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DECLARATI ON FOCR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE
OPERABLE UNFT NO 4 - SMELTER FACILITY
DALLAS, TEXAS

Statutory Preference for Treatnent as a Principal E enent
is Met and Five-Year Review is Required

SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

RSR Corporation Superfund Site, Qperable Unit (QUJ) No. 4
Dal | as, Dallas County, Texas

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) presents its decision in this Record of
Decision (ROD) for Operable Unit (QJ No. 4, the location of the forner secondary |ead snelter,
of the RSR Corporation Superfund Site (RSR Site). EPA' s decision is in accordance with the
Conpr ehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA or Superfund), 42
US.C 8§ 9601 et seq., and, to the extent practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances
Pol I uti on Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CF. R Part 300. The decision is based on materials and
docunents EPA relied on or considered that are contained in the Adm nistrative Record for QU No.
4. The Administrative Record for QU No. 4 is available for public review at three repositories,
one of which is located in west Dallas within the RSR site and near QU No. 4. EPA bases this
decision on the results of a renedial investigation, feasibility study, and hunan health risk
assessnent conducted at QU No. 4.

The State of Texas, through the Texas Natural Resource Conservation Comm ssion (TNRCC), concurs
with EPA's selected remedy for QU No. 4 of the RSR Site.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances, as defined in Section 101(14) of CERCLA,
42 U S.C. 8§ 9601(14), and further defined in Section 302.4 of the NCP, 40 CF. R § 302.4, from
the RSR Site, if not addressed by inplenenting the response action selected in this ROD, nay

present an inmmnent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY

Qperable Unit No. 4 is one of five operable units of the RSR Site. This QU includes the snelter
facility property where the secondary |ead snelting operations fornmerly were conducted. The
ground water portion of QU No. 4 is deferred and will be addressed as part of QU No. 5 of the
RSR site. The selected renedy for QU No. 4 will address contam nation of the secondary |ead
snelter facility.

The naj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:

1 Denolition of site buildings and off-site disposal;

Denolition of the snelter stack and off-site disposal;

Excavation of the concrete foundations and contam nated soil and off-site
di sposal .



Arsenic, cadmum antinony and | ead, the prinmary contam nants of concern at QU No. 4, are
hazar dous substances, as defined in Section 101(14) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C § 9601(14), and further
defined in Section 302.4 of the NCP, 40 C.F.R § 302.4.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with federal and
State requirenents that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renedi al
action, and is cost-effective. This renedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternative
treatnent to the nmaxi numextent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference for renedies

that enploy treatnent that reduces toxicity, nmobility, or volune as a principal elenent.

Because future land use may be limted to industrial use, five-year reviews nay be necessary at
QU No. 4 of the RSR Site.

S| GNATURE AND ACGENCY ACCEPTANCE OF THE REMEDY

<I M5 SRC 0696099A>
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DECI SI ON SUMVARY

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE
OPERABLE UNFT NO 4 - SMELTER FACILITY
RECORD OF DECI SI ON

l. SI TE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is addressing the rel ease or threat of
rel ease of hazardous substances at the former snelter facility, Operable Unit (QJ No. 4 of the
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site (RSR Site) under the authority provided in the Conprehensive
Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 U S.C. § 9601 et seq

(al so known as Superfund) and consistent with the National Ol and Hazardous Substances
Pol I uti on Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CF. R Part 300. The RSR Site is located in west Dallas
Texas and enconpasses an area approximately 13.6 square mles in size. The RSRsite is very

di verse and includes large single and nulti-famly residential neighborhoods, nulti-famly
public housing areas and sone industrial, commercial and retail establishnents. The popul ation
inthis area is approximtely 17, 000.

For approximately 50 years, a secondary lead snelting facility, l|ocated at the southeast corner
of the intersection of North Westnorel and Rd. and Singleton Blvd., recycled used batteries and
other lead-bearing materials into pure lead, lead alloys, and other |ead products. This snelter
property, known as QU No. 4, is approxinmately 6.5 acres in size and contains several inactive
structures. Qher industrial property related to the snelter, the forner battery wecking
facility, referred to as QU No. 5, is |located on the southwest corner of the Wstnorel and Road
and Singleton Boul evard intersection. The snelter operations ceased in 1984.

1. SI TE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES

EPA has obtai ned information indicating that QU No. 4 is the location at the RSR Site where
secondary | ead smelting operations were conducted fromthe early 1930s until 1984. The basic
inputs into the snelting process were |lead scrap and | ead fromused car batteries. In the first
step of the snelting process the batteries were disassenbled at the battery wecking facility
(QU No. 5), using hammer-mills to break the batteries into small pieces. The |ead posts and
grids were then sent across the street to snelter facility (QU No. 4) to produce soft pure | ead
or specialty alloys. In the refining process alloy elenents, such as antinony, arsenic, and
cadmi um were added as necessary to produce the desired product.

An extensive review of available historical information concerning the snelter's operation
indicates that fromapproximately 1934 until 1971, the lead snelting facility was operated by
Murph Metals, Inc. or its predecessors. |In 1971, RSR Corporation acquired the |ead snelting
operation and operated under the nane Murph Metals. The snelter continued to operate under the
RSR Corporation until the acquisition of the snelter facility and the battery wecking facility
in May 1984 by the current owner, Murmur Corporation (Murnmur). In 1984, the Cty of Dallas
declined to renew the snelter's operating permt. This decision was based on the snelter's

hi storic operational practices and changes in the City's zoning ordinance restrictions. As a
result, the snelter closed in 1984 and has not been operated since that tine.

During 1984 and 1985, TNRCC (fornerly the Texas Water Comm ssion) conducted inspections on the
snelter and battery wecking facilities and identified several violations that involved the
treatnent, storage or disposal of hazardous wastes. In 1986, TNRCC approved a closure plan to
be inplemented by Murmur for portions of the battery wecking facility located at QU No. 5.
However, Miurmur was unable to obtain certification by TNRCC of final closure, due to a dispute
between Murnmur and its contractor. In June of 1991 the State of Texas referred the case
regarding the closure to the Superfund programfor assessment. Immediately following this



referral, TNRCC began receiving conplaints fromresidents alleging that slag and battery chips
were di sposed of on their properties.

In 1991, EPA began soil sanpling in west Dallas to determ ne the presence of soil |ead

contam nation. The results indicated that contam nation existed in sone residential areas near
the snelter (QU No. 1) where fallout of contamination fromthe snmelter stack occurred and where
battery chips or slag was used as fill in residential yards and driveways. Consequently, EPA
initiated an energency renoval action in the residential areas consisting of renoval and offsite
di sposal of contam nated soil and debris in excess of renobval action cleanup levels. This
removal action in the residential area (QU No. 1) was conpleted in June of 1994.

In 1993, EPA initiated renedial investigations of the snelter and related properties (QU Nos. 4
and 5) and all eged snelter waste disposal areas (QU No. 3). In addition, an investigation of
and renoval action at QU No. 2, the public housing residential area, was then initiated by the
Dal | as Housi ng Authority under EPA oversight pursuant to a CERCLA administrative order

On May 10, 1993, EPA proposed the RSR Site to the National Priorities List (NPL) of Superfund
sites (58 Fed. Reg. 27,507). The proposed listing was based on the soil exposure pathway.

A field investigation was conducted in the Spring of 1994 concurrently on QU Nos. 4 and 5
During this investigation three areas of inmediate concern were identified. Mre than 500 waste
drums, 73 uncontained residual waste/debris piles and approximately 50 | aboratory containers
were found on QU Nos. 4 and 5. In July 1994, EPA authorized the preparati on of an Engi neering
Eval uati on/ Cost Analysis (EE/CA) report to support the conduct of a non-tine-critical renoval
action to abate the imediate threat to human health and environnent posed by the presence of
these material at QU Nos. 4 and 5. A 30-day public comment period on the proposed renova
action as described in the EE/CA report was initiated on Septenber 16, 1994. The proposed
renoval entailed renmoval and offsite treatment and di sposal of all drums, residual waste/debris
piles and |l aboratory containers. On Decenber 22, 1994, the Action Menorandum authorizing this
renmoval action was signed. EPA commenced site activities for the non-tine-critical renova
action on May 30, 1995 and conpleted these activities by July 14, 1995

On Septenber 29, 1995, the RSR Corporation Superfund Site was finalized on the NPL (60 Fed. Reg
50435) .

EPA has notified parties who are potentially responsible (PRPs) for contam nation at QU No. 4
and provided themthe opportunity to performor finance the RI/FS. Since the PRPs declined to
performor finance these response actions, EPA perforned these activities with funding fromthe
Hazar dous Substance Superfund (Fund). As other PRPs are identified, EPA will provide them
notice of their potential liability and the opportunity to performor finance future response
actions at the site, including the remedial action for QU No. 4.

[ H GHLI GHTS OF COVWUNI TY PARTI CI PATI ON

EPA has perforned public participation activities for QU No. 4 as required in CERCLA Section
113(k), 42 U.S.C. 8 9613(k), and Section 117, 42 U.S.C. § 9617. The Renedial Investigation
Report, Feasibility Study, Baseline Human Health Ri sk Assessnent Report and the Proposed Pl an
for QU No. 4 of the RSR Site were released to the public on May 10, 1995. On or before May 10
1995, EPA nade available to the public these docunents as well as other docunents and
information EPA relied on or considered in selecting Alternative No. 4 - Decontam nate and

Di smantl e Buildings/Structures and D spose Ofsite; Excavate Soils and D spose Ofsite. These
docunents were contained in an Administrative Record File for QU NO 4 (or draft Administrative
Record) available for review at 3 locations; the West Dallas Public Library |ocated at the RSR
Site, the EPA Region 6 library in Dallas, and the TNRCC library in Austin, Texas. The notice of



the availability of the Proposed Plan and the Admi nistrative Record File was published in The
Dal l as Morning News on May 9, 1995. The public comment period commenced on May 10, 1995 and
ended on July 12, 1995. EPA conducted a public neeting on May 23, 1995 to receive public
comrents fromthe community. EPA' s responses to all coments received during the public coment
period are included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is included as Appendix A to this ROD.

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents EPA's selected renedial alternative for QU No. 4 of the
RSR Site in Dallas, Texas that will provide protection of human health and the environnment in
accordance with CERCLA and consistent with the NCP. This decision is based on the

Adm ni strative Record for QU No. 4.

V. SCOPE AND RCLE OF CPERABLE UNITS

There are five Operable Units (QOUs) of the RSR site, which are distinct geographical areas that
are illustrated in Figure 1 and descri bed bel ow

QU No. 1 - Private residential areas potentially inmpacted by historical operations of the
smel ter

QU No. 2 - The Dallas Housing Authority's public housing devel opnent | ocated northeast of the
snelter facility;

QU No. 3 - Forner landfills and snelter waste disposal areas |located at three different sites
wi thin west Dall as;

QU No. 4 - The snelter facility;

QU No. 5 - Forner battery wecking facility and other industrial tracts of |and associated with
the snelter and | ocated across Wstnorel and Road fromthe snelter facility.

This ROD addresses only QU No. 4, the location of the former snelter facility, which currently
is owned by Murnur. This area consists of the snelter facility, stack, and a nunber of other
bui |l di ngs that served as warehouses, repair shops, a |aboratory, offices, storage facilities,
docks, and lunch and | ocker roons for enployees. QU No. 5 is the location of snelter-related
activities, such as the battery breaking operation and several disposal areas. Because the
nature of sonme of the forner operations and wastes at QU Nos. 4 and 5 are simlar, EPA conducted
certain studies of the two QUs sinultaneously.

Final Records of Decision for QU Nos. 1 and 2 were issued on May 9, 1995. EPA is currently
conpl eting a Renedial Investigation at QU No. 3. Proposed Plans outlining recommended Superfund
response actions for QU No. 3 and QU No. 5 of the RSR Site will be released at a |ater date.

This ROD for QU No. 4, is EPA's final decision to address the contam nation and associated with
al of the onsite buildings, structures and equi pnent, soils, and sedinents. Potentia

ingestion, dernmal contact and inhalation of naterials present on QU No. 4 contam nated with

| ead, arsenic, cadm umand antinmony in excess of renedial goals (described fully in Section
VI1.) pose unacceptable risks to human health and the environnment. The purpose of the sel ected
response action is to prevent current or future exposure to the contam nated nmaterials at QU No.
4.

<I MG SRC 0696099B>



V. SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

This section presents an overview of the characteristics of QU No. 4, the former snelter
facility (also referred to herein as the site). First a summary of the site soils, geol ogy,
hydr ogeol ogy, ground water, topography, surface water, clinate and | and use is discussed
Following is a detailed description of the pertinent site features, such as all of the onsite
buil dings and structures. Finally, a discussion of the findings of the field investigation is
included in the nature and extent section. Note, that all of this infornation can be found in
greater detail in the Renedial |nvestigation Report and supporting Techni cal Menoranduns, which
are all part of the Admnistrative Record for Cperable Unit No. 4.

A Soil s

The USDA Soil Conversation Service (SCS), identified the Trinity-Frio soils as the major soi
type at QU No. 4. Trinity-Frio soils are floodplain soils, poorly drained, clayey, with | ow
pernmeability (less than 0.06 in/hr) and high water capacity. Because they are prinarily found
inflat, lowlying areas, runoff and the potential for these soils to erode is mninal.

The specific soil conplex on QU No. 4 is the Houston Bl ack- Urban Conplex. This conpl ex consists
of deep, noderately well drained, nearly level and gently sloping soils and areas of Urban Land
The Snelter Conplex on QU No. 4 would fall under the classification of Uban Land typical of
areas characterized by disturbed soil and fill material that have greatly altered the natural
soil type.

B. Regional GCeol ogy

In the vicinity of the QU No. 4 site, the predom nant geologic units are of the Upper O etaceous
Age. The formations consist of (in descending order) the Austin Chal k Formation, the Eagle Ford
Shal e Formati on, the Wodbi ne Fornation, and the Grayson Marl and Main Street Linestone
Formati on. The geologic units nmaking up the Cretaceous systemin north-central Texas forma
sout heast war d-t hi ckeni ng wedge extending into the East Texas Enbaynent. This sedi nentary wedge
ranges in thickness fromzero in the west to nearly 7500 feet in the southeast. Regional dipis
to the east and southeast at 15 to 40 feet per mle but increases as nuch as 300 feet per nile
on the flanks of the Preston anticline, located in Grayson County, north of Dall as.

Geol ogic maps of the surface soils indicate the QU No. 4 site is situated at the bottom of the
surface expression of the contact between the top of the Eagle Ford Shale Formation and the
overlying Austin Chalk. As docunented by |ogs of deep wells in the area, the full thickness of
the Eagle Ford Shal e Formati on, which overlies the Wodbi ne Formation, is present beneath the QU
No. 4 site.

The Eagle Ford Shale Formation is conposed prinarily of dark shales with occasional thin stratas
of sandstone, |inestone, and bentonite. The Eagle Ford Shal e Formati on has two nenbers, the
Arcadi a Park being the upper, and the Britton being the | ower nmenber. The upper beds of the
Arcadi a Park menber are present in the surface soils at the QU No. 4 site. The Arcadia Park is
descri bed as a basal blue clay twenty (20) feet thick; overlain by one to three feet of thin
limestone flags; overlain by an uppernost part of sone seventy-five (75) feet of blue shale with
cal careous concretions of various size, which is unconfornmable overlain by the Austin Chal k.

The underlying Britton nenber is typically 250-300 feet thick and consists nostly of blue
clay/shale. The Eagle Ford Shale Formation is commonly referred to as an aquitard overlying the
Wyodbi ne Formati on.

C. Site Geol ogy



Beneath the QU No. 4 site, Quaternary alluvial deposits vary in thickness froma few feet in the
sout heast corner to over 30 feet in the northwest corner.

The Rl included drilling of soil and geoprobe borings in the fill and alluvial deposits beneath
the site. The soil borings were drilled to a depth of up to 37 feet, to a point where the Eagle
Ford shal e was encountered, while the geoprobe borings generally encountered resistance in the
deposits great enough to refuse the probe at 13 feet bel ow ground surface (bgs) or Iess.

Each boring encountered clays or silty clays, with occasional silt or sand. The top of the
Eagl e Ford, sonetines seen as a weathered shal e, was encountered at el evati ons rangi ng from 405
feet nean sea level (MsL) to 433 feet MSL across the site.

D. Hydrogeol ogy

In north-central Texas, the two nobst inportant water-bearing stratigraphic units are the
Wyodbi ne Goup, a mnor aquifer, and the Trinity Goup, a najor aquifer. A najor aquifer is
defined as one which yields large quantities of water in conparatively |arge area of the State
and a mnor aquifer is defined as one which yields large quantities of water in small areas, or
relatively small quantities of water in large areas of the State. Both aquifers provide
nmuni ci pal, donestic, industrial, and sone irrigation supplies to the north-central portion of
the State. It should be noted that water for Dallas residents is provided by the City of Dallas
wat er system which draws its water fromsurface reservoirs many mles fromthe QU No. 4 site

The Whodbi ne Aquifer is of Upper Oretaceous age and is conposed of sand and sandstone. The
nearest outcrop of the Wodbine Formation to the RSRsite is in far northwestern Dallas County
and eastern Tarrant County, a mininumof 10 mles fromthe QU No. 4 site. Goundwater flow
within the Wodbine is generally to the east. In the vicinity of the RSR site, the depth to the
Wyodbi ne fromthe ground surface is approxi mately 200 to 250 feet.

The Trinity Goup Aquifer is conprised of Lower Cretaceous age fornmations (the Paluxy, den
Rose, Twin Muntains, and Antlers) which are ol der and encountered at greater depths than the
Wyodhi ne and ot her geologic units present within the RSR site. These geologic units were
deposited in fluvial, deltaic, and shallow nmarine depositional environnents, and are typically
conpri sed of sands interbedded with clays, |inestone, dolnmte, gravel, conglonerates, and
evaporates (the latter are present in the upper @en Rose). Qutcrops of Trinity G oup

formati ons are found in Parker County, approxinmately 60 nmiles west of Dallas County. Wthin the
RSR site, the depth to the Trinity Aquifer fromthe ground surface is approximately 1,300 to
1,500 feet to the Paluxy formation and approxinmately 2,500 feet to the Twin Mountai ns Formation

The Quaternary alluvial deposits also contain snall anounts of water in this area, although they
are not classified as a minor or najor aquifer by the State. The shall ow groundwater in the
vicinity of QU No. 4 is not generally considered a water supply aquifer due to its overall |ow
yield and slightly saline quality. According to a RCRA Facility Assessnent conpleted by the TWC
(now TNRCC) for the Smelter Facility in 1988, the alluvial systemwas not believed to be
hydraul i cally connected to the deeper Wodbi ne aquifer due to the presence of the 300-foot-thick
Eagl e Ford shal e beneath the site. Goundwater was generally encountered at depths of 5 to 10
feet bel ow ground surface in the Rl nonitoring wells installed to depths of up to 24 feet
(conmpleted at the base of the alluvial nmaterials overlaying the Eagl e Ford).

E. Goundwater Quality
In the Dallas area, the general quality of groundwater fromthe Trinity Aquifer ranges from 500

to 3,000 ng/l total dissolved solids (TDS), which indicates fresh to slightly saline water
Sul fate and chloride concentrati ons do not exceed secondary drinking water standards of 300



ng/l. Increasingly poor quality (high TDS) water fromthis aquifer in parts of the Dallas-Ft.
Wrth area in recent years has been attributed to over-punpage of the aquifer.

Only the lower part of the Wodbine Aquifer (i.e., the upper sand unit at a depth of 730 to 830
feet) is considered to be suitable for devel opnent due to high iron concentrations in the rest
of the aquifer. 1In the Dallas area, groundwater fromvarious units of the Wodbine Aquifer is
inthe 1,000 to 3,000 ng/l range for TDS (slightly saline), and sulfate concentrations generally
exceed TNRCC s recommended drinking water limt of 300 ng/l (30 TAC § 290.113). Wl ls conpleted
on or near the outcrop tend to produce groundwater of a higher quality. The primary uses of

wat er derived fromthe Wodbine are for domestic livestock and public supply. However, due to
(1) an increasing dependence on surface water for public supplies, (2) historically |large

wi thdrawal s of water fromthe Wodbine, and (3) |ow perneabilities of the Wodbine's

wat er - bearing zones, this aquifer is no longer used as a prinmary source of drinking water for
Dal Il as County, and is not used by the Gty of Dallas.

The prinmary source of recharge for both the Trinity and Wodbi ne Aquifers is considered to be
precipitation on outcrop surfaces. Recharge fromstreans flowi ng across the outcrop, and
surface-wat er seepage from |l akes, streans, and ponds are consi dered secondary sources. No
primary recharge areas are located within five mles of QU No. 4. As stated previously, the
outcrop surfaces for the Wodbhine and Trinity Fornmations are | ocated a m ni mum di stance of 10
mles to the west of QU No. 4.

The water contained in the Quaternary alluvial deposits is a result of surface infiltration from
runoff and likely interacts directly with surface water features in the area.

F. Topography

The RSR Site is located on the nargi n between the Blackland Prairie and the Eastern Cross

Ti nbers physi ographi ¢ provinces. The RSR Site topography is characterized by low, flat to
gently undul ating surfaces. A mgjority of the RSR Site is located on a floodplain terrace of
the Trinity River. The northern and western edges of the RSR Site are bounded by the Trinity
River levee. The QU No. 4 site slopes to the west with surface drainage mainly towards
Westnorel and Road. A majority of the QU No. 4 site is paved, which pronotes surface runoff.
The topographic relief across the QU No. 4 site is approximately 15 feet with a dip to the
northwest. See Figure 2.

G Surface Water

The Trinity River and its tributaries, and Fishtrap Lake in the Dallas Housing Authority area
(QU No. 2), are the only najor surface water bodies in the vicinity of QU No. 4, as shown in
Figure 3. The West Fork flows east-northeast fromGand Prairie (500 to 1,000 feet from the
western edge of QU No. 1) before joining the EEmFork to formthe nmain channel. Fromthe
confluence of the West and El m Forks, the Trinity R ver flows east and then south (approxinately
4500 feet north of QU No. 4 at its closest point). A surface drai nage channel (approximately
3500 feet northwest of QU No. 4) enpties into the Ad Wst Fork channel, which joins the Trinity
Ri ver at a punping station between Wstnorel and and Hanpt on Roads.

<I M5 SRC 0696099C>
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The Texas Water Code specifies all segnments of the Trinity River Basin for recreational use.
None of the river segnents are specified for donestic water supply.



H dimte

The climate in Dallas County is tenperate to hot. During the winter, cold surges of air cause
the noderate tenperature to drop, thereby producing cool winters with occasional snow. Rainfal
t hroughout the County is relatively consistent throughout the year, with a slight increase
usually in the spring. Wnd direction is prinarily fromthe south-southeast. In the DFWarea,
the average annual w ndspeed for 1992 was 9.9 mles per hour (nph).

I. Land Use and Zoni ng

The snelter and its support facilities are all located on | and designated as QU No. 4. Areas
surrounding QU No. 4 conprise a mxture of residential, comercial, and industrial facilities
Based on the 1994 Gty of Dallas, zoning map, QU No. 4 is currently zoned as Industria

Manuf acturing (IM. [IMzoning for the Gty of Dallas includes, industrial, wholesale

di stribution and storage, and support office and retail uses. The surrounding |and, which
conprises QU No. 1 of the RSRsite, is zoned prinmarily for single-famly residential,
multi-famly residential, light and heavy industrial uses and, to a |l esser extent, commercial
and retail. The reasonably anticipated future |and use of QU No. 4 is commercial/industrial
based on the past and current zoning map for this area

J. On-Site Buildings and Structures

QU No. 4 has nunerous structures onsite as shown on Figure 2. Note that all of the buildings
and the stack have concrete floors, assuned to be one foot thick. In addition all of QU No. 4
is covered by concrete pavenent, with exception of approxinmately 1 acre in the northeast area
whi ch is unpaved. Based on the field investigation observations there are nunerous floor drains
and sunps |l ocated throughout the snelter facility.

The structures present on QU No. 4 include the snelter facility, associated bag houses and
stack, batch house, hog storage building and several other support buildings for such needs as
of fi ce space, showers, storage areas, |aboratory needs, and vehicle support. The follow ng
sections briefly describe the construction and present physical condition of each building based
on a visual review of the structures by a structural engineer in March and April 1994 during the
R field activities. The structural survey Technical Menorandum dated March 1995, is contai ned
in the Adnministrative Record for QU No. 4

1. Smelter Facility

The Snelter Facility building appears to have been constructed in stages over a period of many
years. The exterior is clad with uninsulated netal siding and roofing. Large pieces of

nmachi nery and equi pnment support structures are found throughout the building interior and in
sone |l ocations just outside the building. Several hazards associated with falling roof beans,
panels and light fixtures, and inadequacy of overhead wal kways, and the weakness of conveyor
supports have been observed. Nunerous snall holes in the roof and | arge areas of danmge caused
by rust and corrosion on the underside of the roof are also present. |t appears the roof beans
wer e weakened and structural connections at or near the roof may have deteriorated, indicating
that one or nore of the roof beans could fail

2. Snelter Stack

The Snelter Stack is approximately 300 feet tall. The stack consists of two cylindrica
structures, one within the other. The outer structure is cast-in-place concrete and the inner
structure is nasonry that may contain asbestos. The two structures are connected by neta
straps that encircle the masonry at intervals of 10 to 20 feet and are attached to the interior



side of the concrete structure. The straps are about 3 inches wi de and 1/4-inch thick

Based on visual observations during the R, it appears that the straps between the concrete and
the masonry cylinders have started to rust. |If the straps continue to rust, the masonry will no
| onger be braced by the concrete. The structural engineer noted that if the nmasonry was not
internally reinforced, it could sway and crack if subjected to sufficient lateral roads (for
exanpl e, hi gh winds).

3. Batch House

The Batch House is a pre-engineered netal building with concrete floors and concrete bin walls
approximately 10 feet in height and is connected to the snelter facility. This building was
used for storage of contami nated soil during EPA's soil renoval activities for QU No. 1 of the
RSR Site. No significant structural danmage associated with this building has been observed;
however, preval ent cosnetic damage is apparent. Sone concrete walls were found to be gouged and
sonme netal walls are bent, but the colums are intact and there is little evidence of rust in

t he bui |l di ng.

4. Hog Storage Buil ding

The Hog Storage Building is a pre-engineered netal building that appears to have undergone
expansion at sone tinme. This building was used for storage of finished product fromthe
snelter. this building shows signs of cosnetic damage but no significant structural danage.
Based on a review of historical aerial photographs, the structure is nore than 15 years old and
is nearing the end of the usual 20- to 30-year design life for netal buildings

5. Forner Cafe Building

The exterior walls of the Former Cafe are constructed of masonry. There are steel colums and
beans that support the steel truss joists on which the netal roof deck rests. This building is
experienci ng a nunber of structural problens. The fascia of the Forner Cafe is separating from
the masonry walls and falling to the ground. The steel connections for the fascia showed
significant rust. There is ceiling damage that may contribute to the deterioration of the stee
roof deck and the roofing nmaterial above it.

6. O ficel/CafeterialLaboratory Conpl ex

This building is constructed of nasonry and appears to be in reasonably sound condition except
for rust on the roof deck surrounding an opening in the roof. This opening allows
precipitation to enter the building and cause further deterioration

7. Bath House

The Bath House is a masonry structure with a wooden roof deck. Gbservations made during the R
indicate that the flat wooden roof deck has rotted and weakened due to water damage and parts of
the roof have caved in

8. Vehicl e Mintenance Buil ding

The Vehicle Maintenance Building is a partially-enclosed masonry structure partially covered
with netal sheeting and a flat roof. This building is a former self-serve car wash with
approxi nately eight bays. The masonry wall on the north side of the building shows evi dence of
significant structural distress. The fascia of this structure has deteriorated and parts of it
have been renoved or have fallen away.



9. Forner Gas Station

The Fornmer Gas Station is constructed of masonry. The fascia is beginning to pull away fromthe
masonry wall and there are large stains and nmldew on the plaster ceilings inside the building
whi ch indicate roof |eaks. The east corner of the building has been seriously damaged. The
fascia support structure associated with the building is exposed and deteriorating.

10. Underground Storage Tanks (USTs)

There are two 10,000 gallon USTs known to be present on QU No. 4. These USTs are |ocated

sout heast of the Fornmer Gas Station building. State tank registration forns indicate that no
information is known about these two USTs, but also identifies a third UST to be present on the
QU No. 4 site that was not found during the Rl field work. The USTs were reported to have | ast
been used in 1983 and the date of installation is not known. Reportedly all three tanks were
enptied and purged in August 1989. During a file review, a separate UST was noted on a RSR
Corporation construction nap dated 1982. The location of this tank is between the Bath House
and Hog Storage Building. This is the only site map to be located that indicates the presence
of a fourth UST. There are no visible signs of an UST on the pavenent surface in the area
indicated on the construction map. It is not known if this fourth tank has been renoved or was
abandoned i n-pl ace.

K. Nature and Extent of Contam nation

As part of the RI, all potential sources and areas of contam nation were investigated. These
areas included al of the surfaces and floors of the buildings, structures and equi pnent,

resi dual and process piles, the surface and subsurface soils, the stormwater runoff and
sedinents located in the floor drains and sunps, the USTs and the ground water. Sanples were
coll ected and anal yzed fromeach of these areas to evaluate the nature and extent of

contami nation. Mgration to the subsurface soils and the ground water was al so i nvesti gated
t hrough expl oratory borings and the installation of ground water nonitoring wells.

A summary of the findings of the Rl and the non-tine critical renmoval action is provided in the
di scussi ons bel ow, however as stated previously, all of this informati on can be found in detai
in the Remedi al Investigation Report and supporting Techni cal Menoranduns, which are all part of
the Administrative Record for QU No. 4.

1. Buildings and Structures Results

One-hundred and ei ghty-five bulk sanpl es of building naterials were anal yzed for the presence of
asbestos. Nonfriable asbestos was detected in materials located in all of the onsite buildings
and stack with the exception of the Fornmer Gas Stati on where no ashestos containing materials
was identified. The only detected friable asbestos was approxi nately one cubic yard of soi
debris in the Snelter Stack, and three linear feet of pipe insulation and three nudded pipe
joints in the Hog Storage Building. Under present conditions, nobilization of asbestos that is
present within these structures could be caused by hunman activities, but is considered unlikely.
However, should these structures fail due to structural instability, asbestos could be rel eased

Suppl enental dust sanpling was necessary to confirmcontam nation on all QU No.4 buildings, as
described in the Proposed Plan. In May 1995, three dust sanples from each process-rel ated
building (e.g., Snelter Facility, Batch House, Hog Storage Building) and two dust sanples from
each non-process-related buildings (all other buildings) were collected using a high-vol ure dust
sanpl er and anal yzed for the Total Analyte List (TAL) netals. |In addition, during the field
investigation in the spring of 1994, eighty-six X-ray Fluorescence (XRF) readi ngs on building
surfaces (e.g. walls and floors) were taken on the process-rel ated buil di ngs.



The dust sanples collected as part of the suppl enental sanpling indicated, arsenic
concentrations ranging from17 parts per million (ppm to 22,300 ppm cadm umranging from 12
ppmto 1,270 ppmand lead ranging from1,170 ppmto 311,000 ppm Antinony concentrations were
as high as 11,400 ppm Figure 4 shows the sanpling |locations and results for |ead, cadm um and
arsenic

The XRF data fromthe process related buildings walls and concrete floors al so indicated
extensive contami nation fromlead, cadmumand arsenic. In the Snelter Facility nmaxi mum
concentrations detected were 143,466 ppm 6,310 ppm and 23, 847 ppm of |ead, cadm um and arsenic
respectively. The Batch House XRF data showed maxi mum concentrations of 90,133 ppm and 4,612
ppm and 12,080 ppm of | ead, cadm um and arsenic, respectively. The concentrati ons detected
using XRF in the Hog Storage building for |ead, cadm umand arsenic were as high as 60, 165 ppm
455 ppm and 7,218 ppm respectively.

One dust sanple was collected fromloose material fromthe floor of the inner stack and the
concentration of |ead, cadm umand arsenic was 29,000 ppm 190 ppm and 39, 000 ppm respectively.
Antinmony was reported at an estimated concentration of 11,700 ppmin a dust sanple near the
stack. Two sanples of the brick lining and residual naterial on that lining were also collected
at a height of approximately 25 feet and 160 feet. At the 25 foot height in the stack, total

| ead, cadm um and arsenic was detected at 44,000 ppm 870 ppm and 140, 000 ppm respectively.

The concentrations detected at the 160 foot height were slightly less. The sanples collected
for Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) analysis indicated both | ead and arsenic
concentrations exceeded the criteria for definition of a hazardous waste by the characteristic
of toxicity (i.e. 5.0 ppmfor both | ead and arsenic).

O her sanples of residual naterials in and around the buildings and structures were al so

coll ected. These included sanpl es of diatonaceous earth, refractory brick, and dust. The
results of these sanples were used to support the non-tine critical renoval action conducted in
June and July 1995 (described fully in Section V.K 6). The |ead concentrations present in these
materials were as high as 287,000 ppm whil e maxi mum arseni ¢ and cadni um concentrati ons were
120, 000 ppm and 43,000 ppm respectively. The maxi mum antinony detected in the residua

material was an estinmated 60,000 ppm Note, there are several areas w thin the equi pnent
/piping located in the snelter facility that contain residual material that were not addressed
as part of the non-tine-critical renoval action

<I MG SRC 0696900E>

As stated previously in Section V.J.2 all of the onsite buildings, structures and equi pnent are
in advanced stages of disrepair and deterioration. This conbined with the el evated
concentrations of |ead, cadm um and arsenic present on and within the buildings, structures and
equi pnent surfaces give rise to potential releases or mgration of contamnation. Precipitation
and/ or hi gh wi nds coul d cause re-suspension of the depositions on the buildings, structures and
equi pnent surfaces as fugitive dust. Inadvertent human activities could also potentially cause
the re-suspension of these depositions. Subsequent transfer of the contam nation by air or
stormmater runoff is also likely.

2. Stormmater and Sedi nent Results

Stormuat er runoff sanples were also collected fromQU No. 4 to determne the nature and extent
of affected stornwater. Figure 5 illustrates the surface drainage flow direction and the

el evated concentrations of |ead, cadm um and arsenic detected in the sanples. D ssolved
concentrations of detected netals were relatively low. However, the total metal concentration
of lead, cadmi um and arsenic were higher and were 2.09 ppm 0.255 ppm and 0. 067 ppm
respectively.



Al t hough di ssol ved netal concentrations were | ower than total concentrations, stormater appears
to be a potential transport nmediumfor netals associated with surface soil, sedinents, and
residual materials on pavenent and structure surfaces. Mtals associated with these materials
are likely entrained within stormmater runoff as suspended solids, transferred downgradi ent and
redeposited as sedi ment at |ocations where stormmater is allowed to pond

El even sedi ment sanples fromvarious |ocations were collected both inside and outside of QU No.
4 structures. Sone of the sanples were collected frommanmade structures such as trench drains,
spal l ed concrete, sunps and the snelter kettle basin. Al sanples exhibited el evated | evel s of
| ead, cadmi um and arsenic levels were as high as 506 ppm and 4,450 ppm respectively. See

Fi gure 6.

The sedinment results indicated a widespread distribution of site-related contam nants associ at ed
with affected sedinents in runoff across the site. Sedinments |likely represent a continuous
source for potential offsite migration via re-entrainent in stormmvater runoff. Re-suspension of
exposed, surface sedinment depositions as fugitive dust could al so occur due to high wi nds or

i nadvertent human activities.

<I MG SRC 0696099F>
<I M5 SRC 0696099G>

3. Surface Soils (0-2 feet) Results

Si x surface soil sanples were collected fromthe unpaved, exposed area in the northeast portion
of QU No. 4. Al the sanples exhibited el evated concentrati ons of |ead, cadm umand arsenic
Detected |l evels of |ead were as high as 83,100 ppm while cadm um and arseni c concentrations
were as high as 760 ppmand 5,090 ppm respectively.

These results indicate a wi despread distribution of site-related contam nants associated with
affected surface soils in the northeast unpaved area that was probably attributable to process
wast e staging/di sposal activities. The surface soils likely represent a continuous source for
potential offsite mgration via re-entrainnent in stormwater runoff. Re-suspension of soil as
fugitive dust could al so occur due to high winds or inadvertent human activities.

4. Subsurface Soils (greater than 2 feet) Results

Subsurface soil sanples at various depths across QU No. 4 were collected and anal yzed to
determne the vertical extent of soils contam nation frompast snelting operations. The

l ocations of soil and geoprobe borings fromwhich subsurface sanples were collected as well as
the detected | ead, cadm um and arsenic concentrations are presented in Figure 7. The highest
concentrations of |ead, cadm umand arsenic were detected in the shall owest subsurface soi

hori zon of 2 to 5 feet bel ow ground surface (bgs). Maxi numnmetal concentrations within this
soil horizon are 26,700 ppm 9.1 ppm and 175 ppmfor |ead, cadm um and arsenic, respectively.
However, the distribution within this soil horizon was highly variable, with the concentrations
for lead ranging from4.4 ppmto 26,700 ppm

There was no apparent pattern to the observed areal distribution of netals contamination in the
subsurface. This variability nmay be due to a conbination of factors including the construction
activities during the operational years of snelter facility that affected the origina
deposition of stack em ssions

Vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds and sone seni-vol atile organi c conpounds were detected in the
subsurface soils only in the northwest area of QU No. 4 and are thought to be associated with
the Underground Storage Tanks in that area.



Subsurface soils potentially represent a source of contami nation mgration via entrai nnment or
dissolution by infiltrated precipitation and subsequent vertical percolation to the shallow
al luvi al deposits.

<I MG SRC 0696099H>
5. QGound water Investigation Results

The Eagle Ford Group (shale with occasional thin stratum of sandstone, |inestone and bentonite)
overlies the Wodbi ne Aquifer, and outcrops in the vicinity of QU Nos. 4 and 5. These
formations dip to the east and QU Nos. 4 and 5 are situated over the top of the Eagle Ford
shal e, near the unconfornabl e boundary between the Eagle Ford and the overlying Austin Chalk.
As a result the full thickness of the Eagle Ford Goup (200 - 250) is expected to be present
beneath QU Nos. 4 and 5

The soil borings drilled on QU Nos. 4 and 5 generally encountered fill nmaterial and alluvia
material consisting of clays, silts, or sands to a depth of 10 to 25 feet bgs, at which depth of
the sometimes weat hered Eagl e Ford shal e was encountered. During the R investigation, shallow
ground water nonitoring wells were installed at seven locations across QU No. 4. These
nmonitoring wells were conpleted to depths of 12.3 to 25.7 feet bgs. Gound water el evati ons and
sanpl es were collected fromthese nonitoring wells at two separate events in May 1994 and in
June 1994. A supplenental ground water investigation was al so conducted to enhance the
characterization of the shallow alluvial aquifer in June 1995 (after the issuance of the
Proposed Plan). This investigation involved collecting another round of ground water sanples
fromeach nonitoring well and performng slug tests on each well to estimate in-situ hydraulic
conductivity of the water bearing strata

The ground water elevations during the May 1994 sanpling event indicated a northwest-trending
gradient. Lead was detected in a range of 1.2 parts per billion (ppb) to 2,250 ppb, while
concentrations of arsenic ranged from Non-Detect (ND) to 77 ppb. Wile the results fromthe
second round of sanpling in June 1994 indicated significantly |ower |ead concentrations, ranging
fromND to 646 ppb. Cadm umwas not detected in either round of sanpling. The |ower second
round concentrations coincide with a |ower |evel of Total Suspended Solids (TSS) conpared to the
previ ous round, suggesting that majority of the netals contamination is associated with
particulate material. See Figure 8.

The results from suppl enental ground water investigation in June/July of 1995 indicated | ower

| ead and arsenic concentrations than previous sanpling events. The results fromthe slug tests
indicated that the nonitoring wells denonstrated relatively lowyield, with the mgjority of the
wells bailed dry during purging activities. The yield estinated fromthe water |evel changes
docunented during the slug tests, and based on that data, the expected yield for the shall ow

al luvial aquifer appears to be significantly less than 1 gallon per mnute at nost |ocations.
In addition, this yield could not be naintained at any one | ocation for any period of tine,
since nost wells were purged dry in a relatively short tinme period.

<| MG SRC 0696099l >
6. Non-tine critical renpval action

EPA commenced the renoval action at QU Nos. 4 and 5 on May 30, 1995 and conpleted all work by
July 14, 1995. Waste naterials present at 90 residual/debris piles and drum | ocations were
renmedi ated during the renoval. This included nore than 600 druns of waste material, and nore
than 60 containers of waste |aboratory chemicals. This resulted in a total of over 740 cubic
yards of consolidated waste being nanifested to a hazardous waste landfill for stabilization or



encapsul ation; 1700 gal |l ons of hazardous liquids nmanifested to an incineration facility; 20
cubic yards of debris sent to a class | nonhazardous |andfill; nore than 15,500 gal | ons of

coll ected rai nwater and drummed nmonitoring well water permtted for discharge into the sanitary
sewer system 22 |lab packs of chenmicals nmanifested to an incineration facility; one box of

nmedi cal waste sent to a nedical incineration facility; and 11 gas cylinders and 8 | ead/acid
batteries recycled. Al of the materials were renoved from QU Nos. 4 and 5 and di sposed in
accordance with the requirenents specified in EPA's Action Menorandum dated Decenber 22, 1994.

As part of the renoval action, testing of the surfaces once a residual waste/debris pile was
renmoved was performed to docunent the concentration of the surfaces following removal. This
testing was perfornmed using a field portable Spectrace 9000 x-ray fluorescence (XRF) instrunent.
The | ead concentrations on the QU No. 4 surfaces follow ng renoval ranged from 3050 ppmto
175,681 ppm arsenic concentrations ranged from 801 ppmto 51,077 ppm and cadm um ranged from 84
ppmto 7,407 ppm These results indicate elevated |levels of |ead, arsenic and cadm umare stil
present on the concrete floors of the buildings, structures and equi prent.

VI . SUWMARY OF SI TE RI SKS
A. R sk Assessnent Description

An eval uation of the potential risks to human health and the environnent from QU No. 4

contam nants was conducted as part of the baseline risk assessnent. The risk assessnent was
conducted as part of the RI. The baseline risk assessnent is an analysis of the potentia
adverse hunman health effects (both current and future) resulting from exposures of humans to
hazar dous substances present on QU No. 4. By definition, a baseline risk assessnent eval uates
ri sks than nmay exist under the no-action alternative (that is, in the absence of any renedi al
actions to control or mtigate releases). The baseline risk assessnent provides the basis for
taking the renedial action and indicates the exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the
remedi al action.

The Summary of Site Ri sks section of the ROD summarizes the results of the baseline risk
assessnent. Calculations and a nore detailed analysis may be found in the baseline Hunman Health
Ri sk Assessnment and Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent reports for QU No. 4, contained in the

Adm ni strative Record for QU No. 4.

B. Human Health R sks

The baseline risk assessnent was divided into two parts: the human health eval uation and the
ecol ogi cal evaluation. The baseline risk assessnent for the hunman health risks was based on
Reasonabl e Maxi mum Exposure (RVE). The hunman heal th eval uati on considered all contam nated
nmedi a, such as the buildings, structures and equi pnment surfaces (residual naterials), sedinments
(located in the floor drains, sunps as part of the concrete pads) and the soils. The baseline
ri sk assessnent assuned that the reasonably anticipated future land use of QU No. 4 woul d be
comrercial/industrial, based on the Gty of Dallas current zoning map. Therefore, the potentia
risk to the follow ng populations that nost likely to be exposed at QU No. 4 are:

Current and Future onsite trespassers
Future Commercial /1 ndustrial Wrker

Note, there is visual evidence of trespass (e.g. graffiti, etc.) at QU No. 4, despite fences,
and warning signs. Furthernore, the reasonably anticipated future use of the QU No. 4 site is
commercial /industrial, based on the current zoning map for the Gty of Dallas. The risk
assessnent conducted at QU No. 4 of the RSR site was done in accordance with EPA gui dance
specifically the R sk Assessnment Qui dance for Superfund: Volune |: Hunman Heal th Eval uation



Manual (Part A) (InterimFinal, EPA 540/1-89/002, Decenber 1989). The mmj or conponents of the
baseline risk assessnent are: identification of contam nants of concern, exposure assessnent,
toxicity assessnment, and risk characterization. H ghlights of the findings for the mgjor
conmponents of the risk assessnent for the site are summari zed bel ow.

C. ldentification of Chemcals of Potential Concern

The sanples collected as part of the field investigation and anal yzed t hrough the Contract
Laboratory Program (CLP) were used in the risk assessment to estinmate risks to human receptors
at QU No. 4. This includes data for soil, sedinments and residual piles. Gound water results
were not used quantitatively in the risk assessnent (see rationale in Section D. Exposure
Assessnent).

Concentrations of metals detected in surface soil sanples were conpared to regi onal background
soil concentrations. Mtals were evaluated to determ ne potential chem cals of concern (COPCs)
for use in the HHRA. The COPCs identified for the site are listed in Table 1

D. Exposure Assessnent

The objective of the exposure assessnent is to estinmate the type, nmgnitude, frequency, duration
and route of exposure of the contami nants of concern. The contam nant sources are as a result
of past operations are soil, sedinent and residual materials in the buildings that contain
COPCs. The COPCs are rel eased through physical/chem cal processes that include, |eaching
precipitation-induced runoff, wind entrainnent or direct contact.

Shal | ow ground water in the area of QU No. 4 is not being used as a potable water supply, nor is
it expected to be used as a water supply, therefore, ingestion of ground water is not considered
a conplete pathway for purposes of this risk assessnent. Drinking water is provided by the Gty

of Dallas through a series of surface water reservoirs. The nearest public supply well is about
3,750 feet east of the intersection of Wstnorel and Road and Singleton Boulevard. This Gty of
Dallas well is capped and no | onger used as a public water supply. The well is approxi mately

2,540 feet deep. The follow ng exposure scenarios and pat hways were quantitatively evaluated in
t he HHRA:

Current and Future Onsite Trespassers (children and adults) - Incidenta
ingestion of soil and residual dust, inhalation of resuspended particul ate,
and dernmal contact with soil and residual building materials.

Future Commercial/Industrial Wrker- Incidental ingestion of soil and
resi dual dust, inhalation of resuspended particulate, and dermal contact with
soil and residual building materials.

Exposure scenari os were eval uated using standard EPA default exposure paraneters for average
(typical) and Reasonabl e Maxi mnum Exposure (RME) conditions. RME is defined as the "hi ghest
exposure that is reasonably expected to occur at a site. The intent of the RMEis to estimate a
conservative exposure case. Trespasser and commerci al exposure scenari os evaluated in the HHRA
used standard EPA default exposure paraneters for average (typical) and RMVE scenarios. These
paraneters are presented in Table 2

At the present tinme, EPA does not have an approved nodel for estinmating blood-lead |evels in
adults that are exposed to environnental sources of |ead. Consequently, for this HHRA |ead
exposure to adults (trespasser and commercial /industrial worker scenarios) was estinmated using a
screeni ng-1 evel nodel devel oped by Bowers et. al. (1994). This nodel uses a biokinetic slope
factor derived fromthe work of Pocock et. al. (1983), who neasured bl ood-1ead | evels in over



7,000 nmiddle-aged men in 24 British towns, to estimate blood-1ead | evels of adults exposed to
environnental sources of lead. The study yielded a biokinetic slope factor of 0.375 ug/dL

bl ood- | ead per ug/day |ead uptake. Blood-lead results fromthe Bowers nodel for the adult
exposure scenarios were conpared to the OSHA "perm ssi bl e" bl ood-l1ead | evel of 40 ug/dL. CSHA
speci fies that |ead-exposed workers with bl ood-1ead | evels above 40 ug/dL require further

medi cal nonitoring or workplace intervention. For the purposes of this HHRA, 40 ug/dL was used
as a screening |evel permissible blood-level for adults.



Table 1

Chem cal s of Potential Concern
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Qperable Unit No. 4

CoPC
Met al s

Al um num
Ant i nony
Arsenic
Bari um
Beryl |ium
Cadm um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Lead
Manganese
Mer cury
N cke

Sel eni um
Silver
Thal I'i um
Vanadi um
Zinc

Medi um

Sur f ace

Soi | Piles

X

X X

X

X X

X X

X X

X X

X X

X

X X

Resi dua



Tabl e 2

Exposure Assunptions

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Operable Unit No. 4

Trespasser-Child

Exposur e Par anet er
Dai ly Soil Ingestion Rate (ng/day)
Dai |y I nhal ati on Rate (nB/day)
Exposure Frequency (days/year)
Exposure Duration (years)
Body Wi ght (kg)

Aver agi ng Ti me- Noncancer
(years)

Aver agi ng Ti nme- Cancer (years)

Sources: EPA, 1989a; EPA, 1989b; EPA,

Reasonabl e

Typi cal
Exposur e

50

20

52

10

43

10

70

1991a; and EPA,

Commerci al /I ndustri al -

Trespasser - Adul t

Reasonabl e

Maxi mum Typi cal Maxi mum
Exposure Exposure Exposur e
100 50 100

20 20 20

52 52 52

10 10 10

43 70 70

10 10 10

70 70 70

1992a.

Adul t
Reasonabl e
Typi cal
Exposure
25
20

250

70

70

Maxi mum
Exposure

50
20
250
25
70

25

70



E. Toxicity Assessnent

The toxicity assessment
exposed i ndi vi dual s.

invol ves identifying the COPCs which may cause adverse health effects in
The toxicity assessment seeks to devel op a reasonabl e apprai sal of the

associ ations between the degree of exposure to a chemical and the possibility of adverse health
effects. Wether or not a toxic response occurs depends on the chem cal and physical properties
the degree of exposure to the agent, and the susceptibility of an individua

of the toxic agent,
to the particular effect.

To characterize the toxicity of a particular chemcal, the type of

effect it can produce and how nuch is needed to produce that effect nust be known.

For purposes of the risk assessnent,
and cancer effects.

short-term and chronic

health effects are divided into two categories; noncancer

Noncancer health effects include a variety of toxicol ogical end points and
may i nclude effects on specific organs or systens, such as the kidney, |iver, nervous system and
lungs. There are two categories of noncancer health effects, acute or subchronic, which are

which are long-term Sone chem cal exposures that result in, or are

suspected in the devel opnent of cancer and are referred to as carcinogens. EPA s carci nogen

classification schene,

chem cal's carcinogenic potentia

Cat egory
A

B1

B2

Meani ng
Known hunan
car ci nogen

Pr obabl e hunan

car ci nogen

Probabl e hunman
+- car ci nogen

Possi bl e hunman
car ci nogen

Cannot be
eval uat ed

Noncar ci nogen

usi ng a wei ght of evidence approach to determne the likelihood of a
in humans, is described bel ow

Basi s
Suf ficient evidence of increased cancer
i nci dence in exposed hunans.

Sufficient evidence of increased cancer
incidence in aninals, wth suggestive
evi dence from studi es of exposed hunans.

Suf ficient evidence of increased cancer
incidence in aninmals, but |ack of data
or insufficient data from hunmans.

Suggesti ve evi dence of carcinogenicity
in aninals.

No evi dence or inadequate evidence of
cancer in aninals to hunans.

Evi dence of noncarcinogenicity
or hunmans.



Toxicity values are quantitati ve expressions of the dose-response relationship for a chenica
and are expressed as cancer slope factors and noncancer reference doses, both of which are
specific to the route of exposure. The chronic reference doses (RfDs), which are expressed in
terns of ng/kg-day are presented in Table 3 for the chemicals of concern for the QU No. 4 site
The dose-response rel ationship for cancer effects is expressed as a cancer slope factor (SF),
which is the upper-bound estinate of the probability of a response per unit intake of a chem ca
over a lifetine. The SFs for the chenmicals of concern at the QU No. 4 site are described in
Table 4 and are expressed as the inverse of ngy/kg-day.

F. Hunman Health Ri sk Characterization

The risk of cancer fromexposure to a chenmical is described in terns of the probability that an
i ndi vi dual exposed for his or her entire lifetime will devel op cancer by age 70. For

carci nogens, risks are estimated as the increnental probability of an individual devel oping
cancer over a lifetinme as a result of exposure to the carcinogen. Excess lifetine cancer risk
is calculated fromthe foll owi ng equation

Risk = CDI x SF

wher e

risk = a unit less probability (e.g., 2 X 10-5) of an individual devel oping cancer



Tabl e 3
Toxicity Val ues-Noncancer Health Effects
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Qperable Unit No. 4
Systenmic Toxicity (ng/kg/day)
Chroni c Reference Dose (RfD)

Chemi cal Critical Effect O al Sour ce I nhal ati on (b) Source
I nor gani cs
Al um num -- 2.9 ECAO -- --
Ant i mony Bl ood gl ucose, chol esterol 0. 0004 IR'S -- --
Arsenic Kerat osi s, hyperpignentation 0. 0003 IRI'S -- --
Bari um I ncreased bl ood pressure 0.07 IRI'S 0. 00014 HEAST
Beryllium O gan changes, decreased 0. 005 IRI'S -- --

body wei ght
Cadm um (food) Proteinuira 0.001 IR'S -- --
Cadm um (wat er) Proteinuira 0.0005 IR'S -- --
Chromium 11 None observed 1 IRI'S -- --
Chromium IV Increase in tissue chrom um 0. 005 IR'S -- --
connecti on

Cobal t -- -- -- -- --
Copper Gastrointestinal irritation 0. 037 HEAST - - --
Lead -- (c) -- -- --
Manganese (food) CNS 0.14 IRIS 0. 000014 IRIS
Manganese (wat er) CNS 0.005 IR'S 0. 000014 IRI'S
Mer cury CNS, ki dney 0. 0003 HEAST 0. 000086 HEAST
N ckel (soluble salts) Decreased body/ organ wei ght 0.02 IR'S -- --
Sel eni um Hair/nail |oss, dermatitis 0.005 IR'S -- --
Si |l ver Argyria 0.005 IRS -- --
Thal I'ium (e) I ncreased SGEOT (liver), 0.00008 IRIS -- --

increased serum LDH
(bl ood), alopecia (hair)

Vanadi um Renal 0. 007 HEAST -- --
Zi nc Anem a 0.3 IRRS -- -

HEAST = Health Effects Assessnent Summary Tabl es (1994).

IRKS = Integrated Ri sk Infornation System (1994).

-- = Information not avail abl e.

CNS = Central Nervous System

(a) Derived from subchroni c inhal ation reference concentration (RFQ).

(b) Derived fromchronic inhalation reference concentration (RfC).

(c) EPA work group considered it inappropriate to develop an RfD for inorganic |ead.
(d) Toxicity values correspond to nitrite.

(e) Toxicity values correspond to thalliumchloride.



Tabl e 4

Toxicity Val ues-Cancer Health Effects
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Operable Unit No. 4

Wi ght of O al

Chemi cal Tunmor Site Evi dence Sour ce
I nor gani cs
Al um num -- -- --
Ant i mony -- D DWHA
Arsenic Lung A IR'S
Bari um -- D DWHA
Beryllium Lung, Bone B2 IRI'S
Cadm um Lung Bl IR'S
Chromium || D DVWHA --
Chromi um VI Lung A IR'S
Cobal t -- -- --
Copper -- D IRI'S
Lead Ki dney B2 IR'S
Manganese -- D IRI'S
Mer cury -- D IRI'S
N ckel (refinery dust) Respiratory System A IRI'S
Sel eni um -- D IRIS
Silver -- D IRIS
Thal ['i um -- D DWHA

Page 1 of 2

Car ci nogeni ¢ Potency (ng/kg/day)-1

Sl ope

Fact or

I nhal ati on
Sl ope
Sour ce

EPAd

Fact or

Sour ce

IRI'S

IRI'S
IRIS



Tabl e 4
Toxicity Val ues-Cancer Health Effects
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Operable Unit No. 4 Page 2 of 2
Car ci nogeni ¢ Potency (ng/kg/day)-1
I nhal ati on
Wi ght of Oal Slope Sl ope
Chem cal Tunor Site Evi dence Sour ce Fact or Sour ce Fact or Sour ce

Vanadi um -- -- -- -- -- -- --

Zinc -- D IR'S -- -- -- --
HEAST = Heal th Effects Assessment Summary Tabl es.
IRIS = Integrated Ri sk Informati on System

-- = I nformation not avail abl e.

aWei ght of Evidence Groups: A is Hunman Carcinogen; B is Probable Human Carcinogen (Bl-linmted evidence of carcinogenicity in
humans, B2-sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in aninals with inadequate or |ack of evidence in humans); Cis Possible
human Carcinogen; Dis not dassifiable as to Human Carci nogenicity.

bDerived fromunit risk factor assuming an inhalation rate of 20 nB/day and a 70 kg bodywei ght.

cDrinking water Health Advisory. USEPA Ofice of Drinking Water. April 1992

dArsenic oral slope factor from Special Report on Ingested Inorganic Arsenic, July 1988, EPA/625/3-87/013.

eDrinking Water Health Advisory. USEPA O'fice of Drinking Water. January 1987.



CDI = chronic daily intake averaged over 70 years (ng/kg-day); and
SF = slope-factor, expressed as (ng/kg-day)-1

These risks are probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g., 1 X
10-6). An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1 x 10-6 indicates that, as a reasonabl e nmaxi mum
estimate, an individual has a 1 in 1,000,000 chance of devel oping cancer as a result of
site-rel ated exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year lifetinme under the specific exposure
conditions at a site.

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by conparing an exposure |evel over a

specified tine period (e.g., lifetime) with a reference dose derived for a simlar exposure
period. The ratio of exposure to toxicity is called the hazard quotient. By adding the hazard
quotients for all contam nants of concern which affect the same target organ (e.g., liver)

within a nediumor across all nedia to which a given popul ation may reasonably be exposed, the
Hazard Index (H') can be generated.

The HQ is calcul ated as fol |l ows:

Non-cancer HQ = E/RfFD
wher e

E = Daily Intake (either chronic or sub-chronic)
RfD = reference dose; and

E and RFD are expressed in the same units and represent the same exposure period (e.g., chronic
subchronic, or short-ternj.

A summary of risks across all exposure pathways and exposure scenarios evaluated in the QU No. 4
ri sk assessnent is included in Table 5. According to the assunptions used in this eval uation
nost of the total cancer risks and noncancer risks exceed EPA's acceptable risk range of 1 x
10-4 to 1 x 10-6 for carcinogens and a H greater than one for noncarcinogens. These criteria
are the "points of departure" for risk nanagenent decisions as described in the NCP

In the QU No. 4 risk assessnent, anmong all receptor groups, incidental ingestion of soil and
residual material contributes the greatest percentage of the overall risk (90 percent on
average) conpared to the other pathways. N nety-nine percent of the cancer risk fromthis
pathway may be attributable to arsenic. Simlarly, for noncancer risks, ingestion of arsenic is
the greatest contributor to the total H (67 percent), however, antinony and cadm um al so had
H's greater than one

Ri sk fromexposure to lead in soil within QU No. 4 was evaluated for adult trespassers and
workers. Children who trespass were not quantitatively evaluated for exposure to |lead, due to
the lack of an appropriate nodel



Table 5

Summary of R sks

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Operable Unit No. 4

Adul t
(Typical)

Exposur e

Scenari o Ri ska
Tr espasser 3 X 10-3
Wor ker 8 X 10-3
(Process)
Wor ker 5 X 10-5

(Nonpr ocess)

NA = Not applicable for this scenario.

aVal ues shown have been adjusted to show one significant figure.
bVal ues shown have been adjusted to show two significant figures.

Adul t
(RVE)
H b Ri ska
63 6 X 10-3
150 4 X 10-2
1.7 3 X 10-4

Child
(Typi cal)

H b
130

340

3.4

Chil d
(RVE)

R ska H b
5 X 10-3 100

NA NA

R ska

1 X 10-2

NA

H b

210



An EPA-derived or accepted procedure for nobdeling adult exposure to lead is currently
unavai | abl e; however, nodels have been proposed for evaluating adult lead risks. For this risk
assessnent, adult |ead exposure was eval uated by cal culating a bl ood-1evel for trespassers, and
both future process- and nonprocess-rel ated workers using a nodel devel oped by Bowers, et al
(1994). The results of the nodel predict that the blood-1ead | evels for these receptors range
from6 ug/dL (trespasser) to 78 pg/dL (future nonprocess-rel ated worker) based on geonetric
nmean concentrations of |ead for each exposure area. The predicted bl ood-lead |l evels for the
future process-related worker is 56 ug/dL. Predicted the OSHA "perm ssible" bl ood-1evel |eve
is 40 ug/dL. Predicted blood-1ead |evels for workers exceed the OSHA benchmar k

G Uncertainties Associated with Human Health Ri sk Cal cul ati ons

Wthin the Superfund process, baseline quantitative risk assessnents are perforned in order to
provide risk managers with a numerical representation of the severity of contam nation present
at a site, as well as to provide an indication of the potential for adverse public health
effects. There are nmny inherent and i nposed uncertainties in the risk assessnent

nmet hodol ogi es. Table 6 summari zes the uncertainty and the potential bias in the risk estinates.

H  Ecol ogi cal R sks

An ecol ogical risk assessment (ERA), was al so conducted for QU No. 4 environnent to
quantitatively determ ne the actual or potential effects to plants and aninals onsite. The ERA
was conducted as a part of the Rl in order to evaluate if the COPCs fromthe snelter facility
pose a risk to the environnent in the absence of renedial action. A summary is provided in the
foll owi ng paragraphs.

QU No. 4 includes a very snall (less than 1.2 acre) terrestrial habitat in the northeast corner
of the facility. The remaining area of QU NO 4 is covered by asphalt and occupi ed by vari ous
structures. An investigation was first conducted to determ ne the occurring ecol ogi cal receptor
popul ations. It was noted that opportunistic mammals (rats and house mce) occupied the

buil dings, along with pigeons. The terrestrial ecology habitat was occupied by hispid cotton
rats, house mce, robins, grass species and several cottonwood trees. A quantitative assessnent
of the terrestrial habitat area risk was then conducted. The exposure and risk to plants, soi
invertebrates, nmice and robins was determ ned by a toxicity evaluation approach. This approach
entailed the evaluation of site exposure conditions by conpari son of exposure point
concentrations to literature-derived toxicity values. This is a conservative screeni ng approach
whi ch serves to identify the predom nant COPCs contributing to site ecological risk



Tabl e 6

Uncertainties Associated Wth Human Health Ri sk Estinmations
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Operable Unit No. 4

Uncertainty Factor Effects of Uncertainty

I.  Exposure Assessnent

Exposure assunptions May under- or overestimate

risk

Use of applied dose to estinmate risks May over- or underestinmate

risks
Popul ation characteristics May over- or
risks
I nt ake May underestimate risks

underestimate

Page 1 of 2

Comment

Assunptions regardi ng nmedi a
i ntake, popul ation
characteristics, and exposure

patterns may not characterize
exposur es.

Assumes that the absorption of

the chemical is the sane as it
was in the study that derived

the toxicity value. Assunes
that absorption is equival ent

across species (animal to
humans). Absorption may vary

with age and speci es.

Assumes wei ght, |ifespan,
ingestion rate, etc., are
potentially representative for a
potentially exposed popul ation

Assumes all intake of COPCis
fromthe exposure nedi um
bei ng eval uated (no rel ative
source contribution).



Il. Toxicity Assessnent

Sl ope factor May overestimate risks
Toxicity val ues derived from ani mal May over- or underestinate
st udi es risks

Toxicity values derived primarily from My over- or underestinate
hi gh doses; nost exposures are at low risks

doses

Sl ope factors are upper

95th percent confidence limts
derived froma |linearized

model .  Considered unlikely to
underestimte risk

Extrapol ation fromanimal to

humans nay i nduce error
because of differences in

phar macoki netics, target
organs, and popul ation
variability.

Assunes |inear at |ow doses.
Tends to have conservative

exposure assunptions.



Tabl e 6

Uncertainties Associated Wth Human Health Ri sk Estinmations
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Operable Unit No. 4

Uncertainty Factor Effects of Uncertainty

Il. Toxicity Assessnent (Continued)

Toxicity val ues May over- or underestimate
ri sks

Toxicity val ues derived from May over- or underestimate

honmogeneous ani mal popul ati ons ri sks

Not all chemicals at the site have May underestimate risks

toxicity val ues
II'l. R sk Estimation

Estimati on of risks across exposure May under- or overestimate
routes risk

Cancer risk estimates-no threshold as- May overestimates risks
sumred

Cancer risk estinate-low dose linearity May overestimate risks

Adult | ead exposure quantified using May under- or overestimate
Bower, et al. (1994) risk

Page 2 of 2

Comment

Not all val ues represent the

sane degree of certainty. Al
are subject to change as new

evi dence becones avail abl e.

Human popul ati ons nay have a
wi de range of sensitiveness to a

chem cal

These chem cal s are not ad-
dressed quantitatively.

Sone exposure routes have
greater uncertainty associated
with their risk estimtes than
ot hers.

Possibility that sone threshol ds
do exi st.

Response at | ow doses is not
known

Model used has not been

formally adopted for use by
EPA to assess adult |ead

exposure. Until the nodel is
val i dated, the results should be

vi ewed as uncertain.



COPCs for the terrestrial habitat area were selected by a frequency of detection and background
concentration screen. Al analytes detected (>1% were retained for further analysis. The
nmaxi mum observed concentration was then conpared to appropriate area-w de background
concentrations for COPC determnation. Results of the background conparison indicated that the
occurrence of alum num barium beryllium silver and vanadi um were bel ow background and were
therefore excluded fromfurther evaluation within the ERA. In addition, comon el enents of

cal cium iron, nagnesi um potassiumand sodi umwere al so excluded fromthe anal ysis.

A reasonabl e maxi mum exposure (RVE) point concentration was derived fromthe results of the
surface soils analysis of the terrestrial habitat area. The derived 95% upper confidence limt
(95% UCL) of the chem cal analysis results was used as the exposure point concentration for al
potential COPCs with the exception of selenium in which the maxi num observed concentrati on was
nore appropriate (since the maxi mumwas bel ow t he 95% UCL) .

For the determnation of risk to plants and invertebrates, the soil RVE val ues were conpared
directly to literature-derived toxicity values. For the determ nation of risk to nammal s and
birds, the RVE values were first evaluated to determ ne exposure dose. This was achieved by a
quantitative, conservative eval uation of dose received by the organi smthrough the direct uptake
of COPCs through incidental soil ingestion, added to the dose received by the ingestion of
contam nated food sources (ie. plants and invertebrates). These dose cal cul ati ons were based
upon conservative bi oaccunmul ati on assunptions. The derived cunul ati ve dose received by the
target receptor (snmall nmammal and bird) was then conpared to literature derived dietary no
observed adverse effect |evels (NQAELS) and | owest adverse effect |levels (LOAELs) for the
determ nation of a risk range

The quantitative evaluation of risk was conducted by a hazard quotient nethod. The derived dose
(for snmall nmammal s and birds) was divided by the appropriate the NOAEL and the LQAEL, while the
RVE soil s concentration was divided by the appropriate literature-derived protective |evel for
plants and soil invertebrates. |If the resulting quotient was greater than 5, the analyte was
considered a final COPC for that receptor

Resul ts indicate that numerous inorganic chemcals are present that can cause risk to the birds,
mammal s and plants. R sk to invertebrates was mnimal. The RME concentration of lead (61,671
ppm, for exanple, was well above risk-based levels for bird, nmammal and plant receptors. The
QU No. 4 site itself is severely disturbed, and the occurring ecology is possibly nore affected
by physical site disturbances which have created the occurring ecol ogical structure. These
physical factors in conjunction with the site COPC occurrence pose pose a risk to the onsite
ecol ogy.

I. Risk Assessnent Concl usions
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 substantia
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.



VII. REMED AL ACTI ON GOALS

The results of the field investigation and engi neering anal yses have identified the foll ow ng
contam nant source areas on QU No. 4 of the RSR site and the associated affected nedia

Area of Concern Medi a

Onsite Building/Structures Dust, residual materials,

Snel t er St ack/ Equi prent sedi nents, stornmwater runoff

Soil's

- Northeast unpaved area Surface soils (0-2 feet)

- O her soils beneath Subsurface soils (1 foot beneath
pavenent pavemnent)

Principal threat wastes are those source materials considered to be highly toxic of highly
nobil e that generally cannot be reliably controlled and that present a significant risk to human
health or the environment shoul d exposure occur. The principal threats at QU No. 4 of the RSR
site are the arsenic, cadm umand | ead contam nated dust and residual naterials present on and
within the buildings, structures, and equi pnent, including the snmelter stack. These areas
present the nost significant risk at the site, due the potential for exposure through direct
contact, inhalation and incidental ingestion of arsenic, cadm um antinony and | ead cont am nated
materials. There is also a potential for increased risk due to the mgration of these

contam nants, as evidenced by the el evated concentrations of arsenic, cadmumand lead in the
sedi ment and stornwater.

Low |l evel threats are those source materials that generally can be reliably managed with little
likelihood of migration and present a lowrisk in the event of exposure. The low level threats
at the site are the contaminated soils in the unpaved northeast area and the subsurface soils
beneath the paved area. The arsenic, cadmumand | ead contam nation present in these areas are
| ess nobile and have a reduced mgration potential due to the chem cal and physical properties
of the soils.

As stated previously, due to |ack of additional ground water data at the tinme EPA issued the
Proposed Plan for QU No. 4 the ground water was not addressed in the proposal and therefore is
not included as part of this decision for QU No. 4. The ground water portion of QU No. 4 will
be eval uated and addressed concurrently with QU No. 5, which is located across the street from
QU No. 4.

As discussed in the Section VI. SUWARY OF SITE RI SKS, the arsenic contributed nost
significantly to the carcinogenic risk at the site and cadm um and antinony contributed greatly
to the noncarcinogenic risk. Furthernore, |ead concentrations are present at unacceptable

| evel s based on the nodeling done in the risk assessnent.

The remedi al action objectives for QU No. 4 of the RSRsite are to mnimze exposure to the
arsenic, cadmumand | ead present in the buildings, structures, snelter stack and equi pnent and
soils by direct contact, inhalation and ingestion, and to reduce the potential for mgration of
these contam nants. In order to neet these renedial objectives, renedial action goals for
arsenic, cadmum antinony and lead in the buildings, structures and equi pnment and | ead and
arsenic present in the soils have been established. For the purposes of this docunent, the
remedi al action goals are the same as action levels. These action levels are used as a
"trigger" to initiate an action. The renedial action goals are outlined bel ow and again as
cleanup goals in the Sel ected Renedy Section of this docunent.



Remedi al Action Goals or O eanup Levels:
Bui | di ngs, Structures, Smelter Stack & Equi prent

Eliminate the potential for incidental ingestion, and/or
dermal contact with contam nation with arsenic in excess
of 32.7 ppm antinony in excess of 818 ppm cadmumin
excess of 2,044 ppm and/or lead in excess of 2,000 ppm
by onsite and offsite receptors.

Area Soils (Up to 2 feet)

Eliminate the potential for incidental ingestion, and/or
dermal contact with contam nation with arsenic in excess
of 32.7 ppmand/or lead in excess of 2,000 ppmby onsite
and offsite receptors.

The action level for arsenic is based on the 1X10-5 risk, since the 1X10-6 | evel corresponds to
a level lower than background. The action levels for antinony and cadm um are based on reduci ng
the risk to 1X10-6. The action level for lead is based on input of site specific data into the
Adult Lead Exposure Mdel (See Appendix B), which is the |atest avail able nodel for estinating
non-residential |ead exposure. The Adult Lead Exposure Mddel uses site specific exposure
paraneters consistent with the risk assessnent. Since the tine EPA issued the Proposed Plan for
QU No. 4, this nodel has been refined and utilized by EPA as the nobst current accepted nethod
for evaluating adult exposures. Although the renedial action level for lead is different than
that included in the Proposed Plan, this change will have a negligible inpact on the vol une of
soil to be renediated, since arsenic drives the majority of the risk. Since the soils are
co-contanm nated with | ead and arsenic and the action level for arsenic is nore restrictive than
the action level for |ead, excavating the soils to achieve the arsenic action level will likely
result in lead concentrations belowthe lead action level. Any visible battery chips and sl ag
encountered during soil excavation will be included as part of the soil renediation

By addressing the contam nation associated with the buildings, structures, equipnent and soils
the associated QU No. 4 site specific risks will be elimnated

VIII. DESCR PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

A Feasibility Study was conducted to devel op and eval uate renedial alternatives for QU No. 4 of
the RSR site. This report is included in the Adm nistrative Record for QU No. 4. Renedia
alternatives were assenbl ed from applicabl e technol ogi es/ process options and were eval uated for
effectiveness, inplenentability, and cost based on best professional judgnent. The alternatives
selected for detailed analysis were conpared to the nine criteria required by the NCP. As
required by the NCP, the no action alternative was al so evaluated to serve as a point of
conparison for the other alternatives

The remedi al action goals or cleanup levels set forth above in Section VII., are the
concentration | evel s bel ow whi ch contam nated nedia can be left onsite and nanaged for a future
industrial land use. The remedial alternatives described herein address the contam nation
associated with the buildings, structures, equipnent, including the snelter stack and the soils.



1. Renedial Action Alternatives

The remedial action alternatives for QU No. 4 of RSR site are presented bel ow foll oned by a
description of the comon el enents of each alternative.

Alternative la: No Action
Alternative 1b: Limted Action

Alternative 2: I n-pl ace Decont am nation of
Bui | di ngs/ Structures
Cap contami nated soils in northeast area

Alternative 3: Decont am nat e/ D smant | e Bui | di ngs/ Structures
Di spose Ofsite
Cap contam nated soils (areal extent)

Alternative 4: Decont am nat e/ D smant | e Bui | di ngs/ Structures
Di spose debris offsite
Excavate contam nated soils
Di spose soils offsite

2. Common El enents

Al of the alternatives with the exception of Alternative 1lb have the foll owi ng conmon el enents:
(1) all general requirenents associated with contractor nobilization and denobilization, bonds
and i nsurance, decontam nation facilities, a health and safety program and a comunity
relations program (2) all general site work such as repair of existing perineter fence and
sanpling of surface water. Alternative 2, 3, and 4 also include a provision for air nonitoring
during remediation. Al of the alternatives with the exception of Aternatives la and 1b

i nvol ve decontaminati on of the buildings, structures and equi pnent with standard cl eaning

nmet hods, such as steam cl eani ng or vacuum dusti ng.

Al costs and inplenentation tines are estimates. The costs have a degree of accuracy of +50%
to -30% pursuant to the Quidance for Conducting Renedial |nvestigations and Feasibility Studies
under CERCLA - InterimFinal, OSWER Directive 9955. 3-01, Cctober 1988.

A brief description of the alternatives evaluated to address the contanminated nedia on QU No. 4
of the RSR site foll ows.

Alternative la - No Action

Maj or Conponents of Alternative la:

Eval uation of the No Action alternative is required by the NCP, 40 C F. R 8300.430(e)(3)(ii)(6),
and is used as a baseline agai nst which other alternatives are evaluated. Under this
alternative, no rermedial action would be undertaken to treat, contain, or renove contam nated
media at QU No. 4. No institutional or operational controls would be inplenmented to restrict
access to QU No. 4 or to restrict exposure to contam nants. Monitoring would not be a component
of this alternative. Under the No Action alternative, renmaining waste not renedi ated by the
renmoval action would be left in place in an uncontrolled state and potentially endanger human
heal th and the environnent.

Treat nent Conponents:
There are no treatnent conponents under A ternative la.



Cont ai nnent Conponent s
There are no contai nnent conponents under Alternative la

General Conponents:
There is no tine needed to inplenent Alternative la, since no renmedial action is undertaken
And the costs are provided bel ow

Capital Costs: $0
Annual Qperation &

Mai nt enance: $0
Present Wrth: $0

Alternative 1b - Limted Action

Maj or Conponents of Alternative 1b:

This alternative includes taking steps to have deed notices or a land use restriction placed in
the deed records of the QU No. 4 properties to warn potential buyers and | enders of the presence
of contam nation. Such deed notices and | and use restrictions may be difficult to obtain and
enforce and may neet with substantial opposition fromnany different sources. In addition, this
alternative includes the repair of approxinmately 2,500 |linear feet of fencing, posting warning
signs, and providi ng 24-hour-a-day guard services. Stormmater sanples would al so be collected
and anal yzed three tines annually at four |ocations under this alternative.

Treat nent Conponent s:
There are no treatnent conponents for the contam nated nedia under this Alternative 1b

Cont ai nnent Conponent s
There are al so no contai nment conponents under A ternative 1b

General Conponents:
The estinmated tinme needed to inplement Alternative 1lb, is less than 1 year. The estimated costs
for inplenenting of this alternative are provi ded bel ow

Capital Costs: $ 62,147

Annual Qperation &

Mai nt enance: $ 193, 320

Present Wrth: $ 3,033,949

Alternative 2 - In Place treatnent of Buildings/Structures; Capping of Soils

Maj or Conponents of Alternative 2:

This alternative includes in-situ (in place) decontam nati on of the contam nated buil di ngs and
structures; renoval, treatnent, and disposal of residual material (not addressed previously by
the non-tinme-critical renoval action); renoval and disposal of asbestos materials (in accordance
with 30 TAC § 330.136); containnent of soils in the northeast area; nonitoring of stornwater
and | eaving the buildings and structures and concrete pavenents in place.

Decontam nation of all nmasonry and non-netal roofing material has limted effectiveness, since
the contam nation is nost |ikely enbedded and difficult to renove. Therefore, under this
alternative it is assumed that only the Smelter Facility, the Batch House and the Hog Storage
bui | di ngs can be effectively decontam nated because they are netal and that the renaining
bui |l di ngs and the snelter stack cannot be effectively decontani nated.

Prior to performng any work, a conplete structural investigation would need to be conducted on



the buildings and structures. For the purpose of estimating costs, it was assuned that shoring
and bracing would be necessary. This is due to the poor condition of the buildings and
structures. Wthout nmintenance and rehabilitation, it is considered that these buil dings woul d
be a safety hazard during remedi ation activities.

Treat nent Conponent s:

The water generated as a result of decontamination activities (such as steam cl eani ng) or dust
suppressi on nust be collected, sanpled and pretreated, if necessary, prior to discharge to the
Cty of Dallas' Publicly Owmed Treatnent Works (POTW. See Table 7. In addition, any dust
collected as part of decontam nation activities would be sanpled prior to disposal to determnne
if hazardous. Collected dust that does not pass TCLP requirenents woul d then be treated
according prior to disposal.

The collected residual naterial (debris and dust) and sedi nent woul d be containerized and
transported offsite for solidification /stabilization and di sposal at a RCRA Subtitle C
landfill, as necessary. The results fromthe R indicated that the residual nmaterials and
sedinents are RCRA characteristic wastes (See Table 8) and as such would require treatnent prior
to di sposal

Cont ai nnent Conponent s
Under Alternative 2 the netals contam nated soils in the unpaved northeast area woul d be capped
with 2 feet of clean backfill or soil

General Conponents:
The estinmated time needed to inplenent Alternative 2, is less than 1 year. The estinmated costs
for inplenentation of this alternative are provided bel ow

Capital Costs: $ 3,092,997
Annual Qperation &
Mai nt enance: $ 240,630

Present Wrt h: $ 6,782,070



Table 7

QU No. 4 POTW Pretreatment Standard Exceedance Anal ysis
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas

QJ No. 4 POTW Pr et r eat nment Exceeds
Surface Vater St andar dshb St andard
Met al Dat aa (ppm (Yes/ No)
(ppm
Arsenic 0.612 0.5 Yes
Cadm um 0. 073 1 No
Chr om um 0.013 5 No
Copper 0.038 4 No
Lead 1. 496 1.6 No
Mer cury 0. 0004 0.01 No
N ckel 0. 020 9.0 No
Sel eni um 0. 002 0.2 No
Silver ND 4.0 --
Zinc 0.225 5.0 No

aTotal netals anal ysis.
bDallas Gty Code, Chapter 49 "Water and Wastewater", Section 49-42(a)(11).

ND = not detect ed.



Tabl e 8

QU No. 4 TCLP Exceedance Anal ysis for
Resi dual Material, Sedinent, and Soi l
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas

Sanpl e Nunber,
Type and Location

4- R0O0O4 DHO1
Dust (Residual Material)
Snelter Facility

4-R102 DHO1
Dust (Residual Material)
Qutside Smelter-Near Stack Lead

4- R103 DHO1

Dust (Residual Material)
Qutsi de Snel ter-Near Bag
House

4-R104 DHO1
Dust (Residual Material)
Hog St orage

4- R105 FHO1

Filter Bags (Residual
Material)

Hog St orage

4-T101 DHO1
Dust (Residual Material)
Inner Stack Brick 160

4-T101 DHO2

Dust (Residual Material)
I nner Stack Residue and
Brick 25'

4-P001 SDO1 ( Sedinent)

Not es:

TCLP
Met al

Cadm um
Lead

Cadm um

Cadm um

Lead

Lead

Arseni c

Cadm um
Lead

Arseni c
Lead
Arseni c
Cadm um
Lead
Mer cury

Lead

QJ No. 4

TCLP Data (ppn) Citeriaa (ppm

39.1
92.2
640.0

4,000.0

2.3

11.0

200.0
12.0

37.0
350.0

47.0
24.0

3,900.0

Cxw
w o ©

39.2

1

5

)]

oulkr

TCLP



QU No. 4 diatonaceous earth (filter aid), subsurface soil boring, and subsurface test pit (soil data) TCLP sanple data do not exceed TCLP criteria.

aToxicity Characteristics Leaching Procedure (TCLP) Criteria.
40 CF. R Part 261.



Alternative 3 - Decontaminate and D snantl e Buil dings/Structures and Di spose Ofsite; Capping of
soi | s.

Maj or Conponents of Alternative 3

This alternative includes renoval, treatnent, and disposal of residual naterial; renoval and

di sposal of asbestos materials (in accordance with 30 TAC 8330.136); denolition and renoval of
the buildings, structures, equipnent, snelter stack and pavenent foundations, and
decontam nati on (where possible) of denolition debris; capping the areal extent of QU No. 4 with
cl ean backfill or soil; and periodic nonitoring of the cap

Al of the buildings, structures and equi pment woul d be sanpled to classify waste type for
disposal. |If the sanples indicate that portions are hazardous (i.e. TCLP characteristic), then
appropriate parts of the buildings, structures and equi pnent will undergone controlled
dismantling. Based on the Rl results, the snelter stack would require controlled disnmantling
See Table 8. Controlled dismantling includes using sawing, drilling, backhoes, and

pi ece- by-pi ece dismantling and then decontam nation. For those parts of the buildings
structures and equi pment that are not hazardous (i.e. do not fail TCLP), conventional denolition
may be utilized. Debris would then be disposed of in accordance with waste classification
results and requirenments. Standards dust suppression nethods would al so be utilized during al
dismantling and the denolition. The disnmantling of the stack should be conducted only during
favorabl e weat her conditions.

Treat nent Conponent s:

The water generated as a result of contami nation activities (such as steam cl eaning) or dust
suppressi on woul d be coll ected, sanpled and pretreated as necessary prior to discharge to the
Cty of Dallas' POTW In addition, any dust collected as part of decontam nation or dust
suppression activities would be sanpled prior disposal (i.e. TCLP characteristic). Collected
dust that does not pass TCLP requirenents would then be treated accordingly prior to disposal
offsite

Any collected residual material (debris and dust) and sedinent that is RCRA characteristic (i.e.
fails TCLP) would require treatnent, such as, solidification /stabilization prior to disposal
The results fromthe R indicated that the residual material and sedi nent are RCRA
characteristic wastes (See Table 8) and as such would require treatnent prior to disposa
offsite at a landfill.

Cont ai nnent Conponent s

Under Alternative 3 the areal extent of QU No. 4 woul d be capped with 2 feet of clean backfil
(estimated 6,800 cubic yards), follow ng renoval of all buildings and structures, including
pavenent foundations.

General Conponents:
The estinmated time needed to inplenent Alternative 3, is less than 1 year. The estinmated costs
for inplenentation of this alternative are provided bel ow

Capital Costs: $ 9, 298, 547
Annual Qperation &

Mai nt enance: $ 31, 200
Present Wrth: $ 9,778, 168

Alternative 4 - Decontaminate and D snantle Buil dings/Structures and Dispose Offsite; Excavate
soils and D spose Ofsite.

Maj or Conponents of Alternative 4



This alternative includes renoval, treatnent, and disposal of residual naterial; renoval and

di sposal of asbestos materials (in accordance with 30 TAC 8330.136); denolition and renoval of
the buildings, structures, equipnent, snelter stack and pavenent foundations; and
decontam nati on (where possi ble) and disposal offsite of denolition debris; excavation of up to
1 foot of soil beneath the pavenent foundations that exceeds renedial goals; excavation of up to
2 feet of soil in the northeast unpaved area that exceeds renedial goals; disposal of soils
offsite; and capping and/or backfilling the areal extent of QU No. 4 with clean soil

Al of the buildings, structures, equipnent, snelter stack and pavenent foundations woul d be
sanpled to classify waste type for disposal. |In addition, if the sanples indicate that portions
are hazardous (i.e. TCLP characteristic), then appropriate parts of the buildings, structures
and equi pment will undergo controlled dismantling. Based on the Rl results, the snelter stack
woul d require controlled dismantling (See Table 8). Controlled disnmantling includes using

sawi ng, drilling, backhoes, and piece-by-piece disnmantling and then decontam nation. For those
parts of the buildings, structures and equi pnent that are not hazardous (i.e. do not fail TCLP)
conventional denolition may be utilized. Debris would then be disposed of in accordance with
waste classification results and requirenents. Standard dust suppression nethods woul d al so be
utilized during the dismantling and denolition. The dismantling of the stack should be
conducted only during favorabl e weather conditions. Denolition debris would then be
characterized and di sposed of offsite, accordingly as a hazardous or nonhazardous waste

This alternative includes the excavation the concrete pavenents, associated floor drains and
sunps, and up to one foot of soil beneath the pavenent, that exceeds renedial goals defined in
Section VII. An estimated 10, 100 cubic yards of soils underneath the pavenents woul d be
excavated. Note, the depth of excavation is a change fromwhat was described in the Proposed
Plan for QU No. 4. The basis for this change is discussed in Section XlI

DOCUMENTATI ON OF SIGNIFI CANT CHANGES. I n addition, an estimated 3,400 cubic yards of soil in
the northeast area (up to 2 feet of soil that exceeds Renedial Action Goals) would be excavated
and di sposed of in an appropriate landfill.

Treat nent Conponent s:

The results of the TCLP sanpling of the inner stack (See Table 8) indicate that the inner bricks
are RCRA characteristic and therefore the inner stack nust be handl ed, treated and di sposed of
accordingly.

The water generated as a result of decontamination activities (such as steam cl eani ng) or dust
suppressi on nust be collected, sanpled and treated as necessary prior to discharge to the Gty
of Dallas' POTW In addition, any dust collected as part of decontam nation activities would be
sanpl ed prior to disposal (i.e. TCLP characteristic). Collected dust that does not pass TCLP
requirenents would require treatment, such as stabilization/solidification prior to offsite

di sposal at a landfill.

Any collected residual material (debris and dust) and sedinent that is RCRA characteristic (i.e.
fails TCLP) would require treatnent, such as, solidification/stabilization prior to disposal

The results fromthe R indicated that the residual material and sedi nent are RCRA
characteristic wastes (See Table 8) and as such would require treatnent prior to disposa
offsite at a landfill.

Cont ai nnent Conponent s

Under Alternative 4 the areal extent of QU No. 4 woul d be capped with 2 feet of clean backfil
(estimated 13,500 cubic yards), follow ng renoval of all buildings, structures, equipnent,
snelter stack and pavenent foundations



General Conponents:
The estinmated time needed to inplenent Alternative 4, is less than 1 year. The estinmated costs
for inplenentation of this alternative are provided bel ow

Capital Costs: $ 11, 490, 795
Annual Qperation &

Mai nt enance: $ 0

Present Wrth: $ 11, 490, 795

Al ternate conponent:

Under the alternate conponent, all of the non-hazardous debris and soil from QU No. 4 would be
di sposed of in the landfill |ocated on the southern portion of QU No. 5 of the RSRsite. This
al ternate conmponent does not affect disposal of any hazardous wastes. Note, that inplenentation
of this conponent is subject to public coment and would have to be included and accepted as
part of the Proposed Plan for QU No. 5, when issued. |If after review ng public coments EPA
deci des to accept this conponent as part of the remedy for QU No. 5, EPA will then include this
conponent in the Record of Decision for QU No. 5. The revised estinmated cost incorporating this
alternate conmponent for QU No. 4 would be as foll ows:

Capital Costs: $ 9, 229, 883

Annual Qperation &

Mai nt enance: $ 0 **

Present Wrth: $ 9, 229, 883

** The annual operation and nai ntenance costs associated with the landfill, would be included in

the cost estimate for QU No. 5
I X SUWARY OF COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The EPA uses nine criteria to evaluate alternatives for addressing a Superfund site. These nine
criteria are specified in the NCP, 40 C.F. R 8§ 300.430(e)(9) and (f)(1). The criteria are
categorized into three groups: threshold, primary bal ancing, and nodi fying. The threshold
criteria nmust be net in order for an alternative to be eligible for selection. The primary

bal ancing criteria are used to weigh major tradeoffs anong alternatives. The nodifying criteria
are taken into account after state and public comments are received on a Proposed Pl an

Nine Criteria
The nine criteria that EPA uses in evaluating the renedial alternatives are as foll ows:

Threshold Oriteria

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment addresses the way in which an alternative
woul d reduce, elimnate, or control the risks posed by the site to hunan health and the
environnent. The nmethods used to achi eve an adequate | evel of protection vary but may include
treatnent and engi neering controls. Total elimnation of risk is often inpossible to achieve
However, a renedy nust mnimze risks to assure that human health and the environment are

pr ot ect ed.

Conpl i ance with "applicable or relevant and appropriate requirenents (ARARs)" assures that an
alternative will neet all related Federal, State, and |ocal requirenents.

Bal ancing Oriteria

Long-term Eff ecti veness and Pernmanence addresses the ability of an alternative to reliably
provide long-termprotection for hunan health and the environnent after the renediation goals
have been acconpli shed



Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume of Contam nants through Treatnment assesses how
effectively an alternative will address the contam nation at a site. Factors considered include
the nature of the treatnent process; the anount of hazardous nmaterials that will ne destroyed by
the treatnment process; how effectively the process reduces the toxicity, nmobility, or volune of
waste; and the type and quantity of contamination that will renmain after treatnent.

Short-term Ef fectiveness addresses the tinme it takes for renedy inplenentation. Renedies often
require several years for inplenmentation. A potential remedy is evaluated for the length of
tinme required for inplenentation and the potential inpact on hunman health and the environnent
during inpl ementati on.

I mpl erent abi ity addresses the ease with which an alternative can be acconplished. Factors such
as availability of materials and services are considered

Cost (including capital costs and projected |ong-termoperati on and nai ntenance costs) is
consi dered and conpared to the benefit that will result frominplenenting the alternative.

Modi fying Oriteria

State Acceptance allows the state where the site is located to review the proposed plan and
offer coomments to the EPA. A state may agree with, oppose, or have no comment on the proposed
r erredy.

Community Acceptance allows for a public comment period for interested persons or organi zati ons
to comment on the proposed remedy. EPA considers these comments in making its final remedy

sel ection. EPA addresses the public coments in a Responsiveness Summary, which is included as
part of the ROD.

Conpar ative Analysis
The foll owi ng di scussion provides the conparative analysis for each renedial alternative for QU
No. 4 against the nine criteria

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

Alternatives la and 1b do not protect hunman health and the environnent and do not achieve the
remedi al action goals defined for QU No. 4. Alternative 1b is only nmarginally nore protective
than la because it potentially reduces access to contam nation, but |ikew se does nothing to
reduce contam nation. These alternatives do not reduce exposure of the public and environnent
to the contamnated naterials at QU No. 4. Exposure may actually increase if the buildings,
structures and equi pnent are left in place and continue to deteriorate and col | apse, resulting
in further rel eases of contamnation into the environnent.

Alternative 2 provides noderate protection of human health and the environnment. Sone of the
renmedi al action goals are achi eved by reducing the exposure to contam nation associated with the
bui |l di ngs, structures and equi prent. However, there are limtations to elimnating sone of
contami nation due to the poor condition of the buildings and the limtations of the cleaning

nmet hods (i.e. steamcl eaning or vacuum dusting) on the nasonry buil dings. Residua

contamination is likely to remain in inaccessible areas in the buildings, structures and

equi pnent after cleaning. This may result in releases of contanmination through stornwater
runof f or as the buildings further deteriorate and/or collapse. Contam nation associated with
the smelter stack would remain in an uncontrolled state. Contamnants |eft onsite under this
alternative may be rel eased causi ng unacceptable risk to human health and the environnent.

Alternative 3 provides a greater degree of protectiveness than Alternative 2, since
contam nation in and on the buildings, structures and equi prent is elimnated by renoval and



offsite disposal of the debris. As an added benefit, physical and safety hazards associ ated
with the buildings also are elimnated. Renedial action goals are nore fully achi eved and
exposure to the contam nated soils is reduced, but not elimnated.

Alternative 4 provides the greatest degree of protectiveness, since contamnated soil also is
renmoved fromthe site thereby elimnating the nost sources of contam nation on QU No. 4.
Furthernore, future industrial devel opnent and use of the property is possible after
inplenentation of this alternative. Renedial action goals for the buildings, structures,

equi pnent, and soils are achieved.

2. Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs)

Alternatives la and 1b do not neet any of the ARARs that have been identified for QU No. 4, such
as federal and RCRA closure requirenents, specifically; 40 CF.R Part 264, Subparts B, C and D,
whi ch establi sh m ni num standards defi ning acceptabl e managenent of hazardous wastes, State of
Texas closure and renediation requirenents in the Texas Adm nistrative Code (T.A C.) (30 T.A C
8335.8), Risk Reduction Standard No. 3 (30 T.A C. 8335.562), and 40 CF.R Parts 122 and 125,
whi ch descri be nanagenent practices of stormmater runoff requirenents and State risk reduction
rul es.

For Alternative 2, the followi ng ARARs woul d general ly be achi eved; however, some residual
material nay be left in place in an uncontrolled state in inaccessible areas (i.e. snelter
stack, building roofs, etc.): state closure and renediation requirenments (30 T.A C. 8335.8) and
Ri sk Reduction Standard No. 3 (30 T.A. C. 8335.8); and 40 CF.R Parts 122 and 125, which

descri be managenent practices of stormmater runoff. However, potential rel eases fromresidual
contami nation fromthe buildings, structures and equi pnent may prevent conpliance with certain
ARARs |ike federal stormmater nanagenent requirenents, due to the limted effectiveness of in-
site decontam nation. Disposal of asbestos containing nmaterials would neet 30 T. A C. 330. 136.
This alternative would conply with RCRA handling, transportation, treatnent and di sposal
requirenents (30 T.A C. 8335.11, 8§335.508). State and federal chemical-specific ARARs for air
quality (30 T.A C Section 118.1, 30 T.A C. Section 111.115, 40 CF. R, 850.3 and 51.160) during
remedi al action would also be net. Furthernore, all offsite disposal would be at facilities in
conpliane with EPA's O fsite Policy, specifically all hazardous substances, pollutants or

contami nants renoved offsite pursuant to this action for treatnent, storage, or disposal shall
be treated, stored, or disposed of at a facility in conpliance with RCRA, as determi ned by EPA
pursuant to CERCLA Section 121(d)(3), 42 U S.C. 8§ 9621 (d)(3), and the follow ng rule:
"Arendnent to the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan; Procedures
for Planning and Inplenenting Of-Site Response Action: Final Rule." 58 Fed. Reg. 49200

(Sept enber 22, 1993), and codified at 40 C.F.R § 300. 440.

Al of the conponents of Alternatives 3 and 4 will neet all of the ARARs identified for QU No.

4, including: State closure and remedi ation requirenents (30 T. A C. 8335.8) and Ri sk Reduction
Standard No. 3 (30 T.A C. 8335.8); and 40 C.F.R Parts 122 and 125, which descri be managenent
practices for stormmater runoff; disposal of ashestos containing materials would neet 30 T. A C
330.137; RCRA handling, transportation, treatnent and disposal requirements (30 T.A C. 8335.11,
§335.91, 8335.508); State and federal chenical-specific ARARs for air quality (30 T.A C Section
118.1, 30 T.A C. Section 111.115, 40 CF. R, 50.3 and 51.160). Furthernore, all disposal offsite
woul d be at facilities in conpliance with EPA's Ofsite Policy.

3. Long-term Effecti veness and Per manence
Since none of the contamination (remaining after the non-tinme critical renoval action) at QU No.

4 will be treated or renoved, |long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence will not be achi eved under
Al ternatives la and 1b.



Alternative 2 does not conpletely achieve |long-termeffectiveness and pernanence. Residua
anounts of contam nati on associated with inaccessible areas of the buildings, structures and
equi prent nmay renain. Contam nation associated with the snelter stack remains in an
uncontrol l ed state. Moderate |ong-term effectiveness and permanence i s achieved for the
contam nated soils, since residual risk is low The cap will require long-termnonitoring and
mai nt enance to be effective.

Alternative 3 has a higher degree of |long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence than Alternative 2
since contam nation associated with the buildings, structures, and equiprment is renoved
decontam nated as appropriate, and di sposed of offsite. Mdderate |ong-termeffectiveness and
permanence i s achieved for the contam nated soils, since residual risk is low The cap wll
require long-termnonitoring and nai ntenance to be effective.

Alternative 4 provides the greatest degree of |ong-termeffectiveness and pernanence since the
activities will result in the pernmanent elimnation of the nost sources of contamination at QU
No. 4, through renoval, treatnent as appropriate, and offsite disposal of contam nant sources

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility or Volune Through Treat nent

Alternatives la and 1lb provide no reduction in toxicity, nobility or volunme of contam nants
t hrough treat nent

Alternative 2 provides a reduction in the toxicity, nmobility, and volune of sone of the

contam nation associated with buildings, structures and equi pment through cl eaning and
decontam nati on process. This reduction will be achieved through the collection of the
decontam nati on process water or vacuum dust and subsequent treatnent, discharge or disposal
However, residual contamnation will remain in the buildings, structures and equi prent. There
is also a reduction of toxicity and nobility fromthe renoval of the residual materials
contained in the buildings, structures and equi pnent; however, there nmay be an increase in

vol ume, through the treatnment process (solidification/stabilization). The nobility of
contaminants in the soil is reduced, but the containnment action will not reduce the toxicity or
vol urre.

Alternative 3 provides a slightly greater reduction of toxicity, nobility, and vol unme than
Alternative 2 by elimnating all of the onsite contam nation associated with the buil dings,
structures and equi prent .

Alternative 4 provides a simlar level of reduction as Alternative 3.
5. Short-Term Ef f ecti veness

Alternatives la and 1b have no mnimal short termeffectiveness for the comunity since no
renmoval of contam nated nedia occurs under this alternative. Short-termeffectiveness is not
achi eved for trespassers.

Under Alternative 2 short-termrisk to the community nmay increase during inplenentation. There
is also a potential for exposures to workers during the renedial action. However, al
appropriate regulations and safety neasures will be instituted and strictly foll owed.

Alternatives 3 and 4 also involve an increase of short-termrisk to the comunity during
inplenentation as well as risk to renedial action workers during denolition activities

However, dust control and other safety neasures will be inplenented to protect the comunity and
t he wor kers.



6. Inmpl emrentability

There is no action to inplenent under Alternatives la. |nplenentation of sone aspects of
Alternatives 1b, such as posting warning signs and fencing are readily inplenentable. However,
I and use and deed notification or restrictions may be difficult or inpossible to obtain and
enf or ce.

Alternative 2 is inplenentable. The technical feasibility of cleaning nmethods such as, steam

cl eaning or vacuumdusting, landfilling, and soil containnment is proven, and equi pnent,

personnel and resources generally are available. However, inplenentability of the steam
cleaning of the buildings is a major concern due to the safety hazards associated with the poor
condition of the structures that nay not be resolved through the prelimnary shoring and bracing
efforts. Also, the condition of structures may ultinately prevent the renoval of contam nants
to safe |levels.

Alternative 3 is also readily inplenentable. The technical feasibility of denolition of the
structures, surface cleaning of certain denolition debris, soil containnent, landfilling, and
covering is proven, and equi pnent, personnel and other resources generally are available. The
physi cal conditions of the buildings and structures would require the inplenentation of certain
saf ety nmeasures during denolition.

The inplenmentability of Alternative 4 is nearly identical to that of Alternate 3. The technical
feasibility of conducting the excavati on and di sposal of the soils is also well understood and
readily avail abl e.

7. Cost

Alternative la is the | east expensive of all the alternatives eval uated, but does not neet any
of the other evaluation criteria. Alternative 1b has a relative |low cost, but like Aternative
1b, does not neet any of the other evaluation criteria. Aternative 2 is in the md range
conpared to the other alternatives and neets some of the other criteria. The cost of
Alternative 3 is high, relative to Alternatives la, 1b and 2, but neets nost of the other
evaluation criteria. Aternative 4 is the nost expensive, but neets all of the other criteria.

8. St at e Accept ance

The TNRCC has revi ewed copies of the R, Ri sk Assessnent, FS and this Record of Decision and has
provi ded technical support on all EPA efforts at QU No. 4. The TNRCC on behal f of the State of
Texas concurs with EPA's selected renedial action for the snelter facility, QU No. 4, of the RSR
site.

9. Communi ty Acceptance

Comments were received fromthe comunity during the public coment period which opened May 10,
1995, and closed July 12, 1995. Cenerally, the public favored EPA's recomendati on for QU No.
4. Al coments submitted have been addressed, and responses are included in the Responsiveness
Summary (Appendix A) to this ROD. EPA carefully considered all coments in nmaking the final

deci sion on the selected remedial action for QU No. 4. Although the ground water portion was
deferred, new informati on was received during the public comrent period regarding the ground
water that resulted in mnor changes to the alternative 4, as described in the Proposed Plan for
QU No. 4. These changes are described in Section Xl I.



DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANCGES.

X THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based upon consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the detailed analysis using the nine

criteria, and the public comments, EPA has determned that Alternative 4 - Decontam nate and

Di smantl e Buildings/Structures and D spose Ofsite; Excavate soils and D spose Ofsite is the

nost appropriate remedy for QU No. 4 of the RSR site.

The naj or conponents of this renedy include:

Renoval , treatnent and di sposal of residual material (estinated 540 cubic yards)
Denolition and decontam nation of approxi mately 190, 000 square feet of

bui | di ngs/ structures and equi pnent, including concrete pavenent floors and connected
drai ns and sunps (and associ ated sedi nents), plug and properly abandon renai ni ng
open conduits not renoved

Di sposal of all building debris (estinmated 8,900 cubic yards) offsite at appropriate
landfill facilities

Denolition of the snelter stack and disposal offsite at a RCRA Subtitle Clandfill
(estimated 1300 cubi c yards)

Excavation of 13,500 cubic yards of contam nated soil and/or battery chips and | ead
slag and di sposal offsite (up to 1 foot beneath pavenents and up to 2 feet in
unpaved northeast area in excess of Remedial Action Goals)

Cap and/or backfill the areal extent of the site with 2 feet of clean soil

Al activities will be in conpliance with federal and State ARARs, specifically those for RCRA
closure and renedi ati on, RCRA handling, transportation, treatnent and di sposal requirenents,
asbestos di sposal requirenents, and State and federal chemcal specific ARARs for air quality
during remediation. In addition, all offsite disposal of nmaterial mnmust in conpliance with EPA's
Ofsite Policy at the tine of disposal

The estimated time for conpletion of this remedy is | ess than one year and the estinmated costs
for this alternative are:

Capital Costs: $ 11, 490, 795
Annual Qperation &

Mai nt enance: $ 0

Present Wrth: $ 11, 490, 795

The alternate conponent of Alternative 4, is preferred; however, inplenentation of this
conponent depends on public comrent of the QU No. 5 Proposed Plan. Under the alternate
conmponent, all of the nonhazardous debris and soil resulting fromthe renedial action would be
sent to the landfill |ocated on the southern portion of QU No. 5 of the RSRsite. |If after
consi dering public comrent EPA decides to accept this conponent, EPA w Il include it in the
Record of Decision for QU No. 5

Reredi al Action Coal s

The purpose of this renedial action is to control risks posed by direct contact, ingestion, and
i nhal ation of the contam nated buildings, structures, equiprment (residual materials and dust)
and the contam nated soils. The results of the baseline risk assessnent indicate that existing
conditions at the site pose an excess lifetine cancer risk of 1X10-2 fromi ngestion of

contami nated residual materials and soil (by a child trespasser). This risk relates primarily
to arsenic, cadmum antinony onsite. Lead onsite was also determned to be present at
unacceptable levels. A nodel used to predict adult blood |levels estimated bl ood-lead |evels for



a future worker onsite in excess of those limts established by GSHA. This renedy will address
arsenic in excess of 32.7, antinony in excess of 818 ppm cadnmiumin excess of 2,044 ppm and
lead in excess of 2,000 ppmpresent in or as part the buildings, structures, equipnent,

i ncludi ng pavenent floors, drains and sunps, and the snelter stack. This remedy will also
address contami nated soils with arsenic in excess of 32.7 ppmand | ead in excess of 2,000 ppm up
to a depth of 0 to 2 feet in the unpaved northeast area and 0 to 1 foot in the area beneath the
pavenent and foundations. The 2,000 ppm corresponds to the acceptable |level, as predicted by
the Adult Lead Model (see Appendix B), the 32.7 ppmcorresponds to an excess cancer risk of the
1X10-5, and the levels for antinony and cadm um correspond to an excess cancer risk of 1X10-6

Xl . STATUTORY AUTHORI TY FI NDI NGS AND CONCLUSI ONS OF LAW

Pursuant to CERCLA, studies are conducted at NPL sites to characterize the nature and extent of
contam nation associated with a particular source of contam nation and to determ ne the nost
feasi bl e cl eanup approaches. At QU No. 4, EPA conducted a renedial investigation, feasibility
study, and risk assessnent to determne the nature and extent of site contam nation

The statutory determ nations that are required for remedy selection are in Section 121 of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 8§ 9621. Under CERCLA, EPA nust select remedies that are protective of human
health and the environnment, conply with ARARs (unless a statutory waiver is justified), are cost
effective, and utilize pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es or resource
recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi numextent practicable. |n addition, CERCLA includes a
preference for renedi es that enploy treatnment that permanently and significantly reduce the
volume, toxicity, or nobility of hazardous wastes as their principle element. The follow ng
sections discuss how the selected renedy neets these statutory requirenents.

Protection of Hunman Health and the Environnent

The sel ected renedy protects human health and the environment by addressing rel eases or threats
of rel eases of hazardous substances through denolition, decontamnination, treatnent, as
necessary, and disposal of all of the contam nated buil dings, structures and equi pnent,
pavenents and snelter stack and excavation and di sposal of the contam nated soils. The entire
QU No. 4 are would then be capped with 2 feet of clean soil.

The sel ected remedy would elimnate the threat of exposure to the |ead, cadm um arsenic and
anti nony present onsite through ingestion, inhalation, and direct contact. The excess cancer
ri sk associated with these pathways is 1X10-2. By decontam nating and renoving all of the

bui | di ngs, structures, equipnent, pavenents and snelter stack and excavating the contam nated

soil, the cancer risks from exposure would be reduced to |l ess than 1X10-6. This level falls
within the EPA's acceptable risk range of 10-4 to 10-6. There are no short-termthreats
associated with the selected remedy that cannot be readily controlled. In addition, no

adverse-cross nedia i npacts are expected fromthe activities.
Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents

The sel ected renmedy would conply with ARARs. The conpl ete ARARs anal ysis, deterninations and
justification for ARARs for QU No. 4 of the RSR site are presented in Appendi x C

The following ARAR was onmtted in the list in the Appendi x, but is applicable and nust be
conpiled with as part of the selected renedy; Al disposal offsite would be at facilities in
conpliance with EPA's Ofsite Policy, specifically all hazardous substances, pollutants or
contami nants renoved offsite pursuant to this action for treatnent, storage, or disposal shal
be treated, stored, or disposed of at a facility in conpliance with RCRA, as determ ned by EPA
pursuant to CERCLA Section 121(d)(3), 42 U S.C. 89621 (d)(3), and the follow ng rule:



"Arendnent to the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan; Procedures
for Planning and Inplenenting Of-Site Response Action: Final Rule." 58 FR 49200 (Septenber
22, 1993), and codified at 40 C F.R § 300. 440.

Cost - Ef f ecti veness

EPA bel i eves that this remedy woul d provide the greatest reduction of the risks to human health
and the environnment at an estimated cost of $11,490,795. Therefore, the sel ected renedy

provi des an overall effectiveness proportionate to its costs, such that it represents a
reasonabl e value for the noney that will be spent.

Utilization of Permanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnent Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Ext ent
Practicabl e

EPA bel i eves the selected renedy represents the naxi numextent to which pernanent sol utions and
treatnent/resource recovery technol ogies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the
types of materials and contam nants at QU No. 4 of the RSRsite. O those alternatives that are
protective of human health and the environnent and conply with ARARs, EPA has determ ned that
the sel ected renmedy provides the best bal ance in considering |ong-termeffectiveness and
permanence; reduction in toxicity, nobility, or volune through treatnent; short-term
effectiveness; inplenentability; and cost; as well as considering the statutory preference for
treatnent as a principal elenment, and considering State and community acceptance.

Preference for Treatnent as a Principal Elenent
The sel ected renmedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenent.
Wher ever possi ble, the selected renedy utilizes treatnent, such as steam cl eani ng, vacuum

dusting and stabilization/solidification as treatnment nethods.

Addi tional ly, because hazardous substances may renain onsite above health-based | evels, five
year reviews may be necessary at QU No. 4 of the RSR site.



X DOCUMENTATI ON CF S| GNI FI CANT CHANGES

EPA i ssued the Proposed Plan for the RSR Corporation Superfund site, Operable Unit No. 4 for
public review and conmments on May 10, 1995. In the Proposed Pl an, EPA recommended the renedial
action under Alternative no. 4 as the renedy that would best neet all nine criteria and provides
protection to human health and the environnment. EPA eval uated verbal comments, reviewed all
witten cooments and information submtted during the public coment period. |In addition, EPA
has obtai ned additional data since May 1995 regardi ng the ground water and the contamnination
level s on the support buildings at QU No. 4. Based on this review and eval uati on, EPA has
determ ned that the following changes to the alternative no. 4 proposal, as originally
identified in the Proposed Pl an, are necessary:

1.) Change of nmaxi num depth of excavation of contam nated soil from3 feet to 2 feet in
t he unpaved northeast area and 1 foot underneath the pavenent and foundations. The basis for
this change is the new information that was received through the suppl enental ground water
sanpling that was conducted in June and July of 1995. The results of the slug tests indicated
that the shallow alluvial deposits beneath the site are not a continuous aquifer, and therefore
do not neet the State of Texas classification as a potential drinking water source. Therefore,
since the ground water does not present a pathway for exposure to contami nants, excavation of up
to a maximumof 2 feet in the unpaved northeast area and 1 foot of soils beneath the pavenents
will mnimze, if not elimnate, potential for human health or environnental exposure in the
comrercial or industrial setting. Two feet of clean soil will then be placed over the entire
site.

2.) El i m nate the Underground Storage Tanks fromthe sel ected remedy. EPA has
elimnated this portion of Alternative that was included in the Proposed Plan. EPA will refer
all information regarding the USTs to the State of Texas to be handl ed under the State UST
program

3.) Revi se cost estimates for each alternative. The revised cost estinates that
incorporate the above changes for each alternative are included in Appendix D. Note, the cost
estimate |l abeled Alternative 4a in the Appendix is for Alternative 4, but incorporates the

Al ternate Conponent, described above.
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RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE
OPERABLE UNIT No. 4

DALLAS, DALLAS COUNTY, TEXAS

I NTRODUCTI ON

Thi s Responsi veness Summary for the RSR Corporation Superfund Site (RSR Site), Qperable Unit
(QJ) No. 4, docunents for the Adm nistrative Record public comments and issues raised during the
public coment period on the proposed plan for the snelter facility. Pursuant to Section 117 of
t he Conprehensi ve Environnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA or Superfund),
42 U S.C. § 9617, EPA considered all comments received during the public comment period nmaking
the final decision contained in the Record of Decision (ROD) for QU No. 4.

OVERVI EW CF PUBLI C COMVENT PER OD

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) issued the proposed plan for QU No. 4
for public review and comrents on May 10, 1995. The initial thirty-day public coment period
for the proposed plan ended on June 12, 1995. At the request of a citizen, EPA extended the
public coment period to July 12, 1995. EPA conducted a public neeting on May 23, 1995, at the
West Dal l as, Miultipurpose Center |ocated at 2828 Fish Trap Road, in west Dallas, Texas to
provide information and answer questions about the proposed plan and to receive public coments.
A transcript of the neeting was prepared and is available in the Adm nistrative Record for QU
No. 4 located at the infornation repositories for the RSR Site. This Responsiveness Sunmary
contains EPA s responses to verbal coments received during the public neeting and witten
comrent s recei ved during the comment peri od.

COMMENTS AND | SSUES RAI SED DURI NG THE COMVENT PERI OD
1. Public Meeting, My 23, 1995, West Dallas Miltipurpose Center

Comment : W11l the EPA use the best and the safest nethods available to take down the stack?
Specifically, will the EPA study and learn fromthe steel industry's experience in taking down
large stacks? WII EPA hire specialized contractors to take down the stack rather than give the
job to a general purpose contractor? WII| EPA nake a commtnent in the records of decision to
give the community, specifically Wstnorel and Hei ghts Nei ghborhood Associ ation, a chance to
review and comment on the qualification that would be required of the contractors who denolish
the stack before it's approved? WII EPA nonitor dust levels during denolition? WII EPA nake
sure that work is done only during proper weather conditions? |Is the stack built in two parts?

Response: Based on the information that EPA currently has available, the snelter stack is
approxi mately 300 feet tall and consists of two cylindrical structures, one instead of the
other. The outer structure is case in place concrete, while the inner structure is nmasonry.
EPA will require that the best and safest avail abl e nethods are used to take down the stack
Prior to conducting any work, EPA will research and gather information fromother industries'

experience on taking down large stacks. In addition, EPA will ensure that the plans for the
removal of the stack require that it be done by qualified contractors who have experienced in
this area. In selecting a contractor EPA is required to follow specific rules and regul ations

These rules and regul ations do not allow for public review or comment regarding the hiring



deci sions. However, EPA will nake a conmtnent to the community to keep theminforned of the
progress of the project, including how and by whomthe stack will be removed. Air Mnitoring
will be conducted during all denolition activities and work on the stack will only occur during
favorabl e weat her conditions.

Conment : Is there anything that the community should do to protect thensel ves when the stack
is being torn down? Are there specific instructions that the comunity should follow? WII

this be done during peak hours, or while we're sleeping? WII the area be bl ocked off where no
traffic and the residents are wal king around? Should we keep the children i ndoors? Should we
wear nasks and protective clothing? Are we allowed to roam about ?

Response: There are no specific instructions that the community should follow during the
derolition and renoval of buildings and the stack fromthe snelter facility. People will not
need to wear protective clothing or masks and can go about their normal business. EPA will
ensure that the remedial activities will occur in a manner that is safe and protective of the
public. For exanple, during the renedial action, dust suppression activities, such as wetting
down surfaces prior to denolition will be inplemented, as well as air nonitoring to protect
agai nst offsite migration of contamination

Conment : After you tear down the snokestack, will it be hauled off immediately, or will it be
allowed to lay around? Because you say you're going to wet it down and sooner or later it's
going to dry. After it's torn down, if it's left there, then we're in nore danger that we woul d
be if it was |left standing.

Response: EPA will require that the stack be renoved fromthe site for disposal as soon as
possible. QU No. 4 is not a large enough area to stockpile denolition debris, including stack
debris, for any significant period of tinme. Therefore, construction sequences will require that
denolition debris be renoved fromthe site as soon as possible to prevent obstruction of other
construction tasks. Wiile debris is |left onsite awaiting renoval and disposal, EPAw Il require
that protective measures be inplenented to prevent migration of contam nants.

Comment:  How nany barrels are in the snelter properties? How do you plan on renoving the
barrel s and keep anything from |l eaking out of the corroded barrel s?

Response: From May to July 1995, EPA conducted a non-tine critical renoval action at QU Nos. 4
and 5 to renove contam nants of nore i nmedi ate concern. As part of the renoval action, EPA
removed fromthe snelter properties over 600 druns and barrels. Materials inside the drums that
were conpatible were consolidated in a tank truck prior to disposal at an offsite facility.

This procedure ensured that druns in poor condition were not used for transportation. EPA also
i npl enented ot her procedures during the renoval action to prevent and contain spills during
stagi ng and consolidation activities to mnimze offsite mgration. No druns renain on the

snel ter property.

Comment: | know you are forging to denolish the snelter, but, it seemthat the comunity is
bei ng overl ooked and EPA is focusing on a building.

Response: EPA' s initial cleanup activities were conducted in the residential areas in west
Dallas in order to resolve snelter-related contam nation problens in the areas where people
live. EPA collected thousands of sanples and cl eaned up hundreds of private residences and high
risk public areas in west Dallas. Now that cleanup activities in the residential area are
conmplete, EPA will focus on snelter properties (QU Nos. 4 and 5). EPA s extensive
investigations show that the buildings at QU No. 4 are highly contam nated and in poor condition
causi ng rel eases or potential releases of hazardous substances harnful to human health. To
prevent such rel eases, EPA has determned to denolish the buildings as part of the renedial



action for QU No. 4

Comment: After you denolish that plant, two bl ocks fromthe plant or one block fromthe plant,
you' ve got as nmuch contam nation on that side as we have at the plant. So the question has to
be why are you doing it? If you're doing it for the sane reason that the cl eanup was done, it
wasn't in our behalf. The cleanup wasn't done in our safety. The cleanup was done for noney,
see, because you didn't do nothing for us. Qur houses is just as contam nated as they ever were
before it happened. And millions and mllions have been brought out of this nei ghborhood and
have been spent on this nei ghborhood. How rmuch is it going to cost to clean the snelter?

Response: Protection of human health and the environment is EPA's nain goal in addressing
snmelter-related contanination at the RSR Site. EPA's first focus was to address snelter
contam nation in the residential areas of west Dallas. EPA collected thousands of sanples in

the residential areas of west Dallas. In addition, extensive research and sanpling was
perforned to determne the safe level of lead for residential areas, and 420 residentia
properties were cleaned up to the safe level. The approximate total cost of all of these

activities in the residential areas was $15 nmillion. As in the residential areas of west
Dallas, at QU No. 4, the snelter property, EPA perforned an extensive site-specific
investigation and assessnent of risks to human health and the environment from contam nants
currently present at the snelter property. EPA bases its decision as to how to cleanup QU No
4 on the results of this investigation. EPA will now concentrate its efforts on ensuring that
the appropriate cleanup is perforned at QU No. 4 so that contamnation fromthis area will not
pose a future risk to the coommunity and the |and can be put to productive use. The estinated
cost of the cleanup at QU No. 4 is $11 million

Comment: |'mgoing to want to find out who's getting the contract, how the contract cone about,
how it was bi dded on, how they receive the contract.

Response: |If EPA conducts the cleanup of the snelter facility, the awarding of the construction
contract will follow current federal contract award | aws and regul ations. GCenerally, this
consists of soliciting requests for proposals submtted as seal ed bids, which are all opened at
a specified tine and date. The contract is then awarded to the | owest bidder who provides the
nost technically and financially feasible plan for conducting the work. Al aspects of awarding
the construction contract are open to the public. If the parties who are responsible for the
contami nation performthe work, all non-confidential information submtted to EPA for approva
will be available to the public

Comment:  How did EPA distribute infornmati on about this meeting tonight, and why is it that so
many people didn't know about it?

Response: Approximately two weeks in advance of the neeting, EPA began notifying the public

t hrough vari ous medi a of the issuance of the proposed plan for QU No. 4 and of the date and tine
of the public neeting. EPA published a notice regarding this neeting in the Dallas Mrning News
and nailed a post card with the information to approximately 1,000 individual s and conpani es on
EPA's RSR Site mailing list. The mailing list contains the names of all persons who have

provi ded EPA their names and addresses, and the list is constantly updated as new nanmes and
addresses are provided. Anyone who wi shes to be added to the nailing list need only provide
their address to EPA so that they can receive future mailings. |In addition, follow ng standard
procedure, EPA provided notice to the Technical Advisory Goup (TAG Technical Advisor, Dr.
George Noku. EPA intends to follow simlar procedures for distributing information to and
notifying the public of inportant RSR Site events, proposals and deci sions.

Comment:  |' mconcerned about the danage and the risk and the exposures and what's really going
to happen to us as a result of this being done? Al so, what is the future conpensation for any



darmages done to the people that's working up there to renove or tear down that? Wat type of
conpensation is going to be set for then?

Response: Many safety neasures will be inplenented and nonitoring will be conducted during al
cl eanup and denolition activities to ensure that the work is conducted in a safe nmanner and that
contami nation does not migrate offsite and cause exposure to citizens of west Dallas. The
contractors and site workers will also be required to follow rigid procedures to protect

t hensel ves fromcontam nation and injury. Contractors will provide insurance that covers
accidents and injuries to the workers

Comment: In the Superfund law or rule is no conpensation whatsoever given to anyone, noving
soneone that needs to be noved out of their hone, none of that is available to themif the need
ari ses?

Response: In certain limted circunstances EPA can tenporarily relocate persons or buy
property. Such extrene neasures are only necessary when a site cannot be adequately cleaned up
wi thout relocating the resident or destroying the hone. In the residential areas of the RSR
Site tenporary relocation during the cleanup of residential yards was not necessary since the
work activities could be conducted in a safe manner wi thout causing a risk to the residents. In
addition, due to the nature and type of contamination in the residential areas, it was not
necessary to destroy hones to achieve the cleanup goals established to protect human heal t h.

Comment: |If you decide to tear that snokestack down and that stuff gets to flying, | think
those people within a nmle radius of that snelter should be noved out, just in case.

Response: At this time, we do not see a need for tenporary relocation during denolition
activities. As previously nentioned, all necessary neasures will be used to ensure that no
contami nation | eaves QU No. 4, the snelter site, during denolition and cleanup activities.

Comment: Wile they are doing the work over there, are you going to be testing that air,
nmonitoring that air, to see how high it goes, or if it is getting outside? At what |evel would
you consider a risk?

Response: Air nmonitoring will be conducted to ensure that denolition and other cleanup
activities at QU No. 4 conply with all State and Federal |laws and regulations. Ar nonitors
will be installed onsite to detect whether any contaminants | eave the site. In addition, the
Cty of Dallas has air nonitors at the Boys and Grls dub and Aneila Earhart El enentary Schoo
where continuous air sanpling has been and will continue to be conducted independent if the
onsite air nonitoring. For exanple, during the denolition and cleanup activities at the Dallas
Housi ng Authority property (QU No. 2), neasures to prevent air dispersion of contam nants were
inpl enented and the onsite air nmonitors as well as the Gty air nonitors did not detect unsafe
| evel s of contaminants during the activities. Likew se, during the denolition and cl eanup
activities at the snmelter property, neasures to prevent air contamnation will be inplenented
and the air quality regularly measured.

Comment: I n awarding of the contract for this work to be done, where will the contractors cone

fron? How nany people in west Dallas will be able to go up there and get work? W've got a | ot

of unenpl oynent over here. W can cone up there or go about getting signed up to be trained to
hel p nake sorme of the $17 nmillion that you're going to give this contractor?

Response: Many aspects of cleaning up hazardous substances require specialized skills, training
and certification. GCenerally, a contractor is hired that has experience with the particul ar
type of cleanup and who has hired enpl oyees or provided enpl oyees with appropriate training.
Awar di ng of the cleanup contract for QU No. 4 will depend on who conducts the remedi al action



If the responsible parties conduct the cleanup, they can choose any contractor they want as |ong
as the contractor is capable of doing the work in accordance with EPA approved workplans. |If
EPA conducts the cleanup, the contract woul d be adverti sed and awarded to the | owest bidder that
is capabl e of conducting the cleanup. As with other work conducted in west Dallas, |ocal people
are being hired when possible. In the past EPA contractors have worked with the West Dallas

Nei ghbor hood Devel opnent Corporation (WDNDC) to hire mnority subcontractors and | ocal workers
EPA will continue to work with WDNDC and the contractors to hire as nany | ocal workers and
subcontractors as possi bl e.

Comment: | would like to know if you are going to use dynamte to denolish the snelter? How
are you going to get that tall chimey?

Response: EPA generally intends not use expl osives to denolish the snelter buildings or to
bring down the stack. The stack nost likely will be denolished section by section using a |arge
crane. However, small anounts of explosives nay have to be used to break up the stack concrete
so that it can be renoved in pieces. |If snall anmounts of explosives are used, it will be done
in a controlled manner and in such a way that contam nated dust will not migrate offsite

Comment: How nuch dirt fromthe renpbval action is still stored in the snelter?

Response: No dirt fromthe residential (QU No. 1) renoval action renmains inside the building at
QU No. 4. Soil fromthe QU No. 1 renoval action was tenporarily stored in the snelter building
only until the classification of the soil was determned allowing for offsite disposal. Al
residential renoval actions were conpleted and soils renoved and di sposed if in approved
landfills by June 1994.

Comment: Did anybody contact the insurance to see if there was any noney for the damage, if
there were any for the citizens and the nei ghborhood of this community?

Response: The Superfund statute gives EPA the authority and funding to address environnental
contam nation. Superfund does not allow EPA to provide conpensation to individuals for persona
injury or health problens. EPA intends to use its Superfund authority to the greatest extent
possi ble to address contamination related to the snelter facility. However, any damage that may
have been caused to citizens or the comunity as a result of the snelter operation would have to
be pursued by the individual or comunity through different avenues.

Comment: How long will it take to bring the snokestack down in your estination?

Response: The renedial action will take approxinmately six nmonths to one year. This period is
fromthe time the renedial action starts to the tine all denolition and renoval activities are
conpleted at the site. Before the remedial action can begin, EPA has certain | egal and
technical obligations to conplete. For exanple, EPA nust provide parties who are potentially
responsi ble for the contam nation the opportunity to finance or performthe action. 1In

addi tion, a renedial design nmust be conducted in order to nore specifically determne the
details associated with each aspect of the cleanup, including safety neasures and neasures to
prevent contam nation fromspreading during the activities. These activities may take a
significant period of tine to conplete. However, EPA is committed to expediting these necessary
steps to ensure that the renedial action is underway as soon as possible.

Comment: | noticed the barrels sitting on slat -- on pallets. Are those pallets deteriorated
too? So then you cannot put a forklift under that to lift it to put it in another container

Response: Sone of the pallets at the snelter property were deteriorated. However, those
pall ets were successfully and safely renoved fromthe snelter property during the non-tine



critical renoval action conpleted in July 1995

Comment: Are you going to be as concerned about the asbestos renoval fromthe snelter building
as you are about the |ead?

Response: Ashestos will be renoved fromthe snelter building in accordance with all federal and
state environnental and safety rules before denolition activities begin

Comment: |s the land going to be turned back to the owner? D d EPA say cleared? W a |ong
tine ago asked that land at that snmelter be paved over, be paved conpletely with a five-inch
cement based covered, that there could not be and | eakage fromunder there ever to conme up

Response: The snelter property is currently owned by the Murnmur Corporation. EPA does not own
any rights to the property, and when the renedial action is conplete, Murnur will continue to
own the property. The renedial action outlined in the ROD for QU No. 4 specifies that the

exi sting buildings and pavenents will be renoved fromthe site, that soils in excess of
heal t h-based cl eanup | evels will be renoved and that the entire site will be covered with two
feet of clean soil. Once the renmedial action is conpleted, there will not be a need to pave the
site with five inches of cenent to prevent |eakage of contami nation. The cleanup activities in
the ROD will ensure adequate protection to hunan health and the environnent.

Comment: | believe that the roofing made from asphalt and paper and just like tar that was
found on top of the projects that was believed to be contaminated. And | believe that it wll
hol d the dust that comes through the air. So why not cleanup or replace our roofs?

Response: Only 11 of 167 roofs in the DHA public housing area (QU No. 2) were found to be
contami nated to the extent that they were classified as hazardous requiring cleanup. During
EPA' s extensive sanpling effort in the private residential areas (OU No. 1) EPA tested | ead
levels fromthe drip line of roofs. The results showed that even if contam nated dust was
trapped in the tar of residential roofs, the contam nation was not being rel eased. |n other
words, the results would indicate that lead dust is not falling fromthe roofs and contam nating
the soil or providing a pathway of exposure to hunans

Comment: We like to request an extension of the public comrent period to around the end of
June. W have several nei ghborhood associations that we need to go to, to get their input.

Response: The 30-day public comment was extended an additional 30 days to July 12, 1995

Comment:  Wiere are materials and the soil going to go? Because citizens and comunities are
keeping a very keen eye on this project right here. Wen will it be known where the materials
are goi ng?

Response: Al materials renoved fromthe site will be disposed of at appropriate permtted
facilities designed to handl e the specific types of waste. Disposal facilities will be sel ected
by the contractor and approved by EPA. These decisions will be nade prior to the start of the
remedi al action and will be available to the public.

Comment: EPA did insufficient testing on the antinony and antinony is the narker that tells us
if the lead cone fromthe |ead snelter.

Response: EPA has tested for antinmony as part of the extensive hone sanpling (QU Nos. 1 and 2)
conduct ed t hroughout west Dallas and in the confirmation sanpling conducted during the renova
action at the DHA site. However, EPA's sanpling in the residential areas was in accordance with
proven technical and scientific protocol, which concentrated on detection of |ead



Comment: The county has built a $17 nillion detention facility and energency shelter as the
crowflies with a half mle radius of the RSR vented |ead snelter, on a hill. M concern is
that the kids that are in this detention facility, the nmgjority of the children at this
energency shelter are children of color. Now, |I'mnot blamng the EPA for what the county did
But |I've also worked for the federal government; and | don't trust the federal governnent,
because | know they lie. Ckay? And | currently work for governnent now.

Response: There is no indication fromEPA s and TNRCC s extensive investigations in west

Dal | as, that persons |ocated at the detention facility are in danger of being exposed to harnful
events of RSR snelter-related contamination. The detention facility is |ocated upwi nd of the
former RSR snelter and was built many years after the snelter permanently ceased operations.
Previous testing indicates that the lead levels in the area of the detention facility are well
bel ow the residential cleanup |evel of 500 ppmlead. Since snelter operations pernmanently
ceased in 1984 and the detention facility is located upwi nd of the forner shelter, there is very
little likelihood that snmelter contamination will contaminate the area in the future.

Comment: | know that the EPA wants to redevelop this area. An I'mvery nuch aware they're
doing it because it's a drain on the econony. So we're wi ndow dressing for all the world to see
on 1-30. You know, you people don't care. W do

Response: EPA does not have control of redevel opnent of the snelter property. The property
owner, Murnmur, and potentially the Gty of Dallas through zoning and other measures can

i nfluence future devel opnent of the snmelter property. EPA has selected the renedial action set
forth in the ROD for QU No. 4 based on nine criteria that primarily focus on protecti on of human
heal th and the environment. An added benefit to the selected renedial action is that the
property can be put to future productive use.

EPA's role in west Dallas is to address environnental contamination in order to protect human
health and the environnment and to keep the public aware of and involved in the decision nmaking
EPA has spent nmany years and many mllions of dollars fulfilling these responsibilities and
intends to continue its efforts to the full extent of its authority.

Comment: Are any of you famliar with alittle tow called Anderson MII| Wst in Cedar Park
northwest of Austin? In 1990 they had a water tower that had been sandbl asted whi ch had | eaded
paint init. The question that | have is, why was that nei ghborhood, which is predom nantly
white -- lowered to 100 parts per mllion when they only had a water tower that had been

sandbl asted? Wy is it that we have to live under 500 parts per mllion, when the city counci
have asked the EPA to lower it to 2507

Response: EPA did not conduct the cleanup in Anderson MII Wst. The cleanup was conducted by
the contractor who had sandbl asted the water tower and caused the contam nation. The contractor
proposed a cl eanup | evel of 100 ppmlead. The Texas Air Control Board (predecessor to TNRCC)
indicated that a 500 ppmcleanup | evel was sufficient. However, the contractor chose to cl eanup
to a lower level than 500 ppm Likewi se, the Dallas Gty Council based the cleanup |evel of 250
ppmon a level used at another cleanup site where the responsible parties decided to use a | ower
cl eanup | evel than was necessary.

EPA' s cl eanup | evel of 550 ppmis based on the extensive sanpling and investigation perfornmed in
the residential areas of west Dallas. In addition, EPA perforned a hunman health risk assessnent
whi ch exami ned site-specific conditions to deternmine a safe |l ead | evel specific to persons
living in west Dallas. Mre infornmation about the cleanup level in the residential areas is
avail able to the public in the Admi nistrative Record for QU No. 1 and the Administrative Record
for QU No. 2 located in the RSR Site information repositories. Specifically, the RODs for QU
Nos. 1 and 2 contain a summary of EPA' s findings.



Comments: | heard you say a while ago that -- | think you used the word "confiscate" sone of
the noney that you had spent. And sone of the people in the area have been trying for years to
receive noney for their children. And you all do everything you can do to keep fromgiving us
any noney.

Response: In order to performthe investigation and cleanup activities at the RSR Site, EPA has
spent noney fromthe Hazardous Substance Superfund, a fund nade up in part by tax dollars. The
Superfund statute allows EPA to seek reinbursenent of funds it spends fromparties that are
responsi ble for the contamnation. EPA intends to pursue responsible parties for rei nbursenent,
and in addition, will seek to have the responsible parties pay for or conduct the cleanup at the
snelter property. The Superfund statute does not allow EPA to conpensate individuals for
personal injury or health problens. However, citizens may have recourse for such harns under

ot her | aws.

Commrent: We feel that the community as a whole got a bad deal and we still feel like we're

getting shafted. And where is RSR? Wy isn't the Gty of Dallas responsible. They knew they
were there fromday one. The city was aware that snelter was there. They are, to ne, just as
responsible as RSR At the next neeting, we would |like to have sonmeone fromthe city present.

Response: EPA has been keeping the Gty of Dallas inforned of all activities at the RSR Site
EPA has nmany tinmes attended Gty Council neetings and other advisory group neetings to provide
the Gty informati on about the site and cleanup activities. The Cty provided coments to the
proposed renedial action for QU No. 4. Those comments and EPA' s responses are below. In
addition, EPA has notified the Gty that it is potentially liable for two disposal areas (forner
Cty landfills) where RSR snelter wastes were allegedly disposed. EPA has invited the Gty of
Dal l as and specifically notified certain City officials of public neetings including this
neeting. EPA will continue to invite Gty officials and council nenbers to participate in
neetings with the public. In addition, EPA has notified the RSR Corporation and a rel ated
conpany, Quenetco Metals Limted, Inc., of their potential liability at the RSR Site. EPA will
continue to pursue these conpanies as well as others potentially liable for the contam nation

Comment: If the level of lead was really high, you as an agency of -- EPA, would you really,
honestly, and truly tell the people that there is danger?

Response: Yes, we would make this information available to the public. EPAis obligated to
provide as nmuch information as possible to the public and seek public input before naking fina
decisions. EPA has finalized the decision for QU No. 4 and will soon propose actions for the
other areas. Al of our studies were nade available to the public for review once they were
finalized.

Comment: How are you going to get back to the community on the responses to the comments nade
tonight? WII it be in one of those little booklets? 1'd like to know, what is your plans for
future notification

Response: This Responsiveness Summary contai ning EPA's responses to questions and comments
recei ved during the public comment period will be included in the ROD for QU No. 4. The ROD is
part of the Administrative Record for QU No. 4 and can be reviewed at the RSR Site information
repositories. The comrents and responses will also be attached to a sunmary of the ROD for QU
No. 4 called a Fact Sheet. Fact Sheets will be mailed to all persons on the RSR Site mailing
list and extra copies will be available at the West Dallas Public Library and at EPA's library
Prior to the start of the renedial action at QU No. 4, the public will receive nore specific
information about the cleanup. Additional public neetings nmay be held



2. Cty of Dallas Departrment of Environnental and Health Services, letter dated June 12,
1995.

Comment: The City of Dallas Departnent of Environmental and Health Services recommends that the
EPA adopt Alternative 4 as described in EPA's Proposed Plan for the site. W agree this is the

preferred renedial action alternative of those presented to address contamination at the forner

RSR snel ter and concur that this alternative provides the nost overall protection to hunan

heal th and the environnent.

Responses: As stated in the Proposed Plan, Alternative 4 is EPA's recomended al ternative.
After evaluating all witten and public comments, EPA has selected Alternative 4 with sonme
slight nodifications to address the contamination at QU No. 4.

Comment: Wiile this plan is designed to address the renediation of the RSRsite itself, we are
still concerned with the EPA's decision to termnate the soil clean-up and renoval activities in
residential and public areas. This action inplies that the source of contam nation has been
elimnated. However, elevated blood | ead | evels continue to plague children in the RSR area.
Wil e the source of the contami nation has not been clearly identified, it still remains a
continuing problem W solicit your assistance in identifying and elimnating all potential
sources of |ead contami nation affecting the health and safety of the residents of Wst Dallas

Responses: EPA' s decision that no further action is necessary in the residential areas of west
Dallas is supported by nmany reports and studies contained in the Adm nistrative Records for QU
Nos. 1 and 2 located in the information repositories. EPA realizes that other sources of |ead
such as lead paint, remain in west Dallas and that, as in every large city in the country, a
smal | percentage of children in west Dallas continue to have el evated bl ood | ead | evel s.
However, EPA's authority under Superfund is linmted to addressing | ead contam nati on associ at ed
with the former RSR snelter facility. Studies conducted by EPA, the City and the State show
that renoving nore soil fromresidential properties will not solve the lead problemif the |ead
contami nation is associated with other sources. Qher local, State and federal authorities nmay
have jurisdiction to address these residual |ead problens. The ROD for QU No. 4 will allow EPA
to address contamination at the snelter. EPA is currently investigation other non-residentia
areas that are potential sources of snelter contam nation (QU Nos. 3 and 5).

Wil e el evated bl ood | ead | evel s have declined in the past decade, EPA is concerned that

el evated blood lead levels continue to affect Dallas area children. The studies already

conpl eted show where joint actions, rather than nore studies, between Federal, State, and | oca
authorities can further reduce lead as a health threat. EPA stands ready to do all inits
authority to work with the Gty and other agencies to elimnate lead as public health threat.

3. Fromthe Departnment of Health, Safety, and Environment of the United Steel workers of
Anerica, letter dated June 19, 1995.

Comment:  We strongly support the proposal to denolish the stack. Wile this procedure is not

wi thout risk, experience in the steel industry denonstrates that the risk can be controll ed.
Leaving the stack in place would | eave the residents of Wst Dallas subject to an ongoing risk
Qur experience is that denolition of |arge stacks can be acconplished with reasonabl e protection
of workers and the public if proper precautions are taken. The USA's Departnment of Health
Safety, and Environment will be happy to share its experience with EPA and the comunity as the
date of denolition approaches

Response: The selected renedial action will include disnmantling of the snelter stack. Details
and procedures will be included in the Renedi al Design plans and specification docunents with
input fromexperts in the field of stack denolition. EPA welcones input fromall interested



groups or persons.

Comment:  In the Records of Decision for Qperable Units 1 and 2, USEPA declared that it wll
"seek reinbursenent of the noney it spent fromresponsible parties for the site and not fromthe
citizens that were affected by RSR contam nation."” The sane principle nust apply at QU 4.

Cl ean-up costs should be paid, to the extent possible, by those who caused the contam nation and
not by the taxpayers.

Response: EPA will use all of its CERCLA authorities to recover costs associated w th cleanup
of the RSR Site fromall liable parties.

Comment:  We are disappointed that EPA has chosen to defer selection of an appropriate nethod of
ground-water contam nation until an unspecified time in the future. W believe that this

post ponenent is acceptable only in the context of soil renoval under Aternative 4. The other
alternatives would | eave | ead-contam nated soil in place as a potential source of continuing
ground-wat er contam nation, and therefore could not be adopted until the study of ground-water
has been conpl eted. EPA should conplete the investigation of the threat to ground water and
surface water posed by the RSR Corporation site as rapidly as possible. Because of this gap
any renedi al action taken under this proposed plan cannot be considered the conplete renedy for
QU No. 4. EPA' s future decision regardi ng ground-water renedi ation comes within the definition
of "renedial action" and will require full public participation pursuant to CERCLA 8117(a).
Thus, public participation nust be provided under any ground-water decision scenario, even if
EPA ultinmately decides to take no renedial action with respect to ground-water contani nation

Response: Since the date of the proposed plan for QU No. 4, EPA has obtai ned adequate
information regarding ground water to forma basis for the selected renedial action in the ROD
for QU No. 4. Residents in the community are provided drinking water fromthe Gty of Dallas
wat er systemand no residential wells are located within a three-mle radius nor is the shall ow
wat er used for any residential or comercial needs. The State has concurred that the alluvia
deposits located under QU Nos. 4 and 5 are not potential drinking water sources because of their
extrenely low yield. The ground water issue will be presented to the public for comment in the
proposed plan for QU No. 5 scheduled to be issued in early 1996

Comment :  USEPA shoul d finalize the listing of the RSR Corporation site on the Nationa
Priorities List (NPL) as quickly as possible.

Response: The RSR Corporation site was officially listed on the National Priorities List and
published in the Federal Register on Septenber 29, 1995. (60 Fed. reg. 50435)

Comment :  USEPA shoul d evaluate the option of reclaimng metals (lead, arsenic, cadmun) from
contami nated soils and other nmaterials. The high (percent) levels of netals found in sonme areas
of soil and in sone other naterials (e.g., dust) at the site should nake resource recovery
feasible. In addition, renoval of netals fromthe contam nated nmaterials offers a nore conplete
and pernanent solution than nmerely disposing of themin a RCRA Subtitle Cor D landfill.

Li kewi se, USEPA] shoul d consider the reclanmation of steel fromthe many steel buildings and
process equi pnent of site.

Response: Process options, such as salvage or reuse of building debris were considered in the
Feasibility Study but determined to not be feasible. These options were considered in the
initial devel opnent of alternatives and screened for effectiveness, inplenentability and cost,
as required by the NCP. Options that did not neet the above criteria were screened out and not
carried through in the four alternatives that went through detailed analysis. Based on the
materials present at the site and problens encountered at other sites with reclamation, it was
determ ned that reclamation of site naterials would not be feasible.



Comment:  We disagree with EPA's conclusion that both "Alternatives 3 and 4 will neet all of the
ARARs identified for QU No. 4." RCRA closure requirenents, which EPA agrees are ARARs at QU 4,
mandate total renoval of all contaminated materials, including soils, or post-closure care
(here, probably long-termground-water nonitoring). Neither alternative fully neets these RCRA
cl osure requirenents.

Response: EPA disagrees. RCRA closure requirenents are ARARs, but only to the extent that they
are applicable or relevant and appropriate for this site. This does not nean that all RCRA
closure subparts are applicable. A conplete evaluation of potential ARARs for QU No. 4 of the
RSR site is contained in Appendix C of the ROD for QU No. 4. This evaluation includes the |ist
of ARARs potentially affected nedia, and their justification.

4. From United Steel Wrkers of America, Local 9121, District 36, letter dated July 6, 1995.

Comment: We strongly support the proposal to denolish the stack. |If the stack is left in

pl ace, our nmain concern is that the snelter property nmay be redevel oped after the site has been
cleaned up. W reconmend that the stack is denolished in a safe and qualified manner in which
no risk will be brought upon residents of their property.

Response: In the selected renedial action, the stack will be denolished as part of the cleanup
of the site. Precautions will be followed to ensure the safety of site workers and the general
public and to ensure that stack contam nati on does not migrate offsite during denolition
activities.

Comment: We strongly feel that the clean up cost should be covered by not only RSR Corporation,
but al so by RSR s parent conpany, Quexco, Inc., of which Howard M Myers is the CEO M.
Meyers is also the controlling sharehol der and therefore, a Potentially Responsible Party.

Response: EPA intends to pursue all potentially responsible parties that contributed to the
contami nation associated with the RSR snelter. EPA will attenpt to recover all costs associated
with past, and future site activities, including the remedial action for QU No. 4.

Comment: We do not agree with EPA's decision to defer selection of an appropriate nethod of
ground-water contamination until a future date. EPA should rmake an i nmedi ate investigation of
the threat to ground-water and surface water posed by the RSR Corporation site as soon as
possi bl e.

Response: Since the date of the proposed plan for QU No. 4, EPA has obtai ned adequate
information regarding ground water to forma basis for the selected action in the ROD for QU No.
4. Residents in the comunity are provided drinking water fromthe Gty of Dallas water system
and no residential wells are located within a three-mle radius nor is the shall ow water used
for any residential or conmmercial needs. The State has concurred that alluvial deposits |ocated
under QU Nos. 4 and 5 are not potential drinking water sources because of their extrenely | ow
yield. The ground water issue will be presented to the public for comment in the proposed plan
for QU No. 5 scheduled to be issued in early 1996.

Comment: We strongly recommend that the EPA seriously consider the option of reclainmng netals
fromcontam nated soils and other materials at the RSR site. Renoval of the contani nated
materials woul d ensure a nore conpl ete and pernmanent solution rather that disposing theminto a
landfill. W do not believe that the EPA shoul d consider treatnent of the soils with

phosphat e- based additives, with on-site disposal.



Response: The |l ead concentrations in the soils are not high enough for reclamati on. Too nuch
soil would renmain as a by product that would still need to be disposed of at a permtted
landfill. Therefore, it is not feasible to reclaimthe remaining lead fromthe site soils.

Comment: We strongly urge the EPA to quickly finalize the listing of the West Dallas site on
the National Priorities List, and to hold RSR, Quexco, and M. Howard M Meyers responsibl e

It is tine that the EPA stop protecting Corporations such as these that show no concern for the
environnent or the citizens in areas which their facilities reside for the sake of greed. The
EPA shoul d denonstrate a sincere concern and put forth a serious plan of action to protect

peopl e's health and wel | -being, specifically in Wst Dall as.

Response: The RSR Site was listed as final on the National Priorities List on Septenber 29,
1995 (60 Fed. Reg. 50435). EPA has been concentrating its resources on addressi ng RSR
snelter-related contamination in the residential areas where people live and the potential for
exposure is greatest. EPA is now focusing on conpleting the decision naking for the renaining
operabl e units and on pursuing potentially responsible parties. EPA intends to vigorously
pursue all potentially liable parties for which it is has a legitimate |egal basis to pursue.

5. From RSR Corporation, letter dated July 12, 1995
Comment : The Baseline Human Health Ri sk Assessnent mischaracterizes the R sks Associated with
QU No. 4.

The NCP requires EPA to conduct a "site specific baseline risk assessnent” to devel op
"reasonabl e maxi num esti nates of exposure for both current |and use conditions and potentia
future land use conditions at each site." Thus, the assessnent nust "characterize the current
and potential threats to human health and the environnent that nay be posed by contam nants
mgrating to ground water on surface water, releasing to air, |eaching through soil, renaining
in the soil, and bio-accunulating in the food chain,” in order to "help establish acceptable
exposure levels for use in devel oping renedial alternatives in the FS (Feasibility Study)."

EPA' s Baseline Human Health Ri sk Assessnent for the RSR Site (hereinafter "Ri sk Assessnent")
purportedly shows that the existing soils at QU No. 4 present unacceptable risks for exposure to
| ead, cadmi um antinony, and arsenic to incidental trespassers and to process and non-process
wor kers. However, as explained in the attached nenorandum from Environ Corporation, the R sk
Assessment significantly overstate the risks associated with these netals.

The central flawin EPA's risk assessnent is that it is derived frominappropriate sanpling
data. The sanples anal yzed were taken solely fromthe unpaved northeastern corner of the Site
(only seven soil sanples) and the residual waste/debris piles (only thirteen sanples). No
sanpl es were taken frompaved areas of the Site. Mreover, the residual waste/debris piles have
either been, or will be, renoved pursuant to EPA's non-time-critical renoval action. Thus, the
sanpl es used to calculate EPA's Ri sk Assessnent for actual Site soil conditions unjustifiably
overstates the risk presented

If EPA based its assessnent only on the data fromthe avail able soil sanples, the risks
associated with the Site woul d have been found to be well within the NCP's acceptabl e exposure
levels for system c toxicants and known or suspected carci nogens at Superfund sites. Had this
been done, the renedi al anal yses would focus on the only area of the Site— its northeast
corner--where actual soil risks are docunented

EPA' s use of the sanpling data fromthe residual waste/debris piles subject to non-tine-critica
renmoval action to develop its R sk Assessment does not properly characterize current and future
site conditions, and thus is inconsistent with the NCP. As such, it cannot be used to support



excavation of all Site surficial soils as recoomended in EPA's preferred Alternative No. 4. The
ri sk assessnment should be revised to rely solely on relevant -- i.e., soil sanpling -- data, and
t he chosen renedy revi sed accordingly.

Response: EPA conducted a site specific Human Health R sk Assessnent for QU No. 4 based on the
results fromthe renedial investigation. The risk fromexposure to the very high concentrations
of lead, cadm um antinony, and arsenic as they existed at the tine of the renedial
investigation are indeed unacceptable to current site trespassers and potential future site
workers if no action is taken. As the title states, this is a "Baseline Human Heal th R sk
Assessnent” and is based on the infornation gathered during the renedial investigation

Al though a recently conpleted non-tinme critical renoval action addressed waste/debris piles,
extrenely high levels of contam nated dust and debris remain in the buildings, and within site
surfaces. Please refer to the After Action Report, dated Cctober 24, 1995, included in the

Adm ni strative Record for QU No. 4. In addition, highly contam nated process waste materials
remai n insi de pipes, equipnent and other areas inside the secondary process buildings that were
not addressed as part of the non-tine critical renoval action. These buildings are in serious
states of deterioration causing releases or potential releases of the contam nated materi al s.
Subsurface soil sanples were collected fromthe paved areas fromnine | ocations during the
installation of the site nonitoring wells. Concentrations fromthese sanples were as high as
fromthe soil sanples collected fromthe unpaved area. In addition, the pavenents thensel ves
are contam nated, and rel eases and potential releases of hazardous substances are occurring from
deterioration of the pavenents and through the drai nage systens associated with the pavenents

Comment: EPA failed to consider containnent of soils and the reclamation of contam nated dusts
and other materials inits preferred renedial alternative.

EPA also erred in failing to consider, in developing its proposed renedial alternative, the
options of (a) containing soils in the northeast corner of the Site (through a cap) and (b)
recycling |l ead contam nated soil and several other types of recyclable nmaterials. These
failures were inconsistent with the NCP and naekes sel ection of Alternative No. 4 inappropriate
and unl awf ul .

These alternative nust "protect human health and the environnent by recycling waste,
and/or controlling risks posed through each pathway by a site."

The NCP further requires EPA to "devel op one or nore innovative treatnent technol ogies for
further consideration if those technol ogies offer the potential for conparable or superior
performance or inplenentability; fewer or |esser adverse inpacts than other avail able
approaches; or lower costs for simlar levels or perfornance than a denonstrated treatnent
t echnol ogi es. "

Nowhere in the Feasibility Study has EPA undertaken an eval uati on of whether the risks posed by
exposure to soils can be adequately elimnated by containing (capping) exposed soils in the
northeast corner of the Site, or whether the materials subject to the renedial action could
appropriately be recycled at less cost. To the contrary, EPA's alternatives do not evaluate the
viability of capping exposed Site soils and all include disposal of reclaimble material

For exanple, Alternative No. 3 would require the denolition of the existing concrete pavenent,
transportation of the debris to a RCRA Subtitle D landfill, and the capping of the Site with two
feet of clean soil at a cost of $493,581. Alternative No. 4 would essentially require all this
plus the excavation of all Site soils, their disposal in a class | facility, and the capping of
the Site with three feet of clean soil at a cost of $4, 063,081

Wth regard to recycling, both Alternatives Nos. 3 and 4 provide for the cleanup, transport,



solidification/stabilization, and disposal in a Subtitle Cfacility of |ead contam nated dusts
and denolition debris collected fromthe existing structures at the Site at a cost of

approxi mately $929,031. They further require the steamcleaning, transport and di sposal of
sheet metal debris fromthe vehicle nmaintenance building at a cost of approxi mately $429.959.

EPA's failure to address capping is particularly inexcusable in light of the data di scussed at
Number 1 (first comment from RSR) above. Not only does that data not support disturbing the

al ready-capped areas, it is not even sufficient to support excavation of the uncapped northeast
cor ner.

EPA's failure to address the option of recycling also is inconsistent with the NCP requirenents
that EPA use innovative technol ogi es that provi de conparable (if not superior) performance at

| esser costs. A report recently prepared by EPA specifically recommends the use of secondary
lead snelters to recycle a wide range of contaminated naterials and debris such as soils,
derolition wastes, slag and dross, battery case debris, lead paint, and dusts, and touts this

i nnovative technology as providing a "viable alternative to stabilization and di sposal for the
treatnment of wastes" at Superfund sites.

EPA faces a very high, probably insurnountable, burden in justifying its failure to address
these issues. Wthout far nore attention than these issues have deserved, the Agency's
selection of Alternative 4, as presently described, is inconsistent with the NCP

Response: Consistent with the NCP, EPA devel oped a full range of technol ogi es and process
options to address contami nation and risks posed at QU No. 4 of the RSRsite. (See the
Feasibility Study for QU No. 4 included in the Admnistrative Record for QU No. 4). These

opti ons, which included nmany innovative technol ogi es, were screened against the criteria
establ i shed by the NCP, effectiveness, inplenentability and cost. Only those options that net
the above criteria were carried forward for detailed analysis. Alternatives considered for this
site were also consistent with the alternatives selected at other snelter sites throughout the
country. After reviewing alternatives evaluated at other sites, alternatives relevant to the
RSR snelter facility and future | and use considerati ons were eval uated to determ ne which
alternatives would be considered for this site. Based on the naterials present at the site and
probl ens encountered at other sites with reclamation and recycling, it was determ ned that

recl amation and/or recycling of site materials would not be feasible. (See prior Responses to
Comment s concerning reclamation and recycling). However, if materials are encountered during
the inplenmentation of the renedial action at QU No. 4 that are conducive to reclanmation or
recycling (ie. whole batteries or battery parts), EPA will consider recycling or reclamation as
an offsite disposal option.

EPA di d not consider various capping options for QU No. 4, including the option in Alternative 3
where site contam nants woul d be capped with two feet of clean fill. As discussed in the
Proposed Pl an and Record of Decision for QU No. 4, Alternative 3 did not neet as many of the
goals and NCP criteria as Alternative 4 for protection of human health and the environnent and
was therefore not selected as the renedial alternative for QU NO 4

The suggestion that the concrete pads be left in place to serve as a cap to site contam nants is
al so not feasible or protective of human health and the environnent. The concrete pavenents

t hensel ves are contam nated with very high concentrations of hazardous substances that cannot be
adequat el y decontam nated. Please refer to the After Action Report, dated Cctober 24, 1995,
which is included in the Adm nistrative Record. Additionally, several areas of the concrete

sl ab have deteriorated, particularly in the snmelter building, and are cracked or nonexistent.
Based on the high concentrations of contam nants and the current condition of the pavenents, EPA
does not consider that any type of decontam nation, repair and | ong-term nai nt enance woul d
ensure that the pavenents woul d serve as an adequate cap of site contam nants. Furthernore, the



concrete slab contai ns nunerous floor drains, sunps and other associ ated drai nage systens that
contain and transport sedinents contam nated with high | evels of |ead, cadm umand arsenic. |If
left in place, these floor drains and sunps could continue to serve as a conduit for migration
of contani nati on.

EPA can fully justify the selection in the ROD for QU No. 4 of a nodified Alternative 4 as the
remedial alternative that is nost protective of human health and the environnment while being
cost effective. The selected renedy is consistent with the NCP and neets all nine criteria that
have to be evaluated in the selection of a renedial action at Superfund sites. Therefore, the
selection of Alternative No. 4 to address the site contam nation is appropriate, |lawful, and
consi stent with the NCP.

Potentially responsible parties ("PRPs") will be given the opportunity to performthe renedi al
action for QU No. 4 so long as their activities neet the requirenents of the RCD and the cl eanup
goal s established for QU No. 4. There nay be nany acceptabl e net hods or conbi nati on of nethods
for the final disposal of the contam nated site materials from QU No. 4 that neet these
requirenents and goals. Therefore, whether EPA or the PRPs performthe renedial action at QU
No. 4, EPA will consider available, |awful and acceptabl e nethods, including reclamation and
recycling, for final disposal of QU No. 4 materials.

Comment: EPA's failure to list the RSR Site on the National Priorities List precludes further
response actions.

EPA proposed to list the Site on the NPL on May 10, 1993. In the remaining two years, it has
taken no further action.

RSR suspects this delay reflects the substantiality of the concerns described in its comments on
that proposed listing. Instead of responding to those coments, EPA has chosen to proceed
through a series of its "non-tine-critical renoval actions." On its face, this approach is

unl awful since renpval actions only are to be used to nitigate circunstances posing or
threatening i medi ate harm and none is presented here.

It is hard to understand how a so-called non-tine-critical renoval action in which the Agency
evaluated various alternatives to renove waste materials fromthe Site over a several nonth tine
period and then began renoval actions on a non-critical time basis, is intended to mtigate

ci rcunst ances posing or threatening i mediate harm The Agency's reliance on its purported
authorities under CERCLA Section 104(a) to inplenent its renoval action appears sinply to be
intended to placate the surrounding conmmunity.

EPA's failure unlawful |y denies RSR neani ngful opportunities to challenge EPA's actions through
afinal rule listing the Site on the NPL. Whatever the Agency's authority with regard to the
non-tine-critical renoval action, it is clear that EPA's failure to list the RSR Site on the NPL
prevents the Agency fromtaking further action to inplenent a pernanent renedy at the RSR Site.
The NCP expressly provides that "only those rel eases included on the NPL shall be considered
eligible for Fund-financed renedial action" No further action to inplenment response actions at
this Site — even after the RI/FS is properly revised and an appropri ate renedi al option
identified -- is permssible prior to a final listing decision.



Response: The final NPL listing of the RSR Corporation Superfund site was published in the
Federal Register on Septenber 29, 1995. 60 Fed. Reg. 50435. The NPL listing is based on an
Adm ni strative Record (sonetines referred to as the NPL Docket) for the RSR Corp. Superfund
Site. The record contains responses to all public comments received on the proposed |isting.

Information EPA relied on or considered in nmaking its decision for the non-tine-critical renova
action for QU Nos. 4 and 5 is contained in the Admnistrative Record Non-Time critical Renobva
Action Qperable Unit Nos. 4 and 5 available for review at the RSR Site infornation repositories.
EPA' s decision is set forth in an Action Menorandum dated Decenber 22, 1994 and i s supported by
this Adm nistrative Record.

Based in part on the hunman health risk assessnent and the renedial investigation for QU No. 4,
EPA issued the Action Menorandumfor the non-tine-critical renoval action to address the highly
contam nated residual piles and the contam nated |iquids fromseveral hundred barrels, sonme of
whi ch were leaking and in very poor condition. In addition, EPA has docurented visible signs of
trespass onto the QU No. 4 property, including graffiti, evidencing the real risk of direct
exposure by hunmans to dangerous site conditions. Since the conprehensive renedial action for QU
No. 4 would nost likely take several years to inplenent, EPA determned that the
non-tine-critical renoval action was appropriate to address the highly contam nated materials

EPA intends to use its full CERCLA authorities to ensure that additional appropriate response
actions are inplenmented at QU No. 4



ADULT LEAD CLEANUP MODEL
RSR CORPORATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE
CPERABLE UNIT No. 4
APPENDI X B
Draft Region 6 Superfund Qui dance
Adult Lead d eanup Level

Basi ¢ Equati ons:

(PbBGM ar get - PbBo)
BKSF x (IRs x EFs x AFs + Ksd x I Rd x EFd x AFd

PbBGMt ar get = PbB95t hnmat er nal / GSDi 1. 645

PbB95t hmat ernal = PbB95t hfetal /R

I nput Paraneters to the Model:
1. 95th Percentile PbB in fetus (PbB95thfetal)
The EPA and CDC recommended that no nore than 5%likelihood that a child woul d exceed 10 g/ dL.
For an industrial/comrercial setting, the exposed popul ation could include pregnant wonen. The
recomended PbB95thfetal is 10 ug/dL.

2. Mean ration of fetal to maternal PbB (R

The rel ati onship between fetal and maternal blood lead is estinated to be 0.9 (Goyer 1990). The
recommended "R val ue" is 0.9.

3. I ndi vi dual geonetric standard deviation (GSD )

A "typical" GSD is 1.8.

4. Basel i ne bl ood | ead val ue (PbBo)

The denobgraphi c conposition of the site should be considered. The geonetric nean PbB val ues
reported for wonen aged 20 - 49 years for African Anericans was 2.2 ug/dL, for H spanics was
2.0 pg/dL, and for whites was 1.7 ng/dL.

5. Bi oki netic sl ope factor (BKSF)

The recomrended BKSF is 0.4 ug/dL per g/ day.

6. Soil ingestion rate (IRs)

The recomrended IRs is 0.025 g/day. This assunes that one-half the "default" soil/dust
ingestion rate of 0.05 g/day is fromsoil.



7. Dust ingestion rate (IRd)

The recomrended IRd is 0.025 g/day. This assunes that one-half the "default" soil/dust
ingestion rate of 0.05 g/day is fromdust.

8. Rati on of concentration in dust to that in soil (Ksd)

The Ksd can range from0.2 to 1.0 with a "typical" value of 0.7

9. Soi | exposure frequency (EFs)

The "default" exposure frequency for an industrial setting is 250 days/year. This exposure
frequency is based upon a 5 work days per week for 50 weeks/year. The recommended EFs is 250
days/ year.

10. Dust exposure frequency (EFd)

The "default" exposure frequency for an industrial setting is 250 days/year. This exposure
frequency is based upon a 5 work days per week for 50 weeks/year. The recommended EFd is 250
days/ year.

11. Absol ute absorption fraction of lead in soil (AFs)

The absorption fractions for adults range fromO0.06 to 0.2. The recommended AFs for nost sites
is 0.1. The source of |ead contamination should be considered in selecting the AFs val ue

12. Absol ute absorption fraction of lead in dust (AFd)

The absorption fractions for adults range fromO0.06 to 0.2. The recommended AFs for nobst sites
is 0.1. The source of |ead contamination should be considered in selecting the AFs val ue



Model Par anet er Pl ausi bl e
Range

95th Percentile PbB in fetus (ug/dL)5 - 15

R (Mean ratio of fetal to materal 0.8 - 1.0
PbB)
I ndi vi dual geonetric standard 1.6 - 2.0

devi ation (GSD)

Basel i ne bl ood | ead val ue (PbBo) 1.6 - 2.2
(mg/ dL)
Bi oki netic sl ope factor (BKSF) 0.3 - 0.5

(1g/ dL per ng/ day)

Soil ingestion rate (IRs) (ny/day) 10 - 25
Dust ingestion rate (IRd) (ng/day) 10 - 25
Ratio of concentration in dust to 0.2 - 1.0

that in soil (Ksd)

Soi | ingestion frequency (EFs) 100 - 350
(days/ year)
Dust ingestion frequency (EFd) 100 - 350
(days/ year)

Absol ute absorption fraction of lead 0.06 - 0.2
in soil (AFs)

Absol ute absorption fraction of lead 0.06 - 0.2
in dust (AFd)

Resul ting soil concentration (ngy/kg)

"Typical "
Val ue

10

0.9

1.8

1.9

0.4

25

25

250

250

0.1

0.1

2, 000



Screening Level for Lead Programvl. 00
1.0 Starting the Program

To start the "Screening Level for Lead Progrant (PRG, enter PRG at the DOS pronpt of the
subdirectory containing the executable file (PRG EXE).

2.0 Data Entry
Figure 1 illustrates an exanple Data Entry Screen for PRG
Screening Level for Lead Programvl. 00

Val ues Sel ect ed

95th Percentile PbB in fetus (PbB95 fetal) (ug/dL) .10

Mean ratio of fetal to maternal PbB (R) 0.9
I ndi vi dual geonetric standard deviation (GSD ) 1.7
Basel i ne bl ood | ead val ue (PbB0) (ug/dL) . 1.9
Bi oki netic slope factor (BKSF) (ug/dL per ug/day) . 0.4
Soil ingestion rate (IRs) (g/day) . 0.01
Dust ingestion rate (I1Rd) (g/day) 0.01
Rati o of concentration in dust to that in soil (Ksd) 0.2
Soi | exposure frequency (EFs) (days/yr) . 250
Dust Exposure frequency (EFd) (days/yr) . 250
Absol ute absorption fraction of lead in soil (AFs) . 0.06
Absol ute absorption fraction of lead in dust (AFd) . 0.06

I NSTRUCTI ONS

(1) Enter all val ues above.

(2) To Calculate Screening Level for Lead: Press Pgbhn or F5 key.

(3) To Exit: Press Esc key.

Figure 1. Exanple Data Entry Screen

When started initially, all data entry fields are zero. Sone fields (such as GSD, BKSF, and R)
can not be left as zero because division by zero is prohibited. Al so, this program does not
allow entry of negative nunbers in any field. After all values are entered, press either the
PgDn key or the F5 key to calculate the Screening Level for Lead (in ug/g).

3.0 Results

Figure 2 illustrates an exanple Results Screen,.



Results - Screening Level for Lead Programvl. 00

95th Percentile PbB in fetus (PbB95 fetal) (ug/dL)
Mean ratio of fetal to maternal PbB (R

I ndi vi dual geonetric standard devi ation (GSD
Basel i ne bl ood | ead val ue (PbB0) (ug/dL)

Bi oki netic slope factor (BKSF) (ug/dL per ug/day)
Soil ingestion rate (IRs) (g/d

Dust ingestion rate (IRd) (g/day)

Rati o concentration in dust to that in soil (Ksd)

Soi | Exposure frequency (EFs) (days/yr)
Dust Exposure frequency (EFd) (days/yr)

Absol ute absorption fraction of lead in soil (AFs)
Absol ute absorption fraction of lead in dust (AFd)

Screening Level for Lead (PRG (ug/g): 13898

Select ---> Esc: Return to Data Entry

F4: Save F7: Print



Figure 2. Exanple Results Screen

The Results Screen can be printed or saved to a file. Al data entry values are retai ned when
returning to the Data Entry Screen.

4.0 Equation Used for Calculation
The followi ng equation is used to cal cul ate The Screening Level for Lead:
Screening Level for Lead (PRG (ug/g) =

(PbBY5f etal / (RY(GSDi ) 1. 645)) - PbBO
BKSF ! ((IRs ! AFs ! EFs/365) + (Ksd ! IRd ! AFd ! EFd/365))

ARARs EVALUATI ON

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE
OPERABLE UNIT No. 4

APPENDI X C



Table A-1

ARARs Eval uation for Soils,

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

Requi r ement
1. Contam nant-Specific ARARs

Feder al

Ri sk-based prelimnary renediation goals

(PRGs) [Ri sk Assessment Quidance for
Superfund (RAGS), Part B]

Nati onal Contingency Pl an
40 C F.R Part 300.430(d)
Basel i ne Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent

Ofice of Solid Waste and Ener gency
Response ( OBVEER)

Directive 9355.4-12

July 14, 1994

EPA-Strategy for Reducing Lead
Exposures, Cctober 3, 1990

2. Action-Specific ARARs
Feder al

40 CFR 268
Uni versal Treatnment Standards (UTS)

40 CF. R Part 264
Subparts B, C, D and G

Bui | di ngs and Structures, and Residual Miterial - OJ No. 4

Potentially Pertinent Medi aa
Bui | di ngs and Resi dual

Soils Structures Mat eri al
X TBC
X X X Yes
X TBC
X X X TBC
X Yes
X X X Yes

ARAR?

Page 1 of 13

Justification

Ri sk-based PRGs cal cul ated using RAGS Part B are TBC for QU No. 4 and
QU No. 5.

Applicable to QU No. 4 and QU No. 5. Evaluates baseline human health ri sk
due to current and potential future site exposures, and establishes contam nant
levels in environnental nmedia at the OUs for protection of public health.

The directive establishes soil cleanup |evels for |ead abatenent for residential
areas. These levels are TBCs for QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

TBC for QU No. 4 and QU No. 5. The strategy was devel oped to reduce | ead
exposures to the greatest extent possible. Goals of the strategy are to:

(1) significantly reduce blood | ead incidences above 10 pg/dL in children and
(2) reduce the anount of |ead introduced into the environnent.

40 CFR Part 268 establishes restrictions on |Iand di sposal unless treatnent
standards are net. Relevant and appropriate to both OQJ No. 4 and QU No. 5,

if the wastes are renmoved fromthe sites for subsequent disposal. Metals

wastes in soil that are hazardous by toxicity characteristic are exenpt fromthis
rule. The UTS establish a concentration limt for 300 regul ated constituents in
soi|l regardl ess of waste type.

Subparts B, C, and D establish m ni num standards whi ch define the acceptabl e
nmanagenent of hazardous waste for owners and operators of facilities that

treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. Subpart G establishes standards for
cl osure and post-closure care for site design and operation. These requirenents
are relevant and appropriate for wastes identified as RCRA hazardous wastes.



Table A-1

ARARs Eval uation for Soils,

Bui | di ngs and Structures, and Residual Miterial - OJ No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

Potentially Pertinent Medi aa
Bui | di ngs and Resi dual

Requi r ement Soils Structures Material ARAR?
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
Federal (Conti nued)
Subparts | and J X X X Yes
Subparts L and N X X X Yes
Subpart S X X X Yes

Page 2 of 13

Justification

Subpart | sets operating and performance standards for container storage of

hazardous waste. Subpart J outlines simlar standards, but applies to tanks
rather than containers. These requirenents are relevant and appropriate for
RCRA hazar dous wastes on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 if containers are used

for onsite storage of liquids, soil, or other wastes as part of the renedi al

action.

Subpart L sets design and operating requirenents for the storage or treatnent
of wastes in piles. If the waste piles are closed with wastes left in place,
Subpart L requirements are applicable and nust be net. Subpart N establishes
construction, design, performance, closure, and operation requirenents

pertaining to Subtitle Clandfills. Subpart L and/or N are rel evant and
appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 if onsite
treatment, storage, or disposal in piles or Subtitle Clandfills is included as
part of the renedial action.

The promul gated portion of Subpart S addresses the corrective action
managenent unit (CAMJ) and tenporary unit (TU) aspects of RCRA

corrective action. A CAMJis a contiguous area within a facility in which
remedi al wastes generated during corrective action are nanaged. A CAMJ
may include uncontam nated areas where necessary to achi eve overall renedial
goals. Wastes may be noved fromone CAMJ to another within the facility
without triggering |land disposal restrictions (LDRs). Wastes can al so be
renoved fromthe CAMJ, treated in a unit, and returned to the CAMJ

without triggering LDRs. A TU can be used to manage wastes for up to 1
year. TUs are not subject to the full permtting requirenments of a fully
regul ated RCRA unit and waste piles are not eligible for TUs. Subpart S
requirenents are rel evant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes on QU
No. 4 and QU No. 5 if the renedial action requires wastes to be nanaged in
an onsite CAMJ or TU.



Requi r ement
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
Federal (Conti nued)

Subpart X (M scel | aneous Units)

40 C.F.R § 761.60
(PCB Di sposal )

40 C.F.R § 761.65(c)(7)

(PCB Storage)

OSHA Worker Protection
40 CF.R § 300.38

Table A-1

ARARs Eval uation for Soils, Buildings and Structures, and Residual Material - OJ No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,
Potentially Pertinent Medi aa
Bui | di ngs and Resi dual
Soi | s Structures Mat eri al
X X X
X
X
X X X

Texas

Yes

Yes

Yes

Page 3 of

Justification

Rel ates to "m scell aneous” units that treat, store, or dispose, hazardous wastes.
Provi des general performance standards for |ocation, design, construction,
operation, nmonitoring, and closure/post-closure. This requirenent is relevant
and appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 if

the remedi al action includes onsite treatnent, storage, or disposal of waste in a
m scel | aneous unit.

Serves as ARAR for disposal of affected naterials containing concentrations of
PCBs, if affected materials are identified at QU No. 4 or QU No. 5. This
requirenent is relevant and appropriate.

Serves as an ARAR only to extent that it authorizes storage of liquid PCBs in
containers neeting 29 CF. R § 1910.106 (OSHA Standards for Fl ammabl e

and Conbustible Liquids); requires preparation and inplementation of Spill
Prevention Control and Counternmeasures plan. Not an ARAR since liquid

PCBs were identified at either QU No. 4 or QU No. 5.

Applicable to QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 regarding protection of workers at site.
(29 C F.R 1910.120)

13



Table A-1

ARARs Eval uation for Soils,

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

Requi r ement
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)

Federal (Conti nued)

Surface Mning Control and Recl amation
Act of 1977

25 GSC §81201 et.
Parts 816. 11, .95,

seg.; 30 CF. R
.100, and . 102

State

General Prohibitions
30 TAC § 330.5

Di sposal of Special Wastes

30 TAC § 330.136

Bui | di ngs and Structures,

and Residual Material -

Potentially Pertinent Medi aa
Bui | di ngs and Resi dual
Soi | s Structures

QU No. 4

Mat eri al
Yes
No
Yes

Page 4 of 13

Justification

The requirenents include provisions for:

I . 11-Posting signs and narkers for reclanation,
markers and perineter markers.

.95-Stabilization of all

envi ronnent al

backfilling, regrading,

. 100- Cont enpor aneous recl amati on i ncl udi ng,

topsoil replacements and revegetation.

but not

including top soil

exposed surface areas to effectively control
erosion and air pollution attendant to erosion.

.97-Use of best technology currently available to mnimze
di sturbances and adverse inpacts on fish, wildlife,
val ues and achi eve enhancenent of such if possible.

and rel at ed

limted to

. 102- Achi eve a post action slope not exceedi ng angle of repose or such

| esser slope as is necessary to achieve a mnimumlong-termstatic
safety factor 1.3 and to prevent slides.

These requirenents are rel evant and appropriate to OQJ No. 4 and QU No. 5.

The regul ation prohibits di sposal
solid waste landfills. This requi

of lead acid storage batteries at nunici pal

rement

is not an ARAR for

QU No. 4 but is

rel evant and appropriate for battery casings identified on QU No. 5.

Speci fies that regul ated asbestos-contai ning nateri al

at a Type 1 or Type |-AE nuni ci pal

solid waste landfill

(RACM) nay be accepted
(MSWLF) provi ded

that the MBWF facility has been authorized to accept RACM and conplies

with the provisions of § 330.136.
and QU No. 5.

Thi s requirenent

is applicable for QU No. 4



Table A-1

ARARs Eval uation for Soils, Buildings and Structures, and Residual Miaterial - OJ No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas Page 5 of 13

Potentially Pertinent Medi aa
Bui | di ngs and Resi dual
Requi r ement Soils Structures Mat eri al ARAR? Justification
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)

State (Conti nued)

Cl osure and Renedi ati on X X X Yes These provisions apply to closure and renediation of facilities associated with
Subchapter A contam nation resulting from unauthorized discharges, either as part of closure
30 TAC § 335.8 or at any tine before or after closure. The regulations also apply to

remedi ation of areas that are not otherw se designated as a facility but that
contai n unaut hori zed di scharges of industrial waste or municipal hazardous

waste. Section (a)(2) of this citation specifies that, for renediations performed
under the State Superfund program nedia cleanup |evels should be based on

future residential land use unless it is denonstrated that an alternative | and use
is nore appropriate. These requirenents are relevant and appropriate for

RCRA hazardous wastes on QU No. 4.

Subpart S, R sk Reduction Standards X Yes Est abl i shes procedures to denonstrate conpliance with the risk reduction
30 TAC § 335.551 standards for different types of contam nated media such as air, surface water,
groundwat er, and soil, and for cross-medi a contam nation pathways such as

soi | -to-groundwater and soil-to-air. Requirements apply to closure and
remedi ati on undertaken according to 30 TAC § 335.8. Nuneric cl eanup val ues
are based on which of the three risk reduction rules are appropriate. These
requirenents are rel evant and appropriate for surface soil on QU No. 4 and

QU No. 5.
Subpart S, R sk Reduction Standard No. 3 X Yes Ri sk Reduction Standard No. 3 specifies that persons shall propose nedia
30 TAC § 335.562 cleanup levels in accordance with the conditions stated. These requirenents

are relevant and appropriate for QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 to performclosure
or renediation activities. Ceanup levels will be based on the CERCLA ri sk
assessnents devel oped for QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.



Shi ppi ng and Reporting Procedures X X X Yes Est abl i shes requirenments for manifesting shipnents of hazardous waste to of f-

Applicable to Generators of Hazardous site facilities. This requirement is relevant and appropriate to both QU No. 4
Waste or ass | Waste and Prinary and QU No. 5 if hazardous or Cass | wastes are shipped off-site to a
Exporters of Hazardous Waste di sposal /treatnent facility.

Subchapter A
30 TAC § 335.10

Shi ppi ng Requirenents for Transporters of X X X Yes Requi renents specific to transporters of hazardous or class | wastes regarding
Hazardous Waste or dass | Waste mani f esting waste shipments. These requirements are rel evant and appropriate
Subchapter A to any transporter who transports hazardous or class | wastes offsite from QU

30 TAC § 335.11 No. 4 or QU No. 5.



Table A-1

ARARs Eval uation for Soils, Buildings and Structures, and Residual Miaterial - OJ No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas Page 6 of 13

Potentially Pertinent Medi aa
Bui | di ngs and Resi dual
Requi r ement Soils Structures Mat eri al ARAR? Justification
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)

State (Conti nued)

Shi ppi ng Requirenents Applicable to X X X No Requi res owners or operators of storage, processing or disposal facilities to
Omners or Operators of Storage, conmply with mani fest requirements upon receipt of waste shipnent. This
Processing, or D sposal Facilities requirenent is not an ARAR for QU No. 4 or QU No. 5 because waste

Subchapter A, 30 TAC § 335.12 shipments will not be received at the RSR Site.

Speci al Definitions for Recyclable X Yes Specifies definition of recyclable materials including "scrap netal."” This
Mat eri al s and Nonhazardous Recycl abl e requirenent is applicable to QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 if materials (building
Material s conponents, etc.) are to be recycl ed.

Subchapter A, 30 TAC § 335.17

Requirenents for Recyclable Materials and X Yes Specifies that scrap nmetal is not subject to regul ation under Subchapter B-1 and
Nonhazar dous Recycl abl e Material s O of Chapter 335. Under § 335.24(h), the rule specifies that scrap netal, as
Subchapter A defined in Section (c) remains subject to the requirenments of § 335.4 (relating
30 TAC § 335.24 (c) and (h) to CGeneral Prohibitions) and § 335.6 (relating to Notification Requirements).

Such waste may al so be subject to the requirenents of § 335.10 through
§ 335.15 of Title 30.

These requirenents are rel evant and appropriate to QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 if
materials are recycl ed.



Adoption of Appendi ces by Reference X X X Yes Adopt s appendi ces contained in 40 CF. R Part 261 by reference; this includes
Subchapter A Appendi x [-111, MI-X
30 TAC § 335.29
- Representative Sanpling Methods
- Method 1311 Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
| - Chemical Analysis Test Methods
| - Basis for Listing Hazardous Waste
Il- Hazardous Constituents
I X - Wastes Excluded under § 260.20 and § 260. 22
X - Method of Analysis for Chlorinated D benzo-p-dioxins and
Di benzof ur ans.

These requirenents are rel evant and appropriate for QU No. 4 and QU No. 5
to determ ne which, if any, media are RCRA hazardous wastes. These
requirenents are not applicable since nuch of the contaninated nmedia was
di sposed of prior to 1980.



Table A-1

ARARs Eval uation for Soils,

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

Requi r ement
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
State (Conti nued)

Hazar dous Waste Managenent Gener al
Provi si ons

Subchapter B

30 TAC § 335.41

St andards Applicable to Generators of
Hazar dous Wastes

Subchapter C

30 TAC § 335.61, 88 335.65-335.70

Standards Applicable to Transporters of
Hazar dous Waste

Subchapter D

30 TAC § 335.91

Applicability of G oundwater Monitoring
and Response

Subchapter F

30 TAC § 335.156

Potentially Pertinent Medi aa

Bui | di ngs and Resi dual
Soils Structures Mat eri al
X X
X X

Bui | di ngs and Structures, and Residual Miterial - OJ No. 4

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Page 7 of 13

Justification

Thi s subchapter inplenents a state hazardous waste program which controls
frompoint of generation to ultinmate disposal those wastes listed in 40 CF. R
Part 261. These standards are rel evant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous
wastes on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

Thi s subchapter establishes standards for generators of hazardous waste. These
standards include: packaging, |abeling, narking, placarding, accunulation
time, and record-keeping. Requirenents for packaging, |abeling, marking, and
pl acarding are relevant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes on QU

No. 4 and QU No. 5.

Thi s subchapter establishes standards for transporters transporting hazardous
waste to offsite storage, processing, or disposal facilities. This subchapter does
not apply to onsite transportati on of hazardous waste by generators or by

owners or operators of storage, processing, or disposal facilities.

Requi renents of this subchapter are relevant and appropriate for RCRA
hazardous wastes on QU No. 4 or QU No. 5 that are sent offsite for disposal.

This section outlines the rules pertaining to groundwater nonitoring and
response, which apply to owners and operators of facilities that process, store,
or dispose of hazardous waste. The owner or operator nust satisfy the
requirenents of § 335.156 (a)(2) for all wastes (or constituents thereof)
contained in any such waste nmanagenent unit at the facility, regardl ess of the
tine at which waste was placed in the units.

These requirenents are rel evant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes
left in place or disposed on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.



Table A-1

ARARs Eval uation for Soils,

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

Bui | di ngs and Structures,

and Resi dual

Mat eri al

Potentially Pertinent Medi aa

Requi r ement
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
State (Conti nued)
Requi red prograns

Subchapter F
30 TAC § 335.157

Interim Standards for Omers and
Qperators of Hazardous Waste Storage,

Processing, or Disposal Facilities
Subchapter E

30 TAC § 335.111

Interim Standards for Omers and

Qperators of Hazardous Waste Storage,
Processing, or Disposal Facilities-
St andar ds

Subchapter E

30 TAC § 335.112

Bui | di ngs and
Soils

Resi dual
Structures

QJ No. 4

Mat eri al

Yes

Yes

Yes

Page 8 of 13

ARAR? Justification

Requi res owners and operators subject to 30 TAC § 335.156 to conduct a
nmoni toring and response program as fol | ows:

(1) Wienever hazardous constituents froma regulated unit are detected at the
conpl i ance point, the owner or operator nust institute a conpliance

nmoni tori ng program

(2) Wienever the groundwater protection standard is exceeded,
operator nust institute a corrective action program

(3) Wienever hazardous constituents froma regulated unit exceed
concentration linits under § 335.160 in groundwater between the conpliance
poi nt and the downgradient facility boundary, the owner or operator rmnust
institute a corrective action program and

(4) In all other cases, the owner or operator mnust
nmoni tori ng program

t he owner of

institute a detection

These requirenents are rel evant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes
left onsite at QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

Thi s subchapter establishes mninumrequirenments that define the acceptable
managenent of hazardous waste prior to the issuance or denial of a hazardous

waste permit and until certification of final closure or, if the facility is subject
to post-closure requirenents, until post-closure responsibilities are fulfilled.

These requirenents are rel evant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes
on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 if wastes are left onsite.

except as noted, by reference. This includes
K L, M N OP Q R W AA and

Adopts 40 C.F.R Part 265,
Subparts B, C, D E, F, G H I, J,
BB.

These requirenents are rel evant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes
on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 if wastes are left onsite.



Table A-1

ARARs Eval uation for Soils, Buildings and Structures, and Residual Miaterial - OJ No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas Page 9 of 13

Potentially Pertinent Medi aa
Bui | di ngs and Resi dual
Requi r ement Soils Structures Mat eri al ARAR? Justification
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)

State (Conti nued)

Cont ai nnent for Wastes Piles X Yes Est abl i shes requirenents for hazardous | eachate or run-off froma pile: 1) the
Subchapter E pil e must be placed on an inperneabl e base, nust include a run-on control
30 TAC § 335.120 system and a run-of f managenent systemand 20 the pile nust be managed

such that it nust be protected fromprecipitation and run-on and no |iquids or
wastes containing free liquids nay be placed in the pile.

These requirenents are rel evant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes
on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 if waste piles are created during remedi ation.

Permtting Standards for Oaners and X X Yes Subchapter F includes the m ni mum standards of operation for all aspects of
Qperators of Hazardous Waste Storage t he managenent and control of nunicipal hazardous waste and industrial solid
Processing or Disposal Facilities waste, including rules relating to the siting of hazardous waste facilities.
Subchapter F
30 TAC § 335.151 These standards are rel evant appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes on

QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.
St andar ds X X Yes Adopts by reference the regulations contained in 40 CF. R Part 264, except as
Subchapter F noted in this section. These standards are relevant and appropriate for RCRA

30 TAC § 335.152

Corrective Action for Solid Waste
Managenent Units

Subchapter F

30 TAC § 335.167(b) and (c)

Yes

hazar dous wastes on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

Qutline requirenents for corrective action at solid waste managenent units.
No solid waste management units have been identified at QU No. 4 or QU

No. 5. These standards are rel evant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous
wastes on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 that undergo a corrective action.



Design and Qperating Requirenents
(Waste Piles)

Subchapter F

30 TAC § 335.170

Locati on Standards for Hazardous Waste
St orage, Processing, or Disposal
Subchapter G

30 TAC 8335.201 (a)(3)

Yes

Yes

Est abl i shes requirenments for waste piles including: 1) a liner designed,
constructed, and installed to prevent any nigration of wastes out of the pile
and 2) a leachate collection and renoval systemimedi ately above the |iner
that is designed, constructed, naintained, and operated to collect and renove
| eachate fromthe pile.

These requirenents are rel evant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes
on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 if waste piles are created during renediation.

Thi s subchapter establishes mninum standards for the |location of facilities
used for the storage, processing, and disposal of hazardous waste. The
requirenents are relevant and appropriate for any facility built onsite to store,
process, or dispose of RCRA hazardous wastes.



Table A-1
ARARs Eval uation for Soils, Buildings and Structures, and Residual Miaterial - OJ No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas
Potentially Pertinent Medi aa
Bui | di ngs and Resi dual

Requi r ement Soils Structures Mat eri al
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
State (Conti nued)
Prohi biti on on Qpen Dunps X X
Subchapt er |
30 TAC § 335.302
Hazar dous Waste Ceneration, Facility, and X X
Di sposal Fees System
Subchapter J
30 TAC § 335.321
Hazar dous Substance Facilities Assessnent X X
and Renedi ation
Subchapter K
30 TAC § 335.341 (hb)(4)
Specific Air Enmission Requirements for X X
Hazardous or Solid Waste Managenent
Facilities
Subchapter L
30 TAC § 335. 367
Pre- Application Review and Permt X X

Procedur es

Subchapter M

30 TAC § 335.391-335. 393

Warni ng Signs for Contam nated Areas X X X
Subchapter P

30 TAC § 335.441

ARAR?

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Justification

Prohi bits open dunping of industrial solid waste. Not an ARAR for QU No. 4
or QU No. 5, as all wastes will be handl ed according to ARARs.

Establ i shes an industrial solid waste and hazardous waste fee programwhich is
an admnistrative requirenent. Admnistrative requirenents are not ARARs.

Qutlines the scope and requirenments associated with the State Superfund

program including: ranking of facilities (8 335.343), delisting and

nodi fications (8§ 335.344), renoval actions and prelimnary site investigations
(8 335.346), general requirenents for a renedial investigation/feasibility study
(8 335.348), and general requirenents for a renedial action (8 335.349). The
requirenents set forth in the rule are relevant and appropriate. However,
because the RSR Site is proposed for listing on EPA's National Priorities List
and is an EPA-lead Superfund site, the requirements are being net through the
CERCLA RI/FS process.

Requi res hazardous or solid waste managenment facilities to use the best

avai | abl e control technology to control enission of air contam nants,
considering technical practicability and econom ¢ factors. Requires the
owner/operator to denonstrate that the facility or unit will not cause or
contribute to air pollution. These requirenents are relevant and appropriate to
RCRA facilities constructed onsite at QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

These requirenents are administrative requirenments. Admnistrative
requirenents are not ARARs.

Provi des standards and procedures for the placement of warning signs on

property contam nated w th hazardous substances when such contani nation

presents a danger to public health and safety. The requirements in Subchapter

P are relevant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous wastes on QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.



Table A-1

ARARs Eval uation for Soils,

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

Requi r ement
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
State (Conti nued)
Pol | ution Preventi on Source Reduction
Waste M nimzation
Subchapter Q
30 TAC § 335.473

Waste O assification and Waste Codi ng
Requi r ed

Subchapter R

30 TAC § 335.503

Hazar dous Waste Determ nation
Subchapter R
30 TAC § 335.504

Cass 1 Waste Determ nation
Subchapter R
30 TAC § 335.505

O ass 2 Waste Determ nation
Subchapter R
30 TAC § 335.506

C ass 3 Waste Determnation
Subchapter R
30 TAC § 335. 507

Classification of Specific Industrial
Wast es

Subchapter R

30 TAC § 335.508(1)

Bui | di ngs and Structures,

and Residual WMateri al

Potentially Pertinent Medi aa

Bui | di ngs and
Soils

and X
X
X
X
X
X
Solid

Resi dual
Structures

- QU No. 4
Material ARAR?
X No
X Yes
X Yes
X Yes
X Yes
X Yes

Yes
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Justification

Applies to all large quantity generators, all generators other than |arge quantity
and conditionally exenpt generators, and all persons subject to reporting
requi renents under SARA 313 Title Ill. The RSR Site is not a large-quantity

generator. Therefore, these requirements are not ARARs for QU NO 4 or
QU No. 5.

These requirenents specify the classification schene and coding for all

i ndustrial solid and mnunici pal hazardous waste generated, stored, processed,
transported, or disposed of in the site. These requirenments are rel evant and
appropriate for all waste at QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

Requires waste generator to determine if the waste is hazardous either as a
listed or characteristic waste according to 40 C F.R Part 261, Subpart D or
40 CF. R Part 261 Subpart C. These requirements are rel evant and
appropriate for identifying RCRA hazardous waste QU No. 4 and QU

No. 5.

Speci fies the chem cal / physical properties associated with a dass 1 non-
hazardous industrial solid waste. This requirenent is relevant and appropriate
for QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 relative to waste determi nation procedures.

Requires determ nation of a dass 2 waste classification for industrial solid
waste that is neither a hazardous waste, a Jass 1 waste, nor a Cass 3 waste.
This requirenent is relevant and appropriate for both QU No. 4 and QU

No. 5.

Specifies that industrial solid waste is a Jass 3 waste if it is inert, essentially
insoluble, neither a dass 1 nor hazardous waste, and poses no threat to hunan
health and/or the environnent. This requirenent is relevant and appropriate for

QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

Requires that industrial solid waste containing asbestos material identified as
Regul at ed Asbestos Containing Material (RACM, as defined in 40 CF.R

Part 61, shall be classified as Class 1 Waste. Applicable to both QU No. 4 and
QU No. 5 due to the presence of asbestos containing naterial.



Table A-1

ARARs Eval uation for Soils,

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

Requi r ement
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
State (Conti nued)

TNRCC Denvolition Debris Waste
February 23, 1994

Bui | di ngs and Structures,

and Residual Material - QU No. 4

Potentially Pertinent Medi aa
Bui | di ngs and Resi dual

Soil s

Structures

Mat eri al

ARAR?

TBC

Page 12 of 13

Justification

In an interoffice nenorandum the TNRCC defines "denolition debris" and
establ i shes sanpling reconmendati ons based on 30 TAC 8§ 335.509. The

TNRCC recommends that, prior to beginning denolition or disnmantling
operations, generators of denolition debris waste take appropriate steps to:

1. ldentify the individual conponents/phases of the waste which have a
significant and potential to be hazardous wastes (and, in the case of
i ndustrial generators, dass 1 wastes);

2. Segregate, to the extent practical, those conmponents/phases fromthe
remai nder of the waste.

3. Perform any necessary sanpling and anal ytical testing on those
conponent s/ phases to determ ne whether they are characteristically
hazardous as defined in 40 CF.R 88 261.21 through 24 (and in the
case of generators of industrial waste, dass 1 as defined in 30 TAC
§ 335.505).

4. Manage those conponents/phases, as well as the renai nder of the
wast es, according to standards appropriate to their classification.

If during the process of segregating hazardous or O ass 1 conponents/phases
fromthe renmi nder of the waste, it is determ ned that the action nmay pose a
significant threat to human health and the environment, generators should use
appropriate discretion when deci ding whether segregation is in the best interest
of protecting human heal th and the environnent.

As nonpromul gat ed gui del i nes, these requirenments are TBCs for QU No. 4 and
QU No. 5if denolition is selected as part of the renedy.



Table A-1
ARARs Eval uation for Soils, Buildings and Structures, and Residual Miaterial - OJ No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Dal | as, Texas Page 13 of 13
Potentially Pertinent Medi aa
Bui | di ngs and Resi dual
Requi r ement Soils Structures Material ARAR? Justification
2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
State (Conti nued)

TNRCC Hi storically Contam nated Sites: X X X TBC In an interoffice nenorandum TNRCC established requirenents that, before
Industrial Versus Minicipal Solid Waste the final deposition of a waste is carried out, the site owner or operator nust
July 12, 1994 acconplish at |east the follow ng:

1. Waste type determ nation (nunicipal or industrial) and
2. Hazardous waste determination in accordance with 30 TAC § 335. 62

Wastes froma presently inactive facility (generator) where previous industrial
activities occurred or industrial waste was generated, would be classified as
i ndustrial waste.

As nonpromul gat ed gui del i nes, these requirements are TBCs for QU No. 4 and
QU No. 5.

3. Location-Specific ARARs

Feder al

Coast al Zone Management Act X X X TBC Requi res assessnent of the inpacts of activities on a coastal zone and the

16 U. S.C. § 1451 et seq. conduct of activities in connection with a coastal zone in accordance with a

40 CF. R § 6.302(d) state approved Coastal Zone Managenent Plan. Activities at QU No. 4 or QU
No. 5 will not inpact a coastal zone; therefore this requirement is not an
ARAR

40 CF. R § 264.18 (Location Standards) X X X No Rel ates to hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal facilities subject to
permtting. Requires that new units where treatment, storage, or disposal of
hazardous waste will be conducted be |ocated greater than 200 feet froma fault
with a displacenment in Holocene tinme and that facilities located in 100-year
fl oodpl ains will be designed, constructed, and operated to prevent washout of
hazar dous waste fromactive portions of the facility. Since the site is not in a
100-year floodplain, this regulation is not an ARAR The site is not within
200 feet of a fault, thus the provisions pertaining to faults are not ARARs.

aPotentially Pertinent Media - I n sone cases, the evaluation of analytical results fromthese nedia is needed to determ ne whether a potential ARAR is applicable or relevant and
appropriate (see Appendix D for these evaluations). For exanple, many of the RCRA requirenents are relevant and appropriate for RCRA hazardous waste. A potentially pertinent nedium
may or nmay not be a RCRA characteristic hazardous waste, depending on its TCLP results.



Table A-2

Nureri ¢ Cont am nant - Speci fi ¢ ARARs/ TBCs for Soil s,

Bui | di ngs and Structures,

and Resi dual

QU No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas

Not es:

Chemi cal

I nor gani cs
Al um num
Ant i nony
Arsenic
Bari um
Beryl |ium
Cadm um
Chr om um
Cobal t
Copper
Lead
Manganese
Mer cury

N cke

Sel eni um
Silver
Thal I'i um
Vanadi um
Zinc

(1)
TBC
I ndustrial

(my/ kg)

818
32.7a
142, 476

2,044
1,577

75,628
1, 000b
258, 711
613
40, 880
10, 220
10, 220
164
14, 308
613, 200

(1) Prelimnary Renedi ation Goals (PRG. Calcul ated based on Hunan Heal th Eval uati on Manual
Part B: Devel opnent of R sk-Based Prelimnary Renedi ati on Goal s.

TBC = To be consi dered

aThe acceptable risk |eve

a PRG t hat

bEPA OSVER Directive 9355.4-12

for arsenic is set at 1x10-5 since a risk leve
is at or bel ow background I evels of arsenic

OSVER Directive 9285.7-01B.

of 1x10-6 results in



Table A-3
ARARs for Surface Water - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas
Requi r ement
1. Contam nant- Specific ARARs
Feder al

Saf e Drinking Water Act
40 U.S.C 399

Primary Drinking Water Standards (ML)
40 C.F.R Part 141

Secondary Drinking Water Standards
40 CF. R Part 143

Maxi mum Cont am nant Level Coal s
(MLG
40 CF. R § 141.50

Federal d ean Water Act
Water Quality Criteria
40 CF.R Part 131 U S. EPA

Quality Oriteria for Water, 1976, 1980,
and 1986

Toxic Pollutant Effluent Standards
40 CF.R Part 129

Hazar dous Subst ances
40 CF.R 8§ 116.3 and 116.4

Page 1 of 10

Justification

There is no direct contact between the source of contam nants and surface water at the
site. Surface waters around site are not designated for public and private water supply.

MCLs are not ARARs for surface water at QU No. 4 or QU No. 5.

Secondary standards are aesthetic rather than health based and therefore are not ARARs
as surface water is unlikely to be utilized as a source of drinking water.

Not presently considered an ARAR as MCLGs are set at levels that do not take into
account cost or feasibility and MCL's are fully protective of human health. See 52

Fed. Reg. 32499. Further, surface waters are not utilized as a source of drinking water.

These criteria (anbient water quality criteria) apply to water classified as a fisheries
resource. The intermttent streams on QU No. 5 are not classified as such and there are
no streans on QU No. 4. Therefore, not an ARAR or TBC for QU No. 4 or QU

No. 5.

St andards are applicable to point source discharges to navigable waters from specified
facilities that discharge aldrin/dieldrin, DDT, endrin, toxaphene, benzidine, PCB's. No
poi nt source discharges to navigable waters are associated with QU No. 4 or QU No. 5.

Establ i shes reporting requirenents for certain discharges of reportable quantities of
hazardous substances. Creates no substantive clean up requirenent. Not an ARAR



Table A-3
ARARs for Surface Water - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas
Requi r ement
1. Contami nant- Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
State
Pol I ution Prohibition

Texas Water Code
8§ 26.121

Texas Surface Water Quality Standards
Aest heti cs

30 TAC § 307.4(b) (1)

General Toxicity
30 TAC § 307.4(d)

Ant i degr adat i on
30 TAC § 307.5

Acute Toxicity
30 TAC & 307.6(b) (1)
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Justification

Prohibits the discharge of wastes into or adjacent to any natural or artificial bodies of
surface water, inland or coastal, which in itself or in conjunction with any other

di scharge or activity, causes or will cause pollution of the surface water. Not an ARAR
for QU No. 4 since discharges to surface water do not occur. May be rel evant and

appropriate for QU No. 5 due to discharges to onsite drai nages.

CGeneral prohibition of concentrations in surface water of taste and odor producing

subst ances which inpart unpal atable flavor to food fish including shellfish, or otherw se
interfere with the reasonable use of the water in the state. Not an ARAR for QU No. 4
as no di scharges to surface water occur; relevant and appropriate for QJ No. 5 due to

di scharges to onsite drainages.

Surface waters nust not be toxic to man or to terrestrial or aquatic life. Not an ARAR

for QU No. 4 as no discharges to surface water occur; relevant and appropriate for QU
No. 5 due to discharges to onsite drainages.

Requi res mai ntenance and protection of existing uses (baseline Novenber 28, 1975)

when di schargi ng wastewater. Not an ARAR for QU No. 4 as no discharges to surface
wat er occur; relevant and appropriate for QU No. 5 due to discharges to onsite

dr ai nages.

Surface water nust not be acutely toxic to aquatic life (except in snall zones of initial
dilution at discharge points). This criteria applies to water classified as a fisheries
resource. The intermttent streams on QU No. 5 are not classified as such and there are
no streans on QU No. 4. Therefore, not an ARAR for QU No. 4 or QU No. 5.



Table A-3
ARARs for Surface Water - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas
Requi r ement
1. Contami nant- Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
State (Conti nued)

Chronic Toxicity
30 TAC § 307.6(b)(2)

Human Toxicity
30 TAC & 307.6(b)(3)

Page 3 of 10

Justification

Surface water with designated or existing aquatic life uses shall not be chronically toxic
to aquatic life (except in mxing zones and below critical lowflow conditions). No

surface water bodies inpacted by QU No. 4 or QU No. 5 have a designated or aquatic
life use; therefore the requirenment is not an ARAR

Surface water nust be maintained to preclude adverse toxic effects on human heal th
resulting fromcontact recreation, consunption of aquatic organisnms, or consunption of
drinking water after reasonable treatnment. This regulation is not an ARARto the

extent that it pertains to drinking water, as surface water in the area is not a potenti al
source of drinking water.



Table A-3

ARARs for Surface Water - QU No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas Page 4 of 10

Requi r ement ARAR? Justification
1. Contami nant- Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
State (Conti nued)

Nunerical Criteria for Toxics Yes Nunerical criteria are established for certain toxic materials. These criteria are TBC
30 TAC § 307.6(c) for QU No. 4 and relevant and appropriate for QU No. 5.

Notes: (1) These nunerical criteria are based on anbient water quality criteria

docunents published by EPA. For sonme chemicals, EPA criteria have been

recal cul ated (in accordance with procedures in the EPA gui dance docunent entitled
"Quideline for Deriving Site-Specific Water Quality Criteria") to elininate the effects
of toxicity data for aquatic organi sms which are not known to occur in Texas. 31 TAC
§ 307.6(c)(2).

(2) Nunerical Acute Criteria to all surface water (except in small zones of initial
dilution at discharge points). MNunerical chronic criteria apply to surface water with
designated or existing aquatic |life uses (except inside m xing zones and bel ow critica
| owfl ow conditions

(3) Nunerical Acute Criteria are applied as 24-hour averages. MNunerical Chronic
criteria are applied as seven day averages.

LC50 Toxicity Criteria No Concentrations of toxic materials for which no numerical criteria have been satisfied

30 TAC & 307.6(c)(8) nmust not exceed val ues which are chronically toxic to representative, sensitive aquatic
organi sns, as determned from appropriate chronic toxicity data or calculated as 0.1 of

the median I ethal concentration (LC50) for nonpersistent toxics (i.e., readily degrades,
hal f-1ife |l ess than 96 hours), 0.05 of LC50 for nonbi oaccumul ative, persistent toxics

and 0.01 of the conpletion of renediation. Not an ARAR for QU No. 4 since no
surface water sources are present or directly inpacted; relevant and appropriate for QU

No. 5 due to discharges to onsite drai nages



Table A-3
ARARs for Surface Water - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas
Requi r ement
1. Contami nant- Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
State (Conti nued)

Site-Specific Uses and Criteria
30 TAC § 307.7(b)(5)

Oyster Vaters
30 TAC § 307.7(b)(3)(B)(iii)

Standards of Chemical Quality
30 TAC § 290.103(1),(3)

Secondary Constituent Levels
30 TAC § 290. 113

Surface Water Media Specific
Concentration, R sk Reduction Standard
No. 2

30 TAC § 335.558
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Justification

Basi ¢ uses such as navigation, agricultural water supply, and industrial water nust be
mai nt ai ned and protected for all surface water in which these uses can be achieved. Not

and ARAR for QU No. 4 since no surface water sources are present or directly
i npacted; relevant and appropriate for QU No. 5 due to discharges to onsite drainages.

Oyster waters shoul d be nai ntained so that concentrations of toxic materials do not

cause edi bl e species of clans, oysters, and nussels to exceed accepted guidelines for
the protection of public health, including the U S. Food and Drug Admi nistration action

level s for nolluscan shellfish. These criteria are not ARARs since no discharges to
oyster water occurs.

Speci fies the maxi mum contam nant |evels for inorganic and organi c conpounds that
apply to comunity and non-transient, non-community water systens. These values are
not ARARs for QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

These secondary constituent level |imts, based on aesthetic and organol eptic
considerations, are applicable to all public water systens. These |levels are TBC for

QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

To be applied after evaluation of 30 TAC § 307 and prinmary drinking water MLs.
Rel evant and appropriate for QU No. 5 due to discharges to onsite drainages; not an

ARAR for QU No. 4 since no discharges to surface water occur.



Table A-3
ARARs for Surface Water - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

Requi r ement ARAR?

2. Action-Specific ARARs

Feder al

Federal d ean Water Act No
Nat i onal Pol | utant Di scharge Elimnation

System Section 402

St ormnat er Regul ati ons Yes
40 CF. R Parts 122, 125

Pretreat nent Standards Yes
40 CF. R § 403.5
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Justification

A permt is not required for onsite CERCLA response actions. Provision establishes no
substantive cl eanup requiremnent.

NPDES pernmits are addressed relative to stormwater di scharges associated with
industrial activity. These regulations require the devel opnent and i npl enentation of a

stormwat er pollution prevention plan or a stormwater best managenent plan.
Monitoring and reporting requirements for a variety of facilities are outlined. Runoff

fromconstruction activities is an ARAR depending on the nature of the renedial action
sel ected. Relevant and appropriate if stornmater discharge occurs as a result of the
remedi al action.

Prohi bits discharge to a POTWof pollutants that "pass-through” (exit the POTWin
quantities of concentrations that violate the POTWs NPDES pernit) or cause
"interference" (inhibits or disrupts the POTW its treatnment processes or operations, or
its sludge processes, use or disposal, thereby causing a violation of the POTWs

NPDES pernit). Al so prohibits introduction into a POTWof: (1) pollutants which

create a fire or explosion hazard, (2) pollutants which will cause corrosive structural
danmage, (3) solid or viscous pollutants that will obstruct flow, (4) pollutants discharged
at a flow rate and/or concentration that will cause interference, and (5) heat that wll
i nhibit biological activity (never over 104°C). No point source discharges have been
docunented. However, if a renmedial action results in a point source discharge to a
POTW then the requirements will be applicable to QU No. 4 or QU No. 5.



Table A-3
ARARs for Surface Water - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas Page 7 of 10

Requi r ement ARAR?

2. Action-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
State

Consol idated Permts No
Standard Permt Conditions

30 TAC § 305.125

Consol idated Permts No
Subchapter O Additional Conditions and

Procedures for Wastewater D scharge
Permts and Sewage Sludge Pernits

Texas Water Quality Act, TCA Water Yes
Code, Title 2 - State Water Conm ssion

Justification

Specifies conditions applicable to all permts. A pernit is not required for onsite
CERCLA response actions. The provisions establish no substantive cl eanup
requi renents.

Adopts by reference 40 CFR Part 122, Subpart C, Permt Conditions and Part 124,
Subpart D, Specific Procedures Applicable to NPDES Pernits. A permt is not

required for onsite CERCLA response actions. The provisions establish no substantive
cl eanup requirenent.

Pl aces reporting requirenments on renedial activities which may cause an accidental spill

and discharge into the state waters. Wenever an accidental discharge or spill occurs at
or fromany activity or facility which causes or may cause pollution, the individual

operating, in charge of, or responsible for the activity or facility shall notify the
TNRCC as soon as possible and not later than 24 hours after the occurrence.

Activities which are inherently or potentially capable of causing or resulting in the
spi |l l age or accidental discharge of waste or other substances and which pose serious or
significant threats of pollution are subject to reasonable rules establishing safety and
preventing neasures which the conmmi ssion may adopt or issue. The safety and
preventative measures which may be required shall be comrensurate with the potential
harm whi ch could result fromthe escape of the waste or other substances. Applicable
to QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 during renediation.



Table A-3
ARARs for Surface Water - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas
Requi r ement
2. Action-Specific ARARSs (Conti nued)
State (Conti nued)

Ceneral Provisions
30 TAC § 335.4

3. Location-Specific ARARs
Feder al

Fish and WIldlife Coordination Act
16 U.S.C. § 661 et seq.

16 US.C § 742 a

16 U S.C. § 2901

Yes

Page 8 of 10

Justification

Regul ates the collection, handling, storage, disposal, and processing of hazardous or
del eterious naterials in the vicinity of, or adjacent to, state waters. Renedial actions

must be designed with adequate nmeasures and controls to ensure that no person may
cause, suffer, allow, or permt the collection, handling, storage, processing, or disposal

of industrial solid waste or municipal hazardous waste in such a nmanner to cause:
I The discharge or inminent threat of discharge of industrial solid waste or
muni ci pal hazardous waste into or adjacent to the waters in the state w thout
obt ai ni ng specific authorization for such a discharge fromthe TNRCC.
! The creation and nmi nt enance or a nui sance; or

!  The endangernment of the public health and wel fare.

Rel evant and appropriate to actions taken at QU No. 4 or QU No. 5.

Requi res consul tation when a nodification of a streamor other water body is proposed

or authorized and requires adequate provision for protection of fish and wildlife
resources. Not an ARAR for QU No. 4 as no surface water bodies are inpacted.

Rel evant and appropriate for QU No. 5 due to onsite drai nages.



Table A-3

ARARs for Surface Water - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas

Requi r ement
3. Location-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
Federal (Conti nued)

Mari ne Protection, Research and
Sanct uari es Act

33 U S.C § 1401 (Title I)
40 CF.R Part 220

16 U.S.C. § 1431 et seq.
(Title 111)

15 CF. R Parts 922-941

Cean Water Act § 404
33 US.C § 1344

40 CF. R Parts 230, 231

Ri vers and Harbors Act of 1899

33 U S.C. § 403
33 CF.R Parts 320-322

Protection of Wtlands Executive O der
No. 11990

40 CF.R § 6.302(a)

and Appendi x A

Page 9 of 10

Justification

Title | requires for dunping of wastes in U S. ocean waters which have been
transported fromU. S. or fromoutside U S. Activities at site will not include dunping

of wastes into the ocean; therefore, title | is not an ARAR Title Ill requires
conservati on and nmanagenent of areas designated as National Mrine Sanctuari es.

Since there is no National Marine Sanctuary in or near the site, Title IIl is not an
ARAR.

Requires permt for the discharge of dredge or fill material into waters of the United
States including wetlands (see 33 CF.R § 328.3). Not an ARAR since no discharge of
dredge or fill material into waters of the U.S. is anticipated.

Prohibits the creation of any unauthorized obstruction or work in navigable waters that

af fects such navigable waters without a permit. Even if navigable waters were present
at the site, a nationwide permt is available for CERCLA site activities[see 33 CF. R

§ 330.5(a)(20)]. Since there are no navigable waters at the RSR Site, this requirenent
is not an ARAR

Requires federal agencies to avoid, to the extent possible, the adverse inpacts

associated with the destruction or |oss of wetlands and to avoid support of new
construction in wetlands if a practical alternative exists. Wtlands have not been

identified at the RSR site; this provision is not an ARAR



Table A-3

ARARs for Surface Water - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas

Requi r ement
3. Location-Specific ARARs (Conti nued)
Federal (Conti nued)
Fl oodpl ai n Managenent Executive O der

No. 11988
40 C.F.R § 6.302(b)

WI!ld and Scenic R vers Act

16 U.S.C. § 1271 et seq.
40 C.F.R 6.302(e)

Coast al Zone Management Act

16 U.S.C. § 1451 et seq.
40 C.F.R § 6.302(d)
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Justification

Requires federal agencies to evaluate the potential effects of actions taken in a
floodplain and to avoid or mnimze inpacts associated with direct and indirect

devel oprment of a floodplain. Since the site is not within a 100-year floodplain, this
Oder is not an ARAR

Prohi bits adverse effects on a scenic river. Since the site does not affect a scenic river,
this Act is not an ARAR

Requi res assessnment of the inpacts of activities on a coastal zone and the conducting of

activities in connection with a coastal zone in accordance with a state approved Coast al
Zone Managenent Plan. The Act is not applicable or relevant and appropriate as QU
No. 4 and QU No. 5 have no inpact on coastal areas.



Table A-4
Nuneri ¢ Cont am nant-Specific ARARs for Surface Water - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Dal | as, Texas

(1) (2) (3)
NA/ R&A NA/ R&A NA/ TBC
Chemi cal (my/ L) (my/ L) (my/ L)
I nor gani cs
Al um num
Ant i nony 0.014
Arsenic 0. 05a 0. 000018
Bari um l.a
Beryllium
Cadm um 0.01la
Chrom um 0. 05a
Cobal t
Copper
Lead 0. 005a 0. 025
Manganese
Mer cury 0. 0000122b 0. 0000122 0. 000144
N ckel 0.61
Sel eni um 0.01la
Si |l ver 0. 05a
Thal I i um 0. 0017
Vanadi um
Zinc
D -n-butyl phthal ate 2.7
D -n-octyl phthal ate
Not es:
NA/RGA = Not an ARAR or TBC for QU No. 4; Relevant and appropriate to QU No. 5.
TBC = To be consi dered.
(1) = Qiteriain Water for Specific Toxic Material s-Hunman Heal th Protection.
Category A-Water and Fish. 30 TAC Section 307-6 Toxic Material s.
(2) = Citeria in Water for Specific Toxic Material s-Hunman Health Protection.
Category B-Fresh Water Fish Only. 30 TAC Section 307-6 Toxic Materials.
(3) = Anbient Water Quality Oriteria for the protection of human health. 57 FR 60847.

Decenber 22, 1992.

alndicates that the criteria for a specific paraneter are for the dissolved portion in water.
Al other criteria are for total recoverable concentrations.

bCal cul ations are based on USFDA Action Levels for fish tissue concentrations.

Pl ease Note: There are no contam nant-specific ARARs for QU No. 4 surface water.



Table A-6
ARARs for Air - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas
Requi r ement
1. Contam nant-Specific
Feder al

National (Primary and Secondary)
Anbient Air Quality Standards

(NAACE)
40 CF.R Part 50

Nat i onal Em ssion Standards for
Hazardous Air Pol |l utants

( NESHAPS)
40 CF. R Part 61

Subpart A

Fugi tive Em ssions Source

St andar ds
40 CF. R Part 61

Subpart V

Mer cury Standards
40 CF. R Part 61

Subpart E

Yes

Page 1 of 6

Justification

The NAAQS specify the maxi mum concentration of a federally regulated air pollutant (i.e., SC2,
particulate matter (PMLO), N2, CO ozone, and lead) in an area resulting fromall sources of that
pollutant. No new construction or nodification of a facility, structure or installation man enit an
amount of any criteria pollutant that will interfere with the attai nment or nai ntenance of a NAAQS

(see 40 CF.R 8§ 51.160). For the federal NAAQS standards, all neasurenents of air quality are
corrected to a reference tenperature of 25°C and to a reference pressure of 760mm Hg (1, 013.2

mllibars). 40 CF.R § 50.3.

These provisions regulate the em ssions of specified "hazardous air pollutants” [listed in 40 CF. R
§ 61.01(1)] that are emtted fromparticular sources or processes [listed in 40 CF. R Part 61].

Regul at es speci fi ed equi prent which are potential sources of fugitive em ssions because they
contain or contact fluid which is at |east 10% by weight a volatile hazardous air pollutant
("VHAP"-i ncl udi ng benzene and vinyl chloride). This requirement is not an ARAR as no fluid

containing at |east 10% by weight of a VHAP is present at the site.

These provisions apply to stationary sources that process nercury ore, and incinerate or dry
wast ewat er treatnent plant sludge. The requirenent is not an ARAR as no processing of nercury

ore and/or no incineration of wastewater treatnent plant sludge will occur at the site.



Table A-6
ARARs for Air - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

Requi r ement

1. Contam nant-Specific (Continued)

State

Asbest os Notification Fees
30 TAC § 101.28

Parti cul at es- Net Ground Level
30 TAC § 111.155

S Gound Level Concentration
30 TAC § 112.7
Hydr ogen Sul fide

30 TAC § 112.31 & § 112.32

Sul furic Acid
30 TAC § 112.41

I norgani c Fl uoride
30 TAC § 113.3(a)(2) and (a)(3)

Beryllium
30 TAC § 113. 3(b)

Lead Emi ssions fromsmelting
facilities

Yes

Yes

Page 2 of 6

Justification

The owner/operator of a denolition or renovation activity shall remt to the TACB a fee that is
based on the anmount of asbestos subject to the NESHAPS. Based on the anmount of asbestos

identified may not be an ARAR However, if during denolition additional sources of asbestos are
identified, nay become an ARAR

Establ i shes the net ground | evel concentration (downwi nd at the property boundary m nus upw nd
nmeasurenents) of particulate em ssions fromany source that nust not be exceeded.

S emi ssions fromany source nmust not exceed a net ground | evel concentration (downw nd at
property boundary mnus upwind). Not in ARAR since no SO2 em ssions are expected during or

after renediation.

Sets net ground | evel concentration limts for hydrogen sulfide. Not an ARAR since no hydrogen
sul fide em ssions are expected during or after renediation.

Sets net ground |l evel concentration limts for sulfuric acid. Not an ARAR since no sulfuric acid
em ssions are expected during or after renediation.

Sets atnmospheric and net ground | evel concentration limts for inorganic fluoride (as HF). Not an
ARAR since no HF emissions are expected during or after renediation.

Sets atnospheric and net ground |evel concentration limts for beryllium Beryllium em ssions
may be generated during or after renediation.

Rules relate to |l ead em ssions fromstationary sources in Dallas County. Sets standards for the

control of lead em ssions in Dallas County. Not an ARAR because snelter em ssions as a result of
an operating facility do not exist.



Table A-6

ARARs for Air - QU No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Dal | as, Texas

Requi r ement
2. Action-Specific
Feder al

Prevention of Significant
Deterioration of Air Qality

42 U.S.C. § 7475
40 CF.R § 52.21

Nonat t ai nnent Ar eas- LAER
42 U S.C. 8 172(b)(6) and § 173

New Sour ce Performance Stan-
dard for Incinerators

40 C.F.R Part 60

Subpart E

Hazar dous WAste Incinerators
40 CF. R Part 264, Subpart O

Page 3 of 6

Justification

These provisions inpose various requirenents (e.g. use of best avail able control technol ogy) on
any new maj or stationary source of a federally regulated air pollutant in an area which has been

desi gnated attai nment or unclassified for that pollutant. A "nmjor stationary source" is a source
listed in 40 CF.R 8§ 52.21 which enits, or has the potential to enit, 100 tons per year of a

federally regulated air pollutant or any non-listed source that emts, or has the potential to enit,
250 tons per year of a federally regulated air pollutant. Activities at QU or O are not expected

to constitute a major stationary source of any federally regulated air pollutant. The requirenment is
not an ARAR

A state's permt programunder the federal Cean Air Act nust require permts for the construction

and operation of new major stationary sources in NAAQS nonattainment areas. Such a permt may
be issued only if the proposed sources conplies with "l owest achi evabl e emi ssion rate"

requirenents. Not an ARAR since activities at QU No. 4 or QU No. 5 do not constitute new
nmaj or stationary sources.

Sets a limt for particulate em ssions of 0.18g/dscm (0.08gr/dscf) corrected to 12% C2. Not an
ARAR since the rule applies to furnaces burning municipal waste.

Not an ARAR since hazardous waste incinerator is unlikely to be used at QM4 or Q.



Table A-6
ARARs for Air - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas Page 4 of 6
Requi r ement ARAR? Justification

2. Acti on- Speci fic (Continued)

State

Control of Air Pollution by Per- Yes New non-exenpt facilities which may enit air pollutants nust obtain a construction pernit or

mts for New Construction or special permit. To obtain such a permt, the owner or operator of the proposed facility nust

Modi fi cation provi de for mneasuring em ssions of significant air contam nants, and nust denonstrate, anong

30 TAC § 116 other things, that the facility will utilize the "best available control technology, with consideration
given to the technical practicability and econom ¢ reasonabl eness of reducing or elimnating the
em ssions fromthe facility." Applies during building decontanination or denolition activities.

May be rel evant and appropri ate.

Requi renents for Specified Yes Vi sibl e emissions shall not be permitted to exceed an opacity of 30% for any six-mnute period
Sour ces fromany building, enclosed facility, or other structure. Applies during denolition or decontani-
30 TAC § 111.111 nation of buildings, or any other activity that nmay generate visible enissions. Relevant and

appropriate for construction/denolition activities at QU No. 4 or QU No. 5.

Storage of Lead Contai ning Yes No unencl osed storage of material containing nore than 1%l ead by weight. Al particulate matter
Material s containing nmore than 1%l ead by weight collected by air pollution control equipnent shall be
30 TAC § 113.82(a) and (b) stored in closed containers or in a structure under significant negative pressure to prevent em ssions
to the atnosphere. Applies if |ead content exceeds 1% by weight. Applicable to both QU No. 4
and QU No. 5.
Transport of Materials Yes Al transport vehicles carrying materials containing nmore than 1% ead by wei ght nmust have
30 TAC § 113.84(1) and (2) covered cargo conpartments at all times on plant property except during |oading and unl oadi ng,

when bei ng washed, or inside a building. Each tine a vehicle |eaves a structure, all nmaterial
containing nore than 1% ead by wei ght shall be renoved fromthe wheels; if water is used, this
requirenent is suspended during freezing weather. Applies if |ead content exceeds 1% by wei ght.
Applicable to both QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.



Table A-6

Requi r ement
2. Acti on- Speci fic (Continued)
State (Conti nued)

Control of Fugitive Dust
30 TAC § 113.91 (a), (b), (c)

Addi ti onal Measures to Reduce

Lead Em ssi ons
30 TAC § 113.92(1)

Control Requirenents for Sur-

faces with Coatings Containing
Lead

30 TAC § 111.135

Construction and Denolition
30 TAC § 111.145

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

ARARs for Air - QU No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas Page 5 of 6

Justification

Al plant roads shall be paved; parking areas and storage areas for naterials containing nore than
1% | ead by wei ght shall be paved. Open unpaved areas nust be vegetated or covered with rock or

crushed aggregate at |east three inches deep. Applies if |lead content exceeds 1% by wei ght.
Applicable to QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

If they occur outside buildings, spills of dust containing nore than 1%l ead by wei ght shall be

danpened and cl eaned up imediately. Applies if |lead content exceeds 1% by weight. Applicable
to both QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

Applies specifically to abrasive blasting of water storage tanks with coatings containing > 1%/ ead.

Specifies em ssion control requirenents. Applies if abrasive blasting is used to decontani nate
structures. Relevant and appropriate for QU No. 4 and QU No. 5.

Applies to properties greater than one acre in size. No person nmay cause, suffer, allow, or pernit

a structure, road, street, alley, or parking area to be constructed, altered, repaired or denvolished
wi t hout taking the follow ng precautions:

(1) Use of water or suitable oil or chemcals for control of dust during structure denolition

(2) Use of adequate methods such as wet sandbl asting and encl osure of work areas during sand-
bl asting of structures or other simlar operations. Applies to activities associated wi th building
denolition; applicable to QU No. 4 and QU No. 5 if denolition activities occur.



Table A-6
ARARs for Air - QU No. 4
RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas Page 6 of 6
Requi r ement ARAR? Justification
2. Locati on-Specific
State
General Application; No Requires the TACB to consider, in issuing a pernit for construction of a facility, any adverse
Proximty of New Construction to short-termor long-termside effects than an air contam nant or nui sance odor fromthe facility may
School s have on the individuals attending an el enmentary, junior high, or senior high school within 3,000

30 TAC § 116.111 feet of the facility. My be TBC since a school is located within 3,000 feet of QU No. 4 facility.



Table A-7

Nureri ¢ Cont am nant - Specific ARARs for Air - QU No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas Page 1 of 1

State(l) Feder al ( 2)
Level 1la Level 2b Primary Secondary

(1g/ n8) (ppm (1g/ n8) (ppm (1g/ n8) (ppm (1g/ n8) (pPm

PMLO
Annual arithnetic nean 50 50

24- hour maxi num 420 500
24- hour average 150c 150c

3-hour net average 2003
concentration

1- hour net average 4003
concentration

Lead
3-nonth 1.5 1.5
Beryl |ium
30-day average 0.01 0.01
24- hour average 0.01 0.01

Not es
(1)Control of Air Pollution Episodes. 30 TAC Section 118.1 (PMLO, beryllium.

(2)National Anbient Air Quality Standards. 40 CFR § 50.3 and 51.160 (PMLO, |ead and berylliuny.
(3)Gound | evel Concentrations. 30 TAC Section 111.155

aThe concentration of any air contaminants is equal to or greater than the levels specified for Level 1 and in case of all air contam nants except ozone
met eor ol ogi cal conditi ons conducive ot high air contamination are predicted to continue for at |east 12 hours

bLevel 2 exists if the executive director determ nes that an energency reduction of emi ssions nust be initiated to prevent the presence in the
at rosphere of any of the air contaminants in the concentrations specified. These levels could cause significant harmto human health

cMay not be exceeded nore than once per year, all other NAAQS nay never be exceeded.



Table A-8

M scel |

aneous Location Standards - QU No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

Requi r ement ARAR?

1. Location-Specific
Feder al

National H storic No
Preservati on Act

16 U.S.C. § 470
40 C.F.R § 6.301(b)

36 CF.R Part 800

Archeol ogi cal and H storic Preservati on Act No

16 U.S.C. § 469
40 C.F.R § 6.301(c)

H storic Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act No

15 U.S.C. § 461 et seq.
40 C.F.R § 6.301(a)

Endanger ed Speci es Act No

16 U.S.C. § 1531 et. seq.
50 CF.R Part 402

W der ness Act No

16 U.S.C. § 1131 et seq.
50 CF.R Part 35

Page 1 of 2

Justification

Requires federal agencies to take into account the effect of any federally-assisted
undertaking or licensing on any district, site, building, structure, or object that is
included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Hstorical Places.
There is no such district, site, building, structure, or object in or near the RSR Site;
therefore, the Act is not an ARAR

Est abl i shes procedures to provide for preservation of scientific, historical, and
ar cheol ogi cal data which m ght be destroyed through alteration of terrain as a result

of a federal construction project or a federally licensed activity or program |f
scientific, historical, or archaeol ogical artifacts are discovered at the Site, work in

the area of the Site affected by such discovery will be halted pending the
conpletion of any data recovery and preservation activities required pursuant to the

Act and its inplenmenting regulations. No archeol ogical or historical l|andmark is
docunented to be present at the Site; therefore, this requirenent is not an ARAR

Requi res federal agencies to consider the existence and |ocation of |andmarks on the
Nati onal Registry of Natural Landmarks to avoid undesirable inpacts on such

| andmarks. There is no such landmark that will be affected by the proposed
remedy; therefore, the Act is not an ARAR

Requi res that proposed action mnimze inpacts on endangered species within
critical habitats upon which endangered species depend, including consultation with
Department of Interior. No plant or ani mal endangered species of "critical habitat”

will be inpacted by the proposed renedy at the Site; therefore, the Act is not an
ARAR.

Requires the Adm nistration of federally owned wilderness areas to | eave them

uni npacted. There is no federally owned wi |l derness area that will be inpacted by
the proposed renedy; therefore, the Act is not an ARAR



Table A-8

M scel | aneous Location Standards - OJ No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas Page 2 of 2

Requi r ement ARAR? Justification
1. Location-Specific (Continued)
Federal (Conti nued)
National WIldlife Refuge System No Restricts activities within a National WIldlife Refuge. The proposed remedy will

16 U.S.C. 88 668dd, 668ee not affect a National WIldlife Refuge; therefore, these provisions are not ARARs.
50 CF.R Part 27

State

Anti ques Code of Texas No Prohibits the taking, altering, damaging, destroying, or excavating of a state
TEX. NAT. RES. COD. ANN., archeol ogi cal landmark without a contract or permt. No state archeol ogical

CH 191 | andmark is docunented to be present at the Site; therefore, the Code is not an

ARAR



REVI SED COST ESTI MATES
RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE
OPERABLE UNIT No. 4
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10/ 26/ 95 Revi sed Table B-1
Cost Estimate

Oper abl

e Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

RSR CCRPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON CF QU4
+50% - 30%)

(Accuracy Range:
DESCRI PTI ON QUANTI TY
ALTERNATI VE 1b: Institutional Controls; Long-Term Mnitoring
CAPI TAL COSTS:
GENERAL REQUI REMENTS: 10%

CGeneral Sitework:
Institutional Controls

Fi x Existing Perineter Fence 2,500
Long- Term Moni t ori ng:
Survey Monitoring Wells & Surface Water Sanpling Locations 1
SUBTOTAL
CONTI NGENCY 20%
SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTI ON COsT
PERM TTI NG & LEGAL 5%
SERVI CES DURI NG CONSTRUCTI ON 7%
SUBTOTAL - | MPLEMENTATI ON COST
ENG NEERI NG & DESI GN COST 6%

TOTAL - Capital Cost - Alternative 1b

ANNUAL O & M COSTS:

Quard Service (24 Hours/Day, 7 Days/\Wek) 12
Long Term Monitoring Sanpling Events 3
SUBTOTAL
CONTI NGENCY 20%

TOTAL - Annual O & MCosts - Alternative 1b

UNIT

LF

LS

MONTHS

$/UNT

$43, 889

$15. 00

$2, 000. 00

$43, 889

$52, 666. 67
$52, 666. 67

$52, 667. 67

$10, 800. 00
$10, 500. 00

$161, 000

TOTAL

$4, 389

$37, 500
$2, 000

$43, 889
$8, 778
$52, 667
$2, 633
$3, 687
$58, 987
$3, 160
$62, 147

$129, 600
$31, 500

$161, 100
$32, 220
$193, 320

REFERENCE

Assumes 100% of existing fence needs repair



10/ 26/ 95 Revi sed Table B-1
Cost Estimate

QOperable Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON OF QU4
(Accuracy Range: +50% - 30%)

DESCRI PTI ON QUANTI TY UNI T $/UNT TOTAL REFERENCE
COosT
NET PRESENT VALUE:
Year 0 $62, 147
Year 1 $193, 320
Year 2 $193, 320 Year 3
Year 4 $193, 320
Year 5 $193, 320
Year 6 $193, 320
Year 7 $193, 320
Year 8 $193, 320
Year 9 $193, 320
Year 10 $193, 320
Year 11 $193, 320
Year 12 $193, 320
Year 13 $193, 320
Year 14 $193, 320
Year 15 $193, 320
Year 16 $193, 320
Year 17 $193, 320
Year 18 $193, 320
Year 19 $193, 320
Year 20 $193, 320
Year 21 $193, 320
Year 22 $193, 320
Year 23 $193, 320
Year 24 $193, 320
Year 25 $193, 320
Year 26 $193, 320
Year 27 $193, 320
Year 28 $193, 320
Year 29 $193, 320
Year 30 $193, 320

NET PRESENT VALUE (1=5% - Alternative 1lb $3, 033, 949



10/ 26/ 95

Cost Estimate

QOperable Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Dal | as, Texas

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON
(Accuracy Range:

DESCRI PTI ON

Alternative 2: In-situ Treatnent of Bldgs & Structures.

Revi sed Table B-1

O fsite Treatnent & D sposal

of Residual MIls. Renoval & Disposal of Asbestos MIs. Contai nnent of Metal s-Contam

Soils in Unpaved Areas. LT Mnitoring
CAPI TAL COSTS:

GENERAL REQUI REMENTS:

CGeneral Sitework:

Perineter Fence
Air Monitoring During Site Wrk

Gat her Residual Materials fromHog Storage Building & Equi prent,

Structural |nspection

Pl ug Sunps

Structural Modifications (Heavy Duty)

Gather Residuals MIs fromBldg by Hand & place in 55 Gal
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust

Gather Residual MIs fromEquip by Hand & Pl ace in 55 Gal
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust

Transport Drunmmed MIls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee
St eam d ean Bui |l di ng & Equi pnent 2 Ti nes

Gat her Residual Mterials fromSmelter Facility & Adjacent
Structural |nspection

Pl ug Sunps

Structural Modifications (Heavy Duty)

Gather Residuals MIs fromBldg by Hand & Place in 55 Gal
55 Gllon Druns for Lead Dust

Druns

Druns

Bag Houses & Equi pnent,

Druns

o au
+50% - 30%)
QUANTI TY UNIT $/UNT
10% $2, 047, 395
2,500 LF $15. 00
1 LS $100, 000. 00
and Steam O ean Buil ding & Equi prent (11,990 SF):
32 HRS $100. 00
1 LS $1, 000. 00
11, 990 SF $8. 80
11, 990 SF $0. 15
17 DRUVB $200. 00
5 CcY $100. 00
17 DRUVB $200. 00
9 cY $79. 42
9 CcY $225. 00
11, 990 SF $0. 60
and Steam C ean Buil di ng
64 HRS $100. 00
1 LS $1, 000. 00
37, 259 SF $8. 80
37, 259 SF $0. 15
53 DRUVB $200. 00

TOTAL
CcasT

REFERENCE

$204, 739

$37, 500
$100, 000

$3, 200
$1, 000
$105,530 Based on AccuVak 1(800)852-9252
$1, 799 Assunes Level C Protection
$3, 400

$474
$3, 400

$735 ECHOS 33-19-0204 pg. 382, Assune 500 miles
$2, 083 Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
$7,194 ECHOS 33-17-0812 Pg. 374

& Equi prent (37,259 SF):

$6, 400
$1, 000

$327,936 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
$5,589 Assunes Level C Protection

$10, 600



Gat her Residual MIs fromEquip by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 508 CcY $100.
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 1, 865 DRUMVS $200.
Transport Drummed Mls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 522 CcY $79.
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 522 CcY $225.
St eam d ean Bui |l di ng & Equi pnent 2 Ti nes 37, 259 SF $0.
Gat her Residual Materials fromBatch House & Equi prent, and Steam O ean Buil di ng & Equi prent (21, 749 SF):
Structural |nspection 48 HRS $100.
Pl ug Sunps 1 LS $1, 000.
Structural Modifications (Heavy Duty) 21,749 SF $8
Gather Residuals MIs fromEquip by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 21,749 SF $0
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 31 DRUVB $200
Transport Drunmmed MIls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 8 Ccy $79
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 8 Cy $225
Steam d ean Structure 2 Tines 21,749 SF $0
Pump Water to Frac Tank, Test & Discharge:
Frac Tanks 100 EA $1, 140.
Punpi ng 1 LS $10, 000.
Sanpl i ng 100 EA $70.
Anal ysi s 100 EA $200.

00
00

42
00
60

00
00

.80
.15
.00
.42
.00
. 60

00
00
00
00

$50, 792
$373, 000

$41, 477
$117, 511
$22, 355

$4, 800
$1, 000
$191, 424
$3, 262
$6, 200
$670

$1, 899
$13, 049

$114, 000
$10, 000
$7, 000
$20, 000

ECHOS 33-19-0204 pg 382, Assune 500 nmiles
Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
ECHOS 33-17-0812 Pg. 374

Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Assunes Level C Protection

ECHOS 33-19-0204 pg. 382, Assune 500 miles
Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
ECHOS 33-17-0812 Pg. 374



10/ 26/ 95

Cost Estimate

QOperable Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Dal | as, Texas

DESCRI PTI ON

Asbest os Abat enent :
Site Preparation
Caf e Buil di ng:
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Vehi cl e Mai nt enance Buil di ng
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Bat h House Bui | di ng:
Fl oor Tile Mastic
Caf eteria Building
Drywal | Joi nt Conpound
Fl oor Tile Mastic
Laborat ory Conpl ex Buil di ng:
Drywal | Joi nt Conpound
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Fl oor Tile Mastic
Hog Storage Buil di ng:
Pi pe Insul ation
Mudded Pipe Fitting
Smel ter Facility Building:
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Floor Tile Mastic
Tar Backing on Insul ation
Vibration Joint Coth
Packagi ng & Handl i ng
Transportati on to Hazardous Landfill & D sposal

Met al s Cont am nated Soil s:
Cap NE Area with 2 Thick O ean Mterial

Revi sed Table B-1

RSR CCRPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON CF QU4

(Accuracy Range:

QUANTI TY

300
250
100

500
1, 000

8, 000
3, 000
2,500

200
200
2,000
20
500
500

4, 000

+509 - 30%

UNIT

LS
SF
SF
SF

SF
SF

SF
SF
SF

LF
EA

SF
SF
SF
SF
CY
CY

$/UNT
CcasT

$10, 000. 00

$10.
$10.
$5.

$5.
$5.

$5.
$10.
$5.

$125.
50.

$10.
$5.
$5.
$5.
$50.
$79.

$15.

60

60

00

00
00

00
60
00

00
00

60
00
00
00
00
00

00

TOTAL

$10, 000
$3, 180
$2, 650

$500

$2, 500
$5, 000

$40, 000
$31, 800
$12, 500

$375
$150

$2, 120
$1, 000
$10, 000

$100
$25, 000
$39, 500

$60, 000

REFERENCE

Asbest os containing nateri al
quantities were obtained from

CH2ZM HI LL report dated July 12, 1994.
Quantities came from survey

conduct ed by Nobi s Engineering, Inc.

Based on costs from Jones & Neuse

Assumes only capping NE portion of property
Unit price includes cost of grading top soil



SUBTOTAL
CONTI NGENCY
SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTI ON COST
PERM TTI NG & LEGAL
SERVI CES DURI NG CONSTRUCTI ON
SUBTOTAL - | MPLEMENTATI ON COST
ENG NEERI NG & DESI GN COST
TOTAL - Capital Costs - Alternative 2

ANNUAL O & M CCSTS:
Quard Service (24 Hours/Day, 7 Days/Wek)
Long Term Monitoring: Sanpling Events
Site Inspection

SUBTOTAL
CONTI NGENCY
TOTAL - Annual O & M Costs - Alternative 2

30%
5%
7%
6%
12 MONTHS
3 EA
12 MONTHS

30%

$2, 047, 395
$2, 047, 395
$2, 661, 613
$2, 396, 575
$2, 396, 575
$2, 949, 022
$2, 396, 575
$3, 092, 997

$10, 800. 00
$10, 500. 00
$2, 000. 00

$185, 100
$185, 100
$240, 630

$614, 218

$119, 829
$167, 760

$143, 794

$129, 600
$31, 500
$24, 000

$55, 530

Based on cost of all
Based on cost of all

Based on cost of all

on-site activities
on-site activities

on-site activities



10/ 26/ 95
Cost Estinmate

Oper abl

e Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

DESCRI PTI ON

NET PRESENT VALUE
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR

NET PRESENT VALUE (1=5% - Alternative 2

0

O©CoOoO~NOOOhWNE

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Revi sed Table B-1

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON OF QU4
(Accuracy Range: +50% - 30%)

QUANTI TY UNI'T $/UNT TOTAL
CcasT

$3, 092, 997
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630
$240, 630

$6, 792, 070

REFERENCE



10/ 26/ 95 Revi sed Table B-1
Cost Estimate

Operable Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas

RSR CORPORATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON OF Q4
(Accuracy Range: +50% - 30%)

DESCRI PTI ON QUANTI TY UNI'T $/UNIT TOTAL REFERENCE
CosT

ALTERNATI VE 3: All Conponents of Alternative2 & Includes Denplition & Renpval of
Al'l Buildings & Structures. Disposal of Building Materials. Containment of Metals-
Cont ami nat ed Soils.

CAPI TAL COSTS:

GENERAL REQUI REMENTS: 10% $6, 244, 150 $624, 415
General Sitework:
Air Mnitoring During Site Wrk 1 LS $100, 000. 00 $100, 000
Gat her Residual Materials fromHog Storage Buil ding & Equi prent (11,990 SF):
Structural |nspection 32 HRS $100. 00 $3, 200
Structural Modifications 11, 990 SF $5. 87 $70, 353 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Gat her Residual MIs fromBldg by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 11, 900 SF $0. 15 $1, 799 Assunes Level C Protection
55 Gallon Drums for Lead Dust 17 DRUMS $200. 00 $3, 400
Gat her Residual MIs fromEquip by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 5 (14 $100. 00 $474
55 Gl lon Druns for Lead Dust 17 DRUNMS $200. 00 $3, 400
Transport Drummed Mls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 9 CY $79. 42 $735 ECHOS 33-19-0204 pg 382, Assume 500
mles
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 9 CY $225. 00 $2, 083 Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
Gat her Residual Materials fromSnelter Facility & Adjacent Bag Houses & Equi prent (37,259 SF):
Structural Inspection 64 HRS $100. 00 $6, 400
Structural Modifications 37, 259 SF $5. 87 $218, 624 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Gat her Residual MIs fromBldg by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 37, 259 SF $0. 15 $5, 589 Assunes Level C Protection
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 53 DRUNMB $200. 00 $10, 600
Gat her Residual MIs from Equip by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 508 CcY $100. 00 $50, 792
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 1, 865 DRUMS $200. 00 $373, 000
Transport Drummed Mls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 552 CY $79. 42 $41, 477 ECHOS 33-19-0204 pg 382, Assume 500 nmiles
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 552 (14 $225. 00 $117, 511 Based on costs from Jones & Neuse



Gat her Residual Materials from Batch House & Equi prent (21, 749 SF)

Structural |nspection 48 HRS $100
Structural Modifications 21, 749 SF $5
Gat her Residuals MIs fromEquip by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 21,749 SF $0
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 31 DRUMS $200.
Transport Drummed Mls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 8 CY $79.
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 8 (14 $225
Di smant| e Non- Supporting Equi pment in Hog Storage Building Steam U ean at VMB & Haul to Cass Il Waste Facility

Di smant| e Non- Supporting Equi prent 10 TONS $610
St eam C ean Equi pnent 2 Tines 5, 000 SF $0
Transport & Dispose of Equiprment at Class |l Waste Facility 10 TONS $100
Gate Fee for Truck at Class Il Waste Facility 1 Truck Loads $14
Di smant| e Non- Supporting Equipment in Snmelter Facility, Steam Clean at VMB & Adj acent Bag Houses & Haul to Class Il Waste Facility

Di smant| e Non- Supporting Equi prent 1, 000 TONS $610
St eam O ean Equi prent 2 Ti nes 60, 000 SF $0
Transport & Di spose of Equipnent at Cass Il Waste Facility 1, 000 TONS $100

Gate Fee for Truck at Class Il Waste Facility 50 Truck Loads $14

$4, 800
$127, 616
$3, 262
$6, 200

$670
$1, 899

$6, 100
$3, 000
$1, 000

$14

$610, 000
$36, 000
$100, 000

$700

Based

on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252

Assune Level C Protection

ECHCS 33-

Based

Based
ECHCS

Based

Based
ECHCS
Based
Based

19- 0204 pg 382, Assune 500 mles

on costs from Jones & Neuse

on 95 MEANS 020-718-3600
33-17-0812 Pg. 374

on costs from Jones & Neuse

on 95 MEANS 020- 718- 3600
33-17-0812 Pg. 374

on costs from Jones & Neuse
on costs from Jones & Neuse



10/ 26/ 95

Cost Estimate

QOperable Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Dal | as, Texas

DESCRI PTI ON

Asbest os Abat enent :
Site Preparation
Caf e Buil di ng:
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Vehi cl e Mai nt enance Bui | di ng:
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Bat h House Bui |l di ng:
Floor Tile Mastic
Caf eteria Buil ding
Drywal | Joi nt Conpound
Fl oor Tile Mastic
Laboratory Conpl ex Buil di ng:
Drywal | Joi nt Conpound
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Fl oor Tile Mastic
Hog Storage Buil di ng:
Pi pe Insul ation
Mudded Pipe Fitting
Smel ter Facility Building:
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Fl oor Tile Mastic
Tar Backing on I nsul ation
Vi bration Joint Cloth
Packagi ng & Handl i ng
Transportati on to Hazardous Landfill

& Di sposal

Revi sed Table B-1

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON CF QU4

(Accuracy Range:

+50% - 30%)

QUANTI TY

300
250
100

500
1, 000

8, 000
3, 000
2,500

200
200
2,000
20
500
500

UNI'T

LS

SF

SF

SF

SF
SF

SF
SF
SF

LF

SF
SF
SF
SF

$/UNIT
cosT

$10, 000. 00

$10. 60

$10.
$5.

$5.
$5.

$5.
$10.
$5.

$125.
$50.

$10.
$5.
$5.
$5.
$50.
$79.

60

00

00
00

00
60
00

00
00

60
00
00
00
00
00

TOTAL

$10, 000
$3, 180
$2, 650

$500

$2, 500
$5, 000

$40, 000
$31, 800
$12, 500

$375
$150

$2, 120
$1, 000
$10, 000
$100
$25, 000
$39, 500

REFERENCE

Asbest os containing materi al
quantities were obtained from

CH2M H LL report dated July 12, 1994.
Quantities cane from survey

conduct ed by Nobi s Engi neering, I|nc.

Based on costs from Jones & Neuse



Renmove Hog Storage Building, Snelter Facility & Batch House:
Sanpl es for Smelter Facility

Sanpl es for Hog Storage Buil di ng

Sanpl es for Batch House

TCLP Anal ysi s

Controlled Dismantl e of Hog Storage Buil ding
Controlled Dismantle of Snelter Facility & Adjacent Bag Houses
Controlled D smantl e of Batch House

Steam O ean Sheet Metal Debris at Vehicle Mintenance Bl dg

Transport Sheet Metal to Cass | Waste Facility & Tipping Fee
Transport & Di spose of Equiprment at Cass Il Waste Facility
Gate Fee for Truck at Class Il Waste Facility

Purp Water to Frac Tank, Test & D scharge:
Frac Tanks

Punpi ng

Sanpl i ng

Anal ysi s

Denol i sh Snelter Stack and Transport to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill:

Snel ter Stack (300" High)
Transport Drummed Debris to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill

RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee

Denol i sh Rermai ning Structures and Transport Debris to Appropriate Facility:

Sanpl es for Buildings (5 Buildings, 20 Sanmpl es Each)
TCLP Anal ysi s

100
20
20

140

11, 990
37, 259
21,749
124, 949
3,944
3,944
197

100

100
100

1, 256

1, 256

100
100

TEEE

SF
SF
SF

SF
Ccy

CcYy
Truck Loads

EA
LS
EA
EA

$70
$70
$70
$300

$20
$20
$20

$0.

$90.
$29.
$14.

$1, 140. 00
$10, 000. 00
$70. 00

$200

.00
.00
.00
.00

00
00
00
60
00

00
00

.00

$400, 000

$79

$125

$70
$300

.42

.00

.00
.00

$7, 000
$1, 400
$1, 400
$42, 000

$239, 800
$745, 180
$434, 980

$74, 969

$354, 990
$114, 386
$2,761

$114, 000
$10, 000
$7, 000
$20, 000

$400, 000
$99, 747
$157, 000

$7, 000
$30, 000

Based
Based
Based

Based
Based
Based

Based
ECHOS
mles
Based

on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252

on costs from Jones & Neuse
on costs from Jones & Neuse
on costs from Jones & Neuse

on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
33-19-0204 pg 382, Assune 500

on costs from Jones & Neuse



10/ 26/ 95 Revi sed Table B-1
Cost Estimate

QOperable Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas

RSR CCORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON CF QU4
(Accuracy Range: +50% - 30%

DESCRI PTI ON QUANTI TY UNIT $/UNT TOTAL REFERENCE
cosT
Controlled D smantling of Roofs and Transport to RCRA C Facility
Vehi cl e Mai nt enance Bui |l di ng 3,717 SF $1. 00 $3, 717 Based on ECHCS 16-01-0308 pg 28
Bat h House 2,200 SF $1. 00 $2, 200 Based on ECHOS 16-01- 0308 pg 28
Cafeteria 1, 302 SF $1. 00 $1, 302 Based on ECHCS 16-01-0308 pg 28
Laboratory 5,619 SF $1. 00 $5, 619 Based on ECHOS 16-01-0308 pg 28
Gas Station 525 SF $1. 00 $525 Based on ECHOS 16- 01-0308 pg 28
Transport Roof Debris to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 495 Cy $79. 42 $39, 305 ECHOS 33-19-0204 pg. 382, Assune 500
mles
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 495 CcY $125. 00 $61, 866 Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
Denol i sh Remai nder of Buil dings and Di spose of Debris in Appropriate Facilities:
Vehi cl e Mai nt enance Bui | di ng 3,717 SF $14. 00 $52, 038 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Bat h House 2,200 SF $18. 00 $39, 600 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Cafeteria 1, 302 SF $18. 00 $23, 436 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Laboratory 5,619 SF $18. 00 $101, 142 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Gas Station 525 SF $18. 00 $9, 450 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Transport Debris to ass | Waste Facility & Tipping Fee 247 Ccy $90. 00 $22, 272 Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
Transport & Di spose of Equiprment at Cass Il Waste Facility 198 CY $29. 00 $5, 741 Based on costs fromJones & Neuse
Gate Fee for Truck at Cass Il Waste Facility 10 Truck Loads $14. 00 $139 Based on costs fromJones & Neuse
Transport Debris to RCRA Subtitle C Facility 49 CcY $79. 42 $3,931 ECHOS 33-19- 0204 pg 382, Assune 500
mles
Ti pping Fee at RCRA Subtitle C Facility 49 CY $125. 00 $6, 187 Based on costs fromJones & Neuse



Metal s Contami nated Soil s:

Denol i sh Concrete Pavenents

Transport Debris to RCRA Subtitle D Landfil

RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Tipping Fee

Cap NE Area & Formerly Paved Areas with 2' Thick C ean Material

SUBTOTAL
CONTI NGENCY
SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTI ON COST
PERM TTI NG & LEGAL
SERVI CES DURI NG CONSTRUCTI ON
SUBTOTAL - | MPLEMENTATI ON COST
ENG NEERI NG & DES|I GN COST
TOTAL - Capital Costs - Alternative 3

ANNUAL O & M CCSTS
Site Inspection

SUBTOTAL
CONTI NGENCY
TOTAL - Annual O & M Costs - Alternative 3

7,900
1,317
66
9, 300
30%

5%
7%

6%

12

30%

SY
(4

Truck Loads
CcY

MONTHS

$15. 00
$10. 00
$143, 000
$15. 00

$6, 244, 150

$6, 561, 954
$6, 561, 954

$6, 561, 954

$2, 000. 00

$24, 000
$24, 000

$118, 500
$13, 167

$9, 414
$139, 500

$6, 244, 150
$1, 873, 245
$8, 117, 396
$328, 098
$459, 337
$8, 904, 830
$393, 717
$9, 298, 547

$24, 000

$7, 200
$31, 200

Based on 95 MEANS 020- 554- 1900
Dal | as Muni ci pal Landfill (214)670-0977

Includes NE area and all areas that
wer e paved

Based on cost of all on-site activities
Based on cost of all on-site activities

Based on cost of all on-site activities



10/ 26/ 95 Revi sed Table B-1
Cost Estimate

QOperable Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON OF QU4
(Accuracy Range: +50% - 30%)

DESCRI PTI ON QUANTI TY UNIT $/UNT TOTAL REFERENCE
CcasT
NET PRESENT VALUE:
YEAR 0 $9, 298, 547
YEAR 1 $31, 200
YEAR 2 $31, 200
YEAR 3 $31, 200
YEAR 4 $31, 200
YEAR 5 $31, 200
YEAR 6 $31, 200
YEAR 7 $31, 200
YEAR 8 $31, 200
YEAR 9 $31, 200
YEAR 10 $31, 200
YEAR 11 $31, 200
YEAR 12 $31, 200
YEAR 13 $31, 200
YEAR 14 $31, 200
YEAR 15 $31, 200
YEAR 16 $31, 200
YEAR 17 $31, 200
YEAR 18 $31, 200
YEAR 19 $31, 200
YEAR 20 $31, 200
YEAR 21 $31, 200
YEAR 22 $31, 200
YEAR 23 $31, 200
YEAR 24 $31, 200
YEAR 25 $31, 200
YEAR 26 $31, 200
YEAR 27 $31, 200
YEAR 28 $31, 200
YEAR 29 $31, 200
YEAR 30 $31, 200

NET PRESENT VALUE (1=5% - Alternative 3 $9, 778, 168



10/ 26/ 95

Cost Estimate

QOperable Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Dal | as, Texas

Revi sed Table B-1

RSR CCORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON CF QU4
(Accuracy Range: +50% - 30%

DESCRI PTI ON QUANTI TY UNIT $/UNT
cosT
ALTERNATI VE 4: Sane as Alternative 3 and | ncludes Excavation & D sposal of
Met al s- Cont ami nated Soi | s.
CAPI TAL COSTS:
GENERAL REQUI REMENTS: 10% $7, 858, 595
Ceneral Sitework:
Air Monitoring During Site Wrk 1 LS $100, 000. 00
Gat her Residual Materials fromHog Storage Buil ding & Equi prent (11, 990 SF):
Structural |nspection 32 HRS $100. 00
Structural Mdifications 11, 990 SF $5. 87
Gather Residual MIs fromBldg by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 11, 990 SF $0. 15
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 17 DRUVS $200. 00
Gat her Residual MIs fromEquip by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 5 Ccy $100. 00
55 Gllon Druns for Lead Dust 17 DRUVS $200. 00
Transport Drummed MIls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 9 CcY $79. 42
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 9 Cy $225. 00

TOTAL

$785, 859

$100, 000

$3, 200
$70, 353
$1, 799
$3, 400

$474
$3, 400

$735

$2, 083

REFERENCE

Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Assunes Level C Protection

ECHOS 33-19-0204 pg 382, Assune 500
mles
Based on costs from Jones & Neuse



Gat her Residual Materials fromSnelter Facility & Adjacent Bag Houses & Equi pment (37,259 SF):

Structural |nspection 64 HRS $100. 00 $6, 400
Structural Mdifications 37, 259 SF $5. 87 $218, 624 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Gather Residual MIs fromBldg by Hand & Place in 55 Gl Drums 37, 259 SF $0. 15 $5, 589 Assurmes Level C Protection
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 53 DRUVB $200. 00 $10, 600
Gather Residual MIs fromEquip by Hand & Place in 55 Gl Druns 508 cY $100. 00 $50, 792
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 1, 865 DRUVS $200. 00 $373, 000
Transport Drunmmed MIls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 522 CY $79. 42 $41, 477 ECHOS 33-19-0204 pg. 382, Assune 500
mles
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 522 CcY $225. 00 $117, 511 Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
Gat her Residual Materials fromBatch House & Equi prent (21, 749 SF):
Structural |nspection 48 HRS $100. 00 $4, 800
Structural Modifications 21,749 SF $5. 87 $127, 616 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Gat her Residual MIs fromEquip by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 21,749 SF $0. 15 $3, 262 Assunmes Level C Protection
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 31 DRUMS $200. 00 $6, 200
Transport Drummed M|ls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 8 Cy $79. 42 $670 ECHOS 33-19-0204 p 382, Assune 500 niles
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 8 CcY $225. 00 $1, 899 Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
Di smant| e Non- Supporting Equi prent in Hog Storage Building, Steam dean at VMB & Haul to Class Il Waste Facility:
Di smant| e Non- Supporting Equi pnent 10 TONS $610. 00 $6, 100 Based on 95 MEANS 020- 718- 3600
St eam d ean Equi pnent 2 Ti nmes 5, 000 SF $0. 60 $3, 000 ECHOs 33-17-0812 Pg. 374
Transport & Di spose of Equipnent at Class Il Waste Facility 10 TONS $100. 00 $1, 000
Gate Fee for Ticket at dass Il Waste Facility 1 Truck Loads $14. 00 $14 Based on costs fromJones & Neuse
Di smant| e Non- Supporting Equipnent in Snelter Facility, Steam Cean at VMB & Adjacent Bag Houses & Haul to Class Il Waste Facility:
Di smant| e Non- Supporting Equi pnent 1, 000 TONS $610. 00 $610, 000 Based on 95 MEANS 020- 718- 3600
St eam d ean Equi prent 2 Ti nes 60, 000 SF $0. 60 $36, 000 ECHOS 33-17-0812 Pg. 374
Transport & Di spose of Equi pnent at Class Il Waste Facility 1, 000 TONS $100. 00 $100, 000
Gate Fee for Truck at dass Il Waste Facility 50 Truck Loads $14. 00 $700 Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
Asbest os Abat ement :
Site Preparation 1 LS $10, 000. 00 $10, 000 Asbest os containing nateri al
Caf e Buil di ng: quantities were obtained from
1'x 1' Floor Tile 300 SF $10. 60 $3, 180 CH2ZM HI LL report dated July 12, 1994.
Vehi cl e Mai nt enance Buil di ng: Quantities came from survey
1'x 1' Floor Tile 250 SF $10. 60 $2, 650 conducted by Nobi s Engi neering, Inc.
Bat h House Bui |l di ng:
Floor Tile Mastic 100 SF $5. 00 $500

Caf eteria Building
Drywal | Joi nt Conpound 500 SF $5. 00 $2, 500



10/ 26/ 95 Revi sed Table B-1

Cost Estimate

QOperable Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site
Dal | as, Texas

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON CF QU4

DESCRI PTI ON

Fl oor Tile Mastic

Laborat ory Conpl ex Buil di ng:
Drywal | Joi nt Conpound

1'x 1' Floor Tile

Fl oor Tile Mastic

Hog Storage Buil di ng:

Pi pe Insul ation

Mudded Pipe Fitting
Smel ter Facility Building:
1'x 1' Floor Tile

Floor Tile Mastic

Tar Backing on Insul ation
Vibration Joint Cloth
Packagi ng & Handl i ng
Transportati on to Hazardous Landfill & D sposal

Remove Hog Storage Building, Snelter Facility & Batch House:
Sanples for Smelter Facility

Sanpl es for Hog Storage Buil ding

Sanpl es for Batch House

TCLP Anal ysi s

Controlled D smantl e of Hog Storage Buil ding
Controlled Dismantle of Snelter Facility & Adjacent Bag Houses
Controll ed Disnmantl e of Batch House

St eam d ean Sheet Metal Debris at Vehicle Mintenance Bl dg
Transport Sheet Metal to Cass | Waste Facility & Tipping Fee

Transport & Di spose of Equi pnent at Class Il Waste Facility
Gate Fee for Truck at dass Il Waste Facility

(Accuracy Range:

+50% - 30%)

QUANTI TY

1, 000

8, 000
3, 000
2,500

3
3

200
200
2,000
20
500
500

100
20
20

140

11, 190
37, 259
21,749

124, 949
3,944

3,944
197

UNI'T

SF
SF
SF
SF

LF

Q28444

TEEE

SF
SF
SF

SF
CY

CcY
Truck Loads

$/UNIT

cosT

$70.
$70.
$70.
$300.

$20.
$20.
$20.

$0.
$90.

$29.
$14.

.00

.00
. 60
.00

.00
.00

. 60
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00

00
00
00
00

00
00
00

60
00

00
00

TOTAL

$5, 000

$40, 000
$31, 800
$12, 500

$375
$150

$2, 120
$1, 000
$10, 000

$100
$25, 000
$39, 500

$7, 000
$1, 400
$1, 400
$42, 000

$239, 800
$745, 180
$434, 980

$74, 969
$354, 990

$114, 386
$2, 761

Based

Based
Based
Based

Based
Based
Based

on

on
on
on

on
on
on

REFERENCE

costs from Jones & Neuse

Accuval 1(800)852- 9252
Accuval 1(800)852- 9252
Accuval 1(800)852- 9252

costs from Jones & Neuse
costs from Jones & Neuse
costs from Jones & Neuse



Pump Water to Frac Tank, Test
Frac Tanks

Punpi ng

Sanpl i ng

Anal ysi s

Denolish Snelter Stack and Transport to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill:

Snelter Stack (300" Hi gh)
Transport Drunmed Debris to

RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Sta

Denmol i sh Remai ning Structures and Transport Debris to Appropriate Facility:

Sanpl es for Buildings (5 Bui
TCLP Anal ysi s

Controlled D smantling of Roofs and Transport to RCRA Facility:

Vehi cl e Mai nt enance Bui |l di ng
Bat h House

Caf eteria

Laboratory

Gas Station

& Di scharge:

RCRA Subtitle C Landfill

bilization & Tipping Fee

I di ngs, 20 Sanpl es Each)

Transport Roof Debris to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill

RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee

Denol i sh Renmai nder of Buil dings and Di spose of Debris in Appropriate Facilities:

Vehi cl e Mai nt enance Bui | di ng
Bat h House

Cafeteria

Laboratory

Gas Station

Transport Debris to dass |

Waste Facility & Tipping Fee

100

100
100

1, 256

1, 256

100
100

3,717
2,200
1, 302
5,619
525
495

495

3,717
2,200
1, 302
5,619
525
247

Tx

SF
SF
SF
SF
SF

SF
SF
SF
SF
SF

$1, 140. 00
$10, 000. 00
$70.
$200.

00
00

$400, 000

$79.

4125.

$70.
$300.

$1.
$1.
$1.
$1.
$1.
$79.

$125.

$14.
$18.
$18.
$18.
$18.
$90.

42

00

00
00

00
00
00
00
00
42

00

00
00
00
00
00
00

$114, 000
$10, 000
$7, 000
$20, 000

$400, 000
$99, 747

$157, 000

$7, 000
$30, 000

$3, 717
$2, 200
$1, 302
$5, 619

$525
$39, 305

$61, 866

$52, 038
$39, 600
$23, 436
$101, 142

$9, 450
$22, 272

Based
ECHOS
mles
Based

Based
Based
Based
Based
Based
ECHOS
mles
Based

Based
Based
Based
Based
Based
Based

on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
33-19-0204 pg 382, Assune 500

on costs from Jones & Neuse

on ECHOS 16-01-0308 pg 28
on ECHOS 16-01-0308 pg 28
on ECHOS 16-01- 0308 pg 28
on ECHOS 16-01- 0308 pg 28
on ECHOS 16-01-0308 pg 28
33-19-0204 pg. 382, Assune 500

on costs from Jones & Neuse

on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
on costs from Jones & Neuse



10/ 26/ 95 Revi sed Table B-1
Cost Estimate

QOperable Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as, Texas

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON OF QU4
(Accuracy Range: +50% - 30%)

DESCRI PTI ON QUANTI TY UNLT $/UNT TOTAL REFERENCE
cosT
Transport & Di spose of Equiprment at Cass Il Waste Facility 198 Ccy $29. 00 $5, 741 Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
Gate Fee for Truck at Class Il Waste Facility 10 Truck Loads $14. 00 $139 Based on costs fromJones & Neuse
Transport Debris to RCRA Subtitle C Facility 49 Cy $79. 42 $3, 931 ECHOS 33-19-0204 pg 382, Assune 500
mles
Ti pping Fee at RCRA Subtitle C Facility 49 Ccy $125. 00 $6, 187 Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
Met al s Cont am nated Soil s:
Denol i sh Concrete Pavenents 7,900 SY $15. 00 $118, 500 Based on 95 MEANS 020- 554- 1900
Transport Debris to RCRA Subtitle D Landfill 1, 317 Ccy $10. 00 $13, 167
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Tipping Fee 66 Truck Loads $143. 00 $9, 414 Dal | as Muni ci pal Landfill (214)670-0977
Excavate Metals Contaminated Soils 1' Deep in All Areas Except NE Corner 10, 100 CcY $5. 00 $50, 500
Excavate Metals Contaminated Soils 2' Deep in NE Corner 3, 400 CcY $5. 00 $17, 000
Sanpl e Excavated Materials 100 EA $70. 00 $7, 000
TCLP Anal ysi s 100 EA $300. 00 $30, 000
TAL Metals Anal ysis 100 EA $300. 00 $30, 000
Transport Soils to Cass | Waste Facility & Tipping Fee 13, 500 Ccy $90. 00 $1, 215, 000 Based on costs from Jones & Neuse
Assumes backfill quantity is 20% greater
t han
Backfill Al Areas Except NE Corner with 1' Thick Cean Mterial 12,120 CcY $15. 00 $181, 800 excavat ed quantity.
Assunes backfill quantity is 20%greater than
Backfill NE Corner with 2' Thick Cean Materi al 4,080 CcY $15. 00 $61, 200 excavated quantity.
SUBTOTAL $7, 858, 595
CONTI NGENCY 30% $7,858,595  $2,357,578
SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTI ON COST $10, 216, 173
PERM TTI NG & LEGAL 5% $7, 081, 232 $354, 062 Based on cost of all on-site activities
SERVI CES DURI NG CONSTRUCTI ON 7% $7, 081, 232 $495, 686 Based on cost of all on-site activities
SUBTOTAL - | MPLEMENTATI ON COST $11, 065, 921
ENG NEERI NG & DESI GN COST 6% $7, 081, 232 $424, 874 Based on cost of all on-site activities

TOTAL - Capital Costs - Alternative 4 $11, 490, 795



ANNUAL O & M COSTS:
Site Control Cost
Site Mnitoring Cost

SUBTOTAL
CONTI NGENCY
TOTAL- Annual O & M Costs - Alternative 4

30%

LS
LS

$0. 00
$0. 00

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$0



10/ 26/ 95
Cost Estinmate

Oper abl

e Unit No. 4

RSR Cor poration Superfund Site

Dal | as,

Texas

DESCRI PTI ON

NET PRESENT VALUE
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR

NET PRESENT VALUE (I1=5% - Alternative 4

0

O©CoO~NOULA~WNPE

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

Revi sed Table B-1

RSR CCRPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE- REMEDI ATI ON CF QU4

(Accuracy Range:

+50% - 30%)

QUANTI TY

UNIT

$/UNT TOTAL

cosT

$11, 490, 795
$0

$11, 490, 795

REFERENCE



CH2M HI LL

RSR Corportation Superfund Site

PRQIECT NO

111431. FS. R4

PREPARED BY E. R MEYER

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE - REMEDI ATION OF QU 4 (CONTI NGENCY ALTERNATI VE 4A)

(Accuracy Range: +50% - 30%)

DESCRI PTI ON QUANTI TY
Alternative 4A° Sane as Alternative No. 4 Except Includes Disposal of Non-
Hazardous Wastes at QU5 Landfill.
CAPI TAL COSTS:
GENERAL REQUI REMENTS: 10%
General Sitework:
Air Mnitoring During Site Wrk 1
Gat her Residual Materials fromHog Storage Buil ding & Equi pnent (11,990 SF):
Structural |nspection 32
Structural Mbdifications 11, 990
Gather Residual MIs fromBldg by Hand & Place in 55 Gl Drumns 11, 990
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 17
Gather Residual MIs fromEquip by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 5
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 17
Transport Drunmmed MIls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 9
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 9
Gat her Residual Materials fromSmelter Facility & Adjacent Bag Houses & Equi prent (37,259 SF):
Structural |nspection 64
Structural Mdifications 37, 259
Gat her Residual MIs fromBldg by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Drums 37,259
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 53
Gather Residual MIs fromEquip by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 508
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 1, 865

UNIT

LS

HRS

SF

SF
DRUVB

DRUVB

HRS
SF
SF

DRUNVS

DRUVB

$/UNT
cosT

$6, 022, 048

$100, 000. 00

$100.
$5.
$0.
$200.

$100.
$200.

$79. 42

$225.

00
87
15
00

00
00

00

.00
. 87
.15
.00

.00
.00

TOTAL

$602, 205

$100, 000

$3, 200
$70, 353
$1, 799
$3, 400

$474
$3, 400

$735

$2, 083
$6, 400
$218, 624
$5, 589
$10, 600

$50, 792
$373, 000

REFERENCE

Based on AccuVal
Assunes Level

1(800) 852- 9252
C Protection

ECHOS 33-19-0204 pg 382, Assunmes 500
mles
Based on costs from Jones & Neuse

Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Assunes Level C Protection



Transport Drummed MIls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 522 CcY $79. 42 $41, 477
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 522 cY $225. 00 $117, 511
Gat her Residual Materials from Batch House & Equi prent (21, 749 SF):
Structural |nspection 48 HRS $100. 00 $4, 800
Structural Mdifications 21,749 SF $5. 87 $127, 616
Gat her Residual MIls fromEquip by Hand & Place in 55 Gal Druns 21,749 SF $0. 15 $3, 262
55 Gallon Druns for Lead Dust 31 DRUVB $200. 00 $6, 200
Transport Drummed Mls to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 8 Cy $79. 42 $670
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 8 CcY $225. 00 $1, 899
Di smant| e Non- Supporting Equi prent in Hog Storage Building, Steam dean at VMB & Haul to Class Il Waste Facility:
D smant | e Non- Supporting Equi pnent 10 TONS $610. 00 $6, 100
St eam d ean Equi pnent 2 Ti nmes 5, 000 SF $0. 60 $3, 000
Load Equi pnment onto Truck for Transport to QU Landfill 10 TONS $6. 21 $62
Transport Equi pment Over to OU5 Landfill (1 m round trip) 10 TONS $5. 08 $51
Unl oad Equi pnent on Truck & Place in QU5 Landfill 10 TONS $6. 21 $62
Di smant| e Non- Supporting Equiprment in Snelter Facility, Steam Cean at VMB & Adjacent Bag Houses & Haul to Class Il Waste Facility:
D smant | e Non- Supporting Equi pnent 1, 000 TONS $610. 00 $610, 000
St eam d ean Equi pnent 2 Ti nmes 60, 000 SF $0. 60 $36, 000
Load Equi pnment onto Truck for Transport to QU Landfill 1, 000 TONS $6. 21 $6, 209
Transport Equi pment Over to OU5 Landfill (1 m round trip) 1, 000 TONS $5. 08 $5, 084
Unl oad Equi pnent on Truck & Place in QU5 Landfill 1, 000 TONS $6. 21 $6, 209

ECHOS
mles
Based

Based

33-19-0204 pg 382, Assumes 500

on costs from Jones & Neuse

on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252

Assunes Level C Protection

ECHOS
mles
Based

Based
ECHOS

Based
Based
Based

Based
ECHOS

Based
Based
Based

33-19-0204 pg 382, Assune 500

on costs from Jones & Neuse

on 95 MEANS 020- 718- 3600
33-17-0812 Pg. 374

on MEANS Crew B-22
on MEANS Crew B- 34D
on MEANS Crew B-22

on 95 MEANS 020- 718- 3600
33-17-0812 Pg. 374

on MEANS Crew B-22
on MEANS Crew B- 34D
on MEANS Crew B-22



CH2M HI LL

RSR Corportation Superfund Site
PRQJECT NO 111431.FS. R4
PREPARED BY E. R MEYER

RSR CORPCRATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE - REMEDI ATION OF QU 4 (CONTI NGENCY ALTERNATI VE 4A)

(Accuracy Range:

DESCRI PTI ON

Asbest os Abat enent :
Site Preparation
Caf e Buil di ng:
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Vehi cl e Mai nt enance Buil di ng:
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Bat h House Bui | di ng:
Fl oor Tile Mastic
Caf eteria Building
Drywal | Joi nt Conpound
Fl oor Tile Mastic
Laborat ory Conpl ex Buil di ng:
Drywal | Joi nt Conpound
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Fl oor Tile Mastic
Hog Storage Buil di ng:
Pi pe Insul ation
Mudded Pipe Fitting
Smel ter Facility Building:
1'x 1' Floor Tile
Floor Tile Mastic
Tar Backing on Insul ation
Vibration Joint Coth
Packagi ng & Handl i ng
Transportati on to Hazardous Landfill & D sposal

Renmove Hog Storage Building, Snelter Facility & Batch House:
Sanples for Smelter Facility

Sanpl es for Hog Storage Buil ding

Sanpl es for Batch House

TCLP Anal ysi s

+50% - 30%)

QUANTI TY

300
250
100

500
1, 000

8, 000
3, 000
2,500

200
200
2,000
20
500
500

100
20
20

140

UNIT

LS

SF

SF

SF

SF
SF

SF
SF
SF

$/UNT
cosT

$10, 000. 00

$10.
$10.
$5.

$5.
$5.

$5.
$10.
$5.

$125.
$50.

$10.
$5.

$5.
$50.
$79.

$70.
$70.
$70.
$300.

60

60

00

00
00

00
60
00

00
00

60
00

.00

00
00
00

00
00
00
00

TOTAL

$10, 000
$3, 180
$2, 650

$500

$2, 500
$5, 000

$40, 000
$31, 800
$12, 500

$375
$155

$2, 120
$1, 000
$10, 000

$100
$25, 000
$39, 500

$7, 000
$1, 400
$1, 400
$42, 000

REFERENCE

Asbest os containing nateri al
quantities were obtained from

CH2ZM HI LL report dated July 12, 1994.
Quantities came from survey

conduct ed by Nobi s Engineering, Inc.

Based on costs from Jones & Neuse



Controlled D smantl e of
Controlled D snantle of
Controlled D snantle of

St eam d ean Sheet Met al

Hog Storage Buil ding
Smelter Facility & Adjacent Bag Houses
Bat ch House

Debris at Vehicle Mintenance Bl dg

Load Sheet Metal onto Truck for Transport to OU5 Landfill
Transport Sheet Metal Over to QU5 Landfill (1 m round trip)
Unl oad Sheet Metal on Truck & Place in QU5 Landfill

Pump Water to Frac Tank Test & Discharge:

Frac Tanks
Punpi ng
Sanpl i ng
Anal ysi s

Denmol i sh Snelter Stack and Transport to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill:

Smel ter Stack (300

H gh)

Transport Drunmed Debris to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill

RCRA Subtitle C Landfill

Denmol i sh Remai ning Structures and Transport Debris to Appropriate Facility:

Stabilization & Tipping Fee

Sanpl es for Buildings (5 Buildings, 20 Sanpl es Each)

TCLP Anal ysi s

11, 900
37, 259
21,749

124, 949
7,889

197
7,889

SF
SF
SF

SF

(4
Truck Loads

Q2w EFT¥u¥ K

Tx

$20.
$20.
$20.

$0.

$3.
$50.
$4.

$1, 140.
$10, 000.
$70.
$200.

00
00
00

60

03
84
86

00
00
00
00

$400, 000

$79.
$125.

$70.
$300.

42
00

00
00

$239, 800
$745, 180
$434, 980

$74, 969

$23, 901
$10, 027
$33, 598

$114, 000
$10, 000
$7, 000
$20, 000

$400, 000
$99, 747
$157, 000

$7, 000
$30, 000

Based
Based
Based

Based
Based
Based

Based
ECHOS
Based

on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252

on MEANS Crew B-100
on MEANS Crew B- 34D
on MEANS Crew B-15

on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
33-19-0204 pg 382 Assune 500 miles
on costs fromJones & Neuse



CH2M HI LL

RSR Corportation Superfund Site
PRQJECT NO 111431.FS. R4
PREPARED BY E. R MEYER

RSR CORPORATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE - REMEDI ATION OF QU 4 (CONTI NGENCY ALTERNATI VE 4A)
(Accuracy Range: +50% - 30%)

DESCRI PTI ON QUANTI TY UNIT $/UNT TOTAL REFERENCE
CosT
Controlled Dismantling of Roofs and Transport to RCRA C Facility:
Vehi cl e Mai nt enance Bui | di ng 3,717 SF $1. 00 $3, 717 Based on ECHCS 16-01-0308 pg 28
Bat h House 2,200 SF $1.00 $2, 200 Based on ECHCS 16-01-0308 pg 28
Cafeteria 1,302 SF $1. 00 $1, 302 Based on ECHOS 16-01- 0308 pg 28
Laboratory 5,619 SF $1. 00 $5, 619 Based on ECHCS 16-01-0308 pg 28
Gas Station 525 SF $1. 00 525 Based on ECHOS 16-01-0308 pg 28
Transport Roof Debris to RCRA Subtitle C Landfill 495 cY $79. 42 $39, 305 ECHOS 33-19- 0204 pg 382, Assune 500
mles
RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Stabilization & Tipping Fee 495 Cy $125. 00 $61, 866 Based on costs fromJones & Neuse
Denol i sh Rermai nder of Buil dings and D spose of Debris in Appropriate Facilities:
Vehi cl e Mai nt enance Bui |l di ng 3,717 SF $14. 00 $52, 038 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Bat h House 2,200 SF $18. 00 $39, 600 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Cafeteria 1, 302 SF $18. 00 $23, 436 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Laboratory 5,619 SF $18. 00 $101, 142 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Gas Station 525 SF $18. 00 $9, 450 Based on AccuVal 1(800)852-9252
Load Debris onto Truck for Transport to QU Landfill 445 CcY $3.03 $3, 150 Based on MEANS Crew B-100
Transport Debris Over to QU Landfill (1 m round trip) 22 Truck Loads $50. 84 $1, 132 Based on MEANS Crew B- 34D
Unl oad Debris on Truck & Place in OJ5 Landfill 445 cY $4. 26 $1, 897 Based on MEANS Crew B- 15
Transport Debris to RCRA Subtitle C Facility 49 CcY $79. 42 $3,931 ECHOS 33-19- 0204 pg 382. Assune 500
mles
Ti pping Fee at RCRA Subtitle C Facility 49 CY $125. 00 $6, 187 Based on costs fromJones & Neuse



Met al s Cont am nated Soil s:
Denol i sh Concrete Pavenents

Load Concrete Pavenent onto Truck for Transportation to QU Landfill
Transport Concrete Pavenents Over to OU5 Landfill
Unl oad Concrete Pavenents on Truck & Place in Qb Landfill

Excavate Metal s Contam nated Soils 1'
Excavate Metal s Contam nated Soils 2'
Sanpl e Excavated Material s

TCLP Anal ysi s

TAL Metals Analysis

Load Metals Contanminated Soils onto Truck for Transport to QU5 Landfill
Transport Metals Contaninated Soils Over to QU5 Landfill
Unl oad Metals Contaminated Soils on Truck & Place in QU5 Landfill
Backfill Al Areas Except NE Corner with 1'

Backfill NE Corner with 2' Thick Oean Materi al

SUBTOTAL
CONTI NGENCY
SUBTOTAL - CONSTRUCTI ON COST
PERM TTI NG & LEGAL
SERVI CES DURI NG CONSTRUCTI ON
SUBTOTAL - | MPLEMENTATI ON COST
ENG NEERI NG & DES|I GN COST
TOTAL - Capital Costs - Alternative 4A

ANNUAL O & M CCOSTS:
Site Control Cost

round trip)

Deep in Al
Deep in NE Corner

Areas Except NE Corner

round trip)

Thick Cean Materi al

7,900 SYy
1, 317 Cy
66 Truc
1, 317 CcYy
10, 100 Cy
3,400 cYy
100 EA
100 EA
100 EA
13, 500 CcYy
675 Truck Loads
13, 500 Cy
12,120 ('8
4,080 cYy
30%
5%
7%
6%
1 LS

$15. 00
$2. 02
$33. 89
$2.84
$5. 00
$5. 00
$70. 00
$300. 00
$300. 00
$2.02
$33. 89
$2. 84
$15. 00

$15. 00

$6, 022, 048

$7, 784, 556
$7, 784, 556

$7, 784, 556

$0. 00

$118, 500

$2, 660
$2, 231
$3, 739

$50, 500
$17, 000

$7, 000
$30, 000
$30, 000

$27, 269
$22, 878
$38, 332

$181, 000
Assunes
$61, 200

$6, 022, 048
$1, 806, 615
$7, 828, 663
$389, 228
$544, 919
$8, 762, 810
$467, 073
$9, 229, 883

$0

Based on 95 MEANS 020- 554- 1900

Based on MEANS Crew B- 100
Based on MEANS Crew B- 34D
Based on MEANS Crew B- 15

Based on MEANS Crew B- 100
Based on MEANS Crew B- 34D
Based on MEANS COrew B-15

Assumes backfill quantity is 20% greater
than excavated quantity.

backfill quantity is 20% greater

t han excavated quantity.

Based on cost of all on-site activities
Based on cost of all on-site activities

Based on cost of all on-site activities



CH2M HI LL

RSR Corportation Superfund Site
PRQJECT NO 111431.FS. R4
PREPARED BY E. R MEYER

RSR CORPORATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE -

DESCRI PTI ON
Site Mnitoring Cost
SUBTOTAL

CONTI NGENCY
TOTAL - Annual O & M Costs - Alternative 4A

(Accuracy Range: +50% - 30%)

QUANTI TY UNI'T

1 LS

30%

REMEDI ATI ON OF QU 4 ( CONTI NGENCY ALTERNATI VE

4A)

$/UNT
CosT
$0. 00

$0

TOTAL
$0
$0

$0
$0

REFERENCE



CH2M HI LL

RSR Corportation Superfund Site
PRQJECT NO 111431.FS. R4
PREPARED BY E. R MEYER

RSR CORPORATI ON SUPERFUND SI TE -

DESCRI PTI ON

NET PRESENT VALUE:
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR
YEAR

NET PRESENT VALUE (i=5% - Alternative 4A

0

O©CoO~NOULA~WNPE

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30

(Accuracy Range:

+50% - 30%)

QUANTI TY

UNIT

REMEDI ATI ON OF QU 4 (CONTI NGENCY ALTERNATI VE 4A)

$/UNT
cosT

$9, 220, 883
$0

$9, 229, 883

TOTAL

REFERENCE



