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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

- DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

Region 4
'45 West Broadway, Suite 425
’ ";ong Beach, CA 90802-4444 o
 (310) 590-4858 M60050.002637
MCAS EL TORO
February 16, 1996 SSIC NO. 5090.3

Mr. Joseph Joyce

BRAC Environmental Coordinator

U.S. Marine Corps Air Station - El Toro
P. 0. Box 95001

Santa Ana, California 92709-5001

Dear Mr. Joyce:

COMMENTS ON DRAFT INTERIM ACTION OPERABLE UNIT 1 FEASIBILITY STUDY PROPOSED PLAN,
MARINE CORPS AIR STATION (MCAS) EL TORO

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has completed the review of the above
subject document dated December 1995. The document describes the alternatives to clean up ground
water contamination in the principal aquifer at MCAS El Toro and presents the U.S. Marine
Corps/Navy’s preferred alternative. DTSC supports Alternative 6A as the preferred alternative. As
Orange County Water District plans to convert agricultural wells in the area of concern into drinking

. water wells, we believe that Alternative 2A may not be an acceptable contingency alternative.
Moreover, Alternative 2A may not be a cost effective approach.

Enclosed are additional comments on the Proposed Plan from Ms. Marsha Mingay, our Public
Participation Specialist. Please review and consider these comments carefully as the final document
must be presentable to the public for review, consideration, and feedback to the base.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (310) 590-4891.

Sincerely,

Tayseer Mahmoud

Remedial Project Manager
Base Closure Unit

Office of Military Facilities
Southern California Operations

Enclosure

cc: See next page.
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Mr. Joseph Joyce
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cc: Ms. Bonnie Arthur
U. S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region IX
Hazardous Waste Management Division, H-9-2
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, California 94105-3901

Mr. Lawrence Vitale

Remedial Project Manager

California Regional Water Quahty Control Board
Santa Ana Region

3737 Main Street, Suite 500

Riverside, California 92501-3339

Mr. William R. Mills Jr.

General Manager

Orange County Water District

P.O. Box 8300

Fountain Valley, California 92728-8300

Ms. Marsha Mingay

Public Participation Specialist
Department of Toxic Substances Control
245 West Broadway, Suite 350

Long Beach, California 90802-4444

Mr. Vish Parpiani

Environmental and Safety
Marine Corps Air Station-El Toro
P. O. Box 95001

Santa Ana, California 92709
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA — ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY PETE WILSON, Governor

Region 4
245 West Broadway, Suite 425
Long Beach, CA 80802-4444

MEMORANDUM

TO: Tayseer Mahmoud
sl_’zgject Manager

FROM: gb,‘m;ﬁa Mingay
DATE: February 7, 1996

SUBJECT: =~ COMMENTS ON THE INTERIM ACTION FEASIBILITY STUDY
PROPOSED PLAN FOROU 1

Public Participation has reviewed the above referenced document and submits the following
comments.

The document contains all required information, however changes in the wording, use of added
tables/matrices, deletion of repetitive information and a more prominent text box regarding the
public participation opportunities will lead to a more reader friendly document for the general
public. This is important since EPA’s guidelines state that the Proposed Plan is to be written “in
a clear and concise style and use illustrations and figures where appropriate to better summarize

the information in the RI/FS.” (EPA, Community Relations in Superfund: A Handbook, page

34).

Page 1 Text Box

Since the Proposed Plan stage of the CERCLA process is intended to inform the public
and provide them with the opportunity to become involved, a more prominant public
comment/meeting text box is appropriate. By utilizing a small space on the front page of
the Proposed Plan, the reader could assume that you are minimizing the importance-of
public involvement in this process. Therefore, please review and incorporate the style
and informational contents of the the attached examples.

Table of Contents

Incorporate the article entitled, “How Much Will Clean Up Cost?”

-

recuiied paner



Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud
February 7, 1996
Page 2

What Is the Purpose of the Proposed Plan?

Page 2, last paragraph in article -
After the first sentence in this paragraph, add the following, “The public is encouraged to
review and submit comments on all the alternatives considered.”

What is the Problem at MCAS El Toro?

Page 2, second paragraph - '

‘The information presented may increase fear due to a lack of information regarding the
relationship between toxicity, exposure pathways and health risks. Suggest the
incorporation of information regarding exposure pathways either in this article, or in a
separate article. If a separate article is written, utilize a parathetical statement to tie the
information together.

Page 2, fourth paragraph -

Since this article provides a verbal picture of the situation at MCAS El Toro, combine the
information presented with similar information found on page 5, under “Source Area”.
The following is suggested, “The sources of the regional groundwater contamination are
concentrated in the southwestern portion of MCAS El Toro. Although the exact source
location areas are still being determined, the presence of VOCs in the area are consistent
with previous MCAS El Toro activities. These activities included hazardous chemical
spills or releases into the soils. Overtime, the contamination seeped through the soils and
into the groundwater.”

What is an Interim Action?

Replace the first sentence with part of the sentence currently appearing in the article,
“Why do we Need an Interim Remedial Action?” The paragraph in the article, “What is
an Interim Action” would begin with the sentence, ““The U.S. Marine Corps/Navy has
determined that the Phase I data, combined wiht historical data, are sufficient to proceed
with the selection and implementation of a remedy for regional VOC contamination.”

To streamline information contained within the document, delete the following from this
article.

“because there are groundwater problems in other areas of the Station that will be
addressed separately.” (quote can be found at the end of the first paragraph)
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Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud
February 7, 1996

“The U.S. Marine Corps/Navy’s goal is to take remedial action to capture and
remove contaminants from grounwater and to prevent them from spreading
further. (Quote is located on page 3, above the bullets elaborating on this

information).

What is Groundwater?

Delete the following sentence as it could be interpreted as condescending, “Groundwater
is an important resource. It provides water from many purposes, including irrigation and

domestic uses.”

What is the History of MCAS El Toro?

Since we know that hazardous substances were used at MCAS El Toro and that they are a
source of contamination, be more specific in the second paragraph. The following is
suggested, “... Many potentially hazardous substances were used (such as ... ) and are the
source of groundwater contamination. These substances were released into the

-~

environment ...”

Include a definition for “bias for action”. This is not a commonly known EPA policy
(see 3rd paragraph of article). '

What Studies Have Been Done?

The studies listed have all led to this proposed plan, therefore, an introductory paragraph
which tie the studies together would provide the reader with an understanding of why
these studies took place. (Note that the first paragraph in, “What are the contaminants .,.’
begins to achieve this objective.)

>

U.S. Marine Corps/Navy Monitoring of VOCs

To clearly present the information, reword the following sentences to read, “The U.S.
Marine Corps/Navy analyzed samples of groundwater and found that the shallow
groundwater contained VOCs. These findings suggested that the contamination of the
regional groundwater was caused by Marine Corps activities.”



. Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud
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What Are the Contaminants and ...

As stated in the comment for “What Studies Have Been Done?”, this information should
be used to introduce the studies which have been conducted. Since it is suggested that the
information be moved, this section could be deleted.

Types of Contaminants Found

This information is best presented in table format, as you have done in Table 1.
Therefore, the article can be deleted.

Source Areas of VOCs

As indicated in the comment for “What is the Problem ...”, this information should be
incorporated into that article.

Contamination Levels, Extent, and Migration ~

The information presented in paragraphs two through four, would be clarified immensely
if it was presented in a matrix versus written paragraph form. Additional information
also needs to be provided which will explain why data is not presented for each area of
concern (e.g., no information was presented for TCE, on-station, in the deep aquifer). A
suggested table format is attached as Example 2.

The fifth paragraph in this article is a description of the plume and its relationship to the
MCLs. We suggest that an article heading be utilized to highlight this important
information. .

Is There Any Risk to Human Health?

When discussion risk, it is important to provide the reader with the bottom line
conclusion first, and then go into the specifics. Following that format, move the second
to the last paragraph in this article to the second paragraph position. This will provide the
reader with the good news first.



Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud
February 7, 1996

Page 5

Why Do We Need an Interim Remedial Action?

The use of bullets in this article is confusing. We suggest the use of subheadings, to
group the information presented. For example, the first bullet is generic information
regarding excess lifetime cancer risk and the subsequent bullet provides specific
information regarding excess lifetime cancer risk in relationship to MCAS El Toro.
These first two bullets are vastly different than the third which talks about the potential
for non-cancer effects. The use of subheadings will alert the reader that the following
information is a separate type of assessment. Additionally, to follow the format of
providing generic information and then specific information, break the third bullet into

two paragraphs.

The wording in this article is confusing. The uneducated health risk assessment reader
might interpret the information as:
4 wells exceed lifetime cancer risk value of one in 10,000
47 wells, exceed the one in 1 million risk level
8 wells exceeds a non cancer hazard index of 1.0 for max. exposure scenario
5 wells exceed a non cancer hazard index of 1.0 for average exposure scenario

Individuals with this understanding, will want to know which wells are these? Where are

they located? To avoid this misinterpretation, please clarify the information.

Information presented is mostly contained within the article, “What is an Interim Action”.
To streamline the document, delete this article.

What Will the Interim Action Entail?

Information presented is contained elsewhere in the document and therefore can be
deleted.

What Are the U.S. Marine Corps/Navy’s Cleanup Standards?

The second paragraph mentions that the contamination must be cleaned up to levels with
a Hazard Index less than 1. Include a sentence which states what the hazard index at

MCAS El Toro is currently.

The third paragraph, last sentence provides important information. Please provide
additional information regarding the level of contamination that can remain in the
groundwater after the remedial action is complete.



Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud
February 7, 1996
Page 6

What Are the U.S. Marine Corps/Navy’s Cleanup Alternatives?

For some of the alternatives, you have provided information on whether the alternative
will meet the objectives or not. Please include this type of information for all of the
alternatives listed since it allows the reader to understand your decision process.

In the desciption for Alternative 4B, the term “safety margin” is used. Please either "
reword, or define its meaning to avoid misinterpretation.

How Were the Cleanup Alternatives Evaluated?

The article is confusing because it does not contain specifics or examples. What were the
alternatives that were eliminated in the “initial screening”?

Ché.nge the last sentences in this paragraph to read, “These alternatives were evaluated
using the nine criteria summarized in Table 3. Based upon that evaluation, the U.S.
Marine Corp/Navy has identified 6A and 2A as their preferred alternative.”

~

How Do the Cleanup Alternatives Compare?

This article is extremely confusing and would be best presented to the reader in a matrix
format. Please see the example fact sheet provided.

Table on page 13

To assist the reader in understanding the information presented, define “18 ET1" in the
table.

Evaluation of Preferred Alternative by EPA Criteria

Provide information on how the “alternatives would remain protective over the long
term.”

The article states, “The time period required for compliance would be signiﬁéant, because
the volume of VOC-contaminated groundwater is large.” Provide the anticipated time
period so that the reader can understand your conclusion.



Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud
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The article states, “Both Alternatives 6A and 2A would require significant periods of time
to meet the remedial objectives for clean up of the groundwater.” Provide the anticipated
time period so that the reader can understand your conclusion.

Provide information regarding the 4 percent discount rate.

Eliminate the brackets surrounding paragraph for “State Acceptance”.

How Will the U.S. Marine Corps/Navy Decide ...

Spell out the accronym for IDP

Glossary '
Incorporate the Water Board’s Resolution 68-16 since it is relatively unknown to the

general public and is used frequently in the document.

Page 16, text inset box

Insert “Interim Action” before “Remedial Investigation.

Where to Get More Information

Add DTSC Public Participation Specialist as a point of contact. Information to be
included is:

Ms. Marsha Mingay

Public Participation Specialist

State of California

Department of Toxic Substances Control

245 West Broadway, Suite 350

Long Beach, CA 90802

(310) 590-4881



. Mr. Tayseer Mahmoud

February 7, 1996
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cc:  Claire Best, Supervisor
Public Participation Unit
Office of Military Facilities

Sherrill Beard
Geology Unit
Office of Military Facilities

Frazer Felter

U.S. EPA

75 Hawthorne Street (H-1-1)
San Francisco, CA 94105

Bonnie Arthur

U.S. EPA

75 Hawthorne Street (H-9-2)
San Francisco, CA 94105



EXAMPLE |

< EPA McColl Superfund Site

Fullerton, California
September 1992

. Soft Material Solidification with a
Inside:- Contingency for RCRA-Equivalent Closure
is the Proposed Cleanup Alternative

McColl
Background 3 In this Proposed Plan, the United States Environmental Protection
Waste Agency (EPA) is proposing in situ solidification of soft waste material
Characteristics 4 (soft material solidification, or SMS) with a contingency for RCRA-
equivalent closure as its preferred cleanup alternative for the McColl

Alternatives Superfund Site.
Considered . 5§

1 EPA, the lead agency, and the California Department of Toxic Substances
Best Treatment Control (DTSC), the support agency, are seeking public comment on the
Solution 7 cleanup alternatives being considered for the McColl Superfund Site.

Only after public comments on this proposed plan have been received and
considered will EPA, in consultation with DTSC, issue a Record of
Decision (ROD) describing the remedy EPA selects for the McColl site.

Description of the
Preferred Alternative ___ 9

Contingency ROD — 13 In this case, the Agency is proposing a contingency ROD consisting of the
alternatives described above to help avoid future delays if the soft material
Public Health 14 solidification alternative cannot be technically implemented. DTSC has

continued on page 2

_ Opportunities for Public Involvement

Community Meeting Public Comment Period
August 31 to September 29, 1992

Community members are invited to During the comment period, you are encouraged 1o eXpress your opinions on

attend an upcoming public hearing re- the Proposed Plan and the other alternatives considered for the McColl site
garding the cleanup alternatives for the cleanup. EPA, in consulation with DTSC, may modify the preferred alternative
McColl site. or select another response action presented in this Proposed Plan and the SROA
II based on new information or public comments. Therefore, the public is
Thursday encouraged to review and comment on 1l of the alternatives identified here.
September 17, 1992 Comments can be submitted orally or in writing at the public hearing, or can
7:00 pm be sent in written form (postmarked no later than September 29, 1992) to:
Parks Jr. High School
Music Room Pam Wieman
1710 Rosecrans Avenue Remedial Project Manager
Fullerton U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

75 Hawthorne Street (H-6-1)
At the meeting, EPA will present the San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Proposed Plan, respond to questions,
and receive formal comments from The Agency may extend the comment period if requested.

the public, both oral and written.
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continued from page 1~

had the opportunity to review this
Proposed Plan before publication
and intends to offer formal com-
ments during the public comment
period.

Soft material solidification (SMS)
at McColl would involve harden-
ing the tar-like material, drilling
muds, and cover soil at the waste
pits (sumps) on the site; building
subsurface slurry walls around the
sumps to prevent migration of
water into the waste and outward
migration of contaminants; stabiliz-
ing steep slopes on the site with
retaining walls; placing a multilayer
cap (RCRA-equivalent cap) over
the sumps with a gas collection and
treatment system; and conducting
~ groundwater monitoring and
operation and maintenance in
perpetuity at the site.

Although EPA is confident that
SMS could be successful at the site,
there is inherent uncertainty when-
ever a remedial alternative involves
a proven treatment technology used
in an innovative manner. Accord-
ingly, EPA has decided to include
RCRA-equivalent closure as a
contingency element of the Pro-
posed Plan. If SMS cannot be
implemented, EPA will proceed
immediately with implementation
of RCRA-equivalent closure at the
McColl Site. Closure would
consist of constructing a multilayer
cap over the untreated sumps with a
gas collection and treatment
system; building subsurface slurry
walls around the sumps to prevent
migration of water into the waste
and outward migration of contami-
nants; stabilizing steep slopes on
the site with retaining walls; and
conducting groundwater monitoring
and operation and maintenance in
perpetuity at the site.

EPA believes that solidification of
soft material best meets the criteria
EPA must consider in evaluating
cleanup alternatives. (See Figure 6
on page 6 for a discussion of how a
remedy is chosen.) Definitions of
the terms that appear in boldface
type can be found in the Glossary
on page 16.

This fact sheet addresses all of the
the alternatives considered by EPA
in the Supplemental Reevaluation
of Altemmatives II (SROA II) for the
cleanup at McColl. The SROA I
evaluated alternatives previously
considered in the 1989 SROA, as
well as an altemative proposed by
the McColl Site Group* (the
companies that are potentially

responsible parties - PRPs - for the

cleanup, including Shell Oil
Company, Atlantic Richfield
Company, Phillips Petroleum
Company, Union Oil Company,
and Texaco Marketing and Refin-

ing, Incorporated), and a range of in
situ solidification altematives. This
Proposed Plan addresses cleanup of
the waste and contaminated soils at
the site. EPA is still investigating
possible groundwater contamina-
tion and will make a decision
regarding cleanup of groundwater,
if needed, at a future time.

The Administrative Record, which
contzins all of the documents
considered by EPA in developing
this Proposed Plan, is available for
public review at the Fullerton
Public Library, Archives Depart-
ment (see back page). Documents
include the SROA I, the Baseline
Public Health Evaluation (BPHE),
the Public Health Evaluation of
Remedial Alternatives (PHERA),
the Nine Criteria Analysis, and
other technical documents.

* McAuley LCX Corporation is also 8 PRE, but is
not a member of the McColl Site Group.

McColi Superfund Site Proposed Plan




he McColl Superfund Site is

an inactive hazardous waste
disposal facility used in the 1940’s
for the disposal of acidic sludge, a
byproduct of World War II refinery
operations. The waste was depos-
ited in a series of 12 pits, or
sumps, on about eight acres of the
approximately 20-acre site (se¢
Figure 1). From 1951 through
1962, fill soil and drilling mud
from oil exploration activities in
the Coyote Hills area were depos-

ited in some of the pits in an effort-

to make the site suitable for future
development.

By 1962, the Upper Ramparts area
of the site, containing two sumps
(R-5 and R-6), was covered with
soil and has since remained open
space. In the early 1980’s, a clay
cap was placed on the Lower
Ramparts area (containing Sumps
R-1,R-2,R-3,and R-4) in an
attempt to reduce odors and lower
the potential for direct human

The McColl Site: Background and History

contact with contaminants. The Los
Coyotes area of the site was covered
during the construction of the Los
Coyotes Country Club Golf Course.
The six sumps in that area L-1

through L-6) were covered with soil.

In the late 1970’s and early 1980’s,
areas east of the McColl site were
subdivided and developed for
single-family residences. West of
the site, recreational facilities were
developed for the Ralph B. Clark
Regional Park. As population and
housing development increased,
more and more complaints were
received about odors emanating
from the site. Investigations under-
taken by DTSC identified extensive
contamination.

In 1982, the McColl site was placed
on EPA’s National Priority List
(NPL) which made site cleanup
eligible for federal funding through
the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and

p—

ROSECRANS AVENUE

RALPH B. CLARK
REGIONAL PARK

McCOLL  Ramparts Area

Figure 1. McColl Site Map

Liability Act of 1980, commonly
known as Superfund. From 1980 to
1983, DTSC conducted a Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) 1o determine the best
method to clean up the site. Based
upon that investigation, a decision
was made to excavate and redispose
the waste in an authorized landfill
in Kern County, CA. That county,
however, challenged the decision,
resulting in a California Superior
Court Order requiring DTSC to
prepare an Environmental Impact
Report for the project. The court
action halted cleanup measures at
the site. -

In February 1989, after a reevalua-
tion of the alternatives (SROA),
EPA and DTSC proposed thermal
destruction as the preferred cleanup
alternative. A trial excavation of
the waste material at the site was
done under an enclosure during
June and July 1990. The results
provided detailed information on
how best to handle the waste in a
full-scale excavation operation.

EPA had planned to sign a Record
of Decision (ROD) in March 1991.
However, EPA determined the
community should have the oppor-
tunity to comment on the docu-
ments EPA was relying on to make
its decision, including information
developed during treatability
studies and the 1990 trial excava-
tion: EPA also decided to reevalu-
ate and update its analyses of the
alternatives considered for site
remediation identified in the 1989
Proposed Plan. EPA has now
completed these steps in the SROA
II and other technical documents
described on page 1. ~ )

September 1992



! Characteristics of the McColl Waste

he principal compounds of concem identified in the BPHE and PHERA for the site include benzene,
toluene, xylene, sulfur dioxide, tetrahydrothiophenes, and arsenic. Extensive field work has been done
to determine the charactersitics and extent of site contamination.

CLEAN OVERBURDEN

SURFACE SEEP

B DRILLING
- MUD
15-20 ft
55t ASPHALTIC CHAR

ONTAMINATED SOIL

Figure 2. Typical Sump Cross Section

The waste material is distributed across the site in 12

sumps which range in depth from 17 to 55 feet.

Based on field studies, the volume of contaminated

material is approximately 97,100 cubic yards. Each L1 15

cf the sumps at McColl consists of several layers in L2 10

the following order: cover soil; soft material, which

includes portions of the tar (a black, sticky material), L3 14

drilling mud, clay, and soil; and char (a black, L4 14

asphaltic material), which also includes some pockets

of tar (see Figure 2). The thickness of each layer L5 15

varies from sump to sump. The sumps are covered L6 12

with soil from less than one to five feet thick. It has -

been estimated that the continuous char layer starts R1 15

approximately 6 - 17 feet below the ground surface R2 15

(see Figure 3). The char and tar are very acidic, with

pH measurements of less than 1.0. R3 17
| R4 10

During warm weather, the tar sometimes surfaces as

seeps, releasing an unpleasant odor and creating the RS 10

potential for direct contact with contaminants. The R6 6

seeps are removec as part of routine site mainte-

nance. ¥ Figure 3. Depth to Char Layer in the Sumps

McColl Superfund Site Proposed Plan 4



E 'PA evaluated the following
nine options for the McColl KEY
site cleanup: | = EB3 30-YEAR PRESENT WORTH COST*
s 7] TOTAL CAPIT.
=] APITA %
1) No Action T o e ]
2) RCRA-Equivalent Closure & p L 57 53
. . = .:::‘ ":“ > ::sz‘
3) RCRA-Equivalent Containment 8 B " 5 R “ - 5 P §;§
: . : _ o S ) B s
4) On-Site Rotary Kiln Incineration A ’ 2 ? 5 ? - 2 B o
. Cpepr s . 15 B =5 53 = ]
5) Full In Situ Solidification with a % ‘ = 53 ‘ & B
RCRA-Eguivalent Cap 90& &‘{\ & *o,g & & &
6) Full In Situ Solidification with & & & F &
& odé & & ® & &F &
a Clay Cap < 20 S SO o ~ Vo
. ' gepe . <« & S 8 ) &
o <& A () [e)
7) Soft Material Solidification & & & &3,0 %e&
(SMS) : & .
8) Selective In Situ SOlldlfICatIOTI * 30-year present worth cost is the total cost of a project over 30 years. The costs incurred
in future years are discounted 1o present-year doliars.

without Excavation
9) Selective In Situ Solidification

Figure 4: Estimated Costs for Each Remedy

with Waste Excavation The closure and containment updates the analyses of these
i . options were previously evaluated altemnatives. The various solidifica-
A no action altematve must be in the 1989 SROA, and the incin- tion alternatives have not been
considered at every Superfund site. | eration option was evaluated as a considered before. Alternative 9,
It provides a baseline from which t0 | generic thermal destruction altema- | selective in situ solidification with
evaluate other cleanup options. tive at the same time. The SROA I | excavation, is the altemative
proposed by the McColl Site
KEY Group.
B OVERALLTIME ] FiELDTIME Cost and time comparisons
SOUDIFICATION TIME ] INCINERATION TIME for the altematives are shown
in Figures 4 and 5. Figure 7

]
~

TIME (in years)

PACEOOBONALAN R 4 0

Figure 5: Estimated Timeframes for Each Remedy

compares the amount of
material to be treated by each
option. The criteria used to
evaluate the alternatives are

shown in Figure 6. The

technical elements of each
alternative are summarized in
Figure 8. For a more detailed
description of the alterna-
tives, please refer to the
SROA 11, copies of which are
available at the Fullerton
Public Library, Archives
Department. @

September 1992



SELECTING A CLEANUP REMEDY

The U.S. EPA uses nine criteria to evaluate alternatives for cleaning up a hazardous waste site. -
‘ The nine criteria are as follows:

1 Overall Protection of
Human Health and
Compliance with a
1::: nw:::::?:l medy 2 Applicable or Relevant
5606
provides adequate protection and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS)

of human heatth and the environment, and Addresses whether a remedy will meet ali ARARs or Federal
describes how risks are eliminated, reduced, and state environmental statutes and/or provide grounds

or controlled through treatment, engineering for invoking a waiver.

controls, or institutional controls.

3 Long-term

Effectiveness 4 Reduction of Toxicity, -
R"'e’;ym the a:‘m“:y of ;able . ' Moblility, or Volume :’f;;
remedy to maintain re!
protection of human heatlth Thrwgh Tre.a.tment (TMV) l??ﬁ
and the environment over Refers to the anticipated

time, once cleanup goals have been met. ability of a remedy to reduce
e the toxicity, mobility and volume of the hazardous
components present at the site.

5 Cost

Evaliaus o Frriig © -
estimated captial, Ettectiveness

operation and Addresses the period of time needed to complets
maintenance

the remedy, and any adverse impacts on human

costs of each alternative. health and the environment that may be posed
during the construction and implementation

~period, until the cleanup goals are achieved.

-
77 .implementability @
Refers to the technical and P
administrative feasiility of a remedy, W 8 State Acceptance
including the availability of materials . .
and services needed to carry out a “ Indicates whether, based on Its review
particular option. of the information, the state concurs

with, opposes, or has no comment
on the preferred alternative..

Community Acceptance
Indicates whether community

concems are addressed by the
remedy and whether the community
has a preferance for a remedy.
Although public comment is an important part of the final decision,

EPA is compelied by law to balance community concerns with all of the
previously mentioned criteria.

FINAL REMEDY

i Figure 6. The Nine Criteria

McColl Superfund Site Proposed Plan 6



- acceptable to the

PA has proposed soft material

solidification as the remedy for
the cleanup of the McColl Superfund
Site. EPA believes that SMS offers
the best balance of the nine criteria
used 1o select remedial aiternatives
and utilizes treatment technologies to
the maximum extent practicable.

EPA believes that SMS:

- is protective of human health and the
environment

- will comply with all Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Require-
ments (ARARs)

- provides for long-term effectiveness
and protection

- can treat approximately 55,000 cubic
yards of the waste to reduce toxicity
and mobility

- is cost-effective

- provides for short-term effectiveness
and protection

- is the most

referred Alternative Provides the Best Treatment Solution

priate remedy for the site. Both SMS
and RCRA-equivalent closure meet
statutory requirements for remedy
selection. However, RCRA-equivalent
closure is not the primary remedy for
cleanup because 1) it does not treat the
waste; 2) it relies more on institu-
tional controls (such as fencing,
guards, and limiting uses of the site)
than SMS does for success in protect-
ing human health and the environ-
ment; and 3) the community and the
State may not support this alternative.

EPA rcjeéted the other alternatives for
the following reasons:

EPA believes that the no action
alternative is not protective of human
health and the environment due to the
potential for exposure to the hazardous
materials at the site. Under the
assumed no action conditions, expo-
sure could be through direct contact,
inhalation, or ingestion of hazardous
materials.

EPA believes that the RCRA equiva-
lent containment and the on-site rotary
kiln incineration alternatives rely

extensively on the ability to excavate
the hazardous material. While
excavation under an enclosure is
technically possible, the uncerainties
associated with undertaking full-scale
excavation at McColl in close proxim-
ity to residences are high. The
uncertainties could adversely affect the
overall cost, the overall time for
implementation, and the ability to
implement the remedy successfully. It
is also possible that the uncertainties
could adversely impact the ability to
provide protection of the community
and workers during implementation
(short-term effectiveness).

EPA believes the uncertainty in the
ability to locate the specified material
for the selective in situ solidification,
with and without excavation alterna-
tives, is high. Thisuncentainty could
adversely-affect the overall cost, the
overall time for implementation, and
the ability to implement the remedy
successfully. The waste volume
treated by this alternative is 40% less
than the selected alternative, while the
costs are similar, For the selective in
situ solidification with excavation
alternative, there are

technically
implementable of
the solidification
alternatives

- is potentially
acceptable to the
State

- is potentially

community

AMOUNT OF MATERIAL (in cubic yards)

EPA believes
that, if SMS is
not technically
implementable,
the RCRA-
equivalent

uncertainties associ-

KEY
% AMOUNT OF MATERIAL

121.200

121,200

{Cubic Yards—in pusce volume)

ated with excavation
and disposal that could
affect the ability to

97.100

Z

successfully implement
the remedy.

EPA believes that the
uncertainty in the
ability to solidify the
waste up to 55 feet for
the full in sit solidifi-
cation alternatives is
high. This uncertainty
could adversely affect
the overall cost, the
overall time for
implementation, and
the ability to imple-

closure option is
the most appro-

Figure 7: Estimated Amount of Material to be Treated

ment the remedy
successfully.
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RCRA CLOSURE

* Subsurface cut-off walls

» Slope stability improvements and
retaining walls

¢ RCPA-equivalent cap

« Gas collection & treatment system

« Groundwater and vadose zone
monitoring wells

« Long-term O&M of gas collection
system and cap

« Limited guard and fence

RCRA CONTAINMENT

« Slope stability improvements and
retaining walls

» Constuction of a RCRA-equivalent
on-site landfill e

» Excavation of wastes in sumps using
enclosures 4

« Placement cf waste in landfill

+ Ipstallation of fandfill cover

= Gas collection and treatment system

» Groundwater and vadose zone
monitaring wells

+ Long-term O&M of gas collection -
system and landfill

+ Llimited guard and fence

FULL IN SITU SOLIDIFICATION
WITH RCRA COVER

¢ Slope stability improvements and
retaining walls

« Full in-situ solidification of all waste
and cover material, incdluding the
arsenic in Sump R-1

« Capture and treaiment of emissions
from the solidification process

» Grading of solidified material

¢ RCRA-equivalent cap

* Gas collection and treatment system

» Groundwater and vadose zone
monitoring wells

» Long-term O&M

« Limited guard and fence

FULL IN SITU SOLIDIFICATION
WITH CLAY COVER

Slope sfébﬁily improvements and

retaining walls

Full in-situ solidification of all waste

and cover material, including the

arsenic in Sump R-1

Capture and treatment of emissions

from the solidification process

Grading of solidified materiat

RCRA-equivalent clay cover

Gas collection and treatment system

Groundwater and vadose zone

monitoring wells

Long-term O&M

Limited guard and fence

SOFT MATERIAL SOLIDIFICATION

+ Characterization of sumps using cone
penetrometer tests calibrated with
boring

* Subsurface slurry cut-off walls

« Slope stability improvements and
retaining walls

« In situ solidification of soft material
(clean cover, drilling mud, tar, and
designated material), induding the
arsenic in Sump R-1

« Grading of solidified material

* RCRA-equivalent cap

¢ Gas collection and treatment system

« Groundwater and vadose zone
monitoring wells

+ Long-term O&M

» Limited guard and fence

SELECTIVE IN SITU SOLIDIFICATION
WITHOUT EXCAVATION

« Characterization of sumps using core
penetrometer test calibrated with
boring

» . Subsurface slurry cut-off walls

» Slope stability improvements and
retaining walls

» In situ solidification of identified zones
of tar and drilling mud, including the
arsenic in Sump R-1

« Grading of solidified material

¢ RACRA-equivalent cap

» Gas collection and treatment system

« Groundwater and vadose zone
monitoring wells

* Long-term O&M

« Limited guard and fence

[

SELECTIVE IN SITU SOLIDIFICATION
WITH EXCAVATION

 Characterization of sumps using cone
penetrometer tests calibrated with
borings

* Surface sturry cut-off walls

» Slope stability improvements and
retaining walls

« Excavation and ofl-site treatment and
disposal of arsenic-contaminated
material

 In situ solidification of identified zones
of tar and drilling mud

= Excavation and off-site treatment and
disposal of selected tar material

¢ Grading of solidified material

» RCRA-equivalent cap

+ Gas collection and treatment system

» Groundwater and vadose zone
monitoring wells

* Long-term O&M

« Limited guard and fence

ON-SITE ROTARY KILN INCINERATION

Excavation of arsenic and off-site
treatment and disposal

Excavation of all waste using an
endosure

On-site treatment of waste in a rotary
kiln incinerator

Flue gas treatment to meet SCAOGMD
regulations

Final grading and aesthetic
improvements to the site

Placement of ash on-site as clean
material

No guard and fence

Palapisuo) saAlleusaly ay} jo sjusuodwo) °g ainbig



aWhat Soft Material Treatment through
In Situ Solidification Would Include

The description of this alternative
is based on the conceptual design
discussed in the SROA IL. The
technical components of this
alternative may be modified as part
of the design stage of the project.

immobilize the tar and drilling
muds above the char layer, neutral-
ize the sulfuric acid in the waste,
and reduce future earth settling.
The arsenic-containing wastes,
found only in Sump R-1, also
would be solidified as part of the

oft material treatment treatment process.
through in situ
solidification would target The process would
the drilling mud, acidic tar f\iO”dfgfng consist of the
material, soil cover, and 1 9" following
other soft material above eps:
. bo Le— Drill Rig Shaft Steps
the continuous char
layer. Soft materials Treated
would be Air
Outer Shroud inner Shroud Gas
Clean X A Emissions Our | TTE2IENt
ﬁ,,, ) /ssf'/ons < System
ﬂ—\

.......

2)

staging areas near the sumps,
etc.); installation of the air
pollution control system to be
used during drilling; and
installation of the perimeter air
monitoring network to moni-
tor sulfur dioxide and hydro-
carbon emissions levels at the
site boundary.

The shallow irrigation pipes in
the Los Coyotes area (left over
from when the area was part of
the Los Coyotes golf course)
would be removed from the
ground, decontaminated and -
taken (lff-sité-for disposal;

Material
to be
Treated

Figure 9. Treating the Soft Material with In Situ Solidification

solidified using drill rigs capable of
injecting solidifying and neutraliz-
ing agents into the waste while it is
in the sumps and then mixing them
thoroughly. An emission control
shroud system would be attached
to the drill rig. (See Figure 9). -
Neutralizing and hardening the soft

1) Pre-treatment activities would
include on-site road grading
for transport vehicles; installa-
tion of support facilities
(storage for solidifying agents,
expansion of decontamination
areas for equipment and
employees, extension of gas,
water, and electric lines to the

3)

Each sump would be surveyed
using a cone penetrometer
and in-place borings to
determine where the soft
material ends and the continu-
ous layer of char begins;

continued on page 10

portions of the sumps would
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4)

‘be five feet. “The auger would dnll'f
zmto a sump ‘to the depth where: ‘the
"zfconunuous char layer begms Thei_f_'

7)

f?sure ‘that’ soft matenal above“the
_.contmuouschar levelis treated. In |
“total, EPA expects thamboutss,soo :

“cubic- “yards ‘of material would" be:| 8)
‘treated usmg soft materxal sohd:f’ i-
:cauon. ' S S

§.Duringidrillmg,femlsslons from the | 9)
sumps wotld'be. controlled -using’ as
“shroud. Currently, ;'the SROA I
‘?:assumes that'a double shroud'sys-"
‘tem would be ed;consnstlng oftwo»’fl- '
“steel ‘boxes, one inside the other,
that Tit over the aliger and form a”

seal with the ground. It isestimated | 10)
‘that 99 % of emissions from the drill
mg would be collected inthe shrou
-and sent: through twoairtreatmen
‘Systems* t0 ‘remove ‘contaminan 11)

“including: sulfur’ dioxide; total hy-
‘drocarbon compounds;and partlcu-
'5lates Axr momtormg of emissions '
' 'conducted tomonitor :

e "'reatment

continued from page 9

Foam would be applied over
all the sumps for emission
control and would be reapplied
as necessary;

The drill rig would deposit a
one-foot-thick layer of lime
slurry under the surface of
each sump to absorb sulfur
dioxide emissions from
solidification work;

Using the drill rig, more lime
would be added to the sumps
down to the continuous char

layer to neutralize the acidity
of the waste and to neutralize
pockets of sulfur dioxide gas;

hie soft material above the
char layer in the 12 sumps
would be solidified (see “How
Solidification Works") using
two drill rig units, each with a
proposed five-foot diameter
auger; 5
The solidified material would
be graded to provide drainage
and run-off control;

Underground slurry walls
would be constructed around
the Upper Ramparts sumps,
with another slurry wall
around the Lower Ramparts
and Los Coyotes sumps;

Unstable slopes around the
sumps would be reinforced
with retaining walls;

The sumps would be covered
with a RCRA-equivalent cap,
including a permanent gas
collection and treatment

system consisting of scrubber |

units and granular activated
carbon units to remove sulfur

dioxide and total hydrocarbon
compounds from emissions;

12) Groundwater monitoring wells
would be installed; and

13) The site would be monitored
and the collection and treat-
ment systems would operate in

perpetuity.

L ]
"Use*of-Lbhg -Term
-Engineering and
‘Institutional Controls’"m the
Preferred Remedy

he selected remedy relies

heavily on long-term engi-
neering (LTE) and institutional
controls to assure long-term protec-
ton of human health and the
environment. The institutional
controls envisioned need to be
maintained in perpetuity.

The remedy contains the following
LTE controls: multilayer RCRA-
equivalent cap, slurry walls, and
retaining walls for steeply sloped
areas. Institutional controls neces-
sary for the maintenance of these
LTE controls involve land use
restrictions and ongoing mainte-
nance activities.

A brief discussion of the LTE
controls and their associated
institutional controls is presented
below. The retaining wall discus-
sion may be of particular interest to
the community due to the potential
for visual impacts on homeowners
in the vicinity of the site.

RCRA Multilaver : The cap

has been conceptually designed to

be between seven and nine feet

l continued on page 11

McColi Superfund Site Proposed Plan
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continued from page 10

thick (see Figure 10). A restricted
use cap would be seven feet thick; a
cap designed for limited recre-
ational use would be nine feet
thick. The purpose of the cap is to
ensure that water doesn't get into
the waste and that gaseous emis-
sions are not released to the atmo-
sphere without treatment. This is
accomplished through the use of
clay and gravel layers, synthetic
(plastic) liners, water and gas
collection systems, and other
materials. To maintain the integrity
of the cap, 1) future excavations
must not occur within the capped
portions of the site, 2) burrowing

extend to depths of approximately
60 feet underground surrounding
the waste. (See Figure 11.) The
purpose of the slurry walls is to
minimize the potential for existing
groundwater to come into contact
with the waste or for mobile
contaminants within the waste to
migrate from the sumps and
contaminate groundwater or
additional soil. This will be
achieved through the construction
of a vertical concrete wall surround-
ing the sumps that is resistant to the
acidic nature of the waste. To
maintain the integrity of the slurry
wall, 1) future excavations must not
daniage the slurry wall and 2) deep-

walls have been conceptually
designed to be up to 25 feet in
height (to support 9 - 12 feet of
additional material plus 10 - 13 feet
of existing slope material). Cur-
rently, the retaining walls will be
placed on the slopes of the Upper
Ramparts, Lower Ramparts, and
Los Coyotes portions of the site
(see Figure 12).

EPA realizes that the aesthetic
impact of the retaining walls is a
concem to the community, and is
investigating methods to minimize
the use of retaining walls. This
could be accomplished through one
or more of the following methods:

Geotextile

Vegstation .
. . . . . . . . Approximate
[ R S L)
Topsoi . . R . . , . . : -~ 2 Dfepths
. . (] . . . R )

. o . Layers
Water Drainage ~———| = = - = p =
Granular Sand — o o o e © D © o 1.8

* @ e g

HDPE Liner

// 2'

Geotextiie

Gas Coliection ——=F

Foundation Soil Layer-/

__—-_® ---

- 2

WASTE MATERIALS

\W/\/W

Figure 10: RCRA-Equivalent Cap

animals must not build homes in
the cap, and 3) deep-rooted vegeta-
tion must not be planted on the cap.
The land use restrictions envisioned
10 help maintain the cap’s integrity
will limit the type of structures and
vegetation allowed on the cap.

Slurry Walls: The slurry walls A
have been conceptually designed to

rooted vegetation that could pen-
etrate the slurry wall must not be
planted. The land use restrictions
envisioned will limit the type of
structures and vegetation allowed at
the site.

Retaining Walls: With the addition
of material during solidification and
placement of the cap, the retaining

1) limiting the area needing retain-

ing walls for support; 2) reducing

the overall height of the retaining
walls; or 3) reducing the angle at
which the retaining walls will be
constructed. Based on the concep-
tual design of the alternative, one or
all of the above considerations may
be incorporated during design. Of

continued on page 12
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Rosecrans Avenue

McCOLL SITE

Not 1o Scale

Ralph B. Clark
Regional Park

Fairgreen Drive

Los Coyotes Golf Course

R-1 Ramparts Sumps
L-1 Los Coyotes Sumps

Slurry Wall

Figure 11. Slurry Walls Surrounding Sumps

the alternatives not involving full
treatment, EPA believes that the
SMS aliernative offers the greatest
potential for minimizing the use of
retaining walls. This is because
SMS involves treatment of the
highest volume of soft material
waste, which potentially allows for
subsequent recontouring of the site.

The main purpose of the retaining
walls is to provide stability and
strength to the natural contours of
the site. The retaining walls also
will support the weight of the
additional material placed at the site
during cleanup. This additional
strength and stability is important
to maintain the integrity of the cap,
particularly in the event of a
significant earthquake. This will be
accomplished through the place-
ment of retaining walls on the
slopes of concermn. The walls may

" be made of concrete (crib retaining

‘Land use

other material. The exact material
to be used will be decided during
the design phase of the project. It

‘is believed that plants can be

incorporated into the design of the
retaining walls to make them more

——
What the Site Would Look
Like Following
__ Remediation
T

s part of the construction of the
Apreferred remedy, the site
would be contoured and landscaped
to allow for limited recreational
use. Public access would be
available to the whole site with the
exception of the area containing the
air treatment system for the RCRA-
equivalent cap. The latter area
would be fenced and entry con-
trolled. Because hazardous waste
would remain on site after
remediation, the site would remain
a hazardous waste site on the
National Priorities List.

The site itself would be 9 - 12 feet
higher in elevation due to the
placement of the cap (7-9 feet) and
the addition of material during
solidification (2-3 feet). It would
be landscaped with plants native 1o

continued on page 13

Rosecrans Avenue

aestheti-
cally

pleasing. *
N

restric-
tions will
be
necessary
to restrict
place-
ment of
structures
on the
site that
could
affect the 1

Ralph B. Clark
Regional Park

McCOLL SITE

R- 'Ramparts Sumps
L. Los Coyotes Sum

. “Areas 1o be reinforc

Fairgreen Drive

lntegnty Las Coyotes Golf Course

-with retaining wallg =

of the
retaining
walls.

Figure 12. Location of Retaining Walls

walls or formed blocks), metal, pr

McColl Superfund Site Proposed Plan
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continued from page 12

the area. The ultimate land use
would be determined by the land-
owners. However, land use would
need to be consistent with the
design of the cap and the land use
restrictions. EPA believes if the
proposed remedy were imple-
mented, potential uses by the
landowners could include a nature
park, a limited use recreational
park, or a golf course. Uses such as
tennis courts or amphitheatres
would be excluded because they

would damage the integrity of the
cap. The exact height and contours
of the site would be determmed
during design.

Off-site improvements would be
incorporated into the project along
Rosecrans and Sunny Ridge Drive
to improve access to the site and to
improve the aesthetics of the site.
The exact placement and nature of
the off-site improvements would be
decided during design through
discussions with the community
and the City of Fullerton.

EPA recognizes that there will be
impacts to the community during
the constructon of the project.
Concems have been expressed by
the community related to aesthetic
impacts, noise impacts, dust, odors,
and truck traffic. EPA is concemed
about these impacts as well and is
committed to minimizing them.
EPA is committed to working with
the community on these issues and
will incorporate 't.hese modifications
as appropriate. &

PA is proposing to issue a
contingency ROD for the
McColl Site. Under a contingency

ROD, EPA selects a remedy for
implementation and also selects a
secondary remedy. The secondary
remedy is the contingency measure
-- in the event the first remedy
cannot be implemented, the second-
ary remedy has already been
selected. As discussed below, the
ROD will

gency ROD is appropriate when
there is some uncertainty about the
ability of a remedial option to
achieve the desired results. In the
case of the McColl site, EPA is
proposing an innovative application
of a proven technology: solidifica-
tion is a demonstrated technology
but has not been used on McColl-
type waste. EPA believes that in
situ solidification will work, but

large-scale application must be
confirmed in the field. EPA is
proposing a contingency remedy to
ensure that a remedy will be
implemented at the McColl Site
without additional delay.

EPA is proposing to treat one sump
with SMS following the design
phase. EPA would then evaluate

continued on page 14

identify

the spe-

cific Proposed Public Record Remedial Clean-U
criteria ecor emedia ean-Up
EPA will Plan Cgf:rriggnt Dec?; o Design Activities
consider in (ROD)

deciding Public Responsiveness

whether to Hearing ummary

implement .

the pri- (30 days) (2 to 8 years)
mary or A A A A A

secondary 7/92 8/92 9/92 6/93 9/95

reme dy. Approximate Dates

Generally, Figure 13: Projected McColl Cleanup Schedule

a contin-
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continued from page 13

the results of this effort to confirm
that SMS is a technically
implementable alternative. If, as
EPA now believes, SMS were
technically implementable, SMS
would be performed on the remain-
ing 11 sumps.

In making the decision whether
SMS is technically implementable,
EPA would consider the following
criteria at 2 minimum: effectiveness
in treating the soft material, includ-
ing the extent of solidification and
resulting stability of the solidified
material; ability to move or grade
the treated material; estimated time
for completion if SMS were applied
to the remaining 11 sumps; esti-

- Public Health Assessment -

stimating the pubri'c health

risk associated with each
alternative is a major part of
evaluating the cleanup altermatives.
While no public health risk is
desirable, each cleanup alternative
has some level of risk associated
with it. The PHERA is used to
guide EPA in selecting a remedy
that will be protective of human
health and the environment. The
PHERA evaluates health risks both
during and after implementation of
each alternative,

The BPHE evaluates risk posed by
the site if no cleanup action were to
be taken. The no action alternative
assumes that no action is taken at
the site, including no guard or fence
and no site maintenance. The no
action assessment is used to pro-
vide a baseline for comparison for

McColl and Piblic Health

mated cost of completion for the
remaining 11 sumps; ability to
control emissions and to protect
workers and the public during
implementation; and overall noise
levels. In assessing these criteria,
EPA would consider whether the
results deviate excessively, both
individually and collectively, from
the expected results set forth in the
SROA II and the Nine Criteria
Analysis.

EPA would inform the public of its
decision on whether SMS is
technically implementable after
using SMS on the first sump. If, in
EPA'’s judgment, SMS is not
technically implementable, the
RCRA closure alternative would be

other alternatives and to verify that
the site needs to be cleaned up.

Primary Health Concem is .

. Inhalation of Hazardous -
- :Compounds . .
I
nhalation, ingestion, and direct

I contact are the most common

xposure pathways. The primary
exposure pathway of concemn for
McColl is inhalation. Since
groundwater contamination is still
under investigation, the risk associ-
ated with potential groundwater
contamination has not yet been
assessed. Therefore, it is important
to remember that the current risk
assessment may not represent the
total risk posed by the site. Never-
theless, it does provide information
that will help EPA select a remedy
that is protective of human health
and the environment.

implemented as the preferred
altemnative. Because of the oppor-
tunity for public comment on both
alternatives during the current
comment period, EPA does not
anticipate providing an additional
comment period regarding this
decision. If EPA were to decide 1o
implement a contingency remedy
that differs significantly from the
RCRA-equivalent closure remedy
described in the ROD, EPA would
issue additional documentation
explaining the rationale for the
change in the original decision, as
required by federal regulations. If
this action were taken, it could
result in a delay to the schedule.
The projected cleanup schedule is
shown in Figure 13. &

A public health risk assessment
is broadly defined as an
analysis in which facts and assump-
tions are used to estimate the
potential for adverse effects on
human health that may result from
exposure 1o specific compounds.

EPA expresses potential carcino-
genic (cancer) risk in terms of a
probability. For instance, a carci-
nogenic risk level of 1 in 1,000,000
means that one additional person
out of one million people exposed
to a chemical could develop cancer
as a result of that exposure. (In
scientific notation, 1 in 1,000,000 is
expressed as 1 x 10%).

To protect public health, EPA is
concemed with the probability that

McColl Superfund Site Proposed Plan
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&1 Reasonable Maximum Exposure

NOTE: This figure presents information for the highest risk receptor.
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* Risk for selective solidification is assumed to be the same, with or without excavation.

Figure 14. Summary of Cancer Risks for Cleanup Alternatives

exposure to specific chemicals may result in cancer.
For Superfund projects, EPA’s goal is to implement
cleanup actions that fall within the range of 1 in 10,000
(1x10*) to 11in 1,000,000 (1 x 10%) excess lifetime
cancer risk.

Chemicals that do not cause cancer, but may cause
other health effects (e.g., respiratory irritation, liver
disease) are considered for both their short- and long-
term effects. Estimated exposure levels for specific
chemicals are compared to the threshold concentration
levels where health effects have been observed in the
most sensitive populadons. This comparison is
presented as a ratio called the Hazard Index (HD.

If the Hazard Index is greater than 1.0, health effects
could potentially occur. If the ratio is less than 1.0,
health effects are unlikely. For Superfund projects,
EPA’s goal is to implement cleanup actions with an HI
less than 1.0. )

To calculate the risk probabilities and hazard ratios,
assumptions have to be made concemning the nature of
the problem. Generally, to account for uncertainties
associated with the assessments, EPA makes conserva-
tive assumptions that weigh in favor of protecting
public health. EPA has used two different exposure
scenarios for estimating risk for McColl: average
exposure and reasonable maximum exposure. Average
exposure uses the average concentration of contami-
nants at McColl o calculate exposure levels. Reason-
able maximum exposure assumes higher contaminant
concentrations and exposure conditions than average
exposure scenarios as the basis for exposure.calcula-
tons.

Carcinogenic risk and Hazard Index estimates for each
remedial alternative are shown in Figures 14 and 15,
respectively. These numbers represent the maximum
numbers calculated as part of the BPHE, the PHERA,

continued on page 16
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Continued from page 15

and the Addenda to these docu-
ments.

As can be seen from Figure 14, the
estimated carcinogenic risk from
each alternative is within or below
EPA’s acceptable risk range.
Figure 15 shows that the non-
carcinogenic impact from each
alternative is below 1.0, which is
acceptable to EPA. These conclu-
sions are based on Hazard Index
numbers that do not include im-
pacts from benzene, sulfur dioxide,
and chromium. Based on these

Applicable or Relevant and
Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs):

All of the statutory and regulatory
requirements and policy that have a
bearing on the way in which a
Superfund cleanup is conducted.

| ARARSs could include air quality

regulations, noise level restrictions,
etc.

Arsenic:
A mezal that is usually found as
arsenate or arsenite. It can harm

Benzene:

A colorless, liquid organic com-
pound which is volatile and flam-
mable. Benzene is used as a
solvent. Itis a known human
carcinogen (cancer-causing agent).

Cone penetrometer:

A tool that measures soil properties
(e.g., density, shear strength) while
being pressed into the ground.

Continuous char layer:
The discrete level at which the char

assessments, all alternatives meet thl'lg thmgs at low Concen[raﬁons, laycr in the sumps begms
the health criteria for selection of 2 | and can enter the food chain. :
~
remedy. <y Exposure pathways:
Auger: The various ways in which humans
A piece of equipment used for or animals can be exposed to
drilling holes into soil. contaminants. Exposure pathways
10 -
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Figure 15. Summary of Noncancer Risks for Cleanup Alternatives
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include inhalation, ingestion, and
direct skin contact.

Fly ash:
Fine ash left over from the burning
of coal and other materials.

Granular activated carbon:
Treated carbon that can attract and
hold contaminants. It is often used
in air filters to remove organic
contaminants from an air stream
before the treated air is released to
the atmosphere,

- In-place borings:

(Boring samples) Holes drilled and
sampled to determine the type of
subsurface materials present.

In situ solidification:

Hardening of materials in place.
Solidification involves mixing
hardening agents such as cement
with the materials to be solidified.

Institutional controls:
Administrative measures or rules
imposed by government entities
and used to supplement technical
actions at a hazardous waste site.
Institutional controls include
actions such as restrictions on use
of properties.

Long-term engineering controls
(LTE):

Engineering measures taken to
prevent physical contact with the
waste material of concem (e.g., a
- RCRA-equivalent cap).

pH:

A logarithmic scale (from 0 - 14)
that measures how acidic or basic a
substance is. Substances with a pH
below 7.0 are acidic (such as ‘
vinegar). The lower the number,
the greater the acidity. Substances

with a pH above 7.0 are basic, or
alkaline (such as baking soda). The
higher the number above 7, the
greater the alkalinity. Substances
with a pH of 7.0 are neutral (such
as water).

RCRA:

The Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act approved as an
amendment to the first federal solid
waste legislation, the Solid Waste
Disposal Act of 1965. Under
RCRA, Congress established initial
directives and guidelines for the
EPA to regulate the management of
hazardous wastes as they are
produced.

RCRA-equivalent cap:

A system that meets RCRA re-
quirements for covering hazardous
materials. The system includes a
multilayer cap that has low perme-
ability (is nearly waterproof); a gas
collection and treatment system;
and a surface water collection
system.

Record of Decision (ROD):

A public document that describes
which alternative has been selected
for cleanup of a Superfund site.
The ROD is based on information
generated during the remedial
investigation/feasibility study, and
on consideration of public com-
ments. Itincludes a Responsive-
ness Summary that responds to
public comments.

Scrubber unit:

A device that uses a liquid spray or
a dry, porous material to remove
gaseous pollutants from an air
stream. Scrubbers are used as air
pollution control devices on ex-
haust stacks.

Seep:

At McColl, a seep is an area where
some of the tarry waste material has
flowed above the ground surface
and is exposed.

Shroud:

A device used to contain gaseous
and particulate emissions. At
McColl, a shroud would be used
over the auger to capture emissions
resulting from drilling into the
waste and to direct them through a
treatment system,

Slurry:
A liquid mixture of water and
cement-like particles.

Slurry wall:

A subsurface wall that acts as a
barrier to-prévent horizontal move-
ment of subsurface water and liquid
waste.

Sulfur dioxide:

A heavy, pungent gas formed
primarily from the combustion of
fossil fuels. It can cause irritation
to the respiratory tract and eyes,
and at very high levels can cause
death.

Tetrahydrothiophenes:

A family of sulfur-containing
compounds which usually have a
strong, unpleasant odor. These
compounds can be smelled at low
concentrations.

Toluene:

A toxic volatile organic compound
used as a solvent and as an anti-
knock agent in gasoline.

Xylene: .
A toxic volatile organic compound
used chiefly as a solvent. &
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The public comment period on the cleanup alternatives for the McColl site is your formal opportunity to
participate in the remedy selection process. Comments will be accepted in writing throughout the
comment period and/or orally at the community meeting. (You can use the form on the next page to
submit written comments.) The following is a brief guide to help you prepare and submit comments.

-

Effective Community Comments

To comment most effectively, community members are encouraged to:

1) voice support for or opposition to specific alternatives;

2) list specific reasons for supporting or opposing particular alternatives;

3) ensure comments are concise and contain points to which the Agency can respond directly; and
4) comment on documents EPA used to develop its Proposed Plan.

1) Voicing Your Support or Opposition:

It is best to comment on all the alternatives, not just the preferred alternative. When considering the
alternative, review the nine criteria described on page 6. Use the criteria as a basis for making your
comments on the alternatives.

2) Commenting on the SROA II, BPHE, PHERA, and Addenda:

The SROA II and related documents evaluate the technical implementability, cost, and public health and
environmental protectiveness of the cleanup altematives. These documents include the:

Characteristics of the site;
Remedial action goals and description of aliernatives;
_ Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS);
Public Health Assessment; ’
Technical evaluation; and
Cost analysis.

This information is the basis for EPA’s Proposed Plan. When commenting on the SROA II and related
documents, you may want to comment on the description of an alternative or on a specific aspect that
affects remedy selection. For example, commenting on the operations hours proposed for incineration is
a comment on the description of an alternative. In terms of the selection criteria, you may want to
comment on the cost estimate -- is it too low because it does not include long-term maintenance or is it
too high because it assumes too many contingency factors?

EPA Response to Public Comments

All significant comments received on the Proposed Plan or the SROA 1II and related decision documents
will be addressed in the “Responsiveness Summary,” which is part of the Record of Decision.




ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY COMMENT SHEET
Cleanup Alternatives for the McColl Superfund Site

Date

Name Representing
Address ' City, State, Zip Code
Daytime Phone Evening Phone

To comment most effectively, community members are encouraged to do one or more of the following:

+ Voice support or opposition for certain alternatives
» Comment on the Supplemental Reevaluation of Alternatives IT (SROA II)
« Comment on the Proposed Plan

COMMENT:

- Comments must be postmarked no later than September 29, 1992. Please mail comments to:
Pam Wieman, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA
75 Hawthorne Street (H-6-1), San Francisco, CA 94105-3901



For More Information

Documents for the McColl Superfund Site are If you have questions about the Superfund
located in the information repository at: cleanup at McColl, please call or write EPA's

Fullerton Public Library

Community Relations Coordinator for the site:

Local History Room Fraser Felter

353 W. Commonwealth Avenue U.S. EPA

Fullerton Region 9

(714) 738-6333 75 Hawthorne Street (H-1-1)

Monday - Thursday 10 am- 9 pm
Friday A ~10am -6 pm
Saturday 10 am - 5 pm

McColl Security Office

California EPA Public Participation Section

Orange County Public Health Nurses for health-related inquiries
U.S. EPA for odor complaints

U.S. EPA Media Contact: Paula Bruin

San Francisco, CA 94105
Hours: (415) 744-2181

You may also call EPA's toll-free Superfund
- hotline and leave a message. Your call will be
returned. The hotline number is:

Sunday Closed (800) 231-3075
Important McColl Superfund S_i_te_Teléphone Numbers

(714) 523-5310
(916) 445-9543
1, (714) 575-2800

- (415) 744-2181

(415) 744-1587

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Region 8

75 Hawthome Street (H-1-1)

San Francisco, CA 94105

Atin: Fraser Felter
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Look fora recycling symbol on
products you buy. Such
sysmbols identify recycled or
recyclable products. Support
recyciing markets by buying
products made from recycied
material.

' [INSIDE: Proposed Plan for Cleanup at McColl Superfund Sitél Printed o Recycled Paper
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‘ : ' EXAMPLE 2
ON STATION BOUNDARY OFF-STATION COCGCs(1)
DEEP SHALLOW DEEP SHALLOW DEEP SHALLOW
ND {2,000 ppb* | 20-35 ppb <5ppb | < 5ppb | TCE
58 ppb ND - | PCE
8 ppb ? ? 1,1 DCE
9 ppb 5.4 ppb - | 1,2DCE
26 ppb _ ND Carbon-
tetrachloride
730 ppb* ND Benzene
(1) Chemicals of Concern
(?) Proposed plan does not define the data source of 2.1 ppb
’ (*) This will be addressed in the OU 2 study -



