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EPA Announces Proposed Plan for Cleanup
of Contaminated Soil and Groundwater
at Brown & Bryant

This proposed plan announces the United States
Environmental Protection Agency’s (U.S. EPA) pre-
ferred clean-up* plan for the soils and the shallowest
groundwater zone at the Brown & Bryant Superfund
sitein Arvin, CA. EPA’s preferred clean-up alterna-
tive includes consolidation of contaminated soil on
the southern portion of thesite, installation of a multi-
layered cap onthesouthernportionand abasiccapon
the remainder of the site, and extraction from the
shallowest groundwater, with treatment and
reinjection of the treated groundwater.

EPA isthelead agency and California Department
of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) is the support
agency for these actions. This planisreleased to fulfiil
the requirements of section 117(a) of CERCLA (see
box on page 10).

EPA began cleaning up the site in 1991 by excavat-
ing and treating the most contaminated soil.

A Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/
FS), addressing contamination at the Brown & Bryant
site, has been released for public review and com-
ment. The RI/FSislimited to the contaminationinthe
surface soil, the subsurface soil (down to the first
groundwater), and the first groundwater zone. The
purpose of the Feasibility Study is to identify and
evaluate potential cleanup actions for these three
areas. The Feasibility Study does not address the
deeper groundwater because EPA is still gathering
information to make a determination.

EPA encourages you to review this fact sheet and
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Figure 1: Map of the Brown and Bryant Site

provide your comments on all the alternatives de-
scribed. After the public comment period, EPA will
evaluate the comments received and make a final
determination on the clean-up action. EPA will
respond to the public comments in a Responsiveness
Summary and then prepare a Record of Decision
(ROD) to outline the final clean-up plan.

* All words that appear in bold print are defined in the glossary on page 8.




2 Brown & Bryant Superfund Site

Site Background

The Brown & Bryant facility in Arvin was an
agricultural chemical distributor from 1960 to 1988.
Accidental spillage and inadequate disposal methods
during this time caused soil and groundwater con-
tamination. In 1984, the State of California issued an
order to Brown & Bryant to investigate the scope of the
contamination problem. Throughout the 1980s, the
state directed Brown & Bryant to address soil con-
tamination.

InOctober 1989, the site was listed on the Superfund
National Priorities List (NPL). In 1990, EPA collected
soil samples and installed shallow monitoring wells,
identifying areas that needed immediate attention.
EPA also established a routine sampling program to
test all site monitoring wells and nearby city wells.

In 1991, EPA excavated and treated the most con-
taminated soil containing the pesticide dinoseb. In
that year, EPA also collected additional soil samples
at the site and ordered Southern Pacific Transporta-
tion Company, and Atchison, Topeka and Santa Fe
Railway to install additional monitoring wells, in-
duding several wells located between the site and the
nearest city well.

More recently, EPA has assembled, tested and
evaluated possible clean-up alternatives. These alter-
natives are briefly presented here and can be found in
detail in the Brown & Bryant RI/FS report (First
Operable Unit). The report can be located at the
information repository (see box on page 11).

Site Description

There are many layers of groundwater beneath the
Brown & Bryant facility. The first layer of groundwa-
ter, referred to as A-zone groundwater, is limited in
extent and does not produce enough water to be
classified as a drinking water source. At Brown &
Bryant, this water is very contaminated with pesti-
cides. The next layer of groundwater (B-zone ground-
water) is not currently used as drinking water but has
the potential to be used as such. Pesticides have been
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detected in this groundwater at lower levels than the
A-zone groundwater. The City of Arvin drinking
water comes from a deeper groundwater layer below
the B-zone, not currently affected by the contamina-
tion at Brown & Bryant (see Figure 3).

The goal for clean-up at Brown & Bryant is to
protect all groundwater layers that currently or poten-
tially could be used for drinking water and to prevent
surface soil exposure. The objectives of this proposed
plan are to control the A-zone groundwater, the major
source of contamination that threatens the usable
groundwater sources, and to address soil contamina-
tion.

EPA frequently divides a site into areas or operable
units so that clean-up can proceed more quickly. EPA
is not addressing the deeper groundwater zones in
this proposed plan. They are being investigated as a
second operable unit al the Brown & Bryant site. EPA
is exploring the possibility of temporary action on the
B-zone groundwater unit while the remedial investi-
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Figure 2: Brown and Bryant media of concern.
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Figure 3: Water layers beneath Brown and Bryant

gation is conducted. However, the
majority of the contamination re-
mains in the A-zone groundwater
and control of this source of con-
tamination would greatly reduce
the potential risk associated with
the site.

Summary of Site Risks

The site was initially identified
for the NPL because of the potential
for exposure to contaminated
groundwater and surface soil. The
only pesticide in the surface soil is
dinoseb, a noncarcinogen chemical
(a chemical that does not cause can-
cer but may cause other adverse
health effects). EPA’s risk calcula-
tions for the Brown and Bryant site
indicated that concentrations of
dinoseb in the soil would pose a risk
to a visitor fo the site if exposed over
along time. In 1991, EPA treated the

most contaminated surface soil area
and, consequently, the calculated
risk was significantly reduced.
However, some contaminated soil
remains and still poses an unaccept-
able long-term risk. Due to the low
contaminant concentrations in the
surface soil, immediate adverse
health effects are not likely.

There is no direct health threat
from the contamination in the A-
zone groundwater because it can-
not be used for drinking water due
tolow water production. Thereis no
immediate health threat from the
contaminationin the B-zone ground-
water because drinking water is not
currently being drawn from it.
Drinking water wells draw from
deeper aquifers not within the con-
taminated groundwater zone. On
the basis of chemical transport mod-
els, it has been determined that the
A-zone groundwater contamina-

tion, over time, would continue to
leach down to the B-zone ground-
water and cause concentrations to
exceed levels deemed safe by EPA.
Contamination in the B-zone
groundwater could pose a threat to
human health in the future if the A-
zonecontaminationisnotcontrolled
and either if the B-zone is used for
drinking water or the B-zone
groundwater migrated to deeper
groundwater.

Actual or threatened releases of
hazardous substances from this site,
if not addressed by the preferred
alternative or one of the other active
measures considered, may pose a
potential threat to the public health,
welfare or the environment.

Summary of
Cleanup Alternatives

On the basis of the results of the
remedial investigation, EPA identi-
fied six alternatives for addressing
the soil and A-zone groundwater at
Brown & Bryant. Detailed descrip-
tions of the alternatives are pro-
vided in the RI/FS report which is
located in the information reposi-
tory. The alternatives were evalu-
ated based on nine spedific criteria
(see “Selecting a Cleanup,” page 9).

The alternatives presented here
represent interim clean-up actions
for the shallowest groundwater and
the subsurface soils, and the final
action for the surface soils. A sub-
sequent and final Record of Ded-
sion will describe all the actions
EPA will take to protect the drink-
ing water including the B-zone
groundwater.
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U/V OXIDATION SYSTEM
[NOT TO SCALE]

UV OXIDATION TANK

Figure 4: U/V Oxidation System

Controliing the A-zone ground-
water is essential to protect aga
further B-zone groundwater degra
dation. Therefore, all alternatives,
except the no-action one, contain an
extraction, treatment and reinjection
system in this zon. Although EPA
is confident that . ..tracting contami-
nated water from the A-zone will be
effective, there is uncertainty as to
the number of wells and time frame
required for remediation of the A-
zore groundwater. EPA intends to
phase in the extraction/ treatment/
reinjection system to optimize de-
sign and control cost.

The extracted A-zone water will
be treated using UV/Oxidation. The
UV/Oxidation system is an innova-
tive technology using ultraviolet
lights and oxidation agents, such as
ozone, to break down hazardous
chemicals (see Figure 4). This pro-
cess has successfully treated the A-
zone groundwater contamination
in pilot treatability tests and was
employed in EPA’s 1991 soil clean-
up. UV /Oxidation was chosen be-
cause conventional technologies,
such as carbon adsorption, do not

work on dinoseb, one of the princi-
pal contaminants in the A-zone
ground water. Thegroundwater will
be treated until it meets maximum
¢ontamination levels established by
state and federal regulations. After
treatment, the extracted water will
be re-injected into the contaminated
portion of the A-zone to help flush
out the remaining chemicals.

Another element common to all
the action alternatives is a multi-
layered /basiccap combination. The
southern, most contaminated area
of the property would be covered
witha RCRA, multilayered cap and
the remainder of the property would
be covered with a basic cap, such as
asphalt. The purpose of the cap
combination is to minimize water
infiltration. The RCRA cap also
eliminates potential exposure to
hazardous substances(see Figure 5,
RCRA cap). A RCRA cap on the
southern portion of the site is re-
quired forall waste pondsandsumps
in operation after 1982. In addition
to meeting legal requirements, a
RCRA cap is a good technical solu-
tion because it is designed to be

protective when contamination re-
mains. To assure the site remains
safe after EPA completes the clean-
up, deed restrictions or other institu-
tional controls would be placed on
the property to ensure the cap re-
mains safely intact and soil under
the cap remains undisturbed.

What differentiates the alterna-
tives presented in this fact sheet are
the actions proposed for addressing
contaminated surface and subsur-
face soils. The alternatives include
either consolidation of contaminated
surface soil under the RCRA cap,
treatment of contaminated surface
soil and disposal off-site, or treat-
ment of contaminated surface soil
and disposal on-site. The subsur-
face soil may or may not be treated
using soil vapor extraction depend-
ing on the added value and cost of
this additional treatment.

All alternatives will undergo a
review every five years to ensure
protection of human health and the
environment as required by EPA
when some waste is left in place.

Alternative 1 - No-Action

Superfund regulations require
EPA to include consideration of a
no-action alternative for compari-
son with the other alternatives (#2 -
#6). EPA presumes that even if the
no-action alternative was selected,
site monitoring would continue.
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Alternative 2 - Consolidation of
Contaminaied Soll, RCRA/Basic
Cap, Extraction and Treatment of
A-zone Groundwater (EPA Pre-
ferred Alternative)

Under this alternative, as in all
theactionalternatives,a RCRA-type
cap will be placed on the southern
portion of the site containing the
sump and the waste pond, and a
basic cap will be placed on the re-
maining property. Deed restrictions
would be recorded to assure the cap
remains intact This alternative var-
ies from the other alternatives in its
handling of soil containing dinoseb
in excess of health-based standards.
Such soil will be consolidated on the
southern acre of the site under the
RCRA cap. The amount to be exca-
vated and consolidated is relatively
small, since the majority of the con-
taminated soil is already located in
the southern portion of the site. The
contaminated soil in the southern
portion of the site will not be moved
prior to placement of the cap. In-
cluded in this alternative, as well as
in all other action alternatives, is an
injection and extraction system that
would flush the A-zone groundwa-
ter and treat it using UV/Oxidation
prior to reinjection.

Alternative 3- Off-site Treatment of
Some Surface Soil, RCRA/Basic
Cap, Extraction and Treatment of
A-zone Groundwater

Alternative #3 is identical to al-
ternative #2 because it also includes
a RCRA-type cap on the southern
portion of site containing the sump
and the wasle pond, a basic cap on
the remaining property, deed re-
strictions, and an injection and ex-
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traction system that would flush the
A-zone groundwater and treat ex-
tracted water prior to reinjection.
This alternative differs from alterna-
tive #2 in that the relatively small
volume of surface soil with dinoseb
in excess of health-based standards,
in the portion of the site not covered
by a RCRA cap would be excavated
and treated off-site rather than con-
solidated on-site.

Alternative 4 - On-site Treatmentof
allSurface Soils, RCRA/Basic Cap,
Extraction and Treatment of A-zone
Groundwater

Alternative #4 is also similar to
alternative#2. However, unlike con-
solidation or off-site treatment of
some of the soil as envisioned in the
earlier alternatives, alternative #4
would treat on-site through soil
washing all surfacesoil with dinoseb
in excess of health-based standards.

The treated soil would then be re-
placed back on-site. The volume to
be treated is estimated at 650 cubic
yards. All other aspects would be
the same as described in Alternative
#2, including a RCRA cap on the
southern portion of site containing
the sump and the waste pond, a
basic cap on the remaining prop-
erty, deed restrictions, and an injec-
tion and extraction system that
would flush the A-zone groundwa-
ter and treat the extracted water
prior to reinjection.

Alternative 5 - Off-site Treatment of
Some Surface Soil, RCRA/Basic
Cap, In-situ Treatment of Deeper
Soils, Extraction and Treatment of
A-zone Groundwater

Alternative#5 is identical to alter-
native #3, except itincludes an addi-
tional treatment technology, Soil
Vapor Extraction, to remove vola-
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COMPONEMNTS Auremsamve 1 AvtERNATIVE 2 AvternaTive 3 1
RCRA/Basic Cap No Yes Yes
Surrace Soa. TReATMENT No Consolidation under RCRA Cap Off-site treatment of portion
of soil outside RCRA cap
SussuRFACE SoiL TREATMENT No No No Treatment
Extract anD TREAT MNo Yes Yes
A-20Ne GROUNDWATER
CRITERIA
Overail ProTtecTivEKESS No Eliminates exposure to surface soil; Same as Alternative 2,
reduces potential groundwater risk additionaltreatment
by aggressively treating does not add protection
A-zone groundwater
ARAR Couruance No Yes' Yes
Long-TERm EFFECTIVENESS oane Very effect’ve assuming capis maintains:? Same as Alternative 2

effectve for source coniro' of
A-zone groundwater

TecuncaL FeasiBiury Yes- No Action RCRA cap is standard technology; Same as Alternative 2
Extraction efficiency from
A-zone groundwateris unknown.
SworT-TERM EFFECTI “iESS None Minimal short-termrisks associated Same as Alternative 2
with capinstallation, addresses soil and off-site transport of
contaminationin shortest time-frame contaminated soil creates
low-risk en route.
Reou .ok o Toxoity, koo Reduces mobility of surface and Same as Alternative 2
Moewry o oLuMe subsurface contamination,
reduces toxicity and volume
of groundwatercontamination
[osr  (uP-FRONT) $0 $3,634,000 $3,859,000
(anNuaL) $50,000 $936,000 $936,000
(PRESENT WORTH| $610,000 $10,192,000 $10,419,000

1/ EPA H.s DETERMNED THAT THE FACLITY 'S ONE AREA OF CONTIGUOUS CONTAMINATON; THEREFIRE, CONSOLIDATION OF SOIL IS PERMITTED

tile compounds in deeper soil (25 to 40 feet). All other
aspects would be the same as described in Alternative
#3, indluding off-site treatment and disposal of a small
quantity of contaminated surface soil, a RCRA-type
cap on the southern portion of site containing the
sump and the waste pond, a basic cap on the remain-
ing property, deed restrictions, and an injection and
extraction system that would flush the A-zone ground-
water and treat the extracted water prior to reinjection.

Alternative 6 - On-site Treatment of all Surface Soils,

RCRA/Basic Cap, In-situ Treatment of Deeper Soils,
Extraction and Treatment of A-zone Groundwater

Alternative #6 is identical to alternative #4, except
it includes an additional treatment technology, Soil
Vapor Extraction, to remove volatile compounds in
deeper soil (25 to 40 feet). All other aspects would be
the same as described in Alternative #4, including on-
site treatmentof all contaminated surfacesoil,a RCRA-
type cap on the southern portion of site containing the
sump and the waste pond, a basic cap on the remain-




June 1993

Brown & Bryant Superfund Site

COMPONENTS ALTERNATIVE 4 ALTeERNATIVE 5 ALTERNATIVE 6
RCRA/Basx: Cap Yes Yes Yes

—
Surriace 'Son. TREATMENT On-site Treatment of all soil Off-site treatment of portion On-site Treatment of all soil

of soil outside RCRA cap

SupsurFACE SoiL TaExmMENT No Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE) Soil Vapor Extraction (SVE)
ExmracTion anp TREaT Yes Yes Yes

A-zoNne GROUNDWATER

CRITERIA

OveraL PRroTECTIVENESS Same as Alternative 2, Same as Alternative 2, Same as Alternative 2,

additional treatmentdoes not
add additional protection

additional treatmentdoes not
add additional protection

additional treatment does not
add additional protection

ARAR Compuance Yes Yes Yes
Long-Term ErFFecTIVENESS Same as Alternative 2, Same as Alternative 3 Same as Alternative 4
treatment of all surface soil
parmanently removes
associated risk
Tecuncar Feasisiumy Same as Alternative 2, Same as Alternative 2, Same as Alternative 4,
On-site treatment technology site conditions may notbe site conditions may notbe
proven at site optimal for use of SVE optimal for use of SVE

SHorT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

Handling of surface soil causes
short-term exposure risk,

Same as Alternative 2

Same as Alternative 4

mosttime-consuming
Reoucnon of Toxicrry, Reduces mobility of Reducas mobility of surface Reduces volume of surface
Mosiuty or WoLume subsurface contamination, contamination, reduces subsurface and groundwater
| reduces volume of surface soil volum of groundwater and contamination
and groundwater contamination subsurface contamination

Cost  (up-FRONT) $4,712,000 I $4,409,000 $5,262,000

(annuaL) $936,000 : $1,036,000 $1,036,000

(PRESENT WORTH) $11,272,000 $11,069,000 $11,922,000

Table A: Comparison table (left and right pages) of the Preferred Alternative and some aiternates.

ing property, deed restrictions, and an injection and
extractionsystem that would flush the A-zone ground-
water and treat the extracted water prior to reinjection.

Evaluation of Alternatives and
the Preferred Alternative

A comparison of the six alternatives against seven
of the nine criteria is presented in Table A.

EPA believes that alternative #2, consolidation of

contaminated soil, RCRA /basic cap and extraction
and treatment of A-zone groundwater, is the best
alternative. This alternative offers the same overall
protectiveness as the other alternatives; it is the sim-
plest alternative with the least amount of short-term
risk and uncertainty and it is cost-effective.

The California Department of Toxic Substances
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Control conceptually concurs with EPA on the selec-
tion of the preferred alternative.

In summary, the preferred alternative is be-

lieved to provide the best balance of trade-offs among |

alternatives with respect to the criteria used to evalu-
ate remedies. Based on the information available at
this time, therefore, EPA and the State of California
contend the preferred alternative would protect hu-
man health and the environment, would comply with
ARARs and would be cost-effective. The preferred
alternative would satisfy the preference for treatment
as a principal element since the major source of con-
tamination, the A-zone groundwater will be treated,
and the most contaminated surface soil has already
been treated by soil washing.

Poliution Prevention Tips:
Proper Disposal of

Household Hazardous —
Wasle =

Drain cleaners, paint thin-
rers. furniture strippers, aulo-
notive motor oil, pesticides
and medicines are often dis-
posed with household gar-
| bage, or in storm drains, septic tanks and
sewers. When an entire community contrib-
utes to the problem, disposa! of these items
can create serious water quality problems for
all water users,

Please do your part to encourage local
' leaderstoinstitutea household hazardous
. waste collection program.

June 1993

GLOSSARY

CLEAN-UP - Actions taken to deal with a release
that could affecthuman health and/orthe environ-
ment. The term “clean-up” is sometimes used
interchangeably with the terms remedial action,
removal action, response action, or corrective
action.

GROUNDWATER - Underground water that fills
pores between particles of soil, sand, and grave!
or openings in rocks to the point of saturation.
Where groundwater occursin significant quantity,
it can be used as a water supply

RECORD OF DECISION (ROD)- A public docu-
mentthatexplains the cleanup altemative(s) tobe
used ata Superfundsite. The Record of Decision
is based on information and technical analyses .
generated during the Remedial Investigation / |
Feasibility Study and consideration of publiccom-
ments and community concerns.

RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act. A federal law that established a regulatory
system to track hazardous substances from their
generationtodisposal. The law requiressafeand |
secure procedures to be used ' treating, trans-
porting. storing and disposing hazardous sub-
stances. RCRA is designed to prevent the cre-
ation of new uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.

NATIOMAL PRIORITIESLIST (NPL)- EPA's list
of top priority hazardous sites that are eligible for
investigation and cleanup under the federal
Superfund program.

OPERABLE UNIT - Term for each of anumberof
separate activities undertaken as part of a
Superfund site cleanup. A typical operable unit
would be removing drums and tanks from the
surface of a site.




SELECTING A CLEANUP REMEDY

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

1 Overall Protection of

th e“;r:":;:::::r and 9 Compliance with

Applicable or Relevan
Addresses whether a remedy and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)
provides adequate protection .
of human health and the environment, and Addresses whether a remedy will meet all ARARs or Federal
describes how risks are eliminated, reduced, and state environmental statutes and/or provide grounds
or controlled through treatment, engineering for Invoking a waiver.

controls, or institutional controls.

3 Long-term
Effectiveness 4 Reduction of Toxicity, -
Refers to the ability of a Mobility, or Volume o
remedy to maintain reliable | & Through Treatment (TMV) /| ?‘
protection of human health (A
and the environment over Refers to the anticipated L2230
time, once cleanup goals have been met. ability of a remedy to reduce
the toxicity, mobility and volume of the hazardous
components present at the site.
5 Cost
S G A
estimated captial, Etfectiveness
operation and Addresses the period of time needed to complete
maintenance the remedy, and any adverse impacts on human

costs of each alternative. health and the environment that may be posed
during the construction and Implementation
period, until the cleanup goals are achieved.

"7 Implementability

Refers to the technical and
administrative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of materials
and services needed to carry out a
particular option.

8§ State Acceptance

Indicates whether, based on its review
of the information, the state concurs
with, opposes, or has no comment

on the preferred alternative..

Community Accaptance
Indicates whether community

concerns are addressed by the
remedy and whether the community
has a preference for a remedy.
Although public comment is an important part of the final decision,
EPA is compelled by law to balance community concerns with all of the
previously mentioned criteria.

FINAL REMEDY
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What is Superfund?

Superfund is the commonly-used name for the Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), afederal law enacted in 1980.

This law was amended in 1988 by the Superfund Amend-

ments and Reauthor-ization Act. CERCLA enables EPA to

respond to hazardous waste sites that threaten public health and |

environment.

Thefigure belowillustrates Brown & Bryant's current stage in |

the Superfund process.

The Superfund Process

I Site NPL Immediate Remed/al Public Record of | Remedial Remedial
Discovery Ranking/ Action Investigation Comment Decision I Design Action
Listing Feasibllity Perlod (ROD) E
Study
(RI/FS) E
COMPLETED TO BE COMPLETED

In 1985 in 1988, Starting in EPA issued Duing a l in the | Detailed The selected
contaminated | |Brown & 1950 EPA the Feasibil- public | Record of specifica- remedy will
soil and Bryant was removed the | |ity Study comment | Decision, | | tions for the be imple-
groundwater proposed for most raport in May I period, June EPA will selected mented. A
was inclusion on contam- | 1§ 1993. The FS 25 to July document remedy will qualified
discovered the NPL inated includes a 25, 1993, the the selected be devel- contractor
by Brown & bacause of surface soil, detailed public will interim oped. will be
Bryant polentia cleaned the evaluation of have the remedy for Enforcement selacted to
through contamination soil with a the alterna- opportunity the surface activities will begin the
inspection of a drnking special tives to comment and will be | cleanup
mandated by water source washing presented in on EPA’s subsurface pursued. according to
the state of and exposure process and this fact preferred soil and specifica-
California to contami- returned the sheet, alternative. shallowest tions.
Department nated surface treated soil including EPA will groundwater
of Hezith soil. In back ro the EPAs consider at Brown and i
Services. October 1989, ground. preferred these Bryant !

the site was alternative. ** comments Superfund i

added to the | and respond site. I

NPL. to them in

I writing.
: Community Relations Activities Occur Throughout the Superfund Process

" This FS is for the surface and subsurface soll and shallowest groundwater (the first Operable Unit). In September 1992, EPA started the RI
for the deeper groundwater (the second Operable Unit).

Technical Assistance Grants (TAGs)

EPA hasa community relationsactivity called the Technical Assistance Grants Program. The purpose of the TAG Programis to
assistcommunity groupsininterpreting technical information. Under this program, oneeligible group ateach Superfund site may
obtain one grant of up to $50,000 in federal funds to provide technical assistance in understanding site documents. Tobe eligible,
a group must be:

@ Incorporated

¢ Able to meet a 20% matching funds requirement (in-kind contributions - i.e., donated goods and services are permissible), or
obtain a waiver of this requirement

@ Capable of preparing a plan to use technical assistance based on the schedule for preparing cleanup plans and carrying out

the cleanup activities.

For more informationabout the TAG program, please contact Angeles Herrera at 1-800/231-3075 and leave a message. She will
return your call.
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For More Information |

Documents for the Brown and Bryant Superfund Site are located in the information repository at:

Kern County Library Beale Memorial Library
123 “A” St. 701 Truxtun Ave.
Arvin, CA 93203 Bakersfield, CA 93301
(805)854-5934 (805)231-3075
1
r Questions Answered

If you have questions about the Superfund cleanup at Brown & Bryant, please call or write EPA’s
Community Relations Coordinator for the site:

AngelesHerrera
U.S. EPA, Region 9
75 Hawthomne Street (H-1-1)
San Francisco, CA 94105

You may also call EPA’s toll-free Superfund hotline and leave a message. Your call will be returned.
The hotline number is: (800) 231-3075.

—————————————— MAILING LIST s

Ifyou did not receive this Brown & Bryant fact sheet in the mail and would like to be on our permanent site
mailing list, please fill out and return this coupon to:

Angeles Herrera, U.S. EPA, Community Relations Coordinator
75 Hawthorne Street, (H-1-1), San Francisco, CA 94105-3901.

Name:

Address:

City/State/Zip Code:

Rt 7 T Sl iy —lifipecgleigeny Wy Sromiy
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Opportunities for Public Involvement

Community Meeting

Community membersareinvited toattend a publichearing regarding thecleanup alternatives for the Brown & Bryant
Superfund site. The meeting will be at 7 p.m., Tuesday, July 6, 1993, at Sierra Vista School, 300 Franklin St., Arvin,
California. At the meeting, EPA will present the proposed plan, respond to questions, and receive oral and written
comments from the public.

Public Comment Period
From June 25, 1993 to July 26, 1993

During this period, you are encouraged to express your opinions on the proposed plan and the other alternatives
considered for the Brown & Bryant site cleanup. Comments may be submitted orally, or in writing, at the public hearing,
or be mailed no later than July 26, 1993 to:

Cynthia Wetmore, Remedial Project Manager
U. S. EPA, 75 Hawthorne St. (H-6-2), San Francisco, CA 94105 - 3901

EPA may extend the comment period an additional 30 days if requested.

United States Environmental Protection Agency FIRST CLASS MAIL
Region9 U.S. POSTAGE
75Hawthorne Street (H-1-1) PAID
San Francisco, CA 94105 U.S. EPA
Attn: Angeles Herrera Permit No. G-35
Official Business
Penalty for Private Use,
$300
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Brown & Bryant Superfund Site
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