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Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the selected renedial action for soil and scrap nateri al
contaminated with lead renmaining at the MCarty's/Pacific Hde and Fur Site (the "Site") in
Pocat el | o, Bannock County, Idaho. This record of decision (ROD) has been devel oped in
accordance with the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of
1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Amendnents and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), 42
U S.C 89601 et seq., and to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances
Pol | uti on Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300. This decision is based on the Admi nistrative
Record (AR) for this Site, updated in July 1995, to include new informati on generated since both
the original ROD, signed on June 28, 1988, and the Anended ROD, signed on April 29, 1992. The
attached index identifies the itens in the AR upon which this decision is based.

The State of Idaho concurs with the sel ected renedy.
Assessment of the Site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an inmminent and substanti al
threat to human health, welfare, or the environnent.

Description of the Final Qperable Unit Renmedy

This operable unit is the second of two operable units for this Site. The first operable unit
i nvol ved renedi ation of soil and scrap naterial contam nated with polychlorinated biphenyls
(PCBs) and commi ngl ed PCBs and | ead.

This final operable unit addresses renediation of the remaining soil and scrap nateri al

contam nated with |l ead. The selected renedial action addresses all threats associated with

| ead-contam nated soil and scrap naterial above | ead health-based | evels under a future
industrial land use scenario. Extensive anal yses conducted on sanples from ground-water
nmonitoring wells located both on- and off-Site have not indicated the presence of |ead or other
contam nants at harnful levels. Therefore, ground-water cleanup is deened unnecessary and is
not a conponent of this operable unit renedial action.

The naj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

1 Decont ami nati ng and recycling contam nated scrap material and, site
preparation in anticipation of renedial activities;

Excavating all |ead-contam nated soil above the Site-specific cleanup |evel;

Treating soil which has been designated as a Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act- (RCRA) characteristic waste;



Properly disposing of both the non-treated and treated soil at a permtted,
nmuni ci pal landfill (operated under 40 CFR 258);

Backfilling excavated areas with clean soil fromoff-Site, grading and
restoring surface drainage;

I mpl emrent i ng suppl enentary engi neering controls and environnental nonitoring,
such as air nonitoring, to mninmze exposure to rel eases of hazardous
subst ances during cl eanup activities;

Perform ng one year of quarterly ground-water nonitoring to ensure the
effectiveness of the cleanup and that no contam nants were nobilized during
its inplenmentation, followed by nonitoring well abandonnent;

Requiring institutional controls including permanent Site fencing and
restrictions limting future property usage to industrial operations only.
These restrictions will prohibit |and uses allowed under

resi denti al / nei ghbor hood commerci al and prof essi onal zoni ng.

Long-term operati on and mai nt enance requi renments including fence repair, as
necessary. Reviews conducted no | ess often than every five (5) years to
ensure the renedy continues to provide adequate protection of hunman heal th and
t he environnent .

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining at the Site above heal t h-based
levels, reviews will be conducted no | ess often than every five (5) years following initiation
of the remedial action to ensure the renedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human
heal th and the environnent.

Decl ar ati on

This operable unit renedial action is protective of human health and the environnent, conplies
with federal and state requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to
the remedial action, and is cost effective. This action utilizes pernmanent sol utions and
alternative treatnent technol ogies to the naxi num extent practicable and satisfies the statutory
preference for renedi es that enploy treatment that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volunme as a
principal element.

<I MG SRC 1095121>

Chuck d arke Dat e
Regi onal Admi ni strator

U S. Environnmental Protection Agency, Region 10
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MCCARTY' S/ PACI FI C HI DE AND FUR
SUPERFUND SI TE
FI NAL OPERABLE UNI T RECORD OF DECI SI ON

Deci si on Summary
I NTRODUCTI ON
Site Nane, Location and Description

The McCarty's/Pacific H de and Fur Superfund Site consists of approxinmately seventeen (17) acres
located in the southern half of Section 16, Township 6 South, Range 34 East of the Boise
Meri di an, Bannock County, Idaho. The Site is situated at the northwestern edge of Pocatello,
Idaho at 3500 U.S. H ghway 30 West. A vicinity map is shown in Figure 1.

The Site is conprised of three contiguous properties including the McCatry property; the Pacific
Recycling facility (owned and operated by Pacific H de & Fur Depot, Inc.) and a portion of the
Uni on Pacific Railroad (UPRR) property currently leased to Pacific Recycling. Current |and use
at the Site includes an operating scrap yard and vacant property on which scrap operations were
formerly conducted. The Site is located in an industrial corridor along U S. H ghway 30 West.
Several residences are located within 0.3 nile of the Site.

Lead and Support Agenci es:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the | ead agency for this Superfund Site. The
State of ldaho, through the Idaho Division of Environnental Quality (IDEQ, has reviewd and
concurs with the response activities planned at the Site

Adm ni strative Record

This ROD is based on the Adm nistrative Record (AR) for this Site and will becone part of the AR
file, in accordance with 8300.825(a) (2) of the NCP. The AR is available for review at the EPA
Regi onal Ofice, 1200 Sixth Avenue, Seattle, Washington, and at the Pocatello Public Library,
812 East dark Street, Pocatello, ldaho. An index of the ARis included with this record of

deci sion (ROD).

H ghlights of Comunity Participation

Community relations efforts prior to June 28, 1988 and between June 28, 1988 and April 29, 1992
are described in the Community Rel ations sections of the original and anended RCDs for the first
operable unit, respectively. The follow ng community relations activities are relevant to this
RCD:

Cct ober 31, 1994- The public comment period for the fina

Novenber 30, 1994 operabl e unit Proposed Plan. The
Proposed Plan was rel eased to the public
on Cctober 26, 1994. Copies were nuil ed
to over seventy-five (75) interested
parties on the community relations
mailing list. A display ad was pl aced
in the ldaho State Journal newspaper
descri bing the proposed cl eanup plan and
the dates of the public coment period
Gtizens were asked to contact the EPA



proj ect manager to request a public
neeting to discuss the proposed
alternatives for cleanup of the
remai ning | ead contam nation at the
Site.

Decenber 1, 1994 Publ i c comment period extended an
additional thirty (30 days) after EPA
received a fornmal request for an
extension. A display ad was placed in
the Idaho State Journal newspaper
descri bing the extension to the public
comrent period. The public conment
peri od was extended through Decenber 31
1994. Substantial witten cooments were
submtted to EPA during the public
comrent period. A response to the
public comrents is included in the
Responsi veness Summary, which is
attached to this ROD as Appendi x A

SI TE H STORY

The McCarty property was used as part of a gravel mining operation as early as 1949. The
property was |ater used as a netal salvaging yard fromthe late 1950's to 1983. Scrap netal was
bought and stored in and around a |arge gravel pit. Copper fromtransforners was renoved and
the casings scrapped. Residual oil, contamnated with PCBs, was apparently allowed to drain
directly onto the ground. The capacitors were discarded directly into the pit because they had
no val ue.

Lead-acid batteries were al so brought to the McCarty, UPRR and Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc.
properties. In some |ocations, battery casings were mxed with netal scrap in layers up to four
(4) feet thick. Lead in the batteries was sold for reprocessing. Acid staining and corrosion
frombattery aci ds has been observed in interm xed metal scrap recovered fromthe Site

For mer enpl oyees who worked at the Site have reported that batteries were cracked open, drained
and stored in four former railroad boxcars | ocated on both the Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc.
and UPRR properties in the south central portion of the Site. These boxcars were not known to
have been noved around on the Site during the tine the recycling activities occurred. Battery
acid was reportedly drained in an area southwest of the boxcars. The battery casings were
either burned in a stove in the boxcars for heat, shipped off the Site with the |ead, or dunped
on the McCarty property.

Recycling operations on the McCarty property were conducted by McCarty's, Inc., until 1979. In
August 1979, Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc. (dba Pacific Recycling) purchased the northwest
section of the McCarty property and the right to engage in the recycling business in that area
Paci fic Recycling continued to operate on the McCarty property until March 1983. Pacific
Recycling operates a recycling business on its property and property currently | eased from UPRR

ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

EPA conducted an Energency Renoval Action at the Site in March 1983. Over 500 capacitors and
100 cubic yards of PCB-contam nated surface soil were renoved and disposed off-Site. Also, in
March 1983, the United States Departnent of Justice (DQJ), acting on behalf of EPA filed both a
civil and a crimnal action based on contanination discovered at the Site. The crimnal action



was brought against Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc., and several of its enployees, for alleged
violations of the Toxics Substances Control Act. Convictions were entered in the crininal case
on June 29, 1984. The verdicts were subsequently overturned by the Nnth Grcuit in United
States v. Pacific Hde & Fur, 768 F.2d 1096 (9th CGr. 1985), based on an inproper jury
instruction. The civil action, which was subsequently stayed pendi ng resolution of the crimnal
suit, was brought against Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc., MCarty's, Inc., and individual
nenbers of the McCarty famly.

In Septenber 1984, the Site was added to the National Priorities List under CERCLA

In March 1985, the United States renewed prosecution of the civil action. Pacific H de and Fur
Depot, Inc., subsequently naned | daho Power Conpany (IPCo) as a third party defendant. |PCo had
owned nmany of the transforners and capacitors that had been brought to the Site. DQJ filed an
Anended Conpl aint, identifying | PCo as an additional defendant.

On Septenber 9, 1986, |PCo, McCarty's, Inc., nenbers of the MCarty famly, Pacific H de and Fur
Depot, Inc., and EPA entered into a Partial Consent Decree in which the defendants agreed to
conduct a renedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) of PCB contami nation at the Site.
The conpleted RI/FS was submtted to EPA for approval on March 9, 1988. The ROD was si gned on
June 28, 1988.

In July 1988, special notice letters were sent to Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc., MCarty's,
Inc., nenbers of the McCarty famly and I PCo, all of whom had been identified as potentially
responsi bl e parties (PRPs). The special notice letters initiated negotiations on a PRP-1ead
remedi al design/renmedial action (RDYRA). |PCo and EPA subsequently entered into a consent
decree in which 1 PCo agreed to conplete the RD, inplenent the RA reinburse EPA for a portion of
the past costs incurred by the governnent, and fund three years of operation and nai nt enance.
Thi s consent decree was | odged on May 30, 1989, and becane effective on Septenber 25, 1989. At
that tinme, PCBs were the only hazardous substances known to be present above regulatory linmts.

Subsequent to entry of the Partial Consent Decree, but prior to I PCo's conpletion of the design
work for the renedial alternative, EPA discovered lead at the Site at concentrations in excess
of recomended action |levels. EPA determned that the selected PCB renedial alternative would
not be protective. Al PCB renedial activities were stopped. |PCo agreed to conplete a
feasibility study to evaluate renmedial alternatives for cleanup of both PCBs and PCBs comm ngl ed
with | ead.

An investigation to identify PRPs who nay be potential sources of the | ead contam nation was
conpl eted by EPA in Decenber 1991. Letters were sent to several identified PRPs to notify them
of their potential liability, obtain additional information, and seek their cooperation in
undertaking and financing further investigation and possible future cleanup.

On April 29, 1992, EPA issued an Anended ROD. The Anmended RCOD identified the sel ected renedial
alternative for PCBs and PCBs commingled with | ead and ot her inorganic contam nants. |PCo and
EPA negotiated an Anended Partial Consent Decree. EPA subsequently issued an Adm nistrative
Oder for RODORA to enable I1PCo to pronptly initiate cleanup of PCBs and PCBs commingled with

| ead pending judicial entry of the Anended Partial Consent Decree.

The Anended Partial Consent Decree was | odged with the Idaho District Court (Court) on August
17, 1993. Substantial public comrents objecting to entry of the Anended Partial Consent Decree
were received fromthe parties who had been identified as PRPs for the | ead contam nation.

Fol | owi ng consi deration of the comrents, the United States noved for entry of the Anended
Partial Consent Decree on Decenber 23, 1994. The parties who had submitted public comments
filed fornal objections with the Court, requesting that the Court not enter the Anended Parti al



Consent Decree

Imredi ately following discovery of the | ead contam nati on, EPA began collecting infornation
concerning the delivery and processing of |lead batteries at the Site. Receipts obtained from
McCarty's, Inc., and Pacific Recycling disclosed ten (10) major battery contributors.

In Decenber 1992, EPA issued special notice letters to the 10 identified | ead generators and the
owners/operators of the Site (Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc., UPRR MCarty's Inc., and the
McCarty entities). Subsequent negotiations for conpletion of an RI/FS for the |ead

contam nation were unsuccessful. Thus, EPA retained a contractor to conduct the RI/FS. The
Proposed Pl an was issued in Cctober 1994. EPA re-evaluated the proposed renedy as a result of
comrent s recei ved during the Public comment period. EPA' s response to these coments appears in
t he Responsi veness Summary of this ROD. Negotiations for inplenmentation of the sel ected
remedial alternative will commence shortly after the ROD is signed

SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE CPERABLE UNI' T REMEDI AL ACTI ON

Fol | owi ng di scovery of the |ead contam nation, EPA divided the Site into two operable units to
expedite cleanup activities. The first operable unit addressed cl eanup of the PCB- and

comm ngl ed PCB/ | ead-contam nated soil. A conprehensive di scussion of the selected renedi a
action for the first operable unit cleanup is included in the April 29, 1992 Arended RCD. The
first operable unit cleanup was conpleted in Cctober 1993

The second operabl e unit addresses the renmining | ead-contam nated soil at the Site. EPA has
determ ned that |ead concentrations greater than 1,000 parts per mllion (ppn) nay present
significant human health risks for Site workers. Approximately 6,510 cubic yards of

| ead-contam nated soil remaining at the Site exceed the 1,000 ppmlevel. Approximtely 3,015
cubi ¢ yards of the 6,510 cubic yards of |ead-contam nated soil nust be treated prior to di sposa
because it exceeds the RCRA toxicity characteristic |eachate procedure (TCLP) extraction test
level of 5 ppm The TCLP test was used at this Site on | ead-contam nated soil to determine its
mobility. The | ead-contami nated soil is considered to be the principal threat waste at this
Site because of the possible ingestion of soil that contains | ead above heal t h-based | evel s.

The second operable unit renedial action is intended to be the final response action for this
Site. Extensive sanpling of ground-water nmonitoring wells located on- and off-Site, has not
indicated the presence of lead or other contam nants at harnful |evels. Therefore, ground-water
cl eanup i s deened unnecessary and is not a conponent of this final renedial action. However,
one year of quarterly ground-water nonitoring will be conducted to deternine the effectiveness
of the | ead-contam nated soil cleanup and to ensure that no contam nants were accidentally
nobi | i zed during inplenentation of the sel ected renedy.

SUMVARY CF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Ext ensi ve surface and subsurface soil sanpling was perforned prior to and after the first
operable unit cleanup to identify contam nants of concern and characterize the nature and extent
of contam nation. Surface and subsurface soil sanple anal yses included the use of x-ray
fluorescence (XRF) field screening for |ead and other selected el enents, and | aboratory
confirmation sanpling for target analyte |list conpounds. Laboratory confirmati on sanpling

anal yses were al so conducted for semvolatile organi c conpounds in surface soil sanples. A
on-Site sanple data were conpared to risk-based criteria, and on-Site inorgani cs sanple data
were conpared to off-Site background data, to determ ne contam nants of potential concern

A sanpling grid was established for sanples collected during the August 1990, May 1991, and
final operable unit R sanpling events. Various sanpling intervals were used during the



multiple investigations at the Site; however, all sanple |location coordinates, including sanples
collected during the Rl field investigation were placed on a grid of the Site

A soil sanple collection sunmary is presented in Table 1 begi nning with sanpling events
conducted in August 1990 and May 1991, and including results fromthe first operable unit
remedi al action confirmation sanpling and the final operable unit RI. Tables 2 (surface soil)
and 3 (subsurface soil) summarize the potential contam nants of concern, naxi num detected
concentrations, background (surface) soil concentrations, and risk-based criteria for each
anal yte. Additionally, these tables include the nunber of sanples that exceed background
concentrations or risk-based criteria conpared to the total nunber of sanples collected for each
respective conpound. Wth the exception of lead, the risk-based screening criteria which were
used for both the residential and industrial scenarios were those devel oped by EPA Region II
(R sk-Based Concentration Tables, Second Quarter 1994, Region IIl, April 20, 1994). For |ead
the 400 ppmresidential screening | evel was used

Subsurface soil XRF screening data for |lead collected during the May 1991 field investigation
are available for several areas on the Site in addition to |laboratory anal ytical data. These
data were used to conplenent the |aboratory analytical data and further characterize the nature
and extent of subsurface soil contamination at the Site. Subsurface XRF screening data that
were collected within the boundary of the first operable unit renedial action have been excl uded
because they are no | onger representative of current Site conditions.

The data conparison presented in Table 3 identifies two anal ytes, arsenic and | ead, that exceed
background and risk-based criteria at depth under a future residential |and use scenario
Beryl | i um exceeds residential risk-based criteria at depth. However, under the current/future
industrial land use scenario, lead is the only analyte that exceeds background and ri sk-based
criteria.

Sanmpl es were collected for TCLP anal yses at 14 locations identified during XRF screeni ng as

exhi biting | ead concentrations between 1, 600 ppm and 28,600 ppm Regression anal ysis was
perforned on data collected during the 1990 and 1991 sanpling events. For the nine data pairs
within the XRF calibration range (380 to 10,000 ppn), the laboratory analytical results for TCLP
fromunsi eved soil sanples and XRF neasurenents are nmarginally correlative (r2 = .67). Al though
the correl ati on between the XRF neasurenents and TCLP values is insufficient to establish a
prediction of TCLP | eachate values froman XRF neasurenent, the data show that none of the
sanpl es with XRF | ead neasurenents bel ow 4,000 ppm exceeded the TCLP regulatory limt for |ead
(5 ppm). TCLP analysis also indicated that no netals, other than | ead, exceeded RCRA criteria

TCLP soil anal yses were not perforned during the Rl because the TCLP results fromthe sanples
collected in 1990 and 1991 renmin representative of Site soil characteristics

EPA estimates that 7,330 cubic yards of |ead-contam nated soil exceed EPA' s recomended 400 ppm
resi denti al -based screening | evel; an estimate of 6,510 cubic yards of soil exceeds a |evel of
1,000 ppm Qher inorganic elements detected in Site surface soil in concentrations above
background included antinony, arsenic, beryllium cadm um copper, manganese and zinc. These

el ements were not expected to result in exposures to workers that woul d exceed EPA' s acceptable
heal t h-based |l evels. No semivolatile organi c conpounds were detected at |evels of concern.

Surface soil contam nation (fromground surface to 1 foot bel ow ground surface) is pervasive
across the Site except in these areas where extensive cleanup occurred under the first operable
unit and on portions of the Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc., property on which no known battery
recycling operations were conducted. At depths to eight (8) feet bel ow ground surface, areas
exhibiting el evated | ead concentrations are limted to the north central access road to the
gravel pit on the McCarty property, the top of the east access road to the pit, and two



local i zed areas east of the pit on the McCarty's property; and the historical |ocation of the
former battery boxcars on the Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc., and UPRR properties. Figure 2
depicts lead contam nation at the Site at 400 ppmand 1,000 ppm concentration contour intervals,
and subsurface | ocations where | ead concentrations exceed 1,000 ppm

G ound water beneath the Site occurs in two distinct water bearing deposits (upper and | ower

aqui fers) separated by a | ess perneable clay layer. Under the dean Water Act (CWY) (33 USC
1251, 40 CFR Part 230, 231), State Antidegradation Requirenents/Use Cassification require every
state to classify all the waters within its boundaries according to i ntended use. EPA has

desi gnated the upper aquifer as Gass IIB since it is potentially available for drinking water
agriculture or other beneficial uses. The lower aquifer is Qass | (i.e., drinking water). The
lower aquifer is very productive and is used as the prinary drinking water source by |ocal
private residents, businesses, and the Cty of Pocatello (Supply Wll No. 32). No water supply
wells in the area have been found to utilize the upper aquifer. The Mchaud G avel through

whi ch the upper aquifer flows does not appear to be of sufficient saturated thickness to be used
as a nmajor ground-water source. Depth to ground water in the upper aquifer is between 34 to 38
feet bel ow ground surface; and, within the | ower aquifer, 60 to 150 feet bel ow ground surface

G ound water in the upper aquifer flows to the northwest, and in the | ower aquifer, to the
west/northwest. Gound-water nonitoring well locations for this Site are illustrated in Figure
3

During early assessnents of the Site, elevated concentrations of PCBs were found in ground-water
nonitoring and private wells in the vicinity of the Site. Miltiple rounds of ground-water
sanpl i ng have since been perforned to identify any contam nants of concern and docunent trends
in ground-water quality. Gound-water sanpling began in 1983. Sanpling perforned prior to 1990
focused prinmarily on PCB contami natiun and did not address all potential contam nants of concern
at the Site. Between 1990 and 1994, EPA perforned seven rounds of ground-water sanpling on up-
and down-gradient nonitoring wells in which sanples were analyzed for all conpounds on the
target anal yte and conpound Lists, including netals, pesticides/PCBs, volatile organic conpounds
(VQCs), and senmivolatile organi ¢ conpounds.

The nmaxi mum det ected i norgani ¢ concentrations in the shall ow and deep aquifer wells for
potential elenents of concern are summarized in Table 4. Only those conpounds which have either
exceeded their risk-based screening | evels or nmaxi mumcontam nant |evels (MCLs) are listed.

None of the sanple anal yses for pesticides/PCBs or semvolatiles produced any exceedances of
either MCLs or risk-based criteria. One VOC, trichloroethyl ene, exceeded its MCL once in one
(1) on-Site nmonitoring well.

There are several inorganic anal ytes which exceed either MCLs or risk-based criteria including
al um num antinony, arsenic, chromum iron, |ead, manganese, nickel, and zinc. In nmany

i nstances, the exceedance occurred once and has not been replicated. Wth the exception of

| ead, these conpounds have not been found in Site soil at levels of concern, and are, therefore
not consi dered contam nants of concern at the Site. Lead did exceed the federal action |evel of
15 ug/L in an up-gradient well at 43.8 ug/L and down-gradient well at 18 ug/L, as docunented in
the results fromthe March 1991 sanpling event. However, these results are consi dered anonal ous
because no exceedances of the action | evel have been observed since the March 1991 sanpling
event. Based on the extensive ground-water nonitoring database for this Site, EPA believes this
Site does not pose a threat to ground water, and therefore, no ground-water renediation is
deened necessary. However, lead, in the nmore highly contam nated soil, nay be | eached or

nobi lized by rainwater infiltrating or spills fromindustrial Site activities. TCLP results
denonstrate that | ead-contam nated soil at the Site has the capacity to be |eached fairly
readily

There are no observable inpacts to surface water, sedinments or air resulting fromcontam nants



found at the Site.

The Site Characteristics - Renedial Investigation section in the original June 28, 1988 ROD, and
the August 1991 "Interpretive Report for XRF Screening and Confirmati on Soil Sanpling at
McCarty' s/ Pacific H de and Fur and Union Pacific Railroad" provide a historical perspective of
Site investigations done to characterize the nature and extent of contami nation at the Site.

SUMVARY CF SI TE RI SKS

The baseline risk assessnent provides the basis for taking action at the Site and indicates the
exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the renedial action. R sk assessnents are
perforned using information on the toxicity of contam nants and assunptions regarding the extent
to which people may be exposed to them This summary of the baseline Ri sk Assessnent for the
Site is divided into five sections: identification of potential contam nants of concern (COCs),
exposure assessnent, toxicity assessnent, risk characterization, which is an integration and
summary of the information gathered and anal yzed in the preceding sections and anal ysis of the
uncertainty involved in developing a risk assessnent. The summary concludes with the results of
the Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent conducted for this Site

The Cctober 1994 baseline R sk Assessnent eval uated risk based on a future residential |and use
scenario. Upon further review, EPA determined that the reasonably anticipated future |and use
at the Site will be industrial, consequently, the June 9, 1995 Ri sk Assessnent addendum

eval uated risk based on a future industrial |and use scenario. The potentially exposed

popul ations in current and potential scenarios are prinarily on-Site workers.

Identification of Potential Contam nants of Concern (Screening Anal ysis)

The sel ection of chemicals that potentially contribute to human health risks at the Site, known
as the potential COCs, was a two-step process. First, the maxi num concentrations of

contami nants detected in on-site soil and water were conpared to health based screening |evels
for drinking water, soil and air devel oped by EPA Region Ill (R sk-Based Concentrati on Tabl es
Second Quarter 1994, Region IIll, April 20, 1994) and to EPA's MCLs. For |ead, the health-based
screening |l evels used for soil (400 ppm and water (15 ug/l) were those recomended by EPA

gui dance. Those chem cal s havi ng concentrations above these screening |evels were selected as
potential COCs. Second, sone of the potential COCs identified in this first step were
elimnated fromconsideration as potential COCs by considering several factors including
frequency of detection, calculated risk |evels, and background concentrati ons (for inorganics).

The potential COCs selected for soil and dass |IIB ground water (potential drinking water) shown
in Table 5 were sel ected using exposure paraneters based initially on residential use of the
Site. Because EPA recomends that the residential scenario be used for the initial screening
(i.e., the selection of potential COCs) for all risk assessments, the screening nethods used and
the potential COCs selected did not change with the addition of the industrial |and use Risk
Assessment in the June 1995 addendum

Exposure Assessnent

The exposure assessment estimates the type and magnitude of exposures to the potential COCs at
the Site. It considers the current and potential future uses of the Site, characterizes the
potentially exposed popul ations, identifies the inportant exposure pathways and quantifies the
i ntake of each potential COC fromeach nedium for each population at risk. The result of the
assessnent is a calculated daily dose of each potential COC per body wei ght for each exposure
medi um



Identification of Site Uses, Exposed Popul ati ons and Exposure Pat hways

(a) Site Use Scenarios. The exposure assessnent for the Site considers two | and use scenarios
involving different groups of potentially exposed popul ations. The Cctober 1994 baseline Risk
Assessment considered future residential |and use of the Site. The June 1995 addendum
considered current and expected future industrial land use of the Site

(b) Potentially Exposed Popul ations. The two scenarios described above have an associ at ed
popul ation that nay be exposed to potential COCs at the Site. The popul ati ons assuned for these
Site uses are described bel ow.

(1) Residential. The Site would be devel oped for residential use. People would spend 30
years of their lifetine on the Site.

(2) Industrial. The Site would continue to be used for industrial purposes. Wrkers
woul d spend 25 years of continuous enploynent at the Site

(c) Exposure Pathways. An exposure pathway is the nechani sm by which chemicals mgrate from
their source or point of release to the population at risk. Four elenents conprise a conplete
exposure pathway: (1) a source of a chemcal release (e.g., contam nated soil); (2) novenent of
contam nants through environmental nedia (e.g., rain noving through contam nated soil into
ground water); (3) a point of potential human contact with a contam nated nedium (e.g., use of
contam nated ground water for drinking water); and, (4) entry into the body or exposure route
(e.g., ingestion of drinking water).

The exposure pat hways considered in the Cctober 1994 baseline Ri sk Assessnent and June 1995 Ri sk
Assessnent addendum vari ed dependi ng on the | and use and on the popul ation potentially exposed
For exanple, in assumng future residential |and use of the Site, the followi ng exposures were
eval uated for adults and children: (1) ingestion of soil, (2) ingestion of ground water, and
(3) inhalation of vapor phase chemicals fromground water while showering. Exposure from
contaminants in air as a result of the generation and transport of fugitive dust fromsurface
soil was elimnated as an exposure route of concern during the initial screening for potentia
COCs. This was done by screening nodel ed air concentrations (derived from maxi mum surface soi
concentrations) to the Region IIl risk-based values. Subsurface soils were evaluated as a part
of the Cctober 1994 baseline R sk Assessment to account for the possibility of future
excavation. Excavation can result in subsurface soils being brought to the surface where
contact by people can occur

The results of the residential |and use R sk Assessnent showed that exposures from ground-water
ingestion and inhalation of volatiles fromground water were below | evel s of concern for human
heal th. Because exposures to workers via ground-water ingestion and inhalation of volatiles
woul d be much lower than those for residents, the June 1995 R sk Assessnent addendum done for
wor ker exposure eval uated only ingestion of contam nated, soils.

The nethods used to assess exposure and toxicity and to characterize risk are different for |ead
than for other contam nants. Therefore, lead is discussed separately fromthe other

contam nants in the sections bel ow

A, Risks Related to Conpounds O her Than Lead

Cal cul ati on of Exposure

EPA' s Superfund gui dance requires that the reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RVE) be used to
calcul ate potential health inpacts at Superfund sites. The RMVE is the highest exposure that is



reasonably expected to occur at the site. It is calculated using conservative assunptions in
order to represent exposures that are both reasonable and protective. In the Cctober 1994 R sk
Assessnent, both RMES and average exposures were estinmated for the residential |and use scenario
and exposure pat hways descri bed above. Average exposures were calculated in order to represent
exposures of a nore typical person. 1In the June 1995 addendum RVEs were estinated for the
industrial |and use scenario.

To estinmate exposure, data on the concentrations of potential COCs in the nedia of concern at
the Site (the exposure point concentrations) are conbined with i nfornation about the projected
behavi ors and characteristics of the people who may potentially be exposed to these nedia
(exposure paraneters). These elenents of the Site are described bel ow.

(a) Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs). For the October 1994 Ri sk Assessnent (using a
residential scenario), individual surface and subsurface soil sanple results for each sanpling
l ocation were used as EPCs for both the RVE and average exposure cal cul ations. This was done
because the density of soil sanples was insufficient to calculate either an upper confidence
limt on the average (for the RVE) or an average (for the average) as an EPC for a residentia
lot. Therefore, the reported concentration is the EPC for that sanple grid node |ocation
Average EPCs were calculated at |ocations at which duplicate sanples were collected. If a
potential COC was not detected or if the detected concentrati on was | ess than the background
concentration for inorganic analyses at a particular |ocation, an EPC was not derived for that
location. Tables 2-7 through 2-9 in the Cctober 1994 baseline Ri sk Assessnent contain the EPCs
for carcinogeni c and non-carcinogenic potential COCs in surface and subsurface soil at the Site

In the June 1995 addendum Site-wi de EPCs for industrial exposures to soil were generated. The
Site-wi de EPC cal cul ati on was used because the exposure area was assuned to be larger than a
residential lot. Site-wide EPCs were calculated for the McCarty's, Inc. property separately,
and for the UPRR and Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc. properties conbined. Were greater than
ten (10) data points were avail able, the 95 percent upper confidence limt on the nmean was used
as the EPC to calculate the RME. If less than 10 data points were avail able, then the maxi num
detected concentrati on was used as the EPC for the RVE

(b) Exposure Paranmeters. The paraneters used to cal cul ate the RVE i nclude body wei ght, age,
contact rate, frequency of exposure and exposure duration. Exposure paraneters were obtained
from EPA Region 10 risk assessnent gui dance (EPA Regi on 10 Suppl emental Ri sk Assessnent Qui dance
for Superfund, EPA 1991a).

For all of the media, exposures were estinmated assum ng |ong-termexposures to Site contam nants
(e.g., under the residential scenario: 24 years of daily use for an adult resident, 6 years for
a child resident, and 350 days/year; under the industrial scenario: 25 years for an adult

wor ker, 250 days/year, 5 days/week, and 8 hours/day).

Tabl e 6 shows the residential and industrial soil ingestion exposure factors (including exposure
frequency and duration) which are provided i n EPA Region 10 risk assessnment gui dance.

Toxicity Assessnent

The purpose of the toxicity assessnment is to provide, where possible, an estimate of the

rel ati onshi p between the extent of exposure to a contami nant and the increased |ikelihood and/or
severity of adverse effects. This is done by wei ghing avail abl e evi dence regarding the
potential for particular contam nants to cause adverse effects in exposed individuals

EPA has conducted toxicity assessnents for nmany chem cals and publishes the resulting val ues,
sl ope factors (Sfs) and reference doses (RfDs), on the Integrated R sk Information System (IR'S)



or inthe Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST). |IR'S and HEAST were used as a
source for Sfs and RfiDs for this R sk Assessnent.

Sfs have been devel oped for estimating upper-bound excess lifetine cancer risks associated with
exposure to potential cancer-causing chemcals. They are expressed in units of the inverse of
mlligrans per kilogram of body weight per day (ng/kg-day)-1. Sfs are derived fromthe results
of human epi demi ol ogi cal studies or chronic ani nal bi oassays to whi ch nat hemati ca

extrapol ations fromhigh to | ow dose and fromani nal to human have been applied

Rf Ds have been devel oped to indicate the potential for adverse health effects fromingestion of
COCs that exhibit non-cancer effects, such as danage to organ systens (e.g., the nervous system
bl ood form ng system etc.) and learning disabilities. They are expressed in units of

ng/ kg-day. RfDs are estinmates within an order of magnitude, of lifetinme daily exposure |levels
for people, including sensitive individuals, that are likely to be without risk of adverse
effect.

Ri sk Characterization

The purpose of the risk characterization is to integrate the results of the exposure assessnent
and the toxicity assessnent to estinmate risk to humans from exposure to Site contam nants.

To estimate cancer risk, the Sf is multiplied by the exposure expected for that chemcal to
provi de an upper-bound estimate of the excess lifetine cancer risk. This estimate is the
increnental probability of an individual devel oping cancer over a lifetine as a result of
exposure to cancer-causing chemcals at a site. For exanple, an excess lifetime cancer risk of
1 X 10-6 indicates that, as a reasonabl e maxi rum esti mate, an individual has an excess 1 in

1, 000, 000 chance of devel oping cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen over
a 70-year lifetine under the specific exposure conditions at a site.

In defining effects from exposure to noncancer-causi ng contam nants, EPA considers acceptable
exposure |l evels as those which do not adversely affect humans over their expected lifetinme with
a built-in margin of safety. Potential concern for noncarcinogenic effects of a single
contaminant in a single nediumis expressed as a hazard quotient (HQ which is the ratio of the
estinmated exposure froma site contamnant to that contamnant's RFD. As exposures increase
above the RFD (i.e., as the HQ goes above 1), the likelihood for non-cancer health inpacts al so
increases. By adding the H for all contaminants within a nmediumor across all nedia to which
a given popul ation may reasonably be exposed, the hazard index (H) can be generated. The H
provides a useful reference point for gauging the potential significance of nmultiple contam nant
exposures within a single nediumor across nedia

Figures 4 and 5 depict the estimated upper-bound cancer risks and H's for Site soil assum ng
future residential |and use using RVE (Figure 4) and average exposure (Figure 5) assunptions. As
shown on Figure 4 (RMVE assunptions), cancer risk estimates for nost individual sanple points
were between 1 X 10-6 and 1 X 10-4. Only two sanple points had contam nant |levels resulting in
esti mated cancer risks above 1 X 10-4. As discussed in the Cctober 1994 R sk Assessnent,
arsenic was the primary COC at nost surface soil locations. Polynuclear aromati c hydrocarbons
al so inpacted risk

The H, which is the sumof the H of all of the COCs detected at a given soil sanpling point,
was greater than one (1) at several sanple locations as shown on Figures 4 and 5. Al of these
exceedances are bel ow a val ue of 10. These non-cancer risks are a result of elevated |evels of
anti nony, arsenic, cadm um copper and nanganese in the soil.

Table 7 presents the cancer risks, hazard quotients, and hazard indices for soil ingestion under



a RVE future industrial |and use scenario.

As can be seen in Table 7, the contaminants at the Site which yielded excess lifetinme cancer
risks to workers greater than 1 X 10-6 assuming industrial exposure were arsenic and

di benz(a, h)anthracene. Potential excess lifetime cancer risks associated with industria
exposure to all contamnants in surface soil at the Site were 7 X 10-6 on the McCarty property;
and, 1 X 10-5 for the UPRR and Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc. properties conbined. These risk
estimates are within EPA's acceptable risk range of 1 X 10-4 to 1 X 10-6

B. R sks Related to Lead Only

There is a large body of scientific literature on the toxicological effects of lead i n hunmans
Children appear to be the segnent of the population at greatest risk fromthe toxic effects of
lead. Health inpacts fromlead are prinarily assessed by using levels of lead in blood. At

bl ood lead |l evels of 40 to 100 micrograns per deciliter (ug/dL), children have exhibited nerve
darmage, pernmanent nmental retardation, colic, anem a, brain danage, and death. Blood |ead |evels
as low as 10 ug/dL (or lower) have been associated w th neurol ogi cal and devel opnental defects
in children. Blood |lead | evels of concern for adults are generally higher than for children
However, studies exam ning the relationship between | ead exposure and bl ood pressure suggest
that blood lead levels fromas |low as 7 ug/dL upward to approxi mately 30 or 40 ug/dL may
increase blood pressure. In addition studies suggest that |ow | evel s of exposure for pregnant
wonen ray increase the risk for devel opnental effects in the unborn child.

Lead was not included in the quantitative risk estinmates described above for the other Site
contam nants because: (1) EPA-approved RfDs and Sfs are unavailable, and (2) for the

resi dential exposure, EPA guidelines specify the use of the EPA Integrated Uptake Biokinetic
(1'UBK) nodel for estimating acceptable lead levels in soil for children

The 1 UBK nodel estimates the blood | ead concentrations expected to result fromexposure to | ead
concentrations in soil and other nedia (e.g., air, water, diet, dust, and paint) for children
EPA recommends a benchnmark of either 95% of the sensitive popul ation of children having bl ood
lead | evel s bel ow 10 ug/dL or a 95% probability of an individual child having a blood |ead | eve
bel ow 10 ug/dL. Wen the 1UBK nodel is run using this benchrmark and all the nodel's default
paraneters, an acceptable soil |evel of about 400 ppmis predicted for |ead.

The 1 UBK nodel does not address | ead exposure to older children or adults. Therefore, potentia
ri sks associ ated with exposures of adult residents and workers could not be quantitatively

eval uated using the | UBK nodel. However, the exposure potential and sensitivity of ol der
receptors are generally |ower than those of young children. To assess the inpacts of |ead on
workers, a 1,000 ppmsoil lead | evel was chosen as protective. This |evel has been used in the

past for sites when the expected future land use is industrial

Heal th inpacts for |ead were characterized by conparing the exposure point concentrations
calculated for lead in soil at the Site using the nmethods discussed in the exposure assessnent
for other Site contam nants, to 400 ppm (for residential exposures) in the Cctober 1994 Ri sk
Assessnent, and to 1,000 ppm (for industrial exposures) in the June 1995 R sk Assessment
addendum In both cases, risks associated with either residential or industrial exposures to
the el evated concentrations of lead in Site soil were determined to present significant risks to
human health. Therefore, a cleanup action to address the | ead-contanm nated soil at the Site is
consi dered warranted.

Uncertainty Analysis

The nunerical results of a risk assessment (H® and cancer risk values) are uncertai n because of



limtations in know edge regardi ng exposure and toxicity. Wiere information is inconplete,
assunptions nmust be nade: the greater the uncertainty, the nore conservative the assunptions to
be protective of public health. Even when actual characteristics of a popul ation are known,

sel ect ed exposure paraneters are biased toward overestinmating rather than underestimating risk
for the mpjority of the popul ation

There were several general factors which were considered in the uncertainty analysis. First,
inherent variability exists in all analytical results. This variability of uncertainty in the
true result is dependent upon several factors, including the sanple matrix, analytical method
and the particular analytical |aboratory performng the analysis. Secondly, sanples collected
during the field investigations were intended to characterize the nature and extent of the
remai ni ng contanmination at the Site.

Sanpl es collected in this nanner provide considerable infornmation about the Site but are not
statistically representative of the contam nation that nay be present on the Site as a whol e.
Thirdly, although not all chemicals detected in environnental nedia at the Site were selected as
potential contami nants of concern, the R sk Assessnment approach was sufficiently conservative
such that any of the chem cals excluded during the screening process were considered unlikely to
pose a significant human health risk

The toxicity assessment process conpensates for the basic uncertainties associated with

cal cul ating carcinogeni c and noncarci nogenic effects. This conpensation is done through the use
of safety factors (uncertainty factors) and nodi fying factors when assessi ng noncarci nogens, and
the use of the upper 95'" percent confidence linmt fromthe linearized nultistage nodel for the
sl ope factor when assessing carcinogens. The use of the safety factors and the upper 95th
percent confidence limt in deriving the RIDs and Sfs, respectively, ensures that the toxicity
values used in the risk estimation process are unlikely to underestinmate the true toxicity of a
chem cal

A discussion is presented bel ow on how specific uncertainties in the risk assessnent process
m ght overestimate or underestinate ri sk.

Sone of the factors which mght have led to a possible overestinmation of risk are as foll ows:

(1) The exposure assessnent cal cul ati ons assuned that the concentrations of chemcals in the
affected media are at steady state (i.e., remain constant for the duration of the exposure
period which is 30 years in this assessnent). This may be true for nost inorganics in soil
however this assunption may not be appropriate if contaminants are nobile or if they degrade in
the environnent. Additionally, the R sk Assessnment assuned that 100 percent of contam nants
associated with the affected nmedi a were bi oavail abl e, however, the bioavailability of nost
chemcals in nost media is likely less than 100 percent.

(2) The exposure assunptions used for the residential exposure are conservative ones (e.g.
living on the Site for 30 years, 24 hours a day and 250 days per year) to provide a

heal th-protective assessnent for the Site, in accordance with Region 10 ri sk assessnent

gui dance. Actual risks for future residents nay be nuch | ower than estinated by these
assunptions.

In addition, based on coments received during the public conmrent period on the Proposed Pl an
for the Site, EPA reconsidered the |ikelihood of the properties shifting fromcurrent industria
use to residential use in the future and found the possibility to be renote. The properties
have been used for industrial purposes for the past 50 years; the properties are zoned
industrial, and are located in an industrial corridor



(3) Exposures to subsurface soil on the Site will probably be limted to workers during
remedi ation activities, however, this scenario represents a health-protective assessnent.
Actual risks associated with exposure to subsurface soil nmay be much | ower than estimated for
this scenario

Conversely, there are factors which mght have led to a possible underestinmation of risk. Sone
of these factors are as foll ows:

(1) Athough the R included an investigation of all areas where Site-related chenicals were
suspect ed because of past activities, the entire Site was not sanpled potentially resulting in
an underestination of total Site risks

(2) Sone of the analytical detection limts that were used in the R sk Assessnent were higher
than the anal ytes' risk-based screeni ng concentrations. The use of such anal ytical detection
limts could allow potentially hazardous concentrati ons of some chemicals to go undetected.

(3) Exposure point concentrations were calculated to reflect Site-related risks only and not

ri sks where detected concentrati ons were |l ess than naturally occurring background concentrations
of potential inorganic contam nants of concern. As a result, the risks calculated do not
represent overall risks, rather, they represent the nmaxi mum possible risks attributable to Site
cont am nant s.

For nore detail regarding uncertainty, see Sections 2.1.7, 2.2.5, 2.3.2 and 2.4.3 of the October
1994 R sk Assessnent.

Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

The Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent eval uated the potential ecol ogical inpacts associated with
chem cal contamination in the surface soil and ground water at the Site

Wthin the screening level of this R sk Assessnent, six inorgani c contam nant concentrations in
ground wat er exceeded ecol ogi cal risk-based screening concentrations. O these, iron and tota
chromi umwere the principal contam nants of potential concern. However, the nearest |ocation at
whi ch potential exposures to ground water could occur for ecological receptors is the Portneuf
Ri ver, approximately 1,100 feet to the west of the Site. At this distance, the concentrations
of these conpounds woul d be expected to decrease due to dilution and attenuation resulting in
mninmal risks to aquatic species.

In soil, the potential ecological risks were attributible to inorganic contam nants. Copper

| ead, and zinc exceeded risk-based concentrations for vegetation and soil invertebrates by
100-fold, or greater. Cadmium nercury, and nickel exceeded risk-based concentrations for
either vegetation or soil invertebrates, or both, by 10-fold or greater. O ganic conpounds were
detected in soil below all avail able risk-based concentrations

The concentrations of inorganic contam nants nay be sufficiently high in the surface soil to
limt the growth of vegetation and the soil invertebrate populations at the Site. Lack of
habitat limts the popul ati ons of other species which nay inhabit the Site. Therefore, the high
concentrations of inorganic contaminants in the soil are not expected to affect small manmmal or
bi rd popul ati ons because exposure of species at the Site is linited.

In summary, the Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent deternmined that there is very limted potential for
adverse inpacts to either plant growh or aninmal survival, and there is little potential for
Site-rel ated adverse effects on water life in the Portneuf River.



There are no critical habitats affected by the contam nation and there are no endangered speci es
or habitats of endangered species affected by Site contam nation.

Ri sk Assessnent Concl usi on

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis Site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an inmm nent and substanti al
threat to human health, welfare, or the environnent.

EPA' s O eanup hjectives

The overall goal of a renedial action is to provide the nost effective nechanismfor protecting
human health and the environnent from contam nated nmedi a associated with a site. To facilitate
sel ection of the nost appropriate renmedial action, Site-specific cleanup objectives that specify
the contam nants of concern in each nmediumof interest, exposure pathways and receptors, and an
acceptabl e contaminant |evel or range of levels that is protective of human health and the

envi ronnent, have been devel oped.

Cl eanup actions are deened necessary at the Site because conditions there pose unacceptable
long-termrisks for current and future workers. EPA s objectives for the cleanup are presented
bel ow. The performance standards for the selected renedy are found on pages 41-42 of the ROD.

The cl eanup objectives will be acconplished by renmoving the | ead-contanmi nated soil in order to
m ni mze exposure to contamnation via direct contact, and therefore, further reduce Site risks.
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KEY FEATURES AND APPL| CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATI VES

Remedi al actions nust conply with all legally applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and
state requirenents (ARARs). RCRA requirenents pertaining to defining and characteri zing
hazardous waste, |and disposal restrictions, and generator and transporter requirenents are
fundanental to all of the cleanup alternatives (with the exception of the "G ound-Wter

Moni toring and Property Restrictions" alternative).

Key features of the renmedy and a conprehensive discussion of the ARARs that are common to all of
the alternatives (except the "G ound-Water Mnitoring and Property Restrictions" alternative or
as indicated) are as foll ows:

1 Lead is the principal contam nant of concern of this operable unit
remedi al action. Although no federal or state chem cal -specific ARARs
exist for lead in soil, there is To-Be-Considered (TBC) gui dancel which
was utilized to determ ne protectiveness under a future residential |and
use scenario. EPA's Revised Interim Soil Lead Cuidance for CERCLA Sites
and RCRA Corrective Action Facilities (Ofice of Solid Waste and
Ener gency Response [OSVER] Directive No. 9355.4-12; EPA 1994)
establishes a residential "screening | evel" of 400 ppm above which
further study is warranted (i.e., in the formof a site-specific risk
assessnent, which was conducted for the Site).

1 Cleanup goals at sites with | ead contam nation have typically been based
on a residential cleanup goal range of 500 to 1,000 ppm quoted from
previ ous EPA guidance. This guidance has since been superseded
Current EPA guidance, identified in the precedi ng paragraph, suggests
considering the results fromEPA s | UBK nodel as well as other factors
including costs of renedial options, reliability of institutiona
controls, technical feasibility, and/or comunity acceptance to
establ i sh cl eanup | evels.

1 In the Proposed Plan issued for public comrent on Cctober 26, 1994, EPA
recommended a Site-specific |ead cleanup | evel of 400 ppm based on
future residential |and use. Upon further consideration, EPA has set
the final lead cleanup level at 1,000 ppm based on current and future
industrial (rather than residential) |Iand use. The 1,000 ppm cl eanup
level is sufficiently protective for on-site workers, and has been used
in the past for sites where the expected future |l and use is industrial
This is consistent with the present and anticipated future | and use
scenario for this Site and with the cleanup goal s that were designated
for the PCB- and conmi ngl ed PCB/| ead-contam nated soil operable unit
cl eanup conpleted in 1992. Furthernore, property restrictions will be
inplenented to restrict future land use to industrial operations only.
Reviews will be conducted no less often than every five (5) years to
ensure the renedy continues to provide adequate protection of hunan
heal th and the environnent.

1 For soil failing TCLP, off-Site treatnent and di sposal nust neet al
appl i cabl e regul ations including RCRA requirenents for defining
characterizing and |listing hazardous waste (40 CFR 261), |and di sposa
restrictions (40 CFR 268) and EPA's Of-Site Disposal Rule (40 CFR
300.440). Any off-Site transportation of RCRA-characteristic soil nust
conmply with RCRA hazardous waste nanifesting and transporter



requirenents (40 CFR 262 subpart B and 40 CFR 263), the Departnent of
Transportati on Hazardous Materials Regul ati ons whi ch address shi pnent of
any hazardous naterial off-site, all relevant |Idaho Codes and

Suppl enents Sections 67-2929, 2930 (Suppl ement 1988) and 49-2201 through
2212, and the | daho Hazardous Waste Managenent Regul ations (I HWR)
Section 16.01. 05006 and 16.01. 05007

1 TBCs are non-pronul gated advisories, criteria, or guidance issued by federal or state

governnents that are not

I egal | y enforceabl e standards

Scrap naterial that is not being recycled as part of the operating
Paci fi c Recycling business and which does not interfere with renedia
activities, will be decontam nated, relocated and recycled. Follow ng
decontam nati on the property owner(s) will be allowed to store the
material in an area on their respective properties which is belowthe
1,000 ppmcl eanup level for lead in soil.

Each alternative requires excavation of contam nated soils on-Site by
conventional and protective nmethods. During these activities, air
nmonitoring will be conducted and dust suppressive neasures will be
utilized to control the release of dust and particulates. These
nmeasures will conply with the applicable federal Cean Air Act
requirenents (40 CFR 42.21 and 50) and the Idaho Rul es and Regul ati ons
for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho (I DAPA 16.01650-.01651, et
seq., 16.01.01585-.01586, and 16.01.01200). Pocatello is a federa
nonattainment area for particulate nmatter (PMLO). Dust control neasures
nmust be inplenented to prevent renedial activities at the Site from
causing or contributing to a violation of the national anbient air

qual ity standards and | daho state standards.

Qccupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) requirenents (29 CFR Part 1910
and 1926) pertain to workers engaged in response or other hazardous
wast e operations. Excavation of the | ead-contam nated soils is

consi dered a hazardous waste operation at this Site. A though this
regulation is not an ARAR renedial workers nust conply with these OSHA
requi renents.

EPA is requiring one year of quarterly ground-water nonitoring (with the
exception of the "G ound-Water Monitoring and Property Restrictions" and
the on-Site containment/fixation alternatives which each require 30
years of nonitoring). Under the National Prinmary Drinking Water

Regul ation, Control of Lead and Copper (40 CFR 141.80), the federa
action level for lead at the consuner's tap is 15 parts per billion
Under Superfund policy, this federal action level is relevant and
appropriate as the cleanup standard for ground water beneath the Site

Sel ected institutional controls will be used to prevent exposure to
contami nants renaining at the Site at concentrations above health risk
levels. Inplenentation of the controls will assure that the renedy is
protective of hunman health and the environnent. The controls will
include installation and nai ntenance of access restrictions (i.e.
security fences to prevent unauthorized access to non-workers). In
addition, land use restrictions will be required limting future
property usage to industrial operations only. These restrictions will



prohibit land uses all owed under residential/nei ghborhood comerci al

and

prof essional zoning. These controls will be inplenented no |ater than

conpl etion of the renedial construction activities.
DESCRI PTI ON OF FI NAL CPERABLE UNI T REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

EPA considered the followi ng seven (7) cleanup alternatives to address the remaining
contam nation at the Site:

Alternative 1 - Gound-Water Mnitoring & Property Restrictions
Alternative 2A - Limted Soil Renoval/Soil Cap

Alternative 2B - Limted Soil Renoval /Pavenent Cap

Alternative 3A - Of-Site D sposal of Al Surface Soil
Alternative 3B - Of-Site D sposal of Surface/ Subsurface Soil
Alternative 4 - Soil Washing

Alternative 5 - On-Site Fixation/Contai nment

Al though the FSidentifies a "No Action" alternative (Alternative 1 above), it requires

| ong-term ground-water nonitoring and property restrictions. By definition, this alternative is
not a "No Action" alternative. A "No Action" alternative involves no treatnent, engineering
controls or institutional controls. Even though ground-water nonitoring and property
restrictions are required under this alternative, EPA did not evaluate this alternative as a
viabl e cleanup option for this Site, given the limted extent and nature of the actions it
requires. Alternatives 2 through 5 provide varying degrees of protection of human health and
the environnent. Al of the alternatives (except Alternative 1) involve treatnent of sone of
the | ead-contam nated soil prior to off-Site disposal. A conprehensive assessnent of these
alternatives against EPA's nine evaluation criteria begins on page 34 of this docunent.

Common el enents to each of the alternatives (with the exception of Alternative 1) include the
excavation and renoval of all |ead-contaninated soil considered hazardous waste under RCRA,
ground-wat er nonitoring, scrap managenent includi ng decontam nation, relocation, and recycling,
and |l ong-term operati on and mai ntenance (&) activities. Since O&M costs fluctuate
considerably over tinme and fromyear to year, the total estimated O8M costs over a 30-year
period (tinme period used for cost estinmating purposes) are represented in the "Estinmated 30-Year
Q&M Cost s" line itemunder each alternative.

Alternative 1. Gound-Water Mnitoring and Property Restrictions

Estimated Capital Cost: $20, 000
Esti mat ed 30- Year O8&M Cost s: $803, 388
Estimated Present-Wrth Costs: $823, 388
Estimated | npl enentation Tinefrane: less than 1 nonth

The "G ound-Water Monitoring and Property Restrictions" alternative would | eave the contan nated
soil and scrap in place, as is. This alternative would, however, require repair and nai ntenance
of the fence, property restrictions limting future land use to industrial operations only,
five-year reviews, and inplenentation of a ground-water nonitoring program One of the cleanup
objectives for this Site is to prevent the infiltration/mgration of contamnants in soil to
ground water resulting in ground-water contam nation in excess of Site-specific action |evels.

Si nce none of the contam nated soil would be renoved fromthe Site under this alternative,
ground-water nonitoring is deenmed necessary for protectiveness reasons.



Alternative 2A: Limted Soil Excavation and Soil Cap

Estimated Capital Cost: $4, 034, 287

Esti mat ed 30- Year O8M Cost s: $157, 782

Esti mated Present-Wrth Costs: $4, 192, 069

Estimated | npl enentation Tinefrane: 4 nont hs
Under this alternative, excavation of all |ead-contam nated soil considered to be hazardous
waste woul d be required, followend by treatnment and disposal in an off-Site permtted | andfil
soil cap, consisting of conpacted clean fill overlain with topsoil to allow revegetation over

the remai ni ng contam nated soil above the cleanup level, would be installed. Property
restrictions limting future land use to industrial operations only would be inpl enented and,
nmeasures taken to restrict activities that could disturb the soil cap. In addition, five-year
revi ews woul d be conducted, one (1) year of quarterly ground-water nonitoring perforned to
determ ne the effectiveness of the cleanup and to ensure that no contam nants were accidentally
nobi | i zed during inplenmentation of the remedy, nonitoring well abandonnent, and |ong-term O&M
activities including fence and cap repair.

Alternative 2B: Limted Soil Excavati on and Pavenent Cap

Estimated Capital Cost: $4, 324, 277
Esti mat ed 30- Year O8&M Cost s: $429, 631
Estimated Present-Wrth Costs: $4, 753, 908
Estimated | npl enentation Tinefrane: 5 nmont hs

This alternative is alnost identical to Alternative 2A descri bed above, except that a water

resi stant pavenent cap would be installed instead of a soil cap. The water resistant pavenent
cap woul d consist of an 8-inch stone subbase overlain with four (4) inches of bitum nous
concrete. Although a synthetic material cap was al so consi dered, the pavenent cap was sel ected
in this alternative because of its durability; cost effectiveness and ease of maintenance
Long-term O8M activities would be the same as Alternative 2A above except nmintenance of the cap
woul d include frequent inspections (at |east annually) followed by resurfacing of the wearing
course (top 1 to 1.5 inches) due to cracking, settlenent, and/or subsidence that m ght occur

Alternative 3A: Extensive Surface Soil Excavation

Estimated Capital Cost: $4, 797, 570
Esti mat ed 30- Year O8&M Cost s: $149, 660
Estimated Present-Wrth Costs: $4, 947, 230
Estimated | npl enentation Tinefrane: 4 nont hs

This alternative requires the excavation of all contam nated surface soil (to a naxi mrum depth of

1 foot) which exceeds 1,000 ppmlead. In addition, subsurface soil which has been identified as
RCRA- characteristic waste woul d require excavation. Al soil failing the RCRA TCLP test for

| eachability requires treatment prior to placenent in an off-Site, permtted landfill. Al
remai ni ng excavated soil would al so be disposed at a permtted landfill. The Site would be

backfilled and graded. The area would then be mul ched and seeded to provide a soil cap. ne
year of quarterly ground-water nonitoring would be perforned to determ ne the effectiveness of
the cleanup and ensure that no contam nants were accidentally nobilized during inplenentation of
the remedy followed by nonitoring well abandonnent. The entire Site boundary would remain
fenced, property restrictions instituted to limt future land use to industrial operations only
and prevent disturbances to the subsurface | ead-contami nated soil, and five-year reviews
conducted. Long-term Q&M activities would include fence repair and assessnent of the soil cap's
integrity.



Alternative 3B: Surface and Subsurface Soil Excavation

Estimated Capital Cost: $4, 950, 894
Esti mat ed 30- Year O8M Cost s: $141, 539
Estimated Present-Wrth Costs: $5, 092, 433
Estimated | npl enentation Tinefrane: 4 nont hs

Unlike Alternative 3A above, all surface and subsurface, |ead-contanm nated soil above the Site

cl eanup | evel of 1,000 ppm woul d be excavated and di sposed off-Site. Soil failing the RCRA TCLP
test would require treatnent prior to off-Site disposal in a permtted landfill. Al renaining
excavated soil would al so be disposed at a permtted landfill. The Site would be backfilled and
graded, as necessary, follow ng the excavation. One year of quarterly ground-water nonitoring
woul d be perforned to determne the effectiveness of the cleanup and ensure that no contam nants
were accidentally nobilized during inplenentation of the renedy foll owed by nonitoring well
abandonnent. The entire Site boundary would remain fenced, property restrictions instituted to
limt future land use to industrial operations only, and five-year reviews conducted. Long-term
&M activities would include fence repair, as needed.

Alternative 4: Soil Washing

Estimated Capital Cost: $5, 291, 677
Esti mat ed 30- Year O8&M Cost s: $141, 539
Estimated Present-Wrth Costs: $5, 433, 216
Estimated | npl enentation Tinefrane: 5 nmont hs

Under this alternative, all contam nated surface and subsurface soil exceeding the 1,000 ppm
cl eanup | evel would be excavated. The soil would then be "washed" on-Site. The "washing"
procedure consists of four (4) basic steps: (1) the soil is screened to renove oversize (2
inches and larger) material, water is added and a soil/water slurry created, (2) using a
hydrocycl one, the coarse- and fine-grained sand are separated, (3) air flotation is used for
treatnent of the coarse fraction, and (4) a sludge thickener is added to the slurry overfl ow
fromthe hydrocycl one. The water overflowis then returned to the first step in the process for
reuse. The technology is designed to separate the | ead-contam nated fine particles fromthe
coarser material. The finer particles (residuals) are the fraction in which the lead is
concentrated. For this alternative, a sludge cake conposed of the residuals would be
transported off-Site to a permtted, hazardous waste facility, treated and di sposed.

The excavated areas would be backfilled with the "cleaned" soil if it neets the cleanup |evel
and/or additional clean fill, and graded. Finally, off-Site treatnment and disposal of: (1)
contam nated oversize material and, (2) residuals, as nentioned above, and waste water resulting
fromthe soil washing would occur. The contam nated nmaterial and the waste water woul d be
tested to determine the appropriate type of off-Site treatnent and di sposal necessary to neet

all regulatory requirenents.

One year of quarterly ground-water nonitoring would be conducted to deternmine the effectiveness
of the cleanup and to ensure that no contam nants were accidentally nobilized during

inpl enentation of the renedy followed by nmonitoring well abandonnent. The entire Site boundary
woul d renmain fenced, property restrictions instituted to limt future |land use to industria
operations only, and five-year review conducted. Long-term Q&M activities would include fence
repair, as needed.

Alternative 5. On-Site Fixation/ Contai nnent

Estimated Capital Cost: $4, 432, 015
Esti mated 30- Year O8M Costs: $803, 306
Estimated Present-Wrth Costs: $5, 235, 321

Estimated | npl enentation Tinefrane: 6 nont hs



This alternative involves excavation, on-Site fixation of the nost highly contam nated soil
contai nnent of the remaining contam nated soil above the 1,000 ppmcl eanup | evel and, off-Site
di sposal of oversized material. Fixation involves adding binding agents to the contam nated
soil to create a cenment-like mass. Once the soil has been 'fixated', it would be placed al ong
with the remaining soil into a perneable geotextile-lined, on-Site containment cell (i.e., an
excavated area | arge enough to hold the cenent-like nass and the other contaminated soil) and a
soil cap placed over the cell. For cost estimating purposes under this alternative, thirty (30)
years of sem -annual ground-water nonitoring would be conducted to determ ne the effectiveness
and pernanence of the renedy. The entire Site boundary woul d renmai n fenced, property
restrictions instituted to limt future land use to industrial operations only and prevent
activities that could disturb the cell and cap, and five-year review conducted

PRP Al ternative Proposed During Public Comrent Period

EPA was asked to consider another alternative in addition to those described above. This
alternative was suggested by the PRP Group during the Proposed Plan public comment period. The
proposed alternative includes the installation of an industrial-grade cap, consisting of a
4-inch thick asphalt |ayer underlain by 6 inches of crushed rock, over the operational portions
of Pacific Recycling and UPRR where | ead concentrati ons exceed the cleanup | evel of 1,000 ppm

A Portland cenment concrete pad would be placed in the vicinity of the existing crane on property
leased fromUPRR that is currently part of Pacific Recycling's operating facility. Soil above
1,000 ppmlead on the McCarty property woul d be consolidated in the northeast corner of the pit
and covered with 2 1/2 feet of clayey soil under a 1/2 foot vegetative cap. Qher conponents of
the proposed alternative include Site grading and berm construction for surface water control
scrap relocation prior to cap construction, installation of permanent chain-1ink fencing
seeding and fertilizing of the soil cap, and institutional controls. The proposed alternative
does not include excavation, treatnent and of f-Site disposal of the RCRA-characteristic soil

The PRPs estinate the cost for this alternative to be approximately $1,210,000. A conparison of
this alternative against the nine criteria and the other alternatives considered is presented in
the followi ng section

SUMVARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

Each renedial alternative nust be evaluated according to nine criteria that serve as the basis
for conparing the alternatives, and for ultinmately selecting an appropriate renedi al action

The evaluation criteria are divided into three categories: (1) threshold criteria that relate
directly to statutory requirenents and nust be satisfied by the chosen alternative; (2) prinary
bal ancing criteria that include |ong-and short-termeffectiveness, inplenentability, reduction
of toxicity, nobility or volune, and cost; and (3) nodifying criteria that neasure the
acceptability of the alternatives to state agencies and the comunity. A summary of relative
performance of the alternatives based on these criteria is included in Table 8

Alternative 1 ("G ound-Water Mnitoring and Property Restrictions") was included in the

devel opnent and eval uation of the final renedial alternatives to provide a basis for conparison
However, this alternative does not neet the threshold criteria, which include overall protection
of human health and the environment and conpliance with ARARs. Under this alternative, no
remedi al actions woul d be taken to address any of the contam nated naterial at the Site

G ound-water nonitoring and property restrictions are not considered adequate nmeasures to
protect human health and the environnent at this Site. Therefore, this alternative is not

di scussed in the conparison provided bel ow.



A Threshold Criteria

The remedial alternatives were first evaluated in relation to the threshold criteria: overall
protection of human health and the environnent, and conpliance with ARARs. The threshold
criteria must be nmet by the alternatives to be considered as potential renedies.

1. Overal|l Protection of Human Health and the Environnent:

This criterion addresses whether a renedial alternative protects human health and the
environnent. Protection is deternined by assessing whether the risks associated with each
exposure pathway (i.e., ingestion of soil, ingestion of ground water, and inhal ation of vapor
phase chemi cals fromground water while showering) are elimnated, reduced, or controlled

t hrough treatnent and engineering or institutional controls. The R sk Assessnent results
indicate that risks posed at the Site are fromthe incidental ingestion of |ead-contam nated
soi | .

Alternatives 2 through 5 provide adequate protection of human health and the environment.
Alternatives 3B and 4, however, provide the greatest |evel of protection because all

contanmi nated material would be renoved fromthe Site above the 1,000 ppm cleanup | evel. Ranking
third amongst all of the alternatives in providing adequate protection, Alternative 3A requires
excavation, off-Site disposal of all soil above RCRA regulatory levels, and capping of surface
soi|l exceeding the 1,000 ppmcleanup level. Following Alternative 3Ain its degree of
protectiveness, Alternative 5 requires on-Site treatnent of all soil failing the RCRA regul atory
| evel, containnent of the remaining soil above 1,000 ppm and capping to prevent against direct
contact and ingestion. To a |lesser extent, Alternatives 2A and 2B achi eve protection by cappi ng
the Site thereby preventing exposure to the contaninated soil.

2. Conpl i ance wi th ARARs:

The sel ected remedial action nmust conply with identified substantive applicable requirenents
under federal and state |aws. Renedial actions nmust also conmply with | aws and regul ati ons t hat
are not directly applicable, but do pertain to situations sufficiently simlar to those
encountered at the Site, so that use of the requirements is well suited to the Site. These are
known as rel evant and appropriate requi rements. Evaluation of the renedial alternatives with
chem cal -, location-, and action-specific ARARS is necessary for determ ning conpliance.

Alternatives 2 through 5 neet the ARARs for this Site, and no waivers are necessary.
B. Primary Bal ancing Criteria

Each alternative that satisfies the threshold criteria is evaluated against the followi ng five
bal ancing criteria:

3. Long- Term Ef f ecti veness and Per manence:

This criterion evaluates the ability of a remedial alternative to maintain reliable protection
of human health and the environment once renedi ati on goal s have been achieved. The magnitude of
the residual risk is considered as well as the adequacy and reliability of controls.

Alternatives 3B and 4 best satisfy this criterion. Under both alternatives, all contaninated
materi al above the 1,000 ppm cl eanup | evel would be renoved fromthe Site. Alternatives 2A, 2B,
3A, and 5 all include renoving and treating all of the |ead-contam nated soil failing the RCRA
hazardous waste test and capping varying amounts of the remai ning contam nated soil. The



likelihood of effectively and permanently nmintaining either a soil or a pavenent cap under
Alternatives 2A, 2B, 3A 5 and the alternative proposed by the PRP Group on the operating
facility is highly uncertain given ongoing scrap handling operations. Long-term effectiveness
is al so dependent on assuming future land use is limted to industrial activities only. The
1,000 ppmcleanup level is not considered protective of children and fetuses.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volume Through Treatnent:

This criterion addresses the statutory preference for selecting renedial actions that use
treatment technol ogi es that pernmanently reduce the toxicity, nobility or volune of the hazardous
subst ances.

Alternatives 4 and 5 reduce the nmobility of the nost highly contam nated soil through on-Site
treatnent. Additionally, Alternatives 2A, 2B, 3A and 3B reduce the nobility of the nost highly
contam nated soil through treatment. Alternative 4 best satisfies the regulatory preference for
treatnent and is the nost effective alternative for reducing the toxicity, nobility and vol une.

Under Alternative 4, contam nants woul d be washed fromthe soil, concentrated as fine nateria
in the waste water, and treated. Alternative 5 reduces the nobility of the nost highly
contam nated soil using fixation prior to placenment in the on-Site landfill. However, soi
above the 1,000 ppm cl eanup | evel which is not designated RCRA-characteristic soil would be
consolidated in the on-Site landfill thereby increasing the vol une.

5. Short-term Ef f ecti veness

This criterion refers to the period of tine needed to achi eve protection, and any adverse

i npacts on human health and the environnent, specifically site workers and conmmunity residents
that may be posed during the construction and inplenentation period until cleanup goals are
achi eved.

Alternatives 2 through 5 are expected to create sone short-termrisk to the coomunity and Site
wor kers associated with the disturbance of contami nated dust generated during excavation of the
contami nated soil. However, during cleanup activities, no visible dust will be allowd at the
property boundaries, and dust suppressant will be used. Alternatives 2A and 2B woul d pose the
fewest short term hazards because the | east anobunt of contam nated soil would be excavated. The
remai ni ng soil above 1,000 ppm woul d be capped i medi ately.

The inplementation tine required (including tinme to conduct treatability studies, if necessary)
ranges from7 nonths (Alternative 4) down to 3 nonths (Alternative 2A). Aternatives 2B, 3A
and 3B would require 4 nonths to inplenment and Alternative 5 would require 6 nonths.

6. | npl enent abi lity:

This criterion refers to the technical and admnistrative feasibility of a renedial alternative
including the availability of goods and services needed to inplenent the sel ected renedy.

Al ternatives which woul d require excavation and of f-Site disposal of contam nated soil, with or
wi thout capping, are the easiest to inplement. These alternatives include 2A, 2B, 3A and 3B
The inplenmentability of soil washing (Alternative 4) or on-Site fixation/containnent
(Alternative 5) would have to be denobnstrated using Site-specific testing of the technol ogy
(i.e., treatability testing)

Servi ces necessary for inplenmenting Alternatives 2A through 3B are expected to be avail able
within the state of Idaho. Alternatives 4 and 5 require particular expertise which may al so be
available in-state. Finally, in-state and out-of-state permtted municipal landfills (operated



under 40 CFR 258) with the capacity for handling the off-Site disposal of treated and untreated
soil are also avail able.

7. Cost :

Eval uation of project costs requires an estimation of the net present value of capital costs and
&M costs. The costs presented below (and in the 1994 FS) are estimates. Actual costs could
vary based on the final design and detailed cost item zation.

Total estimated costs for the alternatives considered range from approxi nately $4, 192, 069
(Alternative 2A- Limted Soil Excavation and Soil Cap) to approxi mately $5,433,216 (A ternative
4- Soil Washing). The cost spread between the estinate of the | east expensive alternative
(Alternative 2A) and the nost expensive alternative (Alternative 4) is $1,241,147. Aternative
3B is at the higher end of the range with costs estinated to be $5,092,433. Alternative 5 has
costs associated with ground-water nonitoring estimated over a 30-year tine period.

As stated in the RI/FS, scrap nanagenent costs account for a |large percentage of the total

remedi al costs for Alternatives 2 through 5. These alternatives all have costs associated with
&M of the cl eanup whi ch have been estinmated over a 30-year tine period. Present worth of
annual O8M costs were cal cul ated using a discount rate of 6 percent which is approxi mately the
current 30-year treasury rate. Costs for all alternatives are estinmates only. Actual costs are
likely to be within the +50 to -30 percent range.

C Mdifying Criteria

Modi fying criteria were used in the final evaluation of the renedial alternatives follow ng the
close of the public coment period, and were used to nodify the preferred alternative that was
di scussed in the Proposed Pl an.

8. St at e Accept ance:
This criterion refers to whether the I DEQ agrees with the preferred renedial alternative.

| DEQ supports the preferred alternative of Site-wi de surface and subsurface excavati on,
treatnent as necessary, and off-Site disposal of |ead-contam nated soil above 1,000 ppm |DEQ
has been involved with the devel oprment and review of the final operable unit RI/FS, the Proposed
Pl an, and this ROD.

9. Comuni ty Accept ance:
This criterion refers to the public support of a given renedial alternative.

Community response is presented in the Responsiveness Summary, which addresses the comments
recei ved during the public comment period. Three letters were received during the coment
period: two fromprivate citizens (one expressing support for the cleanup and the other
expressing concern over the length of tinme taken to study and clean up the Site, and the
significant costs associated with Superfund work), and an extensive comment package fromthe PRP
Goup. The PRP Goup was prinarily concerned with the recomrended cl eanup | evel based on a
future residential |and use scenario, the possible underestimati on of the vol une of contam nated
soil requiring renediation at the Site, the lack of a current industrial |and use risk

eval uation, and the proposed renedy.



Nine Criteria Evaluation of PRP Group Proposed Alternative

EPA and | DEQ believe the alternative proposed by the PRP Goup during the public coment

peri odas descri bed on pages 33-34 of the ROD, would not be as protective of human health and the
environnent, nor as cost effective as EPA's sel ected renedy. EPA has determ ned that, under any
scenario, it is unacceptable to | eave the nost highly contam nated soil (i.e. soil whichis
RCRA- characteristic) untreated because of the potential threat to ground water from/l eaching.
There is a source of potable ground water beneath the Site.

The industrial-grade cap included in the alternative proposed by the conmmenters is considered
i nadequat e based on the design requirenments of caps required at simlar operating facilities
under goi ng cl eanup under state and/or federal authorities. For exanple, an industrial-grade cap
consisting of 12 inches of reinforced concrete over an inperneable |iner underlain by 6 inches
of conpacted aggregate was consi dered adequate at a facility in Washington state, Genera
Metal s, where recycling activities conparable to those conducted at Pacific Recycling occur
The PRP Group's proposed cap design is not conparable. |In the non-operating areas of
facilities, two acceptable cap conpositions were evaluated by EPA. a |ow perneability asphalt
cap conposed of an 8 inch conpacted gravel subbase, a 6 inch asphaltic concrete binder course
and a 3 inch asphalt wearing course, and a cap consisting of a 6 inch conpacted gravel subbase
a 3 inch low perneability asphalt course and a 9 inch aggregate industrial asphalt surface.
Nei t her of these designs was proposed by the PRP Group for the non-operating areas of the Site

The I ong-term pernmanence of the cap is especially inportant for the type of alternative proposed
by the PRP Group because of the very high lead levels found in Site soils which pose the
principal threat at the Site. The nature of the on-going scrap recycling activities,
particularly novenent of heavy equi pnent and scrap, could conpronm se the effectiveness and
permanence of the cap, thereby increasing the risk of exposure to contam nated Site soils
particularly given the conposition of the cap in the suggested alternative. Additionally,
future activity on the McCarty property where the soil cap woul d be placed over the
consol i dated, | ead-contam nated soil, would be severely restricted.

The PRPs estinate the cost for this alternative to be approxi mately $1,210,000. The estinated
costs for inplenenting the suggested alternative, nodified to include excavation, treatnent and
off-Site disposal of all RCRA-characteristic soil and to reflect the cap design di scussed above
for both operating and non-operating portions of the Site ranged from $5, 350,000 to $5, 440, 000
This range is $200,000 to $300, 000 nore than the selected remedy which is estinated to cost

$5, 092, 433.

The PRP Group's alternative as described on pages 33-34 of the ROD conpares favorably with
Alternative 2B in that it can be relatively easily inplenented, and woul d pose few short-term
risks. It is unclear whether this alternative would conply with ARARs since EPA has not done a
conpl ete analysis. The PRP Group's suggested alternative would nct reduce toxicity, nmobility or
vol ume through treatnent. Even though capping is not considered treatnment, nobility of the
contam nants woul d be inpeded by the cap. Neither EPA nor |DEQ favor capping of the Site
particularly because of the difficulty in naintaining | ong-termpernanence and effectiveness of
the cap at an operating facility and on property whose future use is currently unknown.

SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedy at the Site is Alternative 3B, Site-w de surface and subsurface soi
excavation and of f-Site disposal of |ead-contam nated soil above 1,000 ppm and
decontam nati on/recycling of scrap material. This renedy was sel ected because it best satisfies
the nine criteria previously identified. The nost inportant of the balancing criteria which
clearly set this remedy apart fromthe other alternatives are its long-termeffectiveness and



permanence, its ease of inplenentation and relatively short inplementation tine, and its cost
conpetitiveness. It is protective of hunman health and the environnment, conplies with al
applicable or relevant and appropriate environnental regul ati ons, and renoves | ead-contam nated
soil to a level protective of future industrial |land use activities.

The specific conponents of the selected final operable unit renedial action for
| ead- cont ami nated soil include

(1) Excavation, processing, transport and di sposal of approxinmately 6,510 cubic yards of
| ead-contam nated soil (all soil above 1,000 ppm total concentration) as follows:

(a) Al soil above the |ead cleanup | evel of 1,000 ppm but bel ow the RCRA-characteristic waste
level will be disposed in a permtted, nunicipal landfill operated under 40 CFR 258

(b) Al soil designated RCRA-characteristic waste for lead will be treated and di sposed in a
permtted, municipal landfill operated under 40 CFR 258

(c) Scrap material that is not being recycled as part of the operating Pacific Recycling

busi ness and which does not interfere with remedial activities, will be decontam nated

rel ocated and recycled. Follow ng decontam nation, if necessary, the property owner(s) wll be
allowed to store the material in an area on their respective properties which is below the 1,000
ppmcleanup level for lead in soil. As stated in the RI/FS, scrap managenent costs account for
a large percentage of the total renedial costs. It is feasible that these costs could be
significantly reduced if the owners of the scrap can determne a nmutually acceptable,
cost-effective nethod of scrap disposition

(d) The treatnent and disposal facility must be acceptable for Superfund waste under EPA s
Of-Site D sposal Rule.

(2) Backfilling with clean soil fromoff-Site, grading and restorati on of surface drainage will
occur follow ng the excavation

(3) Inplenenting supplenentary engineering controls and environnental nonitoring, such as air
nonitoring, to minimze exposure to rel eases of hazardous substances during cleanup activities

(4) Requiring institutional controls including permanent fencing to restrict public access to
the Site, and property restrictions limting future property usage to industrial operations only
on all properties that conprise the Site (the formof restrictions will be determ ned foll ow ng
i ssuance of this ROD);

(5) One year of quarterly ground-water nonitoring is required to determ ne the effectiveness of
the cleanup and ensure that no contam nants were accidentally nobilized during inplenentation of
the remedy, followed by abandonnent of the nmonitoring wells;

(6) Reviews will be conducted no less often than every five (5) years after comencenent of the
remedi al action to ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protection of human

heal th and the environnent.

Reredi al Action Performance Standards

The final operable unit renmedial action shall be conpleted subject to the foll owi ng standards of
per f or nance.

A.  The final operable unit renedial action area is shown in Figure 2. Surface and subsurface



areas which require renediation are also delineated on the figure

B. Wthin the final operable unit renedial action areas, all soil with | ead concentrations of
1,000 ppmor above shall be excavated, tested and treated if necessary, and disposed off-Site
Lead- cont am nated soil which has a TCLP test result of less than the hazardous waste
characteristic test concentration in 40 CFR 261. 24 shall be placed in a permtted, nunicipa
landfill operated under 40 CFR 258. Lead-contaminated soil failing the RCRA TCLP | eachate test
whi ch has a TCLP test concentration equal to or greater than the hazardous waste characteristic
level in 40 CFR 261.24 shall be treated prior to placenent in a permtted, municipal |andfil
operated under 40 CFR 258. Sanpling methods and protocols to be utilized in determning the
extent, character and fate of the contaninated soils will be done in accordance with an

EPA- approved sanpling and anal ysis pl an

C. Al contaminated netal scrap remaining within the final operable unit renedial action area
as depicted in Figure 2, except that currently undergoing recycling as part of the operating
Paci fi c Recycling business and which does not interfere with renedial activities, will be
decont am nated and recycl ed.

D. There are two renedi al conpliance objectives which nust be addressed during verification of
Site cleanup. One objective is to verify that Site soil nmeets the 1,000 ppm cl eanup | evel
Verification sanpling to evaluate the statistical conpliance with the 1,000 ppm cl eanup | eve
nmust be based upon a sufficient nunber of analytical sanples to calculate a statistically valid
upper confidence interval for the nean | ead concentration. The other objective is to determnine
whet her | ead "hot spots" have been renediated. Detailed procedures for neeting both of these
objectives will be established during renedial design

E. Backfilling, grading and restoration of surface drainage shall be conducted to the extent
necessary to ensure Site stability and prevent future drai nage or erosion problens.

F. Al federal and state rules and regulations related to protecting air quality (via air

noni toring and dust suppression), naintaining OSHA health and safety standards, and ensuring the
proper handling and shi pnent of hazardous materials off-Site nust be conplied with during the
remedi al action.

STATUTCORY DETERM NATI ONS

EPA's primary responsibility at CERCLA sites is to undertake renedial actions that are
protective of hunman health and the environment. |In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA 42 U S.C
89621, establishes several other statutory requirenments and preferences including: (1) a

requi renent that the renedial action, when conplete, conplies with applicable or relevant and
appropriate environnmental standards established under federal and state |aws unless a statutory
wai ver is invoked; (2) a requirenment that the renedial action be cost-effective and utilize
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogi es or resource recovery technologies to
the maxi num extent practicable; and, (3) a statutory preference for renedi es that pernanently
and significantly reduce the volune, toxicity or nobility of hazardous substances over renedies
that do not achieve such results through treatnent.

The sel ected renedial action neets the statutory requirenments of CERCLA, and, to the extent
practicable, the NCP. The evaluation criteria are di scussed bel ow.

Protection of Human Health and the Environnent:

The sel ected final operable unit remedial action is protective of human health and the
environnent and will elimnate the risks above the 1,000 ppm | ead cl eanup | evel posed through



each pathway by renoval, treatnent to the extent practicable, and disposal of |ead-contam nated
soi l.

For ground water, no renedial action under this final operable unit cleanup is necessary to
protect human health and the environnent. This conclusion is based on the results of quarterly
ground-water nonitoring conducted in 1989-1990 and resuned in 1990-1991 which confirmthat there
are no contam nants at concentrations above federal drinking water MCLs or action levels in
ground water beneath the Site

This renedial action will elimnate the source of |ead contam nation at the Site above the 1,000
ppm soil cleanup |evel

Wiile this remedial action will effectively and permanently renove on-Site | ead-contan nated
soils above levels protective of on-Site workers under a future industrial |and use scenari o,
lead and PCBs will remain above residential health-based | evels thereby prohibiting unrestricted
future land use. Reviews will be conducted no | ess often than every five (5) years follow ng
initiation of the renedial action to ensure adequate protecti on of human health and the

envi ronnent .

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents:

Pursuant to Section 121(d) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 89621(d), renedial actions shall, upon their
conpl etion, reach a level or standard of control for such hazardous substances, pollutants or
contam nants which at least attains legally applicable or relevant and appropriate federa
standards, requirenents, criteria, or limtations, or any pronul gated standards, requirenents
criteria, or limtations under a state environnental or facility siting lawthat is nore
stringent than any federal standard (ARARs).

The sel ected renmedial action satisfies the requirenents of this section of CERCLA by conplying
with all identified ARARs. No ARAR wai vers have been sought or invoked for any conponent of the
sel ected renedial action. The chem cal- and action-specific ARARs (there are no

l ocation-specific ARARs for this Site) include the follow ng:

1 RCRA regul ati ons {40 CFR 261-263 and 268) as incorporated by the applicable State of
I daho Regul ati on, address the requirenents for defining, characterizing and listing
hazar dous wastes; for generators pertaining to nanifesting, transporting, and
recordkeepi ng; for transporters pertaining to shi pment of hazardous wastes off-site;
and, |and disposal restrictions. These regulations are applicable to the
characterizati on and appropriate di sposal of |ead-contam nated soil fromthe Site.

Clean Air Act (42 USC 7409, 7412) and the Idaho Rules and Regul ations for the
Control of Air Pollution in ldaho (Gtation Section 16.01.1011-1012

16.01. 1251- 1253, and 16.01. 1501-1504), are applicable to the control of fugitive
dust emi ssions during excavation and other field activities, and pertain to
conpliance with the national anbient air quality standards and nati onal em ssion
standards for hazardous air pollutants

I daho Solid Waste Managenent Regul ations and Standards Manual (Sections

16. 01. 6005, 01 and 16.01.6008,07), are relevant and appropriate to the nmanagenent of
all solid wastes during their storage, collection, transfer, transport, processing,
separation, treatnent, reuse, recycling, or disposal to prevent health hazards
public nuisances, or pollution to the environnent.

I daho Administrative Procedures Act (Sections 16.01.2050,02, 16.01.2020, 06



16. 01. 2051, 16.01.2200, and 16.01.2800), are relevant and appropriate to the
protection of state ground water agai nst unreasonabl e contam nation or
deterioration. These standards are designed to control and regulate the public
drinking water systemin order to protect the health of consuners. One year of
quarterly ground-water nonitoring is required followi ng conpletion of renedial
construction activities at the Site.

National Primary Drinking Water Regul ation, Control of Lead and Copper (40 CFR
141.80), sets the federal action level for lead at the consuner's tap at 15 parts
per billion. Under Superfund policy, this federal action level is relevant and
appropriate as the ground-water standard for the Site. Under the Cean Water Act
(CWA) (33 USC 1251, 40 CFR Part 230, 231), State Antidegradati on Requirenents/ Use
Classification require every state to classify all the waters within its boundaries
according to intended use. There are two aquifers (upper and | ower) beneath the
Site. EPA has designated the upper aquifer as Class IIB since it is potentially
avai l abl e for drinking water, agriculture or other beneficial uses. The |ower
aquifer is Cass | (i.e. drinking water) as it is the primary drinking water source
for the comunity.

Nati onal G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (40 CFR 300. 440)
contains the applicable procedures for planning and i npl ementing off-site response
actions. At this Site, the requirenents of the Of-Site D sposal Rule nust be net.

OQher Griteria, Advisories, or Quidance To-Be-Considered (TBO)
The foll owi ng gui dance was al so consi der ed:

L EPA's Revised Interim Soil Lead Guidance for CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action
Facilities (Ofice of Solid Waste and Energency Response [ OSVER] Directive No.
9355. 4-12; EPA 1994) establishes a residential "screening |evel" of 400 ppm above
whi ch further study is warranted (i.e., in the formof a site-specific risk
assessnent, which was conducted for the Site). A cleanup |level of 1,000 ppm has
been selected for this Site since this level is considered protective of on-Site
workers; the property conprising the Site is zoned industrial; and, property
restrictions will Iimt future property use to industrial activities only.

Remedi al actions taken at this Site nust further conply with the Department of Transportation
Hazardous Materials Regulations (49 CFR Parts 171, 172, 173 subparts A, B, J and N, and 177,
178 and 180, and subchapter C) which address shipnment of any hazardous material off-site, and
all relevant I daho Codes and Suppl enents Sections, specifically 67-2929, 2930 (Suppl enment 1988)
and 49-2201 through 2212, and the |Idaho Hazardous Waste Managenent Regul ations (I HWR) Sections
16. 01. 05006 and 16.01.05007. In addition, the Cccupational Safety and Health Act (29 CFR Parts
19010 and 1926) nust be adhered to as it addresses safety requirenents for workers engaged in
response or other hazardous waste operations.

Cost - Ef f ecti veness:

The cost-effectiveness of each alternative was eval uated, including those which were screened
out prior to the final alternatives assessnent in the Feasibility Study. The selected final
operable unit renedial action is cost-effective as it affords overall effectiveness and
protectiveness proportional to costs. Qher renmedial alternatives including innovative
treatnent technol ogi es were considered, but were found to be generally nore costly without
affording addi tional protectiveness commensurate with their cost.



Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es or Resource Recovery
Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e

EPA and | DEQ have determ ned that the selected remedial action represents the best bal ance of
tradeoffs anong the alternatives considered with respect to EPA's nine evaluation criteria. The
remedy represents the maxi num extent to which permanent solutions and treatnment technol ogi es can
be utilized in a cost-effective manner. It is protective of hunman health and the environnent,
and conplies with all applicable environmental regulations. This renedialaction also utilizes
treatnent where feasible and practicable.

Preference for Treatnment As a Principal Elenent:

By treating the nost highly contam nated soil prior to disposal at an off-Site permtted
landfill, the selected renedy satisfies the preference for treating the principal threat posed
by the Site.

DOCUMENTATI ON CF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan was rel eased for public comment in Cctober, 1994. The Plan identified a
proposed cl eanup | evel of 400 ppm based on future residential |and use

After the public comment period, EPA reassessed the |ikelihood of the properties within the Site
bei ng used for residential developnent. Gven the historical industrial |and use, and the
likelihood that such use will continue, EPA has decided it is appropriate to revise the | ead
cleanup level to 1,000 ppm This significant change is a |logical outgrowh based on infornation
avail able to the public during the comment period on the Proposed Plan and RI/FS Report. The
public could have anticipated this change based on its know edge of the historical industrial

I and use of the properties conprising the Site; there is no foreseeable change in future |and
use of the properties; and, current zoning of the properties is for industrial use.

Previ ous EPA gui dance recomended using a range of 500-1,000 ppmas an "interimsoil cleanup
level" at Superfund sites under a future residential |and use scenario. At the upper end of
that range, the 1,000 ppm | evel has been used extensively in the past as a cl eanup |evel at
sites zoned for industrial use. EPA has selected the cleanup alternative identified in the
Proposed Plan as the preferred renedy for the Site. However, by raising the cleanup | evel from
400 ppmto 1,000 ppm two new renedi al conponents have been added as cl eanup requirenents.

These include property restrictions which will be inplemented to limt future |land use to
industrial operations only and, reviews which will be required no |l ess often than every five (5)
years following initiation of the renedial action to ensure adequate protection of human health
and t he environnent.

Addenda to the Cctober 1994 RI/FS and R sk Assessnent were added to the AR for the Site in June
1995. These addenda docurent the change in the | ead cleanup level for the Site from400 ppm
(recormmended in the Proposed Plan) to 1,000 ppm The Ri sk Assessnent portion of the addenda
contains an eval uation of risk based on a future industrial |and use scenario. An evaluation of
the capping alternative submtted during the public comrent period is included in the
Feasibility Study addendum

The Proposed Plan inadvertently omtted the requirenent in Alternative 3B to conduct one year of
quarterly ground-water nonitoring following its inplenentation. The Cctober 1994 FS descri bes

the ground-water nonitoring conponent of the selected renedy.

<I M5 SRC 1095121A> <I M5 SRC 1095121B> <I MG SRC 1095121C <I M5 SRC 1095121D> <I M5 SRC 1095121E>



Table 1

McCARTY' S/ PACI FI C H DE AND FUR - SO L SAMPLE COLLECTI ON SUMVARY

Surface Soil (a) Subsur face Soil (a)
XRF
Scr eeni ng TAL Lead SveC TCLP Soi | XRF Screeni ng
Sanpl i ng Event Locati ons Anal ysi s Anal ysi s Anal ysi s Anal ysi s Characteristics Locati ons TAL Anal ysis
August 1990 79 9 5 9 6
May 1991 70 16 8 12
First Qperable Unit
Remedi al Action 9
Confirmation Sanpling 1992
Renedi al I nvestigation
Cct ober/ Novenber 1993 65 15 56 3 27
Tot al 214 40 70 9 14 3 12 27
(a) Sanpl es collected prior to the first operable unit renedial action conpleted In 1992 that are no | onger considered representative of current Site conditions are excluded.

Fi el d duplicate sanples al so are excl uded.

XRF - X-Ray Fl uorescence

TAL - Target Analyte List

SVCC - Semivol atile O ganic Conpound

TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure



Table 2

(9]

(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)

McCARTY' S/ PACI FI C HI DE AND FUR - SUMVARY COF POTENTI AL | NORGANI C ELEMENTS OF CONCERN I N SURFACE SO L

No. of Locations No. of Locations
Exceedi ng Exceedi ng
Backgr ound No. of Locations Resi denti al I ndustri al
Soi | Exceedi ng Resi denti al Ri sk- Based I ndustri al Ri sk- Based
M ni num Maxi mum (95th Backgr ound/ Ri sk-Based Concentration/ Ri sk- Based Concentrati on/
Det ect ed Det ect ed Percentile) Tot al Concentration Tot al Concentration Tot al
Anal yte ( o/ kg) ( o/ kg) (rmo/ kg) No. of Sanples(1) (my/ kg) (3) No. of Sanples(1) (mg/ kg) (4) No. of Sanples(1)
Ant i nony 3.8 76 0. 26 21/ 40 31lc 9/ 40 820n 0/ 40
Arsenic 2.5 91.6 4.81 34/ 40 0. 37c 40/ 40 3.3c 38/ 40
Beryl i um 0.11 2.91 0.8 8/ 40 0. 15c 26/ 40 1. 3c 5/ 40
Cadmi um 0. 54 125 6.73 26/ 40 39n 11/ 40 1, 000n 0/ 40
Copper 6.7 11, 200 14.9 33/ 40 2,900n 6/ 40 76, 000N 0/ 40
Lead 3.11 234,297 20.1 87/ 110(2) 400n 62/ 110 NA NA
Manganese 152 1, 270 501 13/ 40 390n 22/ 40 10, 000N 0/ 40
Thal I'i um 0.17 7.3 NA NA 5.5n 1/ 40 140n 0/ 40
Zinc 31.6 91, 330 84.1 39/ 40 23, 000n 1/ 40 610, 000N 0/ 40

- Not avail abl e.
- Equivalent to an excess lifetime cancer risk of 1x10-6.
- Equivalent to a hazard quotient of 1.

Total nunber on sanples includes | aboratory anal yzed sanples only; XRF screening data are not incl uded.

A total of 110 surface soil sanples were submtted for |aboratory analysis; XRF field screening neasurenents were collected at 214 surface soil sanple
| ocati ons.

Equivalent to a residential excess lifetinme cancer risk of 1x10-6 (c) or a hazard quotient of 1 (n). These reference values are fromthe R sk-Based
Concentrations Tables, Second Quarter 1994, Region IIl, Prepared by Roy L. Smth, Technical Support Section, Philadel phia, Pennsylvania, April 20, 1994.
The ri sk-based concentration presented for lead (400 ng/kg) is a conservative residential screening value. This reference value is fromthe Revised
InterimSoil Lead Quidance for CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action Facilities, OSVER Directive No. 9355.4-12, Ofice of Solid and Emergency Response,
Washi ngton, D.C., July 1994.

Equi valent to an industrial excess lifetinme cancer risk of 1x10-6 (c) or a hazard quotient of 1 (n). These reference values are fromthe R sk-Based
Concentrations Tables, January - June 1995, Region IIl, Prepared by Roy L. Smth, Technical Support Section, Philadel phia, Pennsylvania, Mrch |1995.



Table 3

McCARTY' S/ PACI FI C HIDE AND FUR - SUMMARY OF POTENTI AL | NORGANI C ELEMENTS OF CONCERN | N SUBSURFACE SO L

No. of Locations No. of Locations
Exceedi ng Resi denti al Exceedi ng Residenti al I ndustri al
Maxi mum Backgr ound Soi | Backgr ound/ Ri sk- Based Ri sk- Based Ri sk- Based
Det ect ed (95th Percentile) Total No. of Concentration Concentration/ Concentration
Anal yte (mg/ kg) (ng/ kg) Sanpl es( 1) (ng/ kg) (3) Total No. of Sanples(1) (mg/ kg) (4)
Arsenic 61.7 4.81 3/18 0.37c 18/ 18 3.3c
Beryl lium 0.551 0.8 0/ 18 0. 15c 12/18 1.3c
Lead 3,740 20.1 6/18(2) 400n 2/18 NA
NA - Not avail able.
c - Equivalent to an excess lifetinme cancer risk of 1x10-6.
n - Equivalent to a hazard quotient of 1.
(1) Total nunmber on sanples includes |aboratory anal yzed sanples only; XRF screening data are not included.
(2) A total of 18 subsurface soil sanples were submitled for |aboralory analysis; XRF field screening neasurenents were collected at 12 additional subsurface soil sanple

| ocations.

(3) Equivalent to a residential excess lifetinme cancer risk of 1x10-6 (c) or a hazard quotient of 1 (n). These reference values are fromthe Risk-Based
Concentrations Tables, Second Quarter 1994, Region Ill, Prepared by Roy L. Smith, Technical Support Section, Philadel phia, Pennsylvania, April 20, 1994.
The risk-based concentration presented for |ead (400 ng/kg) is a conservative residential screening value. This value is fromthe Revised Interim Soil
Gui dance for CERCLA Sites and RCRA Corrective Action Facilities, OSWER Directire No. 9355.4-12, Office of Solid and Energency Response, Washington,
D.C., July 1994.

Lead

excess |ifetime cancer
January - June 1995,

(4) Equivalent to an industrial
Concentrations Tabl es,

risk of 1x10-6 (c) or
Region |11,

a hazard quotient of 1 (n).
Prepared by Roy L. Smith, Technical Support

These reference values are fromthe Ri sk-Based
Section, Phil adel phia, Pennsylvania, March 1995.

No. of Locations
Exceedi ng
Industrial Risk-Based
Concentration/
Total No. of Sanples(1)

9/ 18
0/ 18

NA



Tabl e 4
MCCARTY' S/ PACI FI C H DE AND FUR - SUMVARY OF POTENTI AL | NORGANI C ELEMENTS OF CONCERN | N GROUNDWATER
(Units: Og/L)

SHALLOW AQUI FER( 1)

Upgr adi ent Downgr adi ent
R sk- Based
Anal yte M¥1B MAW5B MAM2B MAM3B MHW4B MAWG6B  MAM11S MAM1IS MNH2S MNIS Criteria(2) MCL( 3)
Al um num 29 J ND 195 34 J 148 38 J 46 J 20 J 20 J ND 110, 000N 50('s)
Ant i nony 11. 4 18.3 10. 4 6.98 9.98 9.28 91 9.28 11.1 2.6 J 15n 6
Arseni c 2.28 2.4 4.73 2.32 2.8 2.42 2.24 2.35 2.14 1.7 3 0. 038c 50
Chrom um (total) ND 5.3J 3,050 6.4 19 J ND ND ND ND ND 180c( 4) 100
Iron 222 57.7 8, 100 124 396 25.5 60. 1 46. 2 284 ND ND 300
N ckel ND ND 107 8.7 39 J ND ND ND ND ND 730n 100
DEEP AQUI FER( 1)
Upgr adi ent Downgr adi ent
Ri sk- Based
Anal yte MV 1A  Foul ger's MM 2A  MAM3A MNWG6A MWVW11ID MMID MNH2D Wilt's EPA-9 EPA-10 Citeria(2) MCL( 3)
Ant i nony 11.7 4.2 9.28 10. 3 8.48 11.1 11. 6 11.1 10. 4 543 6.7 15n 6
Arseni c 4. 65 2.25 1.23 2.53 2.5 2.69 2.55 2.78 2.2 ND ND 0. 038c 50
Iron 85.6 53.8 1,760 124 ND 14 J 16 J 117 54.5 1,220 2,900 NA 300
Lead 43.8 2.1 18.1 ND ND ND 1.8 1.3 2.6 J ND ND NA 15(5)
Manganese 293 257 52.7 39.3J 1.1 1.1 1.1 14.4 3 3.3J 69.7 123 39n 50(s)
N ckel ND ND ND 453 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 730n 100
Zinc 6,110 40.9 4,830 63.6 11 J 29.3 32.2 27.6 642 15 J 9.8 J 11, 000n 5, 000( s)
J - The anal yte was anal yzed for and was positively identified, but the associated nunerical value may not be consistent with the anount actually present in the environmental
sanple. The data should be seriously considered for decision-naking and are usable for many purposes.
ND - Not detected.
c - Equivalent to an excess lifelime cancer risk of 1x10-6.
n - Equivalent to a hazard quotient of 1.
(1) - Reported val ues are maxi mum det ected concentrati ons.
(2) - Equivalent to a lifetine excess cancer risk of 1x10-6 (c) of a hazard quotient of 1 (n). These reference values are fromthe R sk-Based Concentrations Tabl es, Second Quarter
1994, Region Ill. Prepared by Roy L. Smith, Technical Support Section, Philadel phia, Pennsylvania, April 20, 1994.
(3) - Wiere MCLs are not avail abl e, secondary MCLs are provided and denoted by an (s).
(4) - This is the risk-based criterion for chromumW .

(5) - 15 Og/L is a federal action level for lead at the tap.



Table 5

MCCARTY' S/ PACI FI C HI DE AND FUR

POTENTI AL CONTAM NANT' S OF CONCERN IN SO L AND GROUNDWATER

Chemi ca

Ant i nony

Arseni c

Beryl |ium

Cadm um

Chr om um

Copper

Lead

Manganese

N cke

Tet rachl or oet hene

Tri chl or oet hene

Bi s(2- et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
Adrin

Aroclor 1254

Dieldrin

Soi |

X

G oundwat er

X

X



Tabl e 6

Equati on:

Intake (ng/kg-day) = CS x IRx CF x EF x ED x FI

wher e:
Chem cal concentration in soil (my/kg)
I ngestion rate (ng soil/day)
Conversion factor (10-6 kg/ )
Exposure frequency (days/year)

Cs
IR
CF
EF

Vari abl e

cs

EF

I NDUSTRI AL AND RESI DENTAL SCENARI CS:

McCARTY' S/ PACI FI C HI DE AND FUR

BWx AT

Recept or

Adul t - Wor ker

Adul t - Resi dent
Chi | d- Resi dent
Adul t - Wr ker

Adul t - Resi dent
Chi | d- Resi dent
Adul t - Wr ker

Adul t - Resi dent
Chi | d- Resi dent
Adul t - Resi dent

Chi | d Resi dent

® T m
227G
LI I | |

Case

RMVE
RVE/ Aver age

RVE
RVE/ Aver age
RVE/ Aver age
RVE
RVE

Aver age

I NCI DENTAL | NGESTION OF SO L

= Exposure duration (years)

Fraction ingested from contam nated source (unitless)
Body wei ght (kg)

Averagi ng time (days)

Val ue (Rational e)

Exposure point concentration in surface soil

50 ng/ daya

100 ngy/ daya

200 ng/daya (Children 1-6 years ol d)

250 days/yeara

350 days/yeara (assumes 2 weeks of vacation/year)

275 days/yeara (fraction of tine spent at hone, 0.75, nulti-
plied by 365 days/year)



ED Adul t - Wor ker RVE 25 yearsa

Adul t - Resi dent RVE 24 yearsa (90th percentile duration at a single residence [30
years] less 6 years for child exposure duration)
Adult Resi dent Aver age 9 yearsa (50th percentile duration at a single residence)
Chi | d- Resi dent RVE/ Aver age 6 yearsa (entire duration of age group)
FI Adul t - Wor ker RVE 1.0
Adul t - Resi dent RVE/ Aver age 1.0
Chi | d- Resi dent
BW Adul t - Wr ker RVE 70 kga (average adult body wei ght)
Adul t - Resi dent RVE/ Aver age 70 kga (average adult body weight)
Chi | d- Resi dent RVE/ Aver age 15 kga (average for 1- to 6-year ol d age group)
AT Adul t - Wr ker RVE Pat hway- speci fic period of exposure for noncarci nogenic
effects (i.e., ED x 365 days/year), and 70-year lifetine for
Adul t - Resi dent RVE/ Aver age carci nogenic effects (i.e., 70 years x 365 days/year)a

Chi | d- Resi dent

a United States Environmental Protection Agency, August 16, 1991a, Suppl enental Ri sk Assessnent Quidance for Superfund, EPA Region 10,
Seattl e, Washington.

Abbr evi ati ons:
RVE = Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposure



Table 7

CANCER RI SKS FOR SO L | NGESTI ON
Locati on
McCarty's, Inc. Property

Paci fic H de and Fur/UPRR Properties
HAZARD QUOTI ENTS FOR SO L | NGESTI ON
Locati on
McCarty's, Inc. Property

Paci fic H de and Fur/UPRR Properties

Arseni c
4.2 X 10-6

1.0 X 10-5

Ant i nony
0. 039

0. 088

McCARTY' S/ PACI FI C HI DE AND FUR
REASONABLE MAXI MUM EXPCSURE - | NDUSTRI AL SCENARI O

Beryllium
4.0 X 10-7

9.7 X 10-7

Arseni c
0. 022

0. 052

Benzo( a) pyr ene Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene

8.5 X 10-7 1.6 X 10-7
ND ND
Beryllium Cadmi um
0. 000052 0.043
0. 00013 0.076

Di benz(a, h) ant hracene
1.6 X 10-6

ND

Copper
0. 056

0. 090

Total Cancer Risk

Manganese
0.041

0.073

7.1 X 10-6

1.1 X 10-5

Hazard | ndex

0.2

0.4



TABLE 8

MCCARTY" S/ PACI FI C HI DE AND FUR -

Eval uation Alternative 2A

Criteria:

Soi | Renoval / Soil Cap:

Excavate/treat/off-site disposal of RCRA

Al't. 2A except cap is asphalt. Same as
Al't. 2A, including i ncl udi ng
renoval /of f-site di sposal treatnent of all
soi | Contai nment: Site-wide

soil only, cap
non- RCRA soil, institutional

removal / of f-site disposal of non-RCRA  of ALL
non- RCRA soil > 1,000ppm > 1,000ppm  Sane
as Alt. 2 treatnment/ capping of all

controls, 5-year
reviews 1-yr GW
surface soil > 1,000ppm Soi |l cap
unnecessary except as noted and
soil cap RCRA soi | ; contai nment/

noni t ori ng.

unnecessary cappi ng of
non- RCRA
> 1.000ppm Sane as Alt.
Overal | Moder atel y
protective. RCRA waste Moder atel y

protective. Sane as Alt. Protective. Same as
Al't. 2A except Very Protective. Sanme as Alt.
2A Very Protective. All soil

Moderately Protective. All

Protection of treated/ disposed

of f-site. Risks 2A. Asphalt cap
consi dered nore all soil > 1,000ppm at
surface except all soil > 1,000ppm
> 1,000ppmtreated. Potential RCRA soil treated
prior to

Public transferred to LF.
Potenti al protective (nore

durabl e and | ess removed. Soil cap over
subsurface soil renovd fromsite. Potential
pat hways/risks el | m nated; potenti al
inon-Site LF, Soil

Heal th & the pat hways/ ri sks
reduced; sone potential perneabl e) .
> 1,000ppm Potential for airborne
pat hways/risks elim nated; potential potenti al
for airborne releases > 1,000ppm consolidated in

COVPARI SON OF FI NAL OPERABLE UNI T CLEANUP ALTERNATI VES
Alternative 2B

Soi | Renoval / Asphal t Cap:

Sane as

Alternative 3A

Soi |

Renoval / Subsurface Soi l

Cap:

Al ternative 3B

Soi |

Renoval :

Sanme as Alt.

2A,

Alternative 4

Soi |

Washi ng:

Site w de

Alternative 5

On-Site Fixation/

2 except 30-yr
noni toring.

g.w



Envi ronnent al

for air releases fromexcavation &
transport.

transport. Risk transferred to LF. excavation
and transport. Risk transferred to LF
from pat hways/ri sks reduced;

washi ng. rel eases from

excavati on.

Conpl i ance
wi th ARARs

Long-term
direct contact reduced; risks
direct contact reduced; Fair.
contact reduced; Good.
Good. Risk of direct contact
direct contact

Ef fectiveness
Soil cap difficult to
LF. Uncertainty

Ri sk of

Meets all ARARs.

Poor. Risk of
Poor. Risk of

Ri sk of direct
direct contact

Fair. Risk of

transferred to LF.

risks transferred to
risks transferred to LF. Only

elimnated; risks transferred to LF.

elimnated. Threat to GW

Per manence of

operating facility; future risks
nmei ntaining cap integrity; future

> 1, 000ppm |l eft on- Thr eat
fromlead > 1,000ppm

unknown

integrity; future risks to GWif

transferred to LF.
Integrity;

fails.
future risks to GWif cap

Reduction of
highly cont. nmateri al
highly cont. materi al
cont. material
Average. All soil > 1,000pnm
soi |

Toxicity,

removed to off-site, permitted

renoved to off-site,
in off-site,

Aver age.
Average. All

reduced.

mai ntain at

wth
subsurface soil

to GWfrom | ead

fixated naterial
to GWif cap fails.

Cap
nei nt ai ni ng cap

Average. Most

Aver age. Most
Most highly

soil > 1,000ppm

Average. All RCRA

solidified;
solidified;

solidified; disposed
renoved fromsite, RCRA soil

treated via "washing"; off-site treated prior to

pl acement in
Mbility &
Vol une

LF. Vol unme reduction through off-site
di sposal of RCRA

Meets all ARARs.

risks to GWif cap fails.

permitted LF.

Vol une reduction

rel eases from excavation and

Meets all ARARs.

site; uncertainty w th maintaining cap

permitted LF along with surface soil

for airborne releases from

transferred to LF.

Meets all ARARs

> 1, 000ppm el i m nat ed.

treated prior to placenment

inoff-

from excavation. Risk

"wast e" generated during

Meets all

el i m nat ed.

di sposal

ARARs.

Sone risk

of contani nat ed

on-Site LF.

Pot enti al

potential to airborne

Meets all ARARs.

Uncertainty with

falls.

on-site call;

soi |



soil only.

di sposal of RCRA soil > 1,000p
reduction site, perm
residuals. Reduction in volune

consolidatad in

only.

of f-site di sposal of RCRA soil

of f-site disposal.

cell. |

& nobilit
ncrease in volune but

Short-term
Ef fectiveness

off-site to LF; response
transport off-site to LF; soi

off-site to LF;
transport

cont ami nat ed
obj ectives could

obj ectives could be achieved

I npl ement ability

feasi ble. Excavation easy
feasible. Excavation Tech.

Excavati
Conpl ex

on Tech. & adnin, fe
to construct and

construct and

straightforward cap
i npl ement; straightforward

strai ghtforward

Excavation

inplement. Significant

| ocation

cap construction.
construction.

nmateri al

s processing and

interfere w

treatability tasting req'd.
Si gni ficant
Speci al i zed equi pnent, skilled

processi

ng & treat.

Cost

State
Accept ance

through off-site

pm Vol une

tted LF. Vol ume

> 1. 000ppm

t hr ough

reduction through

y.

Dust eni ssions during excavation;
potential distribution of contam nated soil

during transport

soi | during

| during transport

soi | during
be achi eved

obj ectives could be achieved within 3

nont hs.

Tech. & admin

Tech. & admin.

& admin. feasible.

asi bl e.
Conplex to

to i nplenent;
easy to

easy to inplenent;
easy to inplenent.
inmplement. Cap &

construction.
cap

of cell would

future |and use.

nmaterials

Current est.

Unaccept abl e.

$4.2

Dust eni ssions during excavation;
potential distribution of contam nated

response objectives could be
achi eved within 4 nonths.

Currant est.

Unaccept abl e.

$4.8

and surface soil > 1,000ppm

Dust eni ssions during excavation;
potential distribution of contam nated

response objectives could be achieved
within 4 nonths.

Current est. = $4.95

Unaccept abl e.

Dust enissions

during excavation;

potential distribution of

off-site to LF;

response objectives

could be achieved within 4 nonths.

Current est. =

State concurs.

$5.1

Dust emi ssions during
excavation; response

within 7 nonths. Limted

| mpacts expected from

transport of contami nated soil

& waste water off-site.

| abor necessary.
Current est. = $5.4

State concurs.

reduction in nobility.

Dust emi ssions during
excavation; response

within 6 nmonths.

testing req'd,
Current est. = $5.0

Unaccept abl e.



Communi ty No specific comments received fromlocal
Accept ance citizenry.
local citizenry. PRP Goup favors | ocal

citizenry, PRP Group opposes soil fromlocal
citizenry. PRP Goup received from |l ocal
citizenry, received fromlocal citizenry,

nodi fied version. renoval .
opposes soil renoval. PRP Group
opposes soi | PRP Group favors nodified

No specific comments received from

No specfic comments received from

No specific coments received

No specific coments

renmoval .

No specific coments

version.



TABLE 9

Bunker

Conpari son of Renedi es Between Region 10 "Industrial Use" Sites

Site Name Lead Cl eanup
Level

Har bor 1,000 ppm no

I'sland Soi | excavation of

and G ound- hot spots

wat er (i nconcl usi ve

TCLP results)

Goul d 1, 000 ppm
(surface); TCLP
(subsurface)

Tacona Tar 166 ppm (based

Pits on "acceptabl e
dose"); 1,000
ppm (for hot
spot excavati on
in "peripheral

areas"

Sout h 1,000 - 18, 000

Tacona ppm (cap);

Field above 18, 000
ppm (soils fail
TCLP-
treatment)

Gener al 1, 000 ppm

Met al s

(Washi ngt on

St ate-| ead

Site)

H 1l M ning/ Metallurgical Conplex is not conmparable to other "industrial

Sel ect ed Renedy

3" asphalt cap in parking
lots; reinforced concrete cap
in areas of heavy equi pnent
use

Tried recycling to recover
lead frombattery casings;
stabilization wsoil cap;
remedy under reconsideration

Qperating facility (treatnment
of contami nated soils;

engi neered cap). Non-
operating facility
(stabilization, RCRA
cover/grass, institutional
controls)

Soil or asphalt cap dependi ng
on long-termland use; treat
above 18,000 ppm & di spose on-
Site.

Qperating facility (12"
reinforced concrete, inperm
liner & 6" conpacted subbase;
Non- operating portion (9" ADOT
| arge aggregate indust.
surface, 3" low perneability
asphalt & 6" conpacted
subbase)- revised

use" sites in Region 10 and, was therefore,

Conparison to McCarty' s/
Pacific H de and Fur

Facility operations are
not similar. Asphalt cap
in lowinpact areas.
Lacks potabl e GWsource
beneath Site.

Facility operations are
not simlar. 1988 RCD
requi renents nore
stringent than those
proposed at this Site.

Mich nore stringent
requirements (not
conparable to this
Site).

Facility operations are
not simlar. Anmount of

cont. soil & costs nmjor
factors in renedy

sel ection.

Facility most like this
Site. Fairly
substantive and

expensi ve cap required
on operating portion in
conparison to cap
proposed by PRPs.

not considered in this analysis.



APPENDI X A

RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
MCCARTY' S/ PACI FI C HI DE AND FUR
RECORD OF DECI SI ON - FI NAL OPERABLE UNI T

Thi s responsi veness summary sunmmari zes and responds to substantive coments received during the
public comment period regarding United States Environnental Protection Agency's (EPA's) proposed
cleanup plan for the McCarty's/Pacific H de and Fur Superfund Site | ocated near Pocatello

I daho. The Proposed Plan was based on infornmation in the Cctober 1994 renedi a
investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) report. The RI/FS and the Proposed Plan are avail abl e
for review at the Pocatello Public Library and at EPA's offices in Seattle, Washington. Copies
of the Proposed Plan were nailed to local citizens that were on a mailing list devel oped as part
of the Community Relations Plan for this Site

Three comrent letters were received during the public coment period. EPA's response to these
comments foll ows.

Comment s and Agency Responses

A Private Ctizens' Comments: Two letters were received fromprivate citizens residing in
Pocatello. One of the letters expressed support for the cleanup of the | ead contam nation at
the Site. The other expressed concern over the length of tine taken to study and clean up the
Site, and the significant costs of Superfund work. EPA responded in sone detail to this
citizen's concerns in a letter to Congressman M chael D. Crapo dated January 10, 1995. The
private citizen sent two letters, one to EPA and the other to his congressional representatives
expressing his concerns to which EPA replied. These letters, together with the Agency's
response, are in the Site Admnistrative Record (AR) for this renedial action

Response: In short, EPA believes that the selected renedy for the remaining | ead-contam nat ed
soil can be easily and relatively quickly inplenmented, and is cost effective. The reader is
referred to the AR for this renedial action for a detailed response to the private citizen's
concerns as nentioned above.

B. Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) Goup Comments: EPA received an extensive comment
package froma group of parties that had previously been identified as potentially responsible
parties at the Site. The PRP Group submtted comments on behal f of ANR Frei ght System Inc.
AT&T, FMC Corporation, MCarty's, Inc., and certain MCarty individuals, Mnsanto Conpany,
Pacific Fruit Express Conpany, Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc., J.R Sinplot Conpany, Terteling
Conpany, Inc., and Union Pacific Railroad. The comrent package, dated Decenber 29, 1994, is in
the AR for this Site. The PRP Goup's comments can be divided into six (6) categories

cl eanup goal s

recommended r enedy

soi |l contam nation estinates
ri sk assessment

m scel | aneous

Regi on 10 site conpari sons

oakrwbdE

Comments 1 and 2 below are fromExhibit A of the PRP G oup's comment package entitled
Significant |ssues Applying To All O The Docunents.

Comment 1. O eanup CGoal s- The PRP Group expressed concern that EPA had not eval uated risks for
a current/future industrial |and use scenario. The PRP Goup was al so concerned that EPA had



assuned the property would be nade available for unrestricted future |and use as opposed to
strictly industrial use, noting that the property is located in an industrial corridor, is zoned

as such, and has been used in this nanner "...for nore than 50 years"
Response: In the Cctober 1994 Ri sk Assessnent, it was assunmed that future |and use could be
residential. Therefore, potential health risks and cleanup goals were estimated under a future

residential |and use scenario for the soil contam nants of concern identified in the baseline
Human Health Ri sk Assessment. These contam nants included antinony, arsenic, cadm um copper
| ead, and nanganese.

The cleanup level for lead assunming future residential exposure was set at 400 ppm This val ue
is the health protective screening level calculated using the EPA's Integrated Uptake Bi okinetic
(1'UBK) nodel recomended by EPA Superfund gui dance. The 400 ppm val ue was cal cul ated using EPA
def aul t exposure assunptions devel oped for the nodel. Although site-specific data can be used
in the 1UBK nodel, such data were lacking for this Site

Fol | owi ng EPA' s decision to assune future industrial |and use when determ ning cl eanup goals, an
addendumto the original R sk Assessnent was prepared. This addendum cal cul ated potentia

health inpacts to workers. Lead was the only contam nant of concern identified for workers. A
cleanup level of 1,000 ppmfor lead in soil was set. The 1,000 ppm cl eanup level is
sufficiently protective for on-Site workers, and has been used in the past for sites where the
expected future land use is industrial. This is consistent with the present and antici pated
future land use scenario for this Site and with the cleanup goals that were designated for the
pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyl s- (PCB) and PCD/ | ead-contam nated soil operable unit cleanup conpl eted
in 1992

In conbination with the cleanup of the contam nated soil, a critical elenment of the selected
remedy requires placing and enforcing property restrictions to prohibit |and uses allowed under
resi denti al / nei ghbor hood commerci al and prof essi onal zoni ng.

Commrent 2. Recommended Renedy- The PRP Group expressed concern that unrestricted future |and
use had not been stated as a renedial action objective (RAO for the Site and, that all of the
alternatives with the exception of "G ound-Water Mnitoring and Property Restrictions" achieved
the stated RAGs. The PRP Group states that if the capping alternative they advocate were
selected, the cap's integrity could, in fact, be managed by proper design and mai ntenance
Further, the PRP Group is concerned that the excavation and off-Site disposal alternative is not
the nost cost effective. According to the PRP Group, an excavation and off-Site di sposa
alternative "sinply noves the contam nated materials fromthe current property to another
off-Site location" thereby transferring risks. In addition, it poses health risks during
transport. Finally, the PRP Group states that EPA shoul d have considered a "capping only"
alternative (i.e., without excavation and off-Site disposal).

Response: In response to the concern that unrestricted future | and use had not been consi dered
as a cleanup objective (synononous with RAO) at the Site, EPA indicated in sub-section 2.1.3.2
of the Cctober 1994 FS entitled Future Land Use that "[i]n the future, the Site nay be devel oped
for residential and/or industrial use. For the future |and use scenario, Site residents were
consi dered potential receptors, as required by EPA Region 10 guidance (EPA 1991). This scenario
is [also] protective of current Site workers, workers who nmay be on-Site during renedi ati on
activities, and any trespassers or Site visitors."

Wth respect to the concern regarding cap integrity, the engineering designs of the caps
proposed in the Cctober 1994 FS woul d have to be altered considerably to withstand the current
scrap recycling activities on the Pacific Recycling and Union Pacific Railroad properties.
Prevention of contact with contam nated soils (a prinmary cleanup objective) is a major concern



because of the possibility of cap failure due to recycling activities or future industria
activities at the Site

Under the selected remedial action, the nost highly contam nated soil requires treatnent prior

to placenent in a pernmitted rmunicipal landfill. Since the soil following treatnent is no |onger
consi dered hazardous waste, disposal in the permtted nunicipal landfill is acceptable. The
remai ni ng soil which does not require treatnent will also be disposed in a permtted munici pa
landfill. These landfills must nmeet and maintain all applicable EPA requirenents. Wile these

sane requirenents can be achieved on-Site, the costs are higher, there are |ong-term managenent
i ssues to consider, and the type of future property use would be greatly limted

A discussion of risks related to the off-site transport of Conprehensive Environnmental Response
Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) wastes is typically provided in the site health and
safety plan as recommended in "Ri sk Assessnent Quidance for Superfund, Human Eval uati on Manual
Part C - R sk Evaluation of Renedial Aternatives"

"It is inportant to note, however, that factors not associated directly with hazards particul ar
to a given site (e.g., risk of accidents during off-site nmotor vehicle transport) are not
usual | y considered during the FS, but instead should be addressed prior to renmediation in the
site health and safety plan."

The cost effectiveness of the preferred alternative was another concern raised by the PRP G oup.
Based on EPA's decision to restrict future land use to industrial activities only, EPA

re-eval uated the cap design requirenents for Alternatives 2A and 2B based on a review of other
Superfund sites in the region with simlar business operations. The resulting nodifications to
these alternatives based on this review increased costs significantly. The estinated costs
range from approxi mately $5, 355,678 to $5, 440,224 whi ch are higher than the sel ected renedia
action.

EPA and the |Idaho Departrment of Environnmental Quality (IDEQ do not believe that a "capping
only" alternative woul d adequately protect hunman health and the environnent at this Site. Gven
the nature of the operating business and its practices, and the unpredictability of future Site
activities, considerable uncertainty exists with the tinely identification and repair of any
failures in the cap. Over 45% of the remai ning contam nated soil is considered a Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act-(RCRA) characteristic waste based on | eaching tests. A viable
source of potable water lies beneath the Site. A prinmary cleanup objective for the Siteis to
prevent the infiltration/mgration of contamnants in soil to ground water that would result in
ground-water contam nation in excess of Site-specific action |levels, threatening hunan health

Comment 3 belowis fromExhibit A of the PRP Goup's comment package entitled Renedia
Investiqgation. The PRP Group identified five areas of concern regardi ng soil contam nation
estimates. This comment has been divided into five parts and EPA i s respondi ng accordingly.

Comment 3, Part 1. Soil Contam nation Estimates - The first area of concern is the
Concentration |Isopleth Maps for Lead. The PRP Group contends that the x-ray fluorescence (XRF)
field screening neasurenents yielded generally lower results than the | aboratory confirnation
anal yses, inplying that the soil volunme estinates may have been under predicted

Response 3, Part 1: The correlations between the XRF and | aboratory data for sanples collected
in 1990 and 1991 (r2 = 0.76), and 1993 (r2 = 0.996) were considered adequate to characterize the
extent of lead contamnation in soil at the Site. Use of an XRF instrunent, a cost effective
field screening nmethod, allowed for significantly nore data points to be analyzed than if fixed
| aboratory analysis were solely utilized. A sensitivity analysis was presented in Section
4.8.7.1, Table 4-6, of the CQctober 1994 FS



Comment 3, Part 2. The second area of concern is the Depth of Lead in Soils. The PRP G oup
suggested that the nunber, representativeness and reliability of subsurface sanples was
insufficient to accurately determ ne the volune of |ead-contam nated soil remaining at the Site

Response 3, Part 2: In 1991, interval sanpling using XRF was perforned in approximately thirty
(30) on-Site locations to determne the depth of |ead contam nation in both the "hot spots" and
the I ess contam nated areas. Exclusive of the "hot spots", |ead contam nati on was generally
limted to the top six (6) inches of soil and oftentines, to the top 2-3 inches.

During the first operable unit renedial action, twenty-five (25) of the forty-three (43)
confirmation sanpling sectors were excavated to a depth of six (6) inches bel ow ground. The
ot her eighteen (18) sectors were excavated to depths between twelve (12) and twenty-four (24)
i nches.

Confirmation sanples collected by EPA to verify attainnent of the PCB cl eanup goals, and which
were al so anal yzed for |ead, and sanples collected within the boundary of the first operable
unit during the 1993 R, confirmed that | ead contam nation was generally confined within the top
six (6) inches of soil. Lead concentrations in sanples collected in the areas excavated to six
(6) inches bel ow ground during the first operable unit were generally consistent with background
soil lead concentrations or below the XRF instrunent detection limt of 48 ppm indicating that
soil lead concentrati ons were below 1,000 ppmat a depth |less than six (6) inches.

Excl usi ve of the "hot spots", the depth of soil |ead contam nation across the Site is assuned to
be simlar to that encountered within the limt of the first operable unit cleanup

The assunption of surficial contamnation is supported by the fact that surface soi
contami nation in areas where battery recycling did not occur is prinmarily attributed to tracking
by vehicl es and personnel, and deposition by airborne particul ates.

Finally, the reported |l ead concentration (25,300 ppm) for the sanple collected on the eastern
portion of the Union Pacific Railroad property appears to be an anonmaly. Many ot her sanpl es
have been collected in this area of the Site and this high | ead concentrati on cannot be
reproduced. There is no historical information (i.e., aerial photographs) or testinonial
deposition infornmation that indicates that battery recycling activities were conducted in this
| ocati on.

Comment 3, Part 3. The third area of concern is the Conparison Griteria for ldentification of
Extent of Contamination in Soils. The PRP Group's concerns relate to EPA's use of the 95th
percentil e of the background sanple data set instead of using naxi mum background concentrati ons,
thereby artificially enlarging the Site's contam nated area.

Response 3, Part 3: n-Site |l ead sanple data were conpared to the 95th percentile of the
background soil sanple data set. Using the 400 ppmresidential screening value for lead as a
conparison, the 95th percentile value was 20.1 ppm and t he naxi num background sanpl e
concentration was 23.5 ppm Therefore, whether on-Site data were conpared to the 95"
percentil e or nmaxi mum background concentration is immterial since the residential |ead
screeni ng val ue of 400 ppm (whi ch was the recommended cl eanup level for lead in soil in the
Proposed Plan) is considerably greater than either of them

Comment 3, Part 4. A fourth area of concern related to calcul ating risk-based concentrations
under a future residential scenario versus an industrial scenario and the resulting effect on

determ ning the extent of contamination at the Site

Response 3, Part 4: The issue of calculating risk-based concentrations under a future



residential scenario versus an industrial scenario and the resulting effect on determning the
extent of contanmination at the Site was addressed in the response to Coorment 1 above. The
volume of soil requiring cleanup under the future industrial |and use scenario is approxi mately
820 cubic yards less than under the future residential |and use scenario

Comment 3, Part 5. Finally, the PRP Goup believes that it is inappropriate to conpare
subsurface soil data to risk-based concentrations.

Response 3, Part 5: Subsurface soils are evaluated as a part of the R sk Assessnent to account
for the possibility of future excavation. Excavation can result in subsurface soils being
brought to the surface where human contact can occur. Therefore, information on potential risks
fromsubsurface soils is useful in determining if future land use restrictions or other
institutional controls are necessary.

Comment 4 below is fromExhibit A of the PRP Goup's comment package entitled Baseline Hurman
Heal th and Ecol ogical Ri sk Assessnent. The PRP Goup identified five areas of concern with the
results presented in EPA' s Baseline Human Health and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent. This coment
has been divided into five parts and EPA i s respondi ng accordingly.

Comment 4, Part 1. Risk Assessment - The first area of concern is Exposure Scenarios. The PRP
G oup contends that the lack of an industrial use scenario provides no estinmation of risks
associated with the current Site and its probable future | and use giving the decision-nakers

| ess informati on when considering various risk managenent options. They assert that the risk
cal cul ations represent a significant overestimation of Site risks for industrial workers.

Response 4, Part 1: These concerns are addressed in EPA' s response to Comment 1 above

Comment 4, Part 2. The second area of concern is Exposure Point Concentrations (EPCs). The PRP
G oup believes that EPA's use of individual sanple results to establish risk, rather than using
average concentrations across the Site overstates the risk. They noted that EPA gui dance states
that an "[a]verage concentration is nost representative of the concentration that woul d be
contacted at a site over tinme." |In contrast, the approach used in the baseline R sk Assessnent
for this Site is analogous to a "hot spot" anal ysis.

Response 4, Part 2: EPA s risk assessnent gui dance states that "averaging soil data over an
area the size of a residential backyard (e.g., an eighth of an acre) may be nobst appropriate for
eval uating the residential soil pathways". Therefore, because the October 1994 Ri sk Assessnent
assuned a future | and use of residential, the appropriate exposure unit to be used for the
exposure point concentration was a residential |ot.

Al so, according to EPA guidance, the exposure point calculation should be the 95th percentile
upper confidence limt (UCL95) on the average of the soil concentration values. To calculate
the UCL95, data from 10 to 20 sanpl es per exposure area should be used. Calculation of the
UCL95 for residential lot sizes at the Site was not possible because the density of soil sanples
was insufficient. Therefore, estimates of risk for each soil sanple were nade

For the industrial scenario, the EPCs were based upon average soil concentrations. This is
because the exposure area was assuned to be larger than a residential |ot and sufficient
sanpling points were available to cal cul ate average values. Site-wi de EPCs were cal cul ated for
the McCarty's, Inc. property separately, and for the UPRR and Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc
properties conbined. Were greater than ten (10) data points were available, the UCL95 on the
mean was used as the EPC. If less than 10 data points were avail able, then the naxi num detected
concentration was used as the EPC. The June 1995 R sk Assessment addendum provi des the results
of the Site-w de EPC cal cul ati on under the industrial scenario



The Site-wide EPCs for |ead were determned to be 234,297 ppmfor the MCarty's, Inc., property
and 4,840 ppmfor the conbined UPRR and Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc., properties. As
recommended by national EPA gui dance, the naxi mum detected concentration on the McCarty property
was used as the EPC because the 95 percent upper confidence linmt was greater than the nmaxi mum
detected on-Site | ead concentration

Comment 4, Part 3. The third area of concern is Potential R sks Associated with Lead. This
concern relates to EPA's reconmendation in the Proposed Plan based on a residential |and use
scenario of setting a Site-specific cleanup level for |ead at 400 ppm

Response 4, Part 3: This concern was previously addressed in EPA's response to Comment 1 above

Comment 4, Part 4. The fourth area of concern is Chromiumas a Chenical of Potential Concern in
G ound Water. The PRP Group is concerned that chromumwas identified as a contam nant of
concern in ground water but was not found in Site soil, and was detected in only one on-Site
wel | .

Response 4, Part 4: Additional testing of the well with el evated chrom um concentrations
indicates that the problemis well-specific and probably relates to its construction. An
addendumto the R has been prepared docunenting this clarification. This information is
available in the Site AR for this renedial action.

Comment 4, Part 5. The final area of concern is Average and Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposures. The
PRP Group's concern relates to EPA's cal cul ation of these two exposure val ues, characterizing
themas nearly identical in the baseline Human Health Ri sk Assessnent.

Response 4, Part 5: The reasonabl e maxi num exposure (RME) is cal cul ated using m d-range val ues
for sonme exposure paraneters and upper-bound val ues for others. This is done so that the

conbi nation of all of these paraneters in an exposure equation results in an estinmate of the
"reasonabl e" exposure not the worst possible exposure. Average or nore typical values are used
to calcul ate the average exposure

A 10-fold difference in exposure (and risks) for cancer and a snaller difference for non-cancer
effects were cal cul ated for the baseline Hunan Health R sk Assessnent between the RVE versus
average exposure (assumng a future residential |and use scenario). As recommended by EPA
Regi on 10's risk assessnent guidance, different values were used for exposure frequency and

exposure duration in calculating the RVE versus average exposures. For soil intake, the sane
val ues were used for both the RVE and average exposure cal cul ati ons because a val ue of 200
mlligrans per day for children is considered to be an upper end of the average. It is one of

the average values used in the RVE cal culation and, is also an appropriate value in calculating
the average exposures.

For the exposure point concentrations, the UCL95 on the average and the average val ue woul d
ideally be used for calculating the RVE and average exposures, respectively. This could result
in substantial differences in the exposure estimtes between RMVE and average exposure. However
as has previously been described, it was not possible to adequately cal cul ate an average or a
UCL95 on the average for the residential scenario due to the small nunber of sanples (in many
cases, n=1) in areas that would represent a residential plot.

The average exposure value was not calculated for the industrial scenario because Region 10 risk
assessnent gui dance provides no default values for this scenario. Therefore, only RVE val ues

were cal culated for the industrial scenario.

The Site-wide EPCs for |ead were determned to be 234,297 ppmfor the MCarty's, Inc., property



and 4,840 ppmfor the conbined UPRR and Pacific H de and Fur Depot, Inc., properties. The
maxi mum det ected concentration on the McCarty property was used as the EPC because the UCL95 was
greater than the naxi mum detected on-Site | ead concentration.

Comment 5 below is fromExhibit A of the PRP Goup's comment package entitled Feasibility Study.

Commrent 5. M scellaneous - There were el even (11) areas of concern identified under this
headi ng. The issues pertained to:

1. Renedial Action Objectives and d eanup CGoal s

2. Recommended Renedy

3. Capping Aternatives

4. No Action Alternative

5. Vol une Estinates

6. Estimation of RCRA Characteristic Soils

7. Docunentation of Cost Estimates

8. Scrap Managenent

9. Long-term G ound-water Mnitoring

10. Techni cal Menoranda (I nconsi stencies Between the

Techni cal Menorandum and the RI/BRA/FS Docunents,
and Multiple Revisions to the Techni cal Menoranda)
11. Proposed Plan for Final d eanup

The PRP Group's concerns are reiterations of those previously raised earlier in their comment
package. In the case of coments 1, 2, 3, 5 and 6, the PRP Group is concerned wth:

(a) EPA's initial decision to select a cleanup level for the Site based on a future residential
I and use scenario, w thout considering a current and expected future industrial use scenario.

(b) the selection of a renedy requiring excavation and off-Site di sposal of contam nated soil
instead of capping the Site.

(c) EPA's estinmation of the volune of contam nated soil above the proposed cl eanup | evel.

Response: EPA' s response to Comments 1, 2 and 3 of this Responsiveness Summary address concerns
1, 2, 3, 5 and 6 listed above.

M scel | aneous Comment #4 - No Action Alternative: The PRP Group's concern is that the FS
concluded that the resultant risks associated with the no-action alternative would be the sane
as those identified in the Cctober 1994 baseline Human Health Ri sk Assessnent. They di sagree
since this alternative included institutional controls restricting property use. The PRP G oup
contends that resultant risks for industrial workers, had an assessnment been conducted using a
current industrial scenario, would have been far less than the risks presented in the baseline
Ri sk Assessment.

EPA Response to Comment #4: The "no action" alternative identified in the Proposed Pl an and
Cctober 1994 FS is actually a "limted action" alternative since it includes repair and

mai ntenance of a Site fence, property restrictions'on future |and use, five-year reviews, and
inpl enentation of a ground-water nonitoring program It is, therefore, accurate to assign sone
nmeasure of protectiveness to the "limted action" alternative. However, a "no action"
alternative nost likely would not result in any reduction in risk since it typically does not
contain any cl eanup neasures.



M scel | aneous Conment #7 - Docunentati on of Cost Estinates:

The PRP Group's expressed concern that there was no back-up docunentation provided in the FS for
the source of the cost estimates.

EPA' s Response to Comment #7: Wth respect to docunentation of cost estimates, these were
devel oped based on: (1) published cost data, (2) EPA contractor cost data gathered from ot her
sites, (3) cost data fromthe first operable unit renedial action at the Site, and, (4) vendor-
conpany- and facility- supplied information. This information is readily available to the
public

M scel | aneous Comment #8 - Scrap Managenent: The PRP Group requested docunentati on regarding
the need for scrap handling and the basis for the 8 000 ton estimate of scrap requiring staging
and decont ani nati on.

EPA' s Response to Comment #8: The one cost itemthat was incorrectly reported in the cost
estinmates provided in Appendi ces A and B of the October 1994 FS is the "Debris Renoval" line
item This cost ($1,080,000) should have been reported as a |lunp sum not a unit cost. This
estimate was based on the assunption that all scrap in contact with contam nated soil would be
rel ocated to a decontami nation area, decontam nated, noved to a tenporary stagi ng area, and
noved again to a final location. Due to the large volune of scrap, it is assumed that nost
scrap woul d need to be noved twice after decontamination. As stated in the RI/FS, scrap
nmanagenent costs account for a |large percentage of the total renedial costs for Aternatives 2
through 5. It is feasible that these costs could be significantly reduced if the owners of the
scrap can determne a nutually acceptable, cost-effective nethod of scrap disposition

M scel | aneous Comment #9 - Long- Term Ground-Water Monitoring: The PRP Group disagreed with
EPA' s ground-water nonitoring programdescribed in the Proposed Plan. They argued it was

excessive; that fewer wells should be sanpled and fewer conpounds included in the anal ytica
program and, that there were inconsistencies in the requirenents between the alternatives.

EPA' s Response to Comment #9: Long-termground-water nmonitoring requirenents will be finalized
during remedi al design. These requirenents include nunber of wells to be sanpled and the |ist
of analytes. One year of quarterly ground-water nonitoring is a required conponent of the

sel ected renedy. Monitoring is necessary to ensure that no contam nants were nobilized during
inpl enentation of the renedy and that all federal and state water quality standards are

mai ntai ned. The requirenment to conduct long-termnonitoring under Alternative 5 was consi dered
necessary to determne the effectiveness and pernmanence of the renedy which would invol ve
stabilizing all of the nost highly contam nated soil (i.e., RCRA-characteristic waste) overlain
with unstabilized but contam nated soil above 1,000 ppm This alternative involves on-Site

di sposal in a contai nment cell

The PRP Group expressed concern with apparent inconsistencies between the Technical Menoranda
(Revi sed Renedi al Action Objectives, Renedial Technol ogies, Aternatives and Screening, and
Conparative Analysis of Alternatives) and the Cctober 1994 Renedial |nvestigation/Ri sk
Assessnent/ Feasibility Study, as well as the multiple revisions to the Technical Menoranda. The
Techni cal Menoranda provided prelimnary information for use in preparing the Renedia
Investigation, R sk Assessnent and Feasibility Study. This process is iterative, hence the
multiple revisions, and, therefore, differences between these Technical Mnoranda, R sk
Assessnment and the RI/FS are to be expected.

The PRP Group raised seven (7) issues regarding the content of the Proposed Plan. These issues
related to the: (1) classification of hazardous waste; (2) calculation of future residential
risk rather than current Site risk; (3) clarification of |anguage explai ning EPA' s current



techni cal guidelines for calculation of "risk" associated with | ead exposure; (4) ground-water
nonitoring as a conponent of the preferred alternative; (5) description of the effectiveness of
the remedy; (6) maintenance of a cap's integrity; and, (7) the selected renedy's satisfaction of
the nine criteria

(1) Issue - Soils left in-place should not be classified as hazardous waste unless they are
excavat ed.

Response - This statement is untrue. The soil has been tested and now, follow ng the first
operabl e unit cleanup, approximately 46% of the remaining contamnated soil at the Site fails
TCLP. Even if the contam nated soil which tests as hazardous waste is left in place, RCRA
closure requirenents would be rel evant and appropriate at the Site.

(2) Issue - The summary of Site risks did not include an evaluation of any of the current
exposure scenari os.

Response - The Summary of CQurrent Site Risks and Risks Followi ng deanup mght have been nore
appropriately titled "Summary of Future Residential Site R sks and R sks Fol |l owi ng d eanup"
since risk calculations (of current Site conditions and post-cleanup Site conditions) were based
on a future residential |and use scenario

(3) |Issue - The Proposed Pl an | anguage expl aining EPA's current technical guidelines for
cal cul ation of "risk" associated with | ead exposure shoul d have di stingui shed between the
availability of information on adults versus children

Response - The reference to "Technical Quidelines" in the Proposed Plan refers to the | ack of
toxicity values for lead. Therefore, lead is not included in either carcinogenic or
noncar ci nogeni ¢ risk cal cul ati ons. Rather, EPA guidance was used to determ ne whether a cl eanup
action was necessary at the Site, and to what | evel the | ead should be renedi at ed

(4) Issue - Gound-water nonitoring was not listed as a conponent of the preferred alternative

Response - The Proposed Pl an inadvertently omtted the requirenment to conduct one year of
quarterly ground-water nonitoring follow ng inplenentation of the renedy. The Cctober 1994 FS
descri bes the ground-water nonitoring conmponent of the selected renedy.

(5) |Issue - The Proposed Plan overstates the effectiveness of the renedy when indicating that
it elimnates or treats all of the soils above 400 ppm

Response - By renoving all of the | ead-contam nated soil to the cleanup |level, the selected
remedy renoves the contamination at the Site to a | evel considered protective of on-Site
workers. Treatnent of all RCRA-characteristic waste is a required conponent of the sel ected
remedy. Non-RCRA characteristic waste can be disposed in a permitted, nunicipal landfill
operated under 40 CFR 258 without treatnent.

(6) |Issue - The cap's integrity can be nanaged t hrough engi neering desi gn and nai nt enance.
Response - Previ ous responses have already been offered in this Responsiveness Sunmary
addressing the question of maintaining a cap's integrity. The "capping only" alternative is not
considered viable as a renedy for this Site based on issues of protectiveness, |long-term

ef fectiveness, and cost.

(7) Issue - EPA's selected renedy does not best satisfy the nine criteria.



Response - EPA maintains that the selected renedy best satisfies the nine criteria as previously
di scussed.

Comment 6 below is fromExhibit E of the PRP G oup's comment package Summary of Precedents
Est abl i shed by USEPA Region 10 on Qther Sites.

Comment 6. Region 10 Site Conparisons - The PRP Group independently perfornmed an eval uati on of
exposure scenarios used in the assessnent of risk at nine (9) sites in Region 10. The PRP G oup
asserts that "[t]he characterization of risks posed by continued industrial uses clearly
influenced the previous renedy selection at [this Site] and... at other simlar sites [in the
region]." They also re-iterated their concern with the Agency's initial stated preference for
unrestricted | and use at the Site, which has since been nodified. As stated in the ROD, a

cl eanup | evel has been established based on industrial |and use with property restrictions.

The PRP Group identified six (6) sites within Region 10 where capping or covering was a
conponent of the selected remedy for soils. According to the PRP Group, four (4) of these sites
were netal s salvage yards and recycling facilities simlar to the MCarty's/Pacific H de and Fur
Site.

Response: EPA s assessnent of the sites subnmitted by the PRF Group is provided in Table 9.
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submtted by the Group during the extension to the public coment
period on the proposed plan, and then determ ne whether a neeting
is warranted
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01/ 11/ 95 PACES: 2
Gordon Brown/ I daho Division of Environnental
Ann W I | ianmson/ EPA
Letter regarding State of Idaho's response to McCarty's/Pacific
H de and Fur PRP's 12/29/95 letter to EPA, requesting that EPA
reconsider their decision to utilize the Residential Scenario for
clean up criteria
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1028284
03/ 06/ 95 PAGES: 1
George Spinner/1daho D vision of Environmental
Ann W11 ianmson/ EPA
Letter regarding the State's position on the revision to the
McCarty's/Pacific H de and Fur Proposed Pl an
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1028283

03/ 14/ 95 PAGES: 18

Bri an D. Linnan/Wodwar d-d yde

Ani ko Mol nar/ Sout hern Pacific Lines

Cover letter and attached final version of the conceptual
plan for the McCarty's/Pacific H de and Fur Superfund Site
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DATE: 03/ 16/ 95 PAGES: 5
AUTHOR  Janes T. Price/ Spencer Fane Britt & Browne
ADDRESSEE: James D. Cesterl e/ EPA
DESCRI PTION:  Letter presenting thoughts about the Site renedy and articul ating
reasons that the cappi ng and cover renedy woul d be the nost
appropriate at the Site



