologies

Alternative1: No Action

This actionis unacceptablebecause it does not protect humanhealthand the environ-

merit.

Alternative2: ShotcreteCap over hillside and relief

This actionwouldconsist of grading the site to provide aneven base for the shot-

crete. A geotextilelayer would be placed between the soil baseand the shotcrete. If

the RI/FS specifiesremoval of the sandblast grit, demolitionandremovalof the shot-

crete wouldbe required. This alternative is difficultcomparedto the others. The

problemis the cut and fallgrading operations requiredto trimthe site to and even

grade. This typeof work requires respirators and dust suppressantsto minimize

wind-blowndispersion. This action is unacceptabledue to its hip cost and difficult

workingconditions.

Alternative3: Oeosyntheticlayer & Soil Cover Cap overbothhRlsideand relief

This alternativeconsists of grading the slopes and placinga geosyntheticlayer. A

soil cover willbe placed on top of the barrier layer for protection. The layer would



minimize the percolation of surfacewater to the aquifer. Vegetation and pennaneal

irrigation system would be requitedto minimize erosion of the cover soil Veg_,:.n,i,_n

requires a permanent irrigation_tem to establish and maintain growth. An automat-

ic irrigation sprinkler systemcombinedwith regularly scheduled maintenanceis the

most fea_ble system for maintainingthe cover growth. This action was notchosea

due to its high cost and relativelylong design period.

Alternative 4: Revegetate bareareason both hillside and relief

This alternative assumes thatreestablishmentof vegetation growth in the bareareasis

possible. Soil samples wouldbe collectedto verify that the soft is capableof

supporting plant growth. The bareareaswoul¢l require topsoil, erosion control

blankets, and vegetation. Theu_psoilis required to propagate growth and theerosion

control blankets are designedto hold the topsoil in place. An automatic sprinkler

system would be requiredto emblish and maintain plant growth. This alternative

was not accepted since alternative5 will provide better surface water routingand

collection.

Alternative _ Revegetateh_!sideand shotcrete the relief

Again, this alternative assumesthatreestablishment of vegetation growth is pore"alein

the bare areas of the hillside. Soilsamples would be collected to verify that the soil is

capable of supporting plant growth. The bare areas would require topsoil, erosion

control blankets, and vegetation. The topsoil is required to propagate growthand the

erosion control blankets are designedto hold the topsoil in place. An automatic

sprinkler system would be requiredto establish and maintain plant growth. The other

part of this removal action wouldconsist of grading the relief and applyinga shotcrete

cap over the relief. The shotcretewould be lain to promote surface water-flow

toward the surface watercollectionsystem.



This is the chosen alternative. The DON chose thisalternativebased on its relatively

quickimplementabilityand economic feasibility. Thisaction, of course, also provides

proteoion to humanhealth and the environmentbyreducingthe possibility of

inbalath3nand directcontact, and preventingdirectrun-offof sandblast grit into the

surfacewater collection system. Althoughthe scopeof this removal action is not to

protectthe qualityof the underlying groundwater,it may decrease leaching of the soil

contamiaantsto the groundwater.

C. Applkableor Relevant and AppropriateRequirementsfARARs)

Federal

EndangeredSpecies Act 16 USC §1531, 40 CFR_6.302(h)and 50 CFR Part 402

State

llgmlmRg

D. EstimatedCos_

Sitework Cost

MobiliTeconstructionequipment $ 20,065

MobiliTepersonnel 2,853

l'reconstructionsubmittals 19,559

Localpermits 1,116

Set up temporaryfacilities 8,289

Soil samples 3,521

GeotechnicalTesting 212

Remove andreplacefencing 19,907

Shotcreteopenexposed sandblast grit 16,605



Seeding/Mulch Revegetate 13,943

Sprinklersystem 12,190

Subcontractorc_t_ 270.43_

Total $ 388,696

VI. EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE SITUATION SHOULD ACTION NOT BE

TAKEN OR ACTION DELAYED

If no removalactionis takenor action is delayed untilremedialactions begin, the

workers, navalpersonneland wildlife at Long:Beach Naval Shipyardmaybe exposed to

harmful contaminantsvia direct contact, inhalation, or ingestion. Additionally,the contami-

nation may migrateto previouslyuncontaminatedareas, resultingin increasedpopulation

exposure andcleanupcosts.

VII. RECOMMENDATION

This decisiondocumentrepresents the selected removal action forthe Long Beach

Naval Shipyard, developed in accordance with CERCLA as ameaded,and not inconsistent

with the NCP. Thisdecision document is based on the administrativerecordfor the s_te.

Because the conditionsat this site meet the criteria for a removalaction under section

300.415(b)(2) and the NCP, I recommend your approval of the proposedremoval action.

The total project cost is estimated at $388,696.
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