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Decl ar ati on
Site Nane and Location

Qperating Industries, Inc. (Al)
Monterey Park, California

Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for the Qperating Industries, Inc.

(OH) Site, in Monterey Park, California, chosen in accordance with the Conprehensive

Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as anended by the

Super fund Arendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA) and, to the extent practicable, the
Nati onal G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on
the Administrative Record for this site.

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

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthis site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
i mm nent and substantial endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

Description of the Renmedy

This ROD addresses |iquids control and contam nated groundwater as well as |ong-term operation
and nmi ntenance of all environnental control facilities at the landfill, excluding those
facilities covered under the Gas Mgration Control and Landfill Cover ROD, as anended (EPA
1990a, originally the Gas Mgration Control ROD [EPA, 1988b]). Liquids will be controlled at the
landfill perineter to prevent mgration of contam nants to groundwater. Contam nated groundwater
currently beyond the landfill perineter will be allowed to naturally attenuate over tinme. The

U S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) has signed three previous RCDs for the A1 Site.
These cover Site Control and Monitoring, Leachate Managenent, and Gas Mgration Control and
Landfill Cover. The RODs for Site Control and Mnitoring and Leachate Managenent were interimin
nature and not consi dered pernmanent. These RODs are no | onger applicable beginning with the
signing of this ROD, although activities required under those RODs will continue as part of this
ROD. The ROD for Gas Mgration Control and Landfill Cover selected a final renedial action that
represents a significant conponent of the pernmanent site cleanup, but is not included in, or
nodi fied by, this ROD.

The naj or conponents of the selected renedy for this action include:

. Installation of a perineter liquids control systemin areas where contam nants are
mgrating fromthe landfill at |levels that cause groundwater to exceed perfornmance
standards. Contam nated groundwater beyond the landfill perineter would be reduced
to bel ow cl eanup standards through natural attenuation.

. Conveyance of the collected liquids to the onsite treatnent plant.

. Onsite treatnment of collected liquids using the existing | eachate treatnent plant,
nodi fied as necessary to handle the new |liquids. D scharge of treated liquids to the
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County sanitary sewer system

. I mpl erentation of a nonitoring and eval uation programto ensure that natural
attenuation of the contam nated groundwater is progressing as anticipated, to detect
future releases of contamnants fromthe landfill, and to ensure that perineter
liquids control system perfornmance standards are being net.

. Establ i shnent of institutional controls to ensure appropriate future use of the Al
Site and to restrict groundwater use 'in the immediate vicinity of the Al Site. The
institutional controls will supplenent the engineering controls to prevent or limt
exposure to hazardous substances.



. Interi moperati on and nmai ntenance of existing site activities (gas extraction and
air dike, leachate collection, |leachate treatnent, irrigation, access roads,
stornwat er drainage, site security, slope repair, and erosion control), except to
the extent that they are addressed under the Gas Mgration Control and Landfill
Cover ROD.

. Long-term operati on and nai ntenance of all facilities and environnental control
conponents at the A1l Site, excluding those covered under the Gas Mgration Control
and Landfill Cover RCD.

Statutory Deterninations

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 renedial
action, and is cost-effective. This renedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative
treatnent technol ogi es to the nmaxi mum extent practicable. Conponents of the selected final
remedy satisfy the statutory preference for renedi es that enploy treatnent that reduces
toxicity, mobility, or volune as a principal elenment. The size of the landfill nass precludes a
remedy in which all contam nants could be excavated and effectively treated.

Therefore, consistent with the NCP and EPA gui dance, including Quidance for Conducting Renedi al
Investigations/Feasibility Studies for CERCLA Minicipal Landfill Sites (EPA OSVER Directive
9355. 3-11, February 1991a), the renedy uses containnent to address the |owlevel threat fromthe
landfill.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remai ni ng onsite above heal t h-based
levels, a revieww |l be conducted at |east once every 5 years after commencenent of renedial
action to ensure that the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of hunman health and
t he environnent .
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Part |
Deci si on Sumary

1.0 Site Summary
1.1 Site Location and Description

The Operating Industries, Inc. (A1) Site is located at 900 Potrero Grande Drive in the Gty of
Monterey Park, approximately 10 mles east of downtown Los Angeles (Figure 1). The landfil
property covers 190 acres and is divided by California H ghway 60 (Pormona Freeway). The 45 acres
to the north of the freeway are referred to as the North Parcel, and the 145 acres to the south
of the freeway are called the South Parcel. The neighboring Gty of Montebell o borders the South
Parcel and portions of the North Parcel

1.2 Physi ogr aphy and Topogr aphy

This section discusses najor physiographic and topographic features in the area surroundi ng
the OIl Site and within the landfill boundary itself.

The A1 Site is located in central Los Angeles County, California, on the northwestern flank of
the Montebello Hlls (also known as the La Merced HIls). The Montebello Hlls are one of a
series of lowlying hills that separate the Los Angel es Coastal Plain fromthe San Gabri el
Val l ey. The el evation of the crest of the Montebello Hlls is approximately 570 feet above nean
sea level. The San Gabriel Muntains, |ocated approximately 12 mles to the north of the
landfill, formthe northern boundary of the San Gabriel Valley. Elevations in the San Gabrie
Mount ai ns exceed 10, 000 feet nean sea | evel

The Los Angel es Coastal Plain, to the south of the landfill, is a coastal plain sloping toward
the Pacific Ccean, approximately 20 mles away. The Montebello Plain lies within the Los Angel es
Coastal Plain just south of the Montebello HIls (and therefore just south of the A1l Site)
between the Los Angel es River and the Rio Hondo, and is considered by California Departnent of
Wat er Resources to be a source of groundwater recharge to the Los Angel es Basin (CDWR 1961).

The landfill was constructed by filling a former quarry pit that was cut into the side and top
of a portion of the Montebello Hlls. The landfill was ultimately constructed to a hei ght higher
than the adjacent Montebello Hlls. Elevations at the landfill range from approxi mately 380 feet

above nean sea level at the -North Parcel to 640 feet above nean sea | evel at the top deck of
the South Parcel. The top of the South Parcel is about 150 to 250 feet above the surrounding
natural grade, and the maxi mum depth of the landfill bottomis about 200 feet bel ow the
surroundi ng natural grade (EPA, 1987a).

<0996152B>

The South Parcel landfill side slopes are quite steep: the north side of the South Parcel
directly adjacent to Ponona Freeway, is at a slope of about 2 (horizontal) to 1 (vertical) (an
angl e of approxinately 27 degrees). The slopes on the east and south sides of the landfill are

at approximately 3 to 1 (an 18-degree angle). The west slope is at approximately 4 to 1 (a
14- degree angle).

1.3. Land Use

This section presents a description of historic and current land use in the vicinity of the Al
site.

1.3.1 H storic Land Use

The Montebello Hlls oil field, located to the southeast of the landfill, was devel oped in the
early 1900s. The oil field has provided an abundant source of petroleumand natural gas reserves
from petroleumexploration oil wells drilled in the vicinity of the landfill, including sone
within the current landfill boundary. Throughout its producing history, a significant percentage
of the production fromthe Mntebello Hlls oil field has been a sodiumchloride brine. Hstoric
maps of the oil field show the |ocations of apparent "brine ponds" associated with oil field
activities in the area south and southeast of the landfill, including along the current southern



boundary of the landfill. Later, oil field wastes are reported to have been di sposed into the
landfill.

A der aerial photographs (pre-1960) show little residential or commercial devel opnent near the
landfill. By 1968, residential devel opnent had noved closer to the landfill; and by the

m d- 1970s, considerabl e residential and comercial devel opnent had taken place adjacent to the
landfill boundary.

1.3.2 Current Land Use

The area surrounding the Q1 Site is heavily devel oped with m xed general conmercial/industria
and residential land use, with small pockets of open space (Figure 2). Specific land use at and
around the landfill is presented bel ow as follows, beginning north of the North Parcel, and
progressing clockwi se around the landfill. Figure 2 shows approxi nate property boundaries and
owner shi p/ usage of properties adjacent to the landfill.

. A Southern California Edison substati on conpl ex occupies a portion of the property
to the northwest of the North Parcel. The renmai nder of the property north of the
North Parcel is occupied by two plant nurseries that share a comon border with the

North Parcel

. Resurrection Cenetery is |ocated north/northeast of the North Parcel

. The North Parcel is partially occupied by the follow ng busi nesses: Recycled Wod
Products; Ecol ogy Auto Wecking; Manhol e Adjusting, Inc.; and Aran Brothers Pavenent
Cr ushi ng.

. In addition, the Ol Site |leachate treatnment plant is | ocated on the North Parcel
as are the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Ol Landfill Wrk Defendants
office trailers. Aside fromrenediation activities and landfill investigations

there is no active |and use on the South Parcel

. The Montebel |l o Town Square, a | arge shopping conpl ex, occupies the |and east of the
South Parcel. A snmall strip on the east end of the landfill contains a landfill gas
collection systeminstalled as part of the devel opment to reduce mgration of
landfill gas toward the shoppi ng conpl ex.

. The Montebello Hlls oil field, which contains nmany active oil production wells, is

|l ocated to the southeast of the South Parcel

. On the southeast and south side of the landfill, adjacent land use is nostly
lowdensity residential with pockets of nediumdensity residential and open space
Many hones in this area are |located i mediately adjacent to the landfill boundary

and share a common property line with the landfill.

. A smal| piece of property adjacent to the southwest coner of the South Parcel is
currently vacant.

. The surface facilities for a Southern California Gas Conpany underground natural gas
storage reservoir adjoin the southwest portion of the South Parcel

. The remai nder of the western boundary of the South Parcel is bordered by residentia
devel opnent, sinmilar to the residential areas south of the South Parcel

<I MG SRC 0996152C>
1. 4. Denogr aphi cs

Denogr aphy, as presented in this section, is conbined with discussions of |and use to identify
potential receptor populations for the assessnent of health risks associated with the landfill.
Popul ati on denographics in the census tracts that extend to an approxi mate 1-mle radius of the
landfill boundary are presented. Additionally, there are several subpopulations within the
overal | popul ation who nay be nore sensitive to, or receive nore exposure to, environnental



contam nati on. These subpopul ations are terned "sensitive popul ations.” Sensitive populations in
the vicinity of the Al Site include young children, elderly persons, people who spend a
significant portion of time in hones in the vicinity of the landfill, and peopl e who work near
the landfill.

As reported in the 1990 census, the total popul ation contained within the tracts surrounding the
landfill is 35,101 persons (U S. Departnent of Conmmerce, 1990b). The total popul ation of the
Cties of Monterey Park and Montebello is 59,570 and 60, 740 persons, respectively.

There are two age groups within the overall popul ation of particular sensitivity to
environnental conditions: children under 5 years and adults 65 years or greater. The popul ation
of children under 5 years (2,307 persons) and adults 65 years or greater (4, 047persons) together
conpri se 6, 354persons, or approxinmately |8 percent of the population in the tracts surrounding
the landfill.

Al so of inportance are persons who are likely to spend a significant portion of tine at hone in
the tracts surrounding the landfill. This nunber was estinmated fromthe 1990 census to be 13,863
persons, or approxi mately 39 percent of the population in the tracts surrounding the |andfill

(U S. Departnment of Commerce, 1990b).

1.5 Surface Water Hydrol ogy

Thi s di scussion of regional surface water hydrol ogy includes najor rivers, drainage patterns,
and sources of infiltration such as spreading basins and irrigation. Surface water drainage at
the landfill is also discussed.

1.5.1 Regi onal Hydr ol ogy

The regional drainage divide, as reported by the California Departnent of Water Resources (CDVR,
1966), that separates the Central Basin fromthe San Gabriel Basin runs directly through the
northeast comer of the landfill. The San Gabriel Valley is drained by two najor rivers, the Rio
Hondo and San Gabriel River. Alnost all natural surface water outflow fromthe San Gabri el

Vall ey, including the Rio Hondo and San Gabriel River, passes through Wiittier Narrows, |ocated
approxinmately 2 mles east of the landfill. After passing through Wiittier Narrows, both rivers
extend southerly across the Los Angeles Coastal Plain to the Pacific Ccean.

There are nunerous dans and spreading basins in the general vicinity of the Ol Site that serve
as locations for groundwater recharge. Wiittier Narrows Damlies on both the R o Hondo and San
Gabriel River. The area upstreamof the damis a wildlife refuge. Two najor spreadi ng grounds
lie approximately 1 mle downstreamof the Wiittier Narrows dam including the R o Hondo
Spreading Ground (on the Rio Hondo) and San Gabriel River Spreading Gound (on the San Gabri el
Ri ver). Additional spreading grounds are |located several niles upstreamin the San Gabri el

Val | ey.

1.5.2 Surface Water Drainage at the Oll Site

Surface water present on and in the vicinity of the Ol Siteis limted to stormwater runoff
follow ng substantial rainfall events. There are no natural streams on or adjacent to the
landfill. Surface water (stormwater) runoff fromthe South Parcel flows to |ined swales on the
i nboard side of each terraced bench road on the landfill side slopes, where it is diverted to
the stormwater drainage system Mst runoff fromthe top deck and east, north, and west sl opes
drains through four nmain stormdrains to concrete, trapezoidal drainage ditches paralleling the
Ponmona Freeway. Runoff fromthe south slopes flows through a series of smaller drains into the
Cty of Montebello stormdrai nage system Al of the runoff gets routed through Los Angel es
County stormdrains to the rivers and ultinately discharges to the Pacific OQcean (LACDPW 1987).

1.6 Ceologic Setting Sumary
Detail ed discussions of the regional and site-specific geology are presented in the Draft
Remedi al I nvestigation Report (EPA, 1994c). The geologic units in the imediate vicinity of the

Q1| Site are described briefly bel ow

The Pico Unit, the San Pedro Fornation, the Lakewood Fornati on, and the younger (Hol ocene)



fluvial/alluvial sedinents are the geologic units present around the Q1 Site. The Lakewood and
San Pedro Fornations have been grouped together because of their simlar hydrol ogic properties
and difficulty in distinguishing themin the field.

In the Ol Site area, the Pico Unit consists of siltstone; silty sandstone; and very
fine-grained sandstone with interbedded nedi um to coarse-grai ned sandstone, fine-grained

congl onerate, and occasional nmarine |imestone beds. The siltstone intervals are greater than 500
feet thick at some |ocations around the landfill; however, these intervals are probably nmade up
of nunerous siltstone |layers, not one nmassive unit. The sandstone and congl onerate intervals
range in thickness froma few inches to over 200 feet.

The Lakewood/ San Pedro Formati on unconfornmably overlies the Pico Unit in the Al Site vicinity.
Wthin the landfill vicinity, the Lakewood/ San Pedro Formation consists largely of poorly
consol i dat ed sandstones and congl onerates, with | esser amounts of siltstone. CGenerally.
Lakewood/ San Pedro sandstones are in contact with Pico Unit siltstones. However, in the eastern
portion of the area, Lakewood/ San Pedro Fornation sandstones are in contact with Pico Unit
sandstones. In other areas, such as the western portion of the landfill, Lakewood/ San Pedro
siltstone may be in contact with Pico siltstone

The Hol ocene al | uvi um consi sts of unconsolidated sedinents ranging in size fromclay to cobbl es
and boul ders. The alluviumtypically occurs surficially and occupies the topographically |ow
portions of the Al Site vicinity.

1.7 Hydr ogeol ogi ¢ Setting Summary

Detail ed discussions of the regional and site-specific hydrogeol ogy are presented in the Draft
Remedi al Investigation Report (EPA, 1994c). Significant hydrogeologic units in the |oca
vicinitv of the Al Site include: Pico Unit deep siltstone, Pico Unit sandstones and

congl onerates, Pico Unit shallow siltstone (termed the Shallow Silt Flow Systemin the area

sout hwest of the South Parcel), and Lakewood/ San Pedro Fornation sandstone. The conpl ex geol ogi ¢
conditions present in the Al Site vicinity (i.e., depositional environnent, folding, faulting)
have resulted in simlarly conpl ex hydrogeol ogi c conditions. The hydrogeol ogic units and
groundwat er flow conditions vary considerably in different portions of the landfill.

Two deeper Pico Unit sandstone aquifer systens have been delineated: the South Aquifer and the
West Aquifer. The South and West Aquifer Systens are confined beneath Pico Unit shal |l ow
siltstone at the western end of the South Parcel. The South Aquifer trends approxi mately

nort heast-south west in a narrow el ongated band al ong the southern boundary of the landfill, and
does not appear to be laterally extensive in the northwest-southeast direction. It is unconfined
to sem confined al ong the southeastern and eastern boundari es of the South Parcel

The West Aqui fer has been detected only along the western boundary of the South Parcel. Al though
t he downgradi ent extent of this unit is uncertain, it does not appear to be laterally extensive
to the west.

O her semconfined to confined Pico Unit sandstones and congl onerates occur in the vicinity of
the North Parcel. These sedinments do not appear to correlate with either the South or West
Aqui fers.

Pico Unit siltstone is generally referred to as Pico Unit deep siltstone when present bel ow the
South or West Aquifers. It is referred to as Pico Unit shallow siltstone near the water table
and above the West Aquifer. The Pico Unit shallow siltstone is described as the Shallow Silt

Fl ow System al ong the western and sout hern boundaries of the South Parcel for discussions

of groundwat er occurrence and groundwater flow conditions.

The depth to water in the landfill vicinity varies greatly, and ranges fromabout 15 to 20 feet
at the southwestern comer of the South Parcel to over 200 feet at the southeastern conmer of the
landfill. In the western portion of the South Parcel, the groundwater table is near (or

potentially in contact with) the waste prism Under the center of the eastern end of the South
Parcel, a boring drilled through the waste prismindicated water about 13 feet beneath the waste
(A1l Landfill Work Defendants, 1995b).

The estinmated horizontal groundwater flow velocity in the shallow systens varies greatly in



different units, ranging fromapproximately 0.3 to 1,810 feet per year (ft/yr). The higher
estimated velocities are in the unconfined aquifer to the north of the South Parcel. These
nunbers may be artificially high if other factors such as restrictions in the shallow units are
affecting the gradients. The |lower velocity estinmates are generally for flowin the shallowsilt
around the southwestern perineter of the South Parcel. Flowin the silt nay be several orders

of magnitude higher in preferential flow paths such as fractures or nore perneabl e | enses.

Water |evel neasurenents in wells |located around the southwestern corner of the South Parce
indicate the presence of a groundwater nound. Because of the |ow perneability of the siltstone

surrounding this area, recharge does not readily flow anay fromthe landfill and therefore
creates a localized groundwater nmound. Groundwater flowin this area is generally radial, away
fromthe landfill. It also appears that a groundwater nmound has devel oped northeast of the
landfill, probably due to irrigation at the Resurrection Cenetery and nurseries surroundi ng the

northern boundary of the North Parcel. Recharge probably infiltrates through the thin
Lakewood/ San Pedro Fornmati on but cannot readily infiltrate into the lower-perneability Pico Unit
siltstones, thereby causing a nound to form

There is no known use of groundwater within approximately 1.5 mles of the Al Site.

2.0 dI Site Hstory and Enforcenent Activities

2.1 Landfill Hi story

This section presents a brief summary of infornmation describing the historical waste di sposa

and landfill operations, landfill devel opment and thickness, waste types and quantities
di sposed at the landfill, and |andfill devel opnent.
2.1.1 H storical Waste D sposal and Landfill Operations

Prior to 1946, the Al property was a sand and gravel quarry. Waste di sposal operations at the
landfill began on 14 acres in Cctober 1948 by Monterey Park D sposal Conpany. |n January 1952
Qperating Industries, Inc. assumed ownership of the landfill; and, by 1958, the landfill had
expanded to 218 acres. The size was later reduced to 190 acres when the State of California
purchased 28 acres for construction of the Ponona Freeway.

In October 1954, the California Regional Water Pollution Control Board No. 4, Los Angel es
Region, first pernmtted disposal of liquids at the landfill (Resolution 54-15) (CRWPCB, 1954).
In March 1976, the Los Angel es Regional Water Quality Control Board (formerly California

Regi onal Water Pollution Control Board No. 4) limted disposal of liquids to a 32-acre area in
the western portion of the South Parcel (Order No. 76-30) (LARWXCB, 1976a). This order allowed
Qperating Industries, Inc. to mx liquids with solid refuse at a ratio of 10 gallons per cubic
yard of refuse. In Septenber 1976, O der 76-133 (LARWXB, 1976b) increased the allowable ratio
to 20 gallons per cubic yard.

In 1982, |eachate was observed seeping offsite (LARNXB, 1984). Qperating Industries, Inc

st opped accepting hazardous liquid waste in January 1983 and all liquid waste in April 1983. A
| eachate collection systemwas installed to collect |eachate seeping fromthe landfill. Leachate
generated at the landfill was collected and redi sposed by conbining it with incom ng refuse that

was m xed back onto the working face of the landfill (LARWXB, 1984). This practice continued
until Septenber 1984, when the California Department of Health Services classified | eachate

generated at the landfill as hazardous and prohi bited redi sposal, effective Cctober 1984. At
that time, Qperating Industries, Inc. began shipping all |eachate off site for treatnent and
di sposal

Prior to 1984, Qperating Industries, Inc., the landfill operator and owner, perforned several
landfill control neasures. This included installation of the | eachate collection system
devel opnent of an air-dike air injection systemon the west side of the landfill to control
subsurface gas migration, installation of gas extraction wells around the perineter of the
landfill, installation of a gas flaring station to bumlandfill gas, site contouring, slope

terraci ng and vegetation, and covering of refuse with fill.

Qperating Industries, Inc.'s control of the environnental problens and nai ntenance of the
control systens began to dimnish significantly in late 1984. In this sane tine period, EPA



began initial site investigations. On May 19, 1986, Qperating Industries, Inc. notified the
state of its intent to discontinue all site control and nonitoring activities except irrigation
By the end of May 1986, the Al Site was added to the National Priorities List. EPA assuned
responsibility for site activities on May 20, 1986

2.1.2 Landfill Devel opnent and Thi ckness

Landfilling operations began in 1948 by filling an existing natural canyon currently occupi ed

by a portion of the Ponmona Freeway and north-central portions of the South Parcel. Cut-and-cover
filling operations began in the early 1950s. Additional areas were quarried and filled. Fromthe
1950s through the 1970s, the waste di sposal activities expanded to cover the current |andfilled
area. During this tinme, the height of the landfill was al so increased several tinmes, ultimtely
reaching the current el evation of approximately 640 feet above nean sea |l evel. The thickness of
solid waste in the South Parcel ranges from approximately 200 to 325 feet. The North Parce
contains approxinmately 11 acres of solid waste, ranging in thickness up to 55 feet.

2.1.3 \Waste Types and Quantities

Exanpl es of the types of wastes permitted for disposal at the landfill (Monterey Park Resol ution
60-58) are listed in Table 1. Table 2 lists exanples of liquid wastes reportedly disposed at the
A1l Site between 1976 and 1984 (EPA, 1987e). A total estimated refuse volune of 38 mllion cubic
yards weighing 22 to 31 mllion tons was disposed at the landfill over its operating life (EPA
1988g). More than three-fourths of the refuse was di sposed before 1974, before records were

mai ntained for truck counts and delivered weight.

Li qui ds are excluded fromthe refuse nass cal cul ati ons discussed in the precedi ng paragraph

Li qui d wastes were disposed at the landfill throughout its history, until April 1983. Mre than
300 million gallons of liquids are recorded as havi ng been di sposed between 1976 and 1983 ( EPA
1988d). Liquid wastes were reportedly disposed at the landfill prior to 1976, but records were
not kept by landfill operators

2.2 Field Investigations

A | arge nunber of field investigations have been perfornmed at, and in the vicinity of, the Al
Site over approxinmately the last 20 years. This section provides an accounting and bri ef
description of the field investigations and nonitoring prograns that provided data used in
geol ogi c. hydrogeol ogi ¢, and contam nant anal yses and interpretations in the Renedia
Investigation. Detail ed discussions of these investigations are presented in the Draft Renedia
I nvestigation Report (EPA 1994c).

Section 2.2.1 discusses nmjor hydrogeol ogi c investigations. Section 2.2.2 briefly describes
maj or geol ogi ¢ and geot echni cal investigations that have been perforned at the landfill.



Table 1
Exanpl es of Generic Wastes Pernmitted for Disposal at Ol Landfill
(Monterey Park Resol uti on 60-58)
Q1 Site Final Record of Decision

Natural earth

Rock, sand, and gravel

Pavi ng fragnents

Concrete

Brick

Pl astic and plaster products

Steel mll slag

C ay base rotary nud

Mud cake fromoil field sunps

Street sweepi ngs

d ass

Asbestos fiber and products therefrom

Metal s and netal products except nagnesiumand its alloys
Paper and paper products including roofing and tar paper
Coth and cl ot hing

Wod and wood products

Lawn cli ppi ngs, sod, and shrubbery

Col d ashes

Manuf act ured rubber products

Solid plastic products

Pai nt sl udge received fromwater-circulating paint spray booths not transported in vacuum tanks
Rotary drilling nud fromoil field drilling operations

Cl eani ngs from producti on tanks

Acetyl ene sl udge

Sl udge from aut onobi |l e wash racks and steam cl eani ng products
Mud and water fromlaundries

Liquid | atex waste

Ceranmic, pottery, and gl aze wastes

Li ne and soda wat er

Pai nt sludge recovered fromwater circulated in paint spray
Wat er containing not nore than 0.5 percent nol asses

Mar ket refuse (in limted quantities)

Not permitted for disposal (Mnterey Park Resol ution 60-58): spent acid waste, spent
caustic waste, and common chemcally stable salts from manufacturing or industrial
processes.

Ref erence: EPA (1987e)



Table 2
Exanpl es of Liquid Wastes Reportedly Disposed at Ol Landfill from 1976 to 1984
Q1 Site Final Record of Decision

(Percent figures are approxi mate val ues based on general descriptions appearing on Ol
Monthly Reports to the LARWXB)

Mid and WAL Br . . ... 60%
Mid, water, and Oi | ... ... . . . 12%
Drilling mud .. ... e 4%
Tank DOt t oM ... 6%
Lat eX WS BS . . . 2%
Pai nt sludge ........ . e 2%
GO0l ANt . 1. 5%
Carbon black and water ......... . . . . . . . 1%
Remai ning genericC types . ... . e e 11. 5%
Al kal i ne sol ution Lint and wat er

Al um num sl udge and fl occul ent Li quor

Animal fat and water Metal dust and water

Asbest os pul p and water M neral water

Asphalt and water Mol asses and wat er

Brake fluid Ni ckel, copper, and water

Bri ne xides (A, Pb, Si, Zr)

Bur ni shing nedi a O gani ¢ wast es

Bur ner (baghouse) dust Perlite

Carpet material and water Petrol eumindustry sl udge

CAT CR catal yst Pl astic dust

Causti c soda Pol yner sl udge

Caustic solution Rai n wat er

Cenent and water Resin, PVC, and water

Cerami c gl aze Rouge and wat er

Cl eani ng conpound Rust sl udge

Coconut Sand and water

Corn syrup Sawdust and wat er

Creosote Settling basin sludge

Dai ry wastes Slurry

Di anpgi on silica Soap and wat er

Dough and wat er Sodiumsilicate

FCC fines and water Starch and water

Fi ber gl ass Stretford solution

Filmagelatin Sul fur fines in water

Filter clay Tank sl udge

Fi sh and wat er Tar pit sludge

Food- pr ocessi ng wast es Tile gl aze

d ass dust and water Wast e paper

d ue and water Wast ewat er

G ease waste and water Wax (polishing conpound) and water
Ink and wat er Wl di ng fl ux

Li me and wat er
Ref erence: EPA (1987e)



Section 2.2.3 sumarizes two air quality investigations perforned in the vicinity of the
landfill. Section 2.2.4 briefly summari zes surface water sanpling at the landfill. Finally,
Sections 2.2.5 and 2.2.6 describe investigation and sanpling of |eachate and | andfill gas,
respectively.

2.2.1 Hydr ogeol ogi ¢ | nvestigati ons

EPA perforned si x nmaj or hydrogeol ogic investigations at the QI Site between 1975 and 1993,

resulting in the installation of 75 groundwater nonitoring wells. Mnitoring well |ocations are
shown in Figure 3. Activities conducted as part of these investigations include: drilling and
nmonitoring well installation, formation testing, surface and subsurface soil sanpling

groundwat er sanpling and anal ysis, and aquifer testing. Data fromthe hydrogeol ogi c
investigations were used extensively throughout the Renedial Investigation

2.2.2 Geologic and Ceotechnical Investigations

EPA perforned several geol ogic and geotechnical investigations that provide additiona
information regardi ng the subsurface conditions at or near the A1l Site. A brief summary of
these foll ows.

Geol ogi ¢ Mappi ng and | nvestigations. There are several published papers and reports pertaining
to the geologic conditions in the vicinity of the On Site. Additionally, EPA conducted focused
geol ogi cal mapping at the A1 Site and the surrounding area during several investigations. A so
the A1 Landfill Work Defendants have perforned geol ogi ¢ mapping of the Ol Site and vicinity

Geot echni cal Investigations. EPA perfornmed nunerous geotechnical studies related to | andfil

devel opnent, residential and commercial property devel opment, petrol eumexploration, and the
under ground storage of inported natural gas in the vicinity of the Al Site, CGeotechnica
investigations within the landfill boundary have typically been related to | andfill devel opnent
and construction; these investigations prinarily include geol ogic mapping, material testing, and
landfill characterization relative to slope stability and foundation investigations. EPA drilled
nurmerous borings to define the linmts of the waste prismand to investigate the type and extent
of contam nation or landfill gas migration. Since 1987, EPA has conducted geotechnica

nmonitoring of slope stability, including nmeasurenents of inclinoneters and surveying of surface
nonunent s.

North Parcel Site Characterization. In 1987, EPA perforned a surface and subsurface soi
investigation at the North Parcel to identify the vertical and |ateral soil contam nation and
the extent of waste on the North Parcel (EPA, 1988i). EPA collected surface soil sanples from
t hroughout the auto salvage yard and drilled borings for waste characterizati on. Shall ow and
deep soil sanples were obtained fromall of the borings.

2.2.3 Air Qality Investigations

EPA conducted two air quality investigations as part of the Renmedial Investigation for the Al
Site. One investigation focused on anbient air in the vicinity of the landfill, and the other
investigation focused on air quality in the hones surrounding the landfill.

24- Hour Anbient Air Mnitoring. EPA conducted an investigation to collect and anal yze anbi ent
outdoor air sanples in the vicinity of the landfill (EPA, 1991c). Anbient air sanpling was
conducted for one year, from Septenber 1989 to Septenber 1990. EPA installed nine air nonitoring
stations for the study; seven were |ocated along the perinmeter of the landfill, and two were

| ocated sone distance away fromthe landfill to serve as background | ocations. Sanpling

| ocations are shown in Figure 4.

In-Horre Air Monitoring. Between Novenber 1992 and July 1993, EPA conducted an in-hone air
nonitoring programto eval uate whether potentially harnful landfill gas fromthe Al Site was
entering nearby homes (EPA, 1993a). EPA recommended the in-honme air nonitoring programat the
concl usion of the year-long anbient air study described above. EPA used existing nethane data
fromnonitoring of water neter boxes and probes to establish the target area for residentia
sanpling. The sanpling programincluded hones along the streets adjacent to the southern
boundary of the landfill as well as a snall area west of the landfill. EPA took air sanples from
a total of 197 hones; the locations of these homes are identified in Figure 5



2.2.4 Surface Water Sanpling

Surface water in the formof runoff fromthe landfill is sanpled routinely as part of the site
control and nonitoring activities at the landfill. In addition, EPA collected two surface water
runof f sanples fromthe North Parcel in 1987 as part of a field reconnaissance to identify
surface drai nage features.

Routine surface water sanpling began in February 1990 and continues through the present. For the
first three (or nore, in sone instances) storms of the rainy season, EPA perforns surface water
sanpling within several hours after the start of a stormat designated sanpling |ocations. The
majority of the surface water sanpling results are included in A1 Landfill Wrk Defendants
nmonthly reports (A1 Landfill Work Defendants, 1990 to 1994).

<I MG SRC 0996152D>
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2.2.5 Leachate I nvestigations

This section provides a brief overview of investigations that have been performed to delineate
and characterize | eachate at the A1 Site

Leachate Seeps Sanpling and Analysis. EPA collected | eachate sanples fromleachate seeps in
lguala Park after heavy rains in January 1993. The Q1| Landfill Wrk Defendants perforned a

survey of onsite landfill seeps after the 1992/1993 rai ny season to prioritize seepage areas for
potential renmediation prior to installation of the landfill cover (A1l Landfill Wrk Defendants,
1993a).

Leachate Sanpling and Anal ysis. Since 1983, EPA has periodically collected and anal yzed | eachate
to characterize its chem cal conposition and source areas. EPA perforned its first conprehensive
anal yses of |eachate chemi stry in 1986 (EPA, 1986a), and conducted several |eachate sanpling
prograns between 1986 and 1989. Liquid sanples were collected fromvarious locations in the

| eachate and |l andfill gas collection systens on the South Parcel, including sunps, wells, tanks,
and two deep interior landfill gas extraction wells. EPA also neasured liquid levels in 17
landfill gas extraction wells on the top deck of the landfill.

During soil boring drilling at the North Parcel (EPA, 1988i), EPA collected perched liquids from
two borings located in the southwest portion of the North Parcel landfill area. These |iquids
were encountered at the transition between waste and the underlying native soil

Since 1990, the A1 Landfill Wrk Defendants have perforned several |eachate sanpling events
associ ated with eval uations of |eachate quantity and quality for the | eachate treatnent plant
Sanpl es have been collected primarily fromgas collection and | eachate wells, as well as the
sunps associated with the | eachate collection system

2.2.6 Landfill Gas I|nvestigations

EPA has collected a | arge anount of landfill gas data at the Ol Site since the md-1970s. This
section provides a brief overview of the nmajor sources of data nost relevant to analyses in the
Remedi al I nvestigation and Feasibility Study.

Landfill Gas Probes and Wells. Qperating Industries, Inc. installed |landfill gas monitoring
probes al ong the west, south, and east borders of the South Parcel in 1976 and 1981 and around
the North Parcel in 1981. Qperating Industries, Inc. installed perinmeter gas extraction wells in
various phases from 1982 through 1984. Many of the landfill gas probes continue to be nonitored
routinely for nethane and other constituents as part of the ongoing site control and nonitoring
activities.

Air DDke Wlls. In response to a Los Angel es County Heal th Departnent order (January 23, 1981),
Qperating Industries, Inc. installed an air dike systemin native material along the south and
west borders of the landfill to control landfill-generated nethane gas em ssions beyond the
landfill boundary. EPA installed 26 wells in 1981 to create the air dike. Additional wells and
nonitoring probes were installed in Cctober 1982. EPA constructed eight gas migration test wells



(GMTW 1 through -8) to a nmaxi numdepth of 101 feet as part of a testing programfor the existing
air dike system (A1 Landfill Wrk Defendants, 1992b).

South and North Parcel Landfill Gas Monitoring Wells. EPA installed 15 landfill gas nonitoring
wel l's al ong the western and sout hern boundaries of the South Parcel in 1987 and 1988 (EPA
1988h). EPA also installed multiple gas probes in each borehole at various depths, with
bentonite seals between the probe |evels.

EPA installed 13 landfill gas nmonitoring wells on the North Parcel in June/July 1987 (EPA,
1987d). Each well contains either two or three probes at depths between 6 and 64 feet. Locations
and probe depths for both North and South Parcel landfill gas nonitoring wells are shown in

Fi gure 6.

2.3 Summary of EPA Actions at the A1l Site

EPA has perforned a variety of energency actions in response to environnental problens at the
landfill, including erosion control inprovenents, installation of a toe buttress for slope
stability, surface runoff and drainage inprovenents, rehabilitation of the nmain flare station
site security, placenent of vented water neter box covers in the areas surrounding the landfill,
and installation of control systens in nearby affected residences.

EPA fornmally began the Renedial Investigation/Feasibility Study at the Ol Site in 1986
although field investigations had been initiated in 1984. To efficiently nanage the probl ens at
the A1 Site and to address the nost apparent environnental problens prior to inplenentation of
the final renedy, EPA divided the work into three operable units, as described bel ow. EPA has
successfully negotiated five Consent Decrees with various potentially responsible party groups
to performand fund portions of the work specified in the previous RODs for the operable units
In addition, some of the funds fromthe |ast two Consent Decrees are to go towards final renedy.

2.3.1 Summary of Enforcenent Activities

Prior to EPA invol venent, various state and | ocal agencies reported that Qperating Industries
Inc. frequently violated waste di sposal regulations during the operations at the landfill

bet ween 1952 and 1984. (Qperating Industries, Inc. was notified and/or cited for several of these
viol ati ons. EPA sent Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) Section
3007/ Conpr ehensi ve Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act of 1980 ( CERCLA)
Section 104(e) notice letters and informati on requests to Qperating Industries, Inc. and

i ndi vi dual owners in 1984.

There are approxi mately 3,950 potentially responsible parties at the Ol Site. Since 1994, EPA
has sent conbi ned general notice and CERCLA 104(e) letters to potentially responsible parties
that generated approxinately 87 percent (by volune) of the manifested liquid waste for which EPA
has records. Various groups of these potentially responsible parties participated in the Consent
Decrees described bel ow. The remai ning 13 percent of the nanifested liquid wastes, reflected in
EPA' s records, was generated by approximately 3,600 de minims generators.

<I MG SRC 0996152G>
2.3.2 (Al Site Operable Units

The term "operable unit" refers to a discrete action taken at a Superfund site to address
specific site problens. At the Ol Site, Operable Unit No. 1 pertains to site control and
nmonitoring activities-, Qperable Unit No. 2 pertains to | eachate nanagenent; and Qperable Unit
No. 3 pertains to landfill gas control and landfill cover. EPA has conpleted individua
feasibility studies and signed RODs for each of the three operable units.

Qperable Unit No. 1: Site Control and Monitoring. This operable unit addressed the seven mgjor
interimenvironnental control systens and activities at the Ol Site that require operation

nmai nt enance, inspection, and nonitoring on a continuous basis: gas extraction and air dike
systens, |eachate collection system irrigation system access road system stormwater drainage
system site security, and slope repair and erosion control. In the ROD for Site Control and
Moni toring (EPA, 1987a), EPA decided that full-time site control and nonitoring should be

undert aken, providing daily operation, repair and repl acement of control system conponents when



necessary, and systeminprovenents. The ROD for Site Control and Mnitoring is interimand ends
at the signing of this ROD, although activities required under the Site Control and Mnitoring
ROD will continue as part of this ROD.

Qperable Unit No. 2: Leachate Managenent. EPA's interimsel ected renedy for nmanagenent of

| eachate collected at the Q1 Site, as presented in the ROD for the Leachate Managenent Qperabl e
Unit (EPA, 1987b), was treatnent of the |leachate at a treatnment plant located at the landfill.
This plant has been built on the North Parcel and consists of a Renote G| Separation Facility
(on the South Parcel), influent storage and equalization, biological reactors. chemncal
precipitation, sand filtration, granular activated carbon adsorption, effluent storage and

di scharge, a foul air system a stormwater holding system and a sludge di sposal system The
ROD specified that treated | eachate be disposed in facilities operated by the County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angel es County. The ROD for Leachate Managenent is interimand ends at the
signing of this ROD, although activities required under the Leachate Managenent ROD wil |
continue as part of this ROD

Qperable Unit No. 3: Gas Mgration Control and Landfill Cover. The Gas Mgration Control and
Landfill Cover ROD, as amended (EPA, 1990a; originally the Gas Mgration Control RCD [ EPA,
1988b]), defines a final landfill cover and landfill gas mgration control renmedy to collect and
destroy landfill gas that woul d otherwi se be released fromthe landfill. (The Gas Mgration
Control and Landfill Cover RODis referred to as the Gas Control and Cover ROD throughout this
docunent.) In general, the work specified in the Gas Control and Cover ROD includes design,
construction, operation, naintenance, and nonitoring of a landfill gas control system a
landfill cover system and a surface water nanagenent systemfor the Ol Site. The new |l andfill
gas systemw || likely supplenent, partially incorporate, and partially replace the existing
landfill gas system The anendnent to the ROD al so i ncludes design and construction of a
landfill cover to reduce surface emi ssions of landfill gas, reduce oxygen intrusion into the
refuse, reduce surface water infiltration, mnimze slope erosion, and inprove aesthetics. The
Gas Control and Cover ROD is a final ROD and, as such, is a significant conponent of the final
site cleanup, but is not included in or nodified by this ROD.

2.3.3 Al Site Consent Decrees and Administrative Orders

Fi ve Consent Decrees have been successfully negotiated with various potentially responsible
party groups for performance and fundi ng of various portions of the site cleanup. The first
Partial Consent Decree was negotiated for work on Qperable Units No. 1 and 2. The Second Parti al
Consent Decree was negotiated with additional potentially responsible parties to provide funding
for the sane scope of work as the first Partial Consent Decree. The Third Partial Consent Decree
was negotiated for the design and inplenentation of a major portion of Cperable Unit No. 3. The
Fourth and Fifth Partial Consent Decrees provide additional funding for ongoing or planned work
at the site.

In addition to the Consent Decrees, site cleanup work has been perforned under a Unil ateral

Adm nistrative Order (Unilateral Adm nistrative Order No. 94-01) that EPA issued to three of the
previously nonsettling potentially responsible parties. The order required these potentially
responsi bl e parties to participate in the collection and treatnent/di sposal of wastes associ ated
with the QU Site in cooperation with the potentially responsible parties performng work at the
site under the Consent Decrees. These three parties subsequently joined the Fifth Parti al

Consent Decree. Parties responsible for perform ng work under a Consent Decree are collectively
referred to as A1 Landfill Wrk Defendants throughout this ROD.

3.0 H ghlights of Community Participation

The Proposed Plan for this remedy, in the formof a fact sheet, was distributed to approxinately
3,000 parties on EPA's nailing list for the OH Site. The Proposed Plan, together with the
Feasibility Study Report (EPA, 1996) and the Draft Renedial |nvestigation Report (EPA 1994c),
were al so nade available in the site vicinity at the Bruggerneyer Menorial Library in Mnterey
Park, the Montebell o Regional Library in Mntebello, and the Chet Holifield Library in

Montebel lo. Mcrofilmof the entire Admnistrative Record File, containing these three docunents
and ot her docunents considered or relied upon in devel oping the Proposed Plan, is available at

t he Bruggerneyer Menorial Library. The file is also available at EPA's Regional Ofice in San
Franci sco.



Notice of public neeting, availability of the Proposed Plan, and the announcenent of a 30-day
public comment period were published in the Los Angel es Ti nes newspaper, San Gabriel edition, on
May 31, 1996, and the Monterey Park Progress and Montebell o News newspapers on May 30, 1996

EPA held a public neeting on June 12, 1996, near the site to discuss its cleanup plan. At this
neeting, EPA representatives nade a brief presentation of the Proposed Plan, answered questi ons,
and solicited cooments from nmenbers of the public. A transcript of the public nmeeting, including
oral comments and responses, is included as Appendi x A of this ROD

EPA extended the public comment period in response to a request from nenbers of the public. A
public notice nailed to the entire EPA nailing |ist extended the original 30-day public coment
period to 60 days. EPA received several sets of witten comments during the public coment
period. These comments are addressed in the Responsiveness Summary, included as Part Il of this
RCD.

EPA has al so held frequent neetings with the public, the state, and | ocal agencies to discuss
ongoing activities at the landfill. In addition to the Proposed Plan fact sheet for this renedy,
EPA has issued nunerous fact sheets between 1985 and 1996 describing i nvestigation and cl eanup
activities at the Al Site.

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the selected renedial action for the Ol Site, in Mnterey Park
California, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as anended by Superfund Arendnents and
Reaut hori zation Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the National Q1| and

Hazar dous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Plan (NCP). The decision for this site is based on
the Administrative Record

4.0 Summary of Site Characteristics

This section summari zes results from environnental sanpling conducted at the QI Site during the
Remedi al Investigation. The nature and extent of landfill-related contamnation in air, soil
surface water, and groundwater are di scussed.

4.1  Ar

EPA conducted a year-long outdoor anbient air study at the Al Site in 1989 and 1990. In 1992
and 1993, EPA inplenented an in-hone air nonitoring programat hones near the Ol Site. Results
of these prograns are summari zed bel ow.

4.1.1 Anbient Air

EPA installed nine air nonitoring stations for the anbient air study (Figure 4). Seven of the
stations were set up to collect sanples fromair near the boundary of the landfill, and two

stations were installed away fromthe landfill for conparisons to background air.

A statistical evaluation of the results indicated that average concentrations of selected

vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds adjacent to the landfill exceeded average background concentrations
(Figure 4). The stations where at |east one volatile organi ¢ conpound exceeded background are
shown in Figure 4. These data indicate that the landfill is inpacting air adjacent to the
landfill boundary.

4.1.2 In-Honme Air

Based on the results of the anbient air study, EPA inplenented an in-honme air nonitoring program
to estimate the levels of landfill gas in air inside and outside (anbient) honmes near the A
Site. The primary focus of the in-hone air nonitoring programwas to determ ne whether |andfil
gas was entering honmes through their foundations. EPA neasured vinyl chloride in the in-hone air
study to evaluate landfill gas inpacts. EPA collected sanples from 197 hones in the

nei ghbor hoods surrounding the landfill. Locations of these hones are shown in Figure 5. Viny
chloride was detected in about 20 percent of the 197 hones sanpl ed, and was only near or
exceeded the Ol Site-specific action level of 1 part per billion in approxi mately 4 percent of
the homes. Seven honmes were deternmined to require interimagas control neasures, which EPA
subsequently installed. Supplenental sanpling confirned the effectiveness of the interimgas
control systens.



4.2 Soil

EPA col | ected sanpl es of both surface and subsurface soil at and in the vicinity of the Al Site
during several field efforts conducted during the renedial investigation.

The primary soil investigations were conducted on the North Parcel and al ong the perineter of
the South Parcel. The surface soil investigation along the South Parcel perineter also included
coll ection of sedinment sanples fromdrainages | eading away fromthe landfill.

4.2.1 Surface Soil

Al ong the perineter of the South Parcel and on the North Parcel, EPA found isolated, |owlevel
contam nant concentrations in surface soil and sedinment. In three areas of limted extent, the
concentrations exceeded both prelimnary renedi ati on goals (health-based concentrations that are
used for risk screening purposes as possible "triggers" for further eval uation) and background
concentrations. However, the baseline risk assessnment results (summarized in Section 5) indicate
that risks associated with this surface soil/sedinent are not sufficiently elevated to warrant
action for the protection of human heal th.

4,.2.2 Subsur face Soi |

In general, only isolated occurrences of contami nants were detected in subsurface soil sanples.
Al ong the perineter of the South Parcel, results indicate that the higher contam nant |evels
found in subsurface soil sanples are in areas where shal |l ow groundwat er contam nati on has al so
been detected. These areas include the western and sout hwestern perineters of the South Parcel
and the northeastern coner of the South Parcel. These subsurface sanples were collected from
greater than 10 feet bel ow ground surface, which is typically the maxi mumdepth evaluated in
human heal th ri sk assessnents.

4.3 Surface Water

Surface water present on and in the vicinity of the Ol Siteis limted to stormwater runoff
follow ng substantial rainfall events and periodic irrigation runoff. Stormwater runoff sanples
are routinely collected fromall drainages |leaving the Q1 Site. Detections of organic and
inorganic constituents in surface water sanples occur only sporadically and at generally | ow
concentrations. The surface water nanagenment systems to be inplenented under the Gas Control and
Cover ROD will virtually elimnate the potential for surface water contanination.

4.4 G oundwat er

This section provides a summary of pertinent information regardi ng groundwater contam nation
originating fromthe Ol Site. The follow ng nature and extent of contam nation di scussions are
di vi ded by general geographic areas and/or aquifers (see Figures 7 and 8).

<I MG SRC 0996152H>
<I MG SRC 0996152| >

The di scussion of the nature and extent of groundwater contami nation presented belowis

summari zed fromthe Draft Renedial Investigation Report (EPA, 1994c) and is based on data from
the 1992/1993 nonitoring period. The Draft Renedial Investigation Report also provides an
in-depth evaluation of all groundwater data collected from 1984 to 1993. For the Feasibility
Study Report (EPA, 1996), groundwater quality data from 1994 were also evaluated to identify
areas of concern for groundwater and to see if any significant changes had occurred.

4.4.1 Nor t hwest Area

The Northwest Area enconpasses the western portion of the North Parcel, the northwest portion of
the South Parcel, and the area downgradi ent (northwest and west) of the two parcels.

Nature and Extent of G oundwater Contam nation. EPA eval uated the groundwater contam nation in
the Northwest Area using the 1992-1993 naxi mum contam nant |evel (MCL) exceedances, shown in
Fi gures 7 (shallow or unconfined fl ow systens) and 8 (deep or confined fl ow systens).



1992- 1993 maxi mum cont am nant | evel exceedances (Figure 7) indicate the presence of
one cont am nant plunme noving approxi mately due west along the northern boundary of
the South Parcel and a second area of contami nation on and north of the North

Par cel .

It appears that contaminants exiting the landfill near Wl ls CDD- 13 and O -19B enter
groundwater, which then migrates toward Wll O-46A. This westerly plune is
consistent with the groundwater flow directions presented in Figure 7.

Data fromthe deeper units in this sane area (primarily Wlls OL-19A and Ol-24B),
shown in Figure 8, al so show maxi num contam nant | evel exceedances indicating
deeper groundwater contamination in the vicinity of the shall ow plune source areas.

Contami nant Fate and Transport. Concl usi ons regardi ng contam nant transport fromthe |andfill
into and through groundwater in the Northwest Area are summari zed bel ow.

The potential physical pathways for contaminants to migrate fromthe landfill and
into the groundwater in this area nay be through several snall canyons that were
excavated prior to the establishment of the landfill and subsequently filled with

refuse. These canyons were | ocated approximately al ong the present northern boundary
of the South Parcel. The lithol ogy of basal rock in these canyons is silty sandstone
and siltstones that are probably | ess perneable than the overlying waste or fill
material. This pernmeability contrast can direct flow fromthe interior sections of
the landfill outward towards the north-northwest.

Wil e nost of the contaminant transport will l|ikely be through the unconfined
aqui fer system some mgration also occurs through siltstones and deeper, confined
units.

4.4.2 Sout hwest Area- G oundwat er Cont am nati on

The Sout hwest

Area refers to the area around the western, southwestern, southern, and

sout heast ern boundari es of the sout hwestem coner of the South Parcel.

Nature and Extent of G oundwater Contam nation. EPA eval uated groundwater contam nation in the
Sout hwest Area using the 1992/1993 MCL exceedances, as shown in Figures 7 and 8. As shown in

these figures,
data indicate

the perineter wells exhibit nunerous maxi num contam nant | evel exceedances. These
at least two shallow plunes mgrating fromthe Southwest Area of the landfill

(Figure 7). The followi ng observations have been nmade regardi ng the groundwater plunes.

The contam nant levels at the fringes of the nonitoring well network indicate that
inpacted water is not likely present considerable distances further downgradi ent
(i.e., less than a few hundred feet beyond the current nonitoring wells).

The west - sout hwest plune extends at least to Wll O-35A, |ocated about 1,800 feet
fromthe landfill boundary. Contam nation present this far downgradient in the
Shallow Silt Flow Systemis not consistent with the horizontal flow velocities
calculated for the Shallow Silt Flow System and is likely indicative of
preferential flow through higher-velocity features in the siltstone matrix (such as
fractures or sandier intervals) or along the contact between the Lakewood/ San Pedro
and Pico Units.

The prinmary source of contami nation in the Southwest Area appears to be subsurface
rel eases along the borders of the landfill.

Cont ami nant Fate and Transport. Concl usi ons regardi ng contam nant transport fromthe |andfill
into and through groundwater in the Southwest Area are summari zed bel ow

The prinmary pathway for contam nant transport fromthe landfill into the surrounding
regi ons of the Southwest Area is subsurface rel eases along the borders of the
landfill and subsequent horizontal mgration of contam nants through the siltstone,

fractures, and sandier intervals in the Shallow Silt Flow System Additionally,
contam nants can mgrate directly into groundwater in the Lakewood/ San Pedro/ Fill



unit at the southwest corner of the landfill.

. Fol | owi ng wet periods, contam nated groundwater flow is possible along the contact
bet ween the Lakewood/ San Pedro Formation (or the Lakewood/ San Pedro/Fill unit) and
the Shallow Silt Flow System given the perneability contrast between the two.

. Al though there are high contam nant concentrations near the landfill perinmeter in
the Southwest Area (particularly of organic constituents), mgration through the
siltstone causes organic constituents to be retarded and concentrati ons to decrease
considerably with distance fromthe perinmeter of the landfill.

. M gration through the siltstone causes organic constituents to be retarded and
concentrations to decrease considerably with distance fromthe perinmeter of the
landfill. The sem vol atile organic conpounds are even nore retarded that the
vol atil e organi ¢ conpounds and are not expected to transport as quickly away from
the landfill because of their generally high retardation rates. Qutside Wll O -35A,
there are very few organi c conpounds detected at the fringes of the shallow pl unes
in the Sout hwest Area.

4.4.3 Eastern Area- G oundwat er Cont am nation

The Eastern Area conprises the area to the north, east, and south of the eastern portion of the
South Parcel and the area to the north and east of the North Parcel.

Nature and Extent of G oundwater Contam nation. The 1992/ 1993 conbi ned maxi mum cont am nant | evel
exceedances, shown in Figures 7 and 8, indicate one anonal ous well and one shall ow plunme. The
foll owi ng observati ons have been nmade regardi ng groundwater contam nation in this area:

. The anomal ous well is Wll Q-44A, which has three maxi mum contam nant | evel
exceedances. (This well is anonml ous because it appears to have contam nation of the
type associated with the landfill, but is |ocated upgradient of the landfill
according to the avail abl e groundwater data.) However, the hydraulic relationship
between this well and other wells closer to the landfill in the Eastern Area i s not
wel | under st ood.

. The contam nant plunme appears to be snall and shallow, noving to the east fromthe
northeast comer of the South Parcel toward Wel|l O -30A and potentially Wll Q-12C
This plunme is primarily organic, but does contain inorganic constituents as well.
The lack of organi ¢ conpounds in the other unconfined wells outside Wlls Q-20A and
QA -30A (|l ocated about 400 feet downgradi ent of Well O -20A) indicates that the
extent of organic contamination in the Eastern Area is limted.

. Based on the suite of contami nants detected in Wll O-20A, it is apparent that
i qui d-borne contam nants in the northeast corner of the South Parcel are the source
of the Well O -20A plume. However, there are few data regardi ng the occurrence of
liquids on the eastern end of the landfill.

Contami nant Fate and Transport. Concl usions regardi ng contam nant transport fromthe |andfill
into and through groundwater in the Eastern Area are summari zed bel ow.

. Coarse-grai ned aquifer materials in the Unconfined Aquifer System appear to be in
contact with the base of the landfill along the eastern end. The nost likely
contam nant pathways in the Eastern Area are through these coarse-grained, perneable
units of the unconfined aquifer that are contacting the waste prism

. The nmajority of the contam nation emanating fromthe eastern portion of the South
Parcel will migrate into the Unconfined Aquifer System |esser amounts and
concentrations will be transported in the deeper units.

4.4.4 West and South Aquifer Systens--Goundwater Contam nation

The South Aqui fer trends approxi mately northeast-southwest in a narrow el ongated band al ong the
sout hern boundary of the landfill, and does not appear to be laterally extensive in the



nort hwest - sout heast direction. EPA has detected the Wst Aquifer only al ong the western boundary
of the South Parcel; it does not appear to be laterally extensive to the west.

Nature and Extent of Contami nation. Based on nmaxi mum contam nant | evel exceedances, it appears
that fairly isolated, |owlevel areas of contamination are present in the South and West
Aqui fers (Figure 8).

In the West Aquifer, organic contam nation has been increasing in Wl|l O -18B and exceeds

nmaxi mum contam nant |l evels for three constituents. The extent of the Wst Aquifer downgradi ent
of the landfill perineter is not well defined. The source of the West Aquifer contam nation
could be either direct comunication with the landfill beneath the central portion of the South
Parcel or vertical transport through the Shallow Silt Fl ow System

In the South Aquifer, three wells show naxi mum contam nant | evel exceedances (Wlls QO -06,
Q-29B and O -15B) (Figure 8). In the South Aquifer, the source could either be contam nants

m grating through the vadose zone in the unconfined portions of the unit (at the eastern end of
the landfill and in the vicinity of Wll O-6), through vertical mgration of contam nation
through the Shallow Silt Flow System or through hydraulic connection with the base of the
landfill itself (towards the eastern end).

Contami nant Fate and Transport. Goundwater in the South and West Aquifers ultimately flows
toward the Central Basin (EPA 1994c). The Pico Unit South Aquifer Systemis likely bel ow the
Central Basin's Sunnyside Aquifer (the deepest San Pedro Formation drinking water source in the
Central Basin) and may represent the | owest fresh-water-bearing unit in the Central Basin. The
Pico Unit South Aquifer could potentially be used in the future as a drinking water source,
although it is not currently used as such. If the West Aquifer Systemwere continuous across the
entire area south and west of the landfill, it appears that it would correspond to an upper
portion of the Sunnyside Aquifer. However, the limted available data indicate that the West

Aqui fer is continuous throughout this area.

5,0 Summary of Site Risks

EPA perforned a Basel i ne Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent and a Baseline Human Health R sk Assessnent
to eval uate whether there are unacceptabl e human health or ecol ogical risks frompotentia
exposure to chenicals associated with the Al Site. This section summarizes the key conponents
and findings of the Baseline R sk Assessnents. The Baseline R sk Assessnents are included as
Appendi xes A (ecological) and B (human health) in the Feasibility Study Report (EPA, 1996). The
primary objectives of the risk assessnent were:

. To identify the primary causes and rel ati ve magni tude of risks to human health or
the environnent associated with existing or potential contam nant exposure

. To eval uate whether renedial actions are needed to protect human health or the
envi ronnent

. To support devel opnent of the Feasibility Study through preparation of prelimnary
cl eanup goals and providing risk estimates for decision nmaki ng processes in
selecting a renedial alternative

5.1 Basel i ne Human Health Ri sk Assessnent Sunmary

In accordance with the streanm i ned approach for Baseline Ri sk Assessnments at CERCLA nuni ci pal
landfills, EPA focused the Baseline R sk Assessnment for the Ol Site on those nedia beyond the
source area: anbient air, groundwater, and offsite soils/sedinent. EPA intended the Baseline

Ri sk Assessnment to identify those contam nants and nedia requiring renmedi al action based on
unaccept abl e risks. The nedi a, pathways, and chem cal s addressed under the streamined approach
are discussed briefly bel ow.

Modi fi ed No-Action Scenario. For the Al Site, under the nodified no-action scenario, rather
than a typical no-action scenario, EPA evaluated risks of exposure assumng that currently

exi sting and operating control systens remain in place; and that no additional renedial actions
woul d be constructed or operated. The nodified no-action scenario was selected as the basis for
the Ri sk Assessnent because the data collected during the renedial investigation were collected



whi |l e existing systens were operating. Thus, current site conditions (baseline) are best
represented by the nodified scenario.

5.1.1 Identification of Contam nants of Potential Concern

EPA sel ected chemicals of potential concern fromvalidated environnental nonitoring data

coll ected between 1989 and 1990 for anbient air, 1989 and 1993 for groundwater, and 1987 and
1992 for North Parcel and near-site soil, respectively. For purposes of the Baseline Risk
Assessnent, these data were assunmed to represent current conditions and to reflect an adequate
tine period to incorporate seasonal or annual variations. Table 3 lists the chenmicals of
potential concern used in the baseline risk assessnent.

5.1.2 Exposure Assessnent

This section briefly summari zes the potentially exposed popul ati ons, the exposure pat hways,
and the exposure quantification fromthe Baseline Hunman Health Ri sk Assessnent.

5.1.2.1 Potential |y Exposed Popul ati ons

Potential receptors on the landfill property include authorized workers within the fenced area
(the South Parcel and the landfilled portion of the North Parcel) and enpl oyees and custoners of
the commerci al operations on the remainder of the North Parcel. Potential receptors in the area
surrounding the landfill include workers in the surrounding industrial and comercial facilities
and children and adults in the residential areas.

5.1.2.2 Chem cal Exposure Pat hways

An exposure pathway describes how a receptor could be exposed to contami nants present at a site
or released froma site. A conplete exposure pathway requires the following el enents: a source
a mechanismfor release and mgration, an exposure nedium a point of potential hunman contact,
and a route of exposure

Under the streamined approach, only those exposure scenarios associated with contam nated nedi a
beyond the source area (waste prismand its conponents) were quantitatively evaluated in the
Basel i ne Ri sk Assessnent. The retai ned exposure pathways include: (1) inhalation of contam nants
in anbient air by residents; (2) potential ingestion, dermal contact with, and inhal ation of
contam nated groundwater by adult residents; and (3) ingestion, dermal contact with, and

i nhal ati on of contam nated soil/sedinents by workers (North Parcel soil only) and residents.
Anbient air and soil/ sediment exposure pathways are currently conpl ete exposure pathways; the
groundwat er exposure pathway is not currently conpl ete because nearby groundwater is not being
used, but could be at sone point in the future

EPA estinmated anbient air and soil/sedi nent exposures for adult and child residents. EPA also
eval uated soil fromthe North Parcel for worker exposure and groundwater for adult residentia
exposure

5.1.2.3 Exposure Quantification

Exposure, defined as contact with a chem cal or physical agent, is estinmated using six factors
chem cal concentration at the point of exposure, contact rate, exposure frequency, exposure
duration, body weight, and averaging tine, as described by the follow ng general equation

Intake = Concentration x Contact Rate x Exposure Frequency x Exposure Duration
Body Wi ght x Averaging Tine

Exposure, or intake, is expressed as nmilligrans of chem cal per kilogram of body wei ght per day
(nmg/ kg-day) to normalize for time and body weight. The followi ng presents the paraneters and
nmet hods used in estinmating exposure for each of the sel ected exposure pat hways

Anbient Air. EPA used air concentrations fromthe 24-hour anbient air study to calculate
chem cal intake by inhalation (ng/kg-day) for residential exposures to adults and chil dren
Key exposure paraneters are shown in Table 4.



Table 3
Sel ected Chemicals of Potential Concern for Air, Goundwater, and Soi l
A1l Site Final Record of Decision

Cheni cal Nane Air G oundwat er Soi |

Organic Constituents
1,1, 1, 2-Tetrachl or oet hane
1,1.1-Trichl or oet hane X
, 1, 2-Tri chl or oet hane
Di chl or oet hane X
Di chl or oet hyl ene
, 4-Tri chl or obenzene
Di br onoet hane
Di chl or obenzene
Di chl or oet hane X
Di chl or oet hyl ene (Total)
Di chl or oet hyl ene, trans-
Di chl or opr opane
Di chl or obenzene
Di chl or opr opene, trans-
Chl or ot ol uene
Di chl or obenzene
Di oxane
Di net hyl phenol
- But anone
2- Hexanone
2- Met hyl napht hal ene
2- Met hyl phenol
3, 3-Di chl or obenzi di ne
4' - DDD
4' - DDE
4' - DDT
- Met hyl - 2- pent anone
4- Met hyl phenol
4-Nitroaniline
Acenapht hene
Acet one
Al drin
Ant hr acene
Benzene X
Benzo( a) ant hr acene
Benzo( a) pyr ene
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene
Benzo(g, h, i) peryi ene
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene
Benzoi ¢ acid
Benzyl al cohol
Benzyl chloride
Bet a- BHC
BHC, al pha-
BHC, delta-
BHC, gammma- (Li ndane)
Bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal at e
But yl benzyl pht hal ate
Car bazol e
Car bon di sul fide
Carbon tetrachl ori de X
Chlor dane
Cl ordane, gamma-

X X X X X X

1

1,1
1,1
1,2
1,2
1,2
1,2
1,2
1,2
1,2
1,3
1,3
1,4
1,4
1,4
2,4
2

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

4
4
4
4

X X X X X

X X X X X

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

X X X X X

X X X X X X X X



Sel ected Chemicals of Potential
a1l Site Fina

Chem cal Nane Ar
Chl or obenzene X
Chl or oet hane

Chl orof orm X
Chl or onet hane

Chrysene

ci s-1, 2-Di chi oroet hyl ene

ci s-1, 3-Di chl or opr opene

Di - n-butyl pht hal ate

Di - n-octyl pht hal ate

Di benzof uran

Di br onochl or orret hane

Di chl or odi f 1 uor onmet hane

Dieldrin

Di et hyl pht hal ate

Di met hyl pht hal at e

Endosul fan |

Endosul fan I

Endosul fan sul fate

Endrin

Endri n al dehyde

Et hyl benzene X
FI uor ant hene

Fl uor ene

Hept achl or

Hept achl or epoxi de
Hexachl or obut adi ene

| sophor one

Met hoxychl or

Met hyl ene chl ori de

N- N tr osodi phenyl am ne

Napht hal ene

Pent achl or ophenol

Phenant hr ene

Phenol

Pur geabl e organi ¢ hal ogens

Pyrene

Styrene

Tetrachl or oet hyl ene X
Tol uene X
Total O gani c hal ogens

Tri chl or oet hyl ene X
Tri chl or of | uor onet hane (Freon 11)
Vinyl actetate

Vinyl chloride X
Xyl ene, mp, -

Xyl ene, m

Xyl ene, o-

Xyl enes, p-

Xyl enes, total -

Table 3
Concern for Air, G oundwater
Record of Deci sion

G oundwat er
X

X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

X X T X X X X T X X X X X X X

X X X X X X

and Soi

Soi

X X X X X X



Table 3
Sel ected Chemicals of Potential Concern for Air, Goundwater, and Soi l
A1l Site Final Record of Decision

Chem cal Nane Ar
I norgani ¢ Constituents
Al um num
Amoni a nitrogen (as N)
Ant i nony
Arsenic

Bari um
Beryllium

Cadm um

Cal ci um

Chl ori de

Chrom um (Tot al )
Cobal t

Copper

Cyani de

Iron

Lead

Magnesi um
Manganese

Mer cury

N ckel

Nitrate

Nitrite (as N
Pot assi um

Sel eni um

Silver

Sodi um

Sul fate

Sul fi de

Thal I'i um

Tin

Vanadi um

Zinc

Key
a: Essential Nutrients

G oundwat er

X TUT®® X X 9 X X X X X 99 X 9 X X X X UT®® X X X X X X X

x

b: Major cation/anion, or other water quality paraneter

x: Chem cal of Potential Concern

X X X 9 X 9 X X X X » X X X X X

D X X o

X X X X



Tabl e 4
Exposure Paraneters for Estinmating Exposure for Residential Intake of Anmbient Air
A1l Site Final Record of Decision

Reasonabl e Maxi mum Aver age Val ue

Description (units) Child Adul ta Adul ta
Exposure point concentration for air (ng/nB) 95% UCL 95% UCL 95% UCL
Body wei ght (kg) 18b 70 70
I nhal ation rate (n8/day) 10c 20 20
Exposure frequency (days/year) 350 350 350
Exposure duration (years) 9 30 9
Averaging Tinme (years) - Cancer 70 70 70
Averagi ng Tine (years) - Noncancer 9 30 9
aEPA, 1991f, unl ess ot herw se noted.
bEPA. 1989h.
CEPA, 1994d.

Table 5

Paraneters for Estinmating Residential
Exposures from Ingestion of G oundwater Contam nants
Site Final Record of Decision

Description (units) Val uea Aver age Val ueb
Exposure point concentration for groundwater (ng/L) Arithnetic mean Arithmetic nmean
Dai ly water ingestion rate (L/day) 2 1.4
Exposure frequency (days/year) 350 350
Exposure duration (years) 30 9
Body wei ght (kg) 70 70
Averaging Tinme (years) - Cancer 70 70
Averaging Tine (years) - Noncancer 30 9

aEPA, 1991 e.
bEPA, 1992f.



Table 6
Paraneters for Estinmating Chem cal Intake for an Adult Resident
fromlInhal ation of Goundwater Vol atiles
A1l Site Final Record of Decision

Reasonabl e Maxi mum

Description (units) Exposure Val uea Aver age Val ueb
Exposure point concentration in air (ng/nB) o Q. 5 o Q. 5
Exposure point concentration in water (ng/L) Arithnetic nmean Arithmetic nean
Body wei ght (kg) 70 70
Averaging Tinme (years) - Cancer 70 70
Averagi ng Tine (years) - Noncancer 30 9
Exposure frequency (days/year) 350 350
Exposure duration (years) 30 9
Dai ly inMation rate (nB/day) 15 15
aEPA. 1991e.
bEPA, 1992f.

Table 7

Paraneters for Estinmating Chem cal Absorption fromDermal Contact with G oundwater
A1 Site Final Record of Decision

Description Reasonabl e Maxi mum
(units) Exposure Val ue a Aver age Val ue b
Exposure point concentration in water (ng/L) Arithnetic nean Arithmetic nean
Exposed skin surface area (cnR/event) 23, 000 20, 000
Dernmal perneability coefficient (cm hour) Chemi cal -Specific ¢ Chenical -Specific ¢
Exposure time (hour/day) 0.25 0.17
Exposure frequency (event/year) 350 350
Exposure duration (years) 30 9
Body wei ght (kg) 70 70
Averaging tine (years)
Cancer effects 70 70
Noncancer effects 30 9

aCal - EPA, 1992.
bEPA, 1992g.
CEPA, 1992 .



G oundwat er. Residents could be exposed to contam nants in groundwater through ingestion
inhal ation of volatile organi c conpounds, or dernal contact with groundwater if used for a
wat er supply.

I ngestion. The paraneters used to calculate the intake associated with the ingestion of
contam nants in groundwater are shown in Table 5.

I nhal ati on. Residents could al so be exposed to chemcals transferred fromtap water to the air
fromshowers, baths, toilets, dishwashers, washi ng machi nes, and during cooking. I|nhalation of
chemcals fromgroundwater is applicable only for volatile conpounds. EPA eval uated risks due to
inhal ation of volatile organi ¢c conpounds from groundwat er according to the approach that

Andel nan et al. devel oped (Andel man et al., 1987). EPA selected the highest volatilization
factor of 0.0005 fromthe Andel man et al. approach. Using the EPA volatilization factor of

0. 0005 to convert groundwater concentrations to a corresponding air concentration, EPA

cal cul ated the intake associated with the inhalation of chemcals volatilized from groundwat er
using the paraneters presented in Table 6.

Dernmal Contact Dernal absorption is typically an insignificant route of exposure in the

resi dential groundwater use setting. However, EPA estinates dernal absorption for chemca
contam nants to assure that any potential risks fromthis exposure pathway are addressed. The
magni tude of potential exposure by this pathway is related to the concentration in water,
surface area of exposed skin, the dernmal penetrability of the contam nant, and frequency and
duration of exposure. The paraneters in Table 7 were used to estimate exposure through dernal
cont act .

Soi | s/ Sedi nent s

I ngestion. Exposure through ingestion of contami nants in soil/sedinents depends on the
concentration in soil, the amount ingested, and the frequency and durati on of exposure

EPA eval uat ed average and reasonabl e nmaxi mnum exposures for both a toddler (0-6 years) and an
adul t, using the paraneters presented in Table 8.

I nhal ati on. EPA cal cul ated exposure via inhalation of dust and vapors from contam nated surface
soil using soil concentration, the soil volatilization factor, the particul ate em ssion factor
descri bing the anount of soil entrained in the air as dust, inhalation rate, and the frequency
and duration of exposure. The particul ate em ssion factor expresses the relationship of chenica
concentrations adsorbed to soil and concentrations of airborne respirable dust particles and is
estinmated using EPA default values (EPA, 1991e). The paraneters used to estinmate intake from
inhaling both contam nated dust fromsoil and volatile conpounds fromsoil are presented in
Tabl e 8

Dernmal Contact. Dernal absorption of contam nants in soil/sedinents is a function of the
concentration in soil, the surface area of exposed skin, the ability of the contam nant to
penetrate through the skin, and frequency and durati on of exposure.

EPA estinmated the absorbed dose fromreasonabl e naxi rum and average exposure by dermal contact
with contaminants in soil using the paraneters presented in Table 8. Toddler (0 to 6 Years) and
adul t exposures were cal cul ated for reasonabl e nmaxi mum and average exposure.

5.1.3 Toxicity Assessnent

Chem cal contaminants may be divided into two groups according to their effects on human health
Cont ami nants nmay have carcinogeni c effects or noncarci nogeni c/system c effects. Exposure to sone
of the chemcals detected at the Ol Site could potentially result in both types of effects.
Carcinogenic effects result in, or are suspected to result in, the devel opnment of cancer.



Table 8

Paraneters for Estinating Intake for Residents and Workers Via Dennal, |nhalation, and

I ngesti on Exposure to Soil

QU Site Final Record of Decision
Resi dent s Wor ker s

Description RVE Val ueAver age Val ueb RVE Val ue' Aver age Val ueb
Exposure Point Concentration in Soil Lessor of the maximumcii Arithnetic mean Lc& ;er of

the maxi rumor Arithnetic nean

95% UCL val ues ?5% UCL val ues
Body Wi ght (kg):
Toddl er (0-6 vears) 15 15 -
Adul t 70 70 70
Soi |l Ingestion Rate (ng/day)
Toddl er (0-6 years) 200 200 -
Adul t 100 100 50
I nhal ati on Rate (M3 /day)
Toddl er (0-6 years) 16 16 -
Adul t 20 20 20
Soi | -Vol atilization Factor (nB/kg) Chem cal -
specific
Particul ate Em ssion Factor (rn/kg) 4.63xl O
Skin Surface Area (CQWR)
Toddl er 2AW 2, 1000
Adul t 5, 8ood 5, (W5, 800d
Absorption Factor (fraction) 0. 10 (organics)’

0. 01 (i norganics)
Soi | -t o- Ski n Adherence Factor (nmg/cm 2 0.2d
Exposure Frequency (days/year) 350 350
Exposure Duration (yevs)

Cancer (adult) 30 9 25
oncancer ( ult) 30 9 25
Child 6 6 -
Aver agi ng Tine
Cancer (adult) 70 70 70
Noncancer (adult) 30 9 25
Cancer (child) 70 70 -
Noncancer (child) 6 6

'EPA, 1991 e, unl ess ot herw se noted.
t PA, 1992g, unl ess ot herw se not ed.

70

50

20

Chemi cal - Chenical - Chem cal -
specific' specific specific'

4.63xl e 4.63xI O 4.63xl O

5, 000d

0. 10 (organics)' 0. 10 (organics)' 0. 10 organics)'
0. 01 (i norganics) 0. 01 (i norganics) 0. 01 (i norganics)
0.2d0.2d 0.2 d

250250

I nhal ati on of volatilized chenmicals for all COPCwith a Henry's Law Constant (HLQ greater than or equal to IxIO5 atmm 3/nole and a

| iecuiar wet MN |ess than or equal to 200 g/ nol e.



EPA has devel oped a carcinogen classification system using wei ght-of-evidence to classify the
likelihood that a chemcal is a human carci nogen. Definitions for the weight-of-evidence
classifications are presented bel ow

EPA \Wéi ght - of - Evi dence
Classification Systemfor Carcinogenicity

G oup Description
A Human carci nogen, based on evi dence from epi demi ol ogi cal studi es.
Bl orB2 Probabl e human carci nogen
B 1 indicates that |limted hunan data are avail abl e.
B2 indicates sufficient evidence in aninmals and i nadequate or no evidence in
hunmans
C Possi bl e human carci nogen, based on limted evidence in aninals
D Not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity.
F Evi dence of noncarcinogenicity for hunans.

Source: EPA, 1986b

Noncar ci nogeni ¢ or systemc effects include a variety of toxicol ogical end points and nay
include effects on specific organs or systens, such as the kidney, liver, and |ungs.

EPA' s Carci nogeni ¢ Assessnment G oup has devel oped cancer slope factors for estimating excess
lifetine cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemcals of
potential concern. Cancer slope factor(s), which are expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)-1, are
multiplied by the estimated i ntake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to provide an upper-
bound estimate of the excess lifetine cancer risk associated with exposure at that intake |evel
The term "upper bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe
cancer slope factor(s). Use of this approach nakes underestimation of the actual cancer risk

hi ghly unlikely. Cancer slope factor(s) are derived fromthe results of human epi dem ol ogi cal
studi es or chronic aninal bi oassays to which ani mal -to-human extrapol ati on and uncertainty
factors have been applied (for exanple, to account for the use of aninal data to predict effects
on hunans).

EPA has devel oped reference doses to indicate the potential for adverse health effects from
exposure to chenicals of potential concern exhibiting noricarcinogenic effects. Reference doses,
whi ch are expressed in units of ng/kg-day, are estimated threshold | evels for daily exposure
above whi ch exposure is considered unsafe for humans, including sensitive individuals. Estinated
i ntakes of chemicals of potential concern fromenvironnental nedia i e.g.. the anount of a

chem cal ingested fromcontam nated drinking water) can be conpared to the reference doses.

Ref erence doses are derived fromthe results of hunman epi dem ol ogi cal studies or aninal studies
to which uncertainty factors have been applied (for exanple, to account for the use of aninal
data to predict effects on hunans). These uncertainty factors help ensure that the reference
doses will not underestinmate the potential for adverse noncarci nogenic effects to occur

Table 9 presents toxicity values for chenmicals of potential concern for both carcinogenic and
noncar ci nogeni ¢ effects. Slope factors and reference doses are specific to the route of
exposure. For exanple, oral slope factors are used to evaluate risk through ingestion of

carci nogeni ¢ chem cals of potential concern. In cases where route-specific cancer slope factors
or reference doses were not available (for exanple, for the inhalation and dernal routes), ora
cancer slope factors or reference doses were used

5.1.4 Ri sk Characterization Summary

Information presented in the exposure assessnent and the toxicity assessnent is integrated in
this section to characterize risk to human health fromchenmi cals of potential concern at the
Gl Site

For carcinogens, risks are estimated as the increnental probability of an individual devel oping
cancer over a lifetinme as a result of exposure to the carcinogen. These risks are probabilities
that are generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g., | X 10-6 or | E-6). An excess
lifetine cancer of | X 10-6 indicates that as a reasonabl e maxi numestimate, an individual has a
one in one mllion chance of devel oping cancer as result of site-related exposure to a



carci nogen over a 70-year lifetine under specific exposure conditions at the QU Site: simlarly,
an excess lifetime cancer risk of | x 10-4 refers to a reasonabl e naxi numestimate of a one in
ten thousand chance of devel opi ng cancer as a result of the exposure.

EPA uses the general 10-4 to 10-(' risk range as a "target range" within which EPA strives to
nmanage risks as part of a Superfund cleanup. Al though the EPA risk nanager may deem accept abl e
t he waste managenent strategi es achieving reductions in site risks anywhere within the risk
range, EPA has expressed a preference for cl eanups achieving the nore protective end of the
range (for exanple, 10).

The potential for noncarcinogenic health effects is evaluated by conparing an exposure | eve
over a specified time period (for exanple, a lifetinme) with a reference doses derived for a
simlar exposure period. The ratio of exposure to toxicity is called a hazard quotient. If the
estinmated i ntake (exposure) is greater than the reference doses, the hazard quotient will be
greater than one. A hazard quotient greater than one indicates the potential for an adverse
noncar ci nogeni ¢ health effect fromexposure to the chenical

A hazard index is generated by addi ng the hazard quotients for all chem cals of potential
concern within a nmediumor across all nedia to which a given popul ati on nay reasonably be
exposed. A hazard index exceeding one indicates the potential for an adverse noncarci nogenic
health effect fromexposure to the nediumor nedia. The hazard i ndex provides a useful reference
point for gauging the potential significance of nultiple contam nant exposures within a single
medi um or across medi a.

Noncancer hazard i ndexes and cancer risks were estimated for anbient air, groundwater, and
surface soil.

Summary of Estinmated Anbient Air Risks. EPA calculated anbient air risk estimtes for
resi dential exposure via inhalation. EPA al so cal cul ated estinated cancer risks and noncancer
hazard i ndexes for each nonitoring station, as shown in Figures 9a and 9b, respectively.

Anbient air was found to present an elevated risk to human health at the nonitoring stations
around the OH Site. Stations 1, 2, and 7 had the hi ghest cancer risks, exceeding 3 x 10 -4

primarily due to the presence of vinyl chloride, a known landfill contam nant. Qther stations
had cancer risks failing inthe 5.1 x 10-5 to 1.8 x 10-4 range. Excluding the influence of
background pollutants, risks at Stations 1, 2, and 7 still exceed |I x 10-4 under reasonable

maxi mum exposure conditions and Stations 3, 4, and 6 exceed | X 10-5.

Summary of Estinmated Soil s/ Sediment Risks. As recommended for the streanlined approach to
conducting renedial investigations at CERCLA nunicipal landfills, EPA did not sanple soils
directly overlying the waste prismbecause these soils will be under the landfill cover after
inplenentation of a final remedy. The cover will prevent future rel eases of waste and soil from
the landfill. EPA used data, fromsoil sanples collected at |ocations outside the area to be
covered, for the Baseline Ri sk Assessnent. EPA collected these sanples as part of the near-site
surface soil/sedinent investigation and the North Parcel investigation soil sanpling, prograns.



Table 9
Toxicity Val ues and Chem cal - Spec
for Chemcals of Potential Concern

fic Paraneters

Ol Site Final Record of Decision Page 1 of 3
I nhal ati on
I nhal ati on Wi ght-of - Oral Sl ope Sl ope
Oral RfDa RfDaEvi dence Fact or
Chem cal Nane ny/ kg- day m g/ kg- dav ~C assi - -

O gani ¢ Conpounds

acenapht hene 0.06 0.06 NA 0.150. 1'2.11 E+05
acet one 0.1 0.1 D 0.00120.1 2. 70E+04
aldrin 0. 00003 0.00003 B2 17 1715 0.0016 0.1
ant hr acene 0.3 0.3 D - - 0.225801 2. 18E+06
benzene - - A 0. 0290. 02905 0. 110.1 9. 60E+03
benzo(a) ant hracene B2 0.73 0.73 0.81 0
benzo(a) pyrene B2 7.3 - 1.20.1
benzo(b) f I uor ant hene B2 0.73 0.73 -0.1
benzo(g, hd) peryi ene D - - 0.107 0.1
benzo(k) f I uor ant hene B2 0.073 0.073 0. 033 0.1
i benzoic acid 4 4 D - - 0. 0073 0.11
benzyl al cohol 0.31 0.3 NA - - 0.0025 0.11
benzyl chloride - - B2 0.17 0.17 0.0138 0.11 1.Q0CE+05
bi s(2- et hy[ hexyl ) pht hal ate 0.020. 02 B2 0.014 0.014 0-033 0.1
but anone, 2- 0.6 0.2857 D - 0. 005 0.1 3.68E+04
butyl benzyl phthalate, n- 0.2 0-2 C - b.073 0.1
carbazo~- _ - - B2 0.02 0.02 0.07967 0.1
carbon disul fide 0. 10. 002857 NA - -0.50.1 5. 1 C=+03
carbon tetrachl ori de 0. 00070, 00057 B2 0.130.0525 0.022 0.1 6. 1 CE+03
chl or dane 0, 00006- - B2 1.3 1.3 0. 046 01
chl or obenzene 0. 020. 005714 D - -0.0410.1 2, 90E+04
chi or oet hane - 2.857 NA - -_0.0080.1 2.70E+03
chl orof orm 0.0110.01B2 0.00610.08050.13 0.1 9. 1 CE+03
chl or onmet hane 0. 0036 C 0.013 OMb30.00420. 11 2. 80E+03
chl or ot ol uene, p- 0.02 D - - 0. 112.1 CE+04-
chrysene - - B2 0.00730.00730.81 0. fl 5.53E+07
ddd, 4 4'- - B2 0.24 0.240.28 0.1
dde, 4.4 - - - B2 0.34 0.340.24 0.1
ddt, 4,4 - 0000510. 0005 B2 0.340.3395 0.43 01
di -n-butyl-phthalate 01 0.1 D - -0.033 0.1
i-n -octyl-p htha late 0. 020-02 NA
26. 88 0.11
i benzofuran 0. 004 -0 - 0.107 0.1
i br omochl or onet hane0. 02 0.02 C 0.084 0.084 0.0039 0.1
i br onoet hane. 1, 2- __0.00005714 B2 850.77 0.1 2.90E+04
i chl orobenzene, 1, 2-0.0910.05714 D - 0.0610.1 5. 70E+04
i chl orobenzene, 1,3-0.0891 - D - ___0.0870.1 5. 70E+04
i chl orobenzene, 1, 4-0.2285610, 22856 B2 0.0240. 024 0.062 0. 11 6. 30E+04
i chl or obenzi di ne, 3, 3- B2 0.450.45 0.017 0.1
i chl orodi fl uor onet hane 02 0.05714 D - - 0.0120. 11. 80E+03
i chl oroethane, 1,1- O0A0. 1428E C - - 0.00890.1 6.20E+03
i chl or oet hane, 1, 2- - - B2 0.091 0.0gi onss0.1 9.10E+03
i chl oroet hene, 1,1-0.009 0.009 C 0.9" 0.1750.0160 1.50E+03
SSONErs) 0.009 Ow NA 0. 001 E+03
i chl oroethene. cis-1.2- 0.011 0.01 D 0.001.0.115. 90E+03



Table 9
Toxicity Values and Chemi cal - Specific Paraneters
for Chemicals of Potential Concern
Ol Site Final Record of Decision Page 2 of 3

I nhal ati on
I nhal ati on Wi ght - of - O al Slope Sl ope
Oal RRD R Da Evi dence Factor Factor Kp b
Chem cal Nane ny/ kg- day ny/ kg-day O assification kg-day/ ng kg-day/ ng
cml hr ABSc VFd

di chl or oet hene, trans-1, 2- 0.02 0.02 D - - 0.01 0 8. 70E+03

i chl oropropane, 1,2-0.001110.0011428 B20. 068 0.0681 0.01 0. 1 1. 1 CE+04

i chl oropropene, 1, 3-0.00030. 005714 B20. 180. 12951 0. 00550. 1 1. 80E+04

ieldrin 0. 000050. 00005 B2 1616.1 0.016 0.11 -

i et hyl pht hal ate 0.8 0.8 D - - 0.0048 0.11 -

i met hyl phenol, 2,4-0.02 0.02 NA - 0.0015 0.1 -

i met hyl pht hal ate 10 10 D - - 0.0016 0

i oxane, 1,4- - - B2 0.0110.011 0.0004 0.1 5.20E+04

ndosul fan 0. 000050. 00005 NA - 0.002 0.1 -

ndrin 0- 00030. 0003 D - 0.003 0.1 -

t hyl benzene 0.1 0.2857 D - 1 0. 11 1.60E+04
fl uorant hene 0.040.04 D - 0.36all -
fluorene 0-040.04 D - 0.3580. 11 1-12E+06
hept achl or 0. 0005 0.0005 B2 4.5 4.55 0,011 0.1 -
hept achl or epoxi de0. G000 130. 000013 B2 9.19.1 0.0550.1 -
hexachl or obut adi ene0. 002 0.002 C 0.0780.077 0.12 0A
hexachl or ocycl ohexane, al pha- -- - B2 6.36.3 0.0190.1
hexachl or ocycl ohexane, beta- - C 1.81.855 0.0160.1
hexachl or ocycl ohexane, delta- - D - - 0.0280.1
hexachl or ocycl ohexane, gama-0. 0003 0.0003 B2 - C1.31.3 0.014 0.1
hexanone, 2- -- - NA -- 0.005 0.1
i ndeno(1, 2, 3-ed) pyrene - - B2 0.730.73 1.9 0.1
i sophor one 0.2 0.2 C 0.00100.0010 0.00420.1
met hoxychl or 0.0051 0.005 D -- 0.04328 0.11
nmet hyl - 2- penta none, 4- 0~05 0.022856 NA -- 0.0015 0.1 6.40E+04
met hyl ene chloride 0.06 0.8571 B2 0.00750.0016 0.0045 0.1 4,77E+031
nmet hyl phenol , 2- 0.05 0.05 C - - 0.016 0.1 -
et hyl phenol , 4- 0.005 0.005 C - - 0.01 0.1 -
napht hal ene 0.04 0.04 D - - 0.069 0.1 1.05E+05
nitroaniline, p- NA - ] 0.014 0.11 -
ni tr osodi phenyl am ne, n- B2  0.00490.0049 0.0079 0. 114.31 E+03
pent achl or ophenol 0.03 - B2 0.12 0.12 0.65 0.1 -
phenant hr ene - - D -- - 0.23 0.1 2.11 E+06
phenol 0.6 0.6 D - 0.0082 0.1 -
pyrene 0.03 0.03 D - - 0.3255 0.1 -
styrene 0.21 0.2 C 0.67 0.1 4.03E+04
tetrachl oroethane. 1,1,1, 2- 0.03 - Q0. 02600. 0259 0. 0256 0.1 3. 79E+04
t etrachl or oet hen; 001 0.01 CB20.0520.002 0.37 0.1 1.71E+04
t ol uene 0. 20. 11428 D - --1 0.1 1.91E+04
trichl orobenzene. 1.2, 4- 0.01 0.0025713 D 0.1 0.1 2. 18E+05
trichl oroethane, 1.1, 1- 0.09 0. 2857 D 0.017 0.1 2.25E+0
richl oroet hane, 1.1,2-0. 0040.004 Q0. 0570 0. 056010. 0084 1 0.112. 11E+04
ri chl or oet hene 0.006 0.006 82 0,0110 0.00600. 2300 0.1 1.12E+04
ri chl orof | uor oret hane0. 30, 19999 D - - 0.017 0.1 3.44E+03

anadi um 0. 007 NA - 0. 001 0



Table 9
Toxicity Val ues and Chemi cal - Specific Paraneters
for Chemicals of Potential Concern
Al Site Final Record of Decision Page 3 of 3

I nhal ati on
I nhal ati on Wei ght-of - Oral Sl ope Sl ope
Oal RDa RfDa  Evi dence Factor Factor Kp b
Chem cal Nane ngy/ kg- day ny/ kg-day O assification kg-day/ng kg-day/ng cnihr
ABS' VF d
vinyl acetate 1 0.05714 NA - - 0.1 --
vinyl chloride - -- A 1.9 0.294 0.0073 0. 111 46E+03
xyl ene. m 2 0.2 NA - - 0.08 0. 11 6.07E+04
xyl ene. m xture 2 0.2 D - 0.08 0. 11 6.89E+04
xyl ene. o- 2 0.2 NA 0+08 0. 118. 55E+04
xyl ene, p- 2 0.2 NA 0.08 0.1 5.99E+04
I nor gani ¢ Conpounds
al um num 1 NA 0.001 O
anmoni a 0.97 0.02857 D -0.001 O
ant i nony O o4 - D - - 0.0010
arsenic 0. 0003 - A 1.75 15.05 0+001 O
bari um 0. 070. 00014285 D - - 0.001 O
beryl i um ovb - B2 4.3 8.4 om 01 -
caam um (f ood) 0. 001 B1 6.3 0.001 0 -
cadm um (water) 0.0005 - 131 - 6.3 0.001 0 -
chrom um (hexaval ent) 0. 005 - A 42 0.001 0 -
chromum (trivalent) 1 D - - 0-001 0 -
iron - NA - 0.001 0 -
manganese (food) 0. 140. 0000142 D 0.001 0 -
nmanganese (water) 0.0050.0000142 D - 0.001 0 -
mercury 0. 00030. 00008571 D - 0.001 0 -
ni ckel , sol ubl e sal ts0.02 - D - 0.001 0 -
nitrate 1.61 - D - - 0.001 0 -
nitrite 0.1 D - - 0,0010.11
sel eni um 0. 005 D 0.001 O
silver 0. 005 D 0.001 O
thal lium -- D 0.001 O
tin 0.6 NA NAO. 001 O
zi nc 0.31 1) 0.001 O

a - Reference Dose

b - Dermal Perneability Coefficient
Absorpti on Factor

Vol atilization Factor



EPA eval uated soils and sedinents fromthe North Parcel and near-site sanpling areas for child
and adult exposure scenarios. Figures 10 and Il present sanple |ocations and risk assessnent
results for total cancer risk and total noncancer hazard index, respectively. Under the nost

heal t h-protective scenario (child reasonabl e naxi mum exposure) and the | east protective (adult
average exposure), all near-site sanpled areas but one (Area B under average adult exposure)
exceeded a cancer risk of I x 10-6, including the background areas (Pico Background,
Lakewood/ San Pedro Background, and Freeway Control Area Background). Cancer risks for the Area
D, lguala Park, and Southern California Gas Conpany sanple areas were only slightly greater than
background at 1.87 x 10-5 or hi gher under child reasonabl e nmaxi num exposure conditions. These
conpare to background area cancer, risks of 1.30 x 10-5 to 1.74 x 10-5 under the sane

condi tions. Noncancer hazard i ndexes exceeded one for only sone areas under the child reasonabl e
maxi mum exposure scenario (Southern California Gas Facility, Iguala Park, Pico Background, and
Area D).

Noncancer hazard indexes for the Southern California Gas Conpany Facility and lguala Park, 1.68
and 1.76, respectively, were only slightly greater than Pico Background, 1.34, under child
reasonabl e nmaxi mum exposure conditions

Summary of Estinmated Groundwater Ri sks. Groundwater data are available fromnonitoring wells
installed on or near the landfill. Figures 7 (shallow wells) and 8 (deep wells) show the

l ocations of these groundwater nonitoring wells. Goundwater sanple results from January 1989

t hrough October 1993 were used to cal cul ate groundwater exposure risks on a well-specific basis.
Adult residential receptors were evaluated for potential groundwater exposure via ingestion

vol atile inhalation, and dernal contact. Risks were cal cul ated using the reasonabl e maxi num
exposure conditions for each of the 72 nonitoring wells at the landfill.

For chemicals of concern detected in individual wells, 27 wells exceeded a cancer risk of I X
10- 4 under reasonabl e maxi num exposure conditions (Figures 12 and 13). Fifty out of 72 wells had
associ at ed hazard index val ues exceedi ng one (Figures 14 and 15). Twelve wells had hazard i ndex
val ues exceedi ng 10. The wells with the highest estinmated cancer and noncancer risks are
generally those wells along the landfill perineter at the southwest coner of the South Parcel

an area with extensive |eachate in the waste prismand nunerous exceedances of drinking water
standards in the shal | ow groundwater nonitoring wells

The presence of naturally occurring arsenic, beryllium and nanganese in the On Site vicinity
affects the cancer risk and noricancer hazard index estimates for the groundwater nonitoring
wells. As discussed in the Feasibility Study Report (EPA 1996), the estimated cancer risk for
arsenic and berylliumis 1.5 x 10-4 using the baseline concentrations presented in the Draft
Remedi al Investigation Report (EPA, 1994c). Sinilarly, the hazard quotient for the baseline
concentration of nmanganese is 0.7. Although the estinated "baseline" concentrations are likely
sonewhat hi gher than true background, these estimates show how naturally occurring inorganic
constituents in the On Site area conplicate the evaluation of site-related risks in groundwater
However, taking these baseline concentrations into consideration, data from19 wells stil
indicate site-related risks exceeding I X 10-4.

5.1.5 Baseline Human Health R sk Assessnent Concl usion

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe On 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.

5.2 Baseline Ecol ogi cal R sk Assessnent Sumary

The area surrounding the landfill is heavily devel oped for m xed general commercial and
industrial use, and residential use, with pockets of open space. Potential wildlife corridors
between the landfill property and undevel oped areas exist, although they have been reduced and
fragment ed by devel opnent of adjacent |ands. The prinmary wildlife corridor between the South
Parcel and the undevel oped Montebello HIlls oil field |ocated southeast of the landfill is
limted and broken by Montebell o Boul evard.

Urban and industrial devel opnent around the landfill has replaced nost native plants with
di sturbed or | andscaped habitats supporting non-native and ornanental plants. D sturbed areas
that are not |andscaped support grasses and weedy, ruderal plants. During a reconnai ssance visit



in February 1994, an observer noted signs of plant stress in linted areas adjacent to the
landfill at the Southern California Gas facility and in lguala Park. Signs of plant stress in
non-native plants were observed that included discoloration and defornmation in actively grow ng
plant tissues including leaf tips and buds, as well as older |eaves and stens. The source of the
observed plant stress is not known, but observed plant stress was near historical |eachate seeps
and areas of recent heavy construction activities.

Wldlife observed at the landfill includes |izards, red-tailed hawks, American kestrels, white-
throated swifts, Say's phoebe, California ' towhee, western neadow arks, |oggerhead shrikes,
and Anerican goldfinch. Mbile wildlife such as hawks, kestrels, shrikes, and other birds can
easily nove to and fromthe landfill using the scattered trees and vegetation for shelter

Oher wildlife expected to occur at the landfill include ows, raccoons, and coyotes. These
species nmay nove at night and nay be less reliant on intact corridors for novenent.

Speci es of special concern that have been observed at the landfill site include white-tailed
kite, Cooper's hawk, blue-grey gnatcatcher, and |oggerhead shrike (CDM Federal, 1994). The only
speci al -status speci es observed during the February 24, 1994, reconnai ssance visit was a

| ogger head shrike (a federal Category 2 Candi date species).

EPA eval uat ed ecol ogi cal exposure pat hways assuming a "nodified no action" scenario. This
scenari o assuned continued operation of the existing control systens. As part of the
stream i ning process, exposure to the landfill contents and |andfill contam nant sources were
not consi dered conpl ete pat hways because the landfill gas mgration control and landfill cover
systens called for in the Gas Control and Cover ROD will elimnate this pathway

Ecol ogi cal pathways of exposure to contami nants released to anbient air were considered
inconplete for onsite eni ssions because of planned installation of the landfill gas collection
systemand the landfill cover. Offsite exposure to air emssions by terrestrial wildlife and
plants was limted to dust emi ssions fromareas that would not be included in the landfil
cover.

Exposure of plants to contaminants in groundwater via root uptake is considered inconplete in
all areas except in alinmted area at the southwestern coner of the South Parcel near the
Southern California Gas facility. In this area, groundwater is approximately 15 feet bel ow
ground surface adjacent to the site, dropping to nore than 75 feet bel ow ground surface
approxi mately 400 feet away fromthe waste prism Goundwater levels in all other areas around
the OH Site are generally nore than 40 feet bel ow ground surface

Ecol ogi cal pathways of exposure to contaminants in surface water runoff were considered
inconplete for onsite and offsite areas. Surface water runoff in the areais primarily from
irrigation, although stormwater runoff occurs with significant precipitation events. Surface
wat er transport of contam nants fromthe site to the surface water/stormwater collection
systens will be limted or prevented by installation of the landfill cover, thus naking offsite
exposure unlikely.

Under the nodified no-action scenario, ecological exposure to contaminants in | eachate seeps
through direct contact are inconplete for both onsite and offsite areas.

6.0 Description of Renedial Alternatives
6.1 Alternative No. 1-No Further Action

Alternative No. | consists of inplenenting renedial measures simlar to the | eachate nanagenent,
site control, and nonitoring activities currently perfornmed at the site. Alternative No. |
assunes i nplenentation of the renedial neasures stipulated in the Gas Control and Cover ROD. The
objective of Alternative No. | is to provide an increased degree of protectiveness of human
health and the environnent than is currently present at the site by continuing to operate

mai ntain; and, as necessary, inprove or replace existing landfill systens, Because the existing
system does not control mgration of landfill contami nants to groundwater, it would continue to
occur in Alternative No. 1. Alternative No. | satisfies the NCP requirement for inclusion of a
no-action or no-further-action alternative.

Alternative No. 1 Description. Alternative No. | includes operation and nai ntenance of existing



site activities (gas extraction and air dike, |eachate collection, |eachate treatnent
irrigation, access roads, stormmvater drainage, site security, slope repair, and erosion
control), except to the extent that they are addressed under the Gas Control and Cover RCOD.
Landfill gas and landfill cover conponents were selected as part of the Gas Control and Cover
ROD and are not re-selected or nodified in this ROD. Inplenentation of the Gas Control and Cover
ROD is assunmed in the analysis of this alternative. Major renedial conponents of Aternative No.
| are presented in Figures 16 and 17, and are descri bed bel ow. Specific renedial alternative
conponents or technol ogies presented in this section are intended only to serve as
representative exanpl es of possible neasures that could be taken to achi eve the objectives of
Alternative No. | and to estinmate costs. Qther viable renedial neasures nay be eval uated as part
of the remedial design activities for the site

Leachate Col | ection, Conveyance, and Landfill Liquids Treatnment. The objective of |eachate
nmanagenent for Alternative No. | is to control and prevent |eachate frommnigrating offsite as
surface seeps. Leachate managenent for Alternative No. | would consist of operation and

mai nt enance of the existing | eachate collection systemand, if necessary, upgrades or

repl acenent to inprove operability, maintainability, and reliability of the system Leachate
nmanagenent is currently performed in select areas of the South Parcel only; there is no | eachate
nmanagenent on the North Parcel

The existing South Parcel |eachate collection and conveyance systemis intended prinarily to

capture |l eachate on the landfill slopes and near the |andfill boundary (EPA, 1994c). The
exi sting systemwoul d be operated and naintained until the landfill cover is operational. Active
near-surface | eachate collection may cease if the conpleted landfill cover is adequate to nmanage

liquids that are currently collected in those systens and if surface seeps cease. Leachate is
currently, and would continue to be, collected fromexisting extraction wells in the interior
portions of the South Parcel. Leachate would al so continue to be collected fromother existing
perineter |eachate collection systens such as the lIguala Trench

Leachate, condensate, and other liquids collected woul d be conveyed to the existing | eachate
treatnent plant (Figure 16). Qperation and nai ntenance of the | eachate treatnent plant should be
required under Alternative No. 1. Constituent concentrations would be reduced to bel ow di scharge

limts so that the treated landfill Iiquids could be discharged to the County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angel es County sanitary sewer system After discharge to the County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angel es County system the landfill |iquids would undergo additional treatnent
downstreamin the mnunicipal sewer treatnent system The total treatnent plant influent flowrate
for Alternative No. | is estinmated at approximately 5.5 gallons per mnute (7,850 gallons per
day) .

The Alternative No. | treatnent process would consist largely of the existing QU Site | eachate

treatnent plant with sone mnor process enhancerments (polyner addition to the sequential batch
reactors). However, these treatnment processes serve only as exanples of processes that could be
appropriate to treat landfill 1iquids.

Limted initial |eachate treatnment system operating data suggest that effluent fromthe
sequential batch reactors woul d neet di scharge requirenments without further treatnent. However
pesticides are capabl e of passing through biological processes, such as the sequential batch
reactors. Because current operating data are limted, and because there is a potential for
pestici de pass-through, use of the existing sand filtration and carbon adsorption units has been
assuned for cost definition of Alternative No. 1.

Adm nistration, Institutional Controls, Site Security, and Facility Mi ntenance. This section
addresses a broad range of renedy conponents not specifically covered by other contro
activities. Many of the administration, site security, and facility nmaintenance activities
described in this section are simlar to activities currently perfornmed as part of site contro
and nonitoring activities.

Adm ni stration. The purpose of adm nistrative activities would be to nanage staff, order

equi pnent, and perform other adm nistrative functions to ensure that performance standards are
net. Health and safety nonitoring and enforcenent, enployee training, budget adm nistration

adm ni stration building operation and mai nt enance, performance reporting, and paynment of
applicable taxes would also be included in this renedial activity. Qher mscellaneous
activities are included in this section, including neteorological nonitoring and collection and



conveyance of decontam nation water to the | eachate treatnment plant.

Institutional Controls. Institutional controls would be used as appropriate to suppl enent

engi neering controls for short- and | ong-term nanagenent to prevent or limt exposure to

hazar dous substances, pollutants, or contam nants, and to ensure the effectiveness of renedia
actions. The prinary objectives of institutional controls are to (1) limt hunman exposure to
potentially contam nated naterials onsite (e.g., leachate, landfill contents, and groundwater);
(2) prevent trespassing onto the landfill; and (3) protect the integrity of the landfill closure
and renedi al action conponents

North Parcel Areas Not Used as a Landfill or for Site-Related Facilities. EPA determned that no
landfill-related risks are posed by soils in the areas of the North Parcel not containing
landfill-related wastes nor used for site facilities (the "nonlandfill areas"). Therefore, no
further action is required for soils in the non-landfill areas. Institutional controls and,
potentially, engineering controls will be required for contam nated groundwater and,

potentially, liquids control on the North Parcel

Site Security. The purpose of site security activities at the 011 Site is to limt access to the
site and protect the integrity and operation of the inplemented control systens. This activity
woul d be acconplished through use of guards, fences, gates, lighting, and al arns.

Facilities Maintenance. Facilities at the 011 Site included in this section are: access roads
road and identification signs, buildings, utilities, aesthetic |andscaping, equipnent, and
trucks. Activities associated with these facilities would include routine naintenance and
operation. These activities would be in addition to operati on and mai ntenance of specific
landfill conponents described above.

Post - constructi on Environnmental Monitoring. The objective of the Alternative No. | environnenta
nmonitoring programwoul d be to collect sufficient infornation to assess the degree of
protectiveness provi ded by the environmental control systens and to determ ne whet her
perfornmance standards are being nmet. Additionally, routine nonitoring would be perforned to
facilitate efficient operation and nai ntenance of the landfill control conponents. The objective
of long-term groundwater nonitoring would be to eval uate changes to groundwater contan nant
concentrations and to the lateral and vertical extent of groundwater contam nant migration

6.2 Alternative No. 2-Perineter Liquids Control (EPA s Sel ected Renedy)

Alternative No. 2 includes construction of new |iquids control systens along the perineter of
the landfill in areas of known or suspected landfill |iquids mgration, and treatnment and

di scharge of liquids collected in these systens. Alternative No. 2 incorporates all conponents
of Alternative No. 1, except for portions of the existing | eachate collection systens after the
perineter liquids control systemis operational

The objective of Alternative No. 2 is to provide control of liquids at the landfill perineter

as well as to attain the objectives of Alternative No. 1. This alternative woul d prevent
mgration of contam nants fromthe landfill to groundwater at the landfill perinmeter at |evels
that inpair water quality and/or represent a threat to human health and the environnment. By
preventing further offsite landfill liquids migration, this alternative mnimzes further
groundwat er contam nation fromlandfill liquids. Perineter liquids control would al so protect
human health and the environnent by minimzing offsite exposure to landfill contam nants,
mnimzing volatilization of landfill contam nants into air, and preventing additional near-site
so] | contam nation. Contam nant concentrations in groundwater beyond the | andfill boundary

woul d be reduced to bel ow cl eanup standards through natural attenuation. G oundwater would be
nonitored to ensure that natural attenuation is progressing as anticipated. Institutiona
controls woul d be used to prevent exposure to contam nated groundwat er

Alternative No. 2 Description. EPA assessed available nonitoring data to deternine areas in
whi ch perineter liquids control may be needed. The areas of concern include the western
perineter of the South Parcel, the northwest comer of the South Parcel; and, to a nore limted
extent, the far eastern perinmeter of the South Parcel

A representative conceptual design for Alternative No. 2 is illustrated in Figure 18. O her
t echnol ogi es and extraction configurati ons are possible and nay be explored during renedi a



design. This section presents a description of the conceptual design of Alternative No. 2 used
for evaluations in the Feasibility Study.

Appl i cabl e Conponents of Alternative No. 1. Al of the conponents fromAlternative No. | would
be included in Alternative No. 2. The perinmeter liquids control systemmay nake portions of the
| eachate collection systemincluded under Alternative No. 1 unnecessary.

Perineter Liquids Control, Conveyance, and Treatnent. A perineter liquids control system woul d
be installed in areas where contam nant |evels in groundwater exceed perfornance standards.

The conceptual design of the perineter liquids control systemat the On Site includes 95
extraction wells (shallow and deep) in addition to an extraction trench systemalong the western
and sout hwest ern boundary of the South Parcel. Landfill liquids collected under this alternative
woul d be punped to the existing | eachate treatnent plant for treatnent. The estimated perineter
liquids extraction rate for this alternative would be 190, 100 gal l ons per day (, 132 gallons per
mnute). In addition, about 3,750 gallons per day (2.6 gallons per minute) of landfill Iiquids
(including condensate and other |iquids) would be collected.

EPA' s evaluations indicate that the existing | eachate treatnment plant, with sonme nodifications
as necessary, would be adequate to treat liquids in Alternative No. 2. The treated |iquids would
be di scharged to the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County sanitary sewer system
After discharge to the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County sanitary sewer system
the l'iquids woul d undergo additional treatnent in the municipal sewer treatnent system

Remedi al Design Investigation. Prior to final design of a perineter liquids control system a
remedi al design investigation would be perforned to better characterize both the actual areas
where contam nants are migrating beyond the landfill perineter and the hydraulic properties of
the various aquifers or formations at the landfill perineter. In addition, sonme additiona

del i neation of the contami nated groundwater areas woul d be required. The conceptual renedi a

desi gn investigation would consist prinmarily of installation and testing of new nonitoring wells
and collection of liquids sanples.

Post constructi on Environmental Mnitoring Program As in Alternative No. 1, EPA would inplenent
a long-term postconstruction environmental nonitoring programwith this alternative to collect
sufficient information to assess the degree of protectiveness provi ded by the environnenta
control systens and to determ ne whet her performance standards were being net. In addition to
the nonitoring described in Alternative No. 1, the two nmain objectives of Alternative No. 2
environnental nonitoring are (1) to evaluate the effectiveness and perfornance of the
Alternative No. 2 perineter landfill liquids control systemby nonitoring liquid |levels and
contam nant concentrati ons downgradi ent of the control systens and (2) to eval uate changes to
groundwat er contam nant concentrations through natural attenuation and to the lateral and
vertical extent of groundwater contam nation after placenent of the remedi al neasures

6.3 Alternative No. 3-Perineter Liquids Control Plus Source Control

Alternative No. 3 includes new | eachate extracti on and conveyance systens |ocated within the
interior of the waste prismand treatnent and di scharge of the collected | eachate, and
incorporates all conponents of Alternative No. 2

The objective of Alternative No. 3 is to provide enhanced control of landfill |iquids over that
presented in Alternative No. 2; to provide additional reduction in toxicity, nmobility, and
volume, and to potentially reduce the |ong-term nanagenent of liquids, as well as to attain the
objectives of Alternative No. 2. In Alternative No. 3, leachate extraction within the waste
prismwoul d renove sone of the liquids that are currently mgrating or that may mgrate towards

the perineter of the landfill. One potential benefit of interior |eachate extraction would be to
provi de additional assurances that landfill contam nants woul d be contai ned, especially for any
areas where perineter liquids control would be technically challenging. Extracting | eachate from
the interior of the landfill may reduce the period of tinme required to operate the perineter

liquids control system and it may reduce the long-termflow rate into the perineter system

Extracting interior |eachate would al so potentially reduce |ong-term nmanagenent of |iquids at
the site, potentially satisfying the NCP goal of reducing the need for |ong-term managenent

t hrough renoval and destruction of toxic and/or nobile contam nants to a greater extent than
Al ternative No. 2.



Alternative No. 3 Description. EPA interpreted various landfill data to provide a basis for
estinmating the location of potentially saturated zones, the volune of |eachate present and
potentially extractable, its ability to migrate, potential mgration pathways, and potenti al
inmpacts to groundwater. EPA targeted potentially saturated zones for |eachate extraction that
were considered a potential threat to groundwater. The total volune of |eachate targeted for
extraction is approximately 113 mllion gallons. This represents about 76 percent of the total
potentially extractable | eachate (estinmated at 145 million gallons), but only about 13 percent
of the estimated total volume of |eachate in the waste prism (871 mllion gallons).

Figure 19 illustrates a representati ve conceptual design for Alternative No. 3. Qher
t echnol ogi es and extraction configurations are possible. A description of the conceptual design
of Alternative No. 3 follows.

Interior Leachate Extraction, Conveyance, and Landfill Liquids Treatnment. Vertical extraction
well's are assuned to be the nost effective technology for interior |eachate extraction in
Alternative No. 3. The nunber of wells assunmed for a particular area is influenced by the
saturated thickness, geonetry of the bottomof the extraction area, and the anticipated well
yield and targeted extraction volune (i.e., the quantity of |eachate each well is anticipated to
produce conpared to the total volune to be extracted).

Alternative No. 3 would involve collection and treatnment of both interior |eachate (estinated to
be approxi mately 20.5 gallons per minute initially) and perinmeter liquids (estimted at about
135 gallons per minute). The existing | eachate treatnent systemwould be augnented w th new
process equi pnment for perineter liquids (Aternative No. 2) because separate treatnent of the
nore concentrated interior |eachate would alnost fully utilize the existing process equi pnent.
The two treatnent streans woul d be conbined into the existing outfall and di scharged to the
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County sanitary sewer system After discharge to the
County Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County sanitary sewer system all of the |iquids

woul d undergo additional treatnent in the municipal sewer treatnent system

Remedi al Design Investigation. Inplenentation of Alternative No. 3 would require additional
field investigations of the extent of extractable | eachate, hydraulic properties of the waste
prism and sustainable yields of extraction wells because of the inherent conplexity of the
waste prism

Post constructi on Environmental Mnitoring. The objective of the Alternative No. 3
postconstructi on environnental nonitoring programwould be to collect sufficient information to
assess the degree of protectiveness provided by the environnental control systens and to

det ermi ne whet her renedi al objectives and perfornmance standards are net.

6.4 Alternative No. 4-Perineter Liquids Control Plus Goundwater Control or Renediation

Alternative No. 4 includes control of contam nated groundwater, and, as an option, renediation
of contam nated groundwater. It also incorporates all conponents of Alternative No. 2, or, as an
option, Alternative No. 3. The objective of Alternative No. 4 is to control areas of

cont am nat ed groundwat er exceedi ng cl eanup standards, as well as to attain the objectives of
Alternative No. 2, or, as an option, Alternative No. 3. Aternative No. 4Ais intended to
contain and prevent further mgration of contam nated groundwater. Alternative No. 4B is
intended to contain and, where feasible, renediate or restore groundwater within a shorter tine
peri od through nore aggressive groundwater collection.

Alternative No. 4 Description. EPA used data fromexisting shallow and deep nonitoring wells at
the QU Site to define the areas of concern potentially requiring groundwater control at the
downgr adi ent boundary.

A conceptual design for Alternative No. 4 is illustrated in Figure 20. Qher technol ogi es and
extraction configurations are possible. A description of the conceptual design of Alternative
No. 4 foll ows.

Al Conponents of Alternative No. 2 or Alternative No. 3. As discussed above, Alternative No. 2
includes perineter liquids control. Alternative No. 3 adds extraction of |eachate fromthe
interior of the landfill. For purposes of discussion herein, it has been assuned that
Alternative No. 4 would include all renedial conponents fromAlternative No 2. However, if



Alternative No. 4 were selected for this renedy, it could also include | eachate extraction from
some or all of the Alternative No. 3 extraction areas

Control or Control/Renediati on of Contaninated Goundwater. Alternative No. 4A includes contro
of contam nated groundwater in the follow ng |ocations: northwest and west of the northwestern
cormer of the South Parcel, north of the North Parcel, west of the western perinmeter of the South
Parcel, south and sout heast of the southwestern comer of the South Parcel, and east of the
northeastern comer of the South Parcel. Alternative No. 4B consists of groundwater control at

all of the above areas plus additional extraction in the Northwest Area to nore aggressively
coll ect and possibly restore contam nated groundwater within a shorter tine period. Assuned
depths of collection are based upon known or suspected depths of contam nation, recent

dept h-to-wat er neasurenents, and interpreted thickness of confined units.

EPA used groundwater extraction fromvertical extraction wells as the representative technol ogy
for groundwater containment in the Feasibility Study. The purpose of the extraction wells woul d
be to prevent contam nated liquids frommgrating beyond (i.e., downgradient of) the contro
boundary. Assuned extraction well |ocations are shown in Figure 20. The estinated groundwater
extraction rate for Alternative No. 4A is about 526,600 gallons per day (366 gallons per

mnute); and for Alternative No. 413, it is estinmated to be 892,900 gall ons per day (620 gall ons
per minute).

Di sposal Options for Treated G oundwater. The Feasibility Study evaluated five different options
for discharge of the extracted and treated groundwater. These are sanitary sewer discharge,

aqui fer injection discharge, surface water discharge, irrigation reuse discharge, and deep well
injection discharge. The deep well injection discharge option was elimnated as a feasible

di scharge option in the Feasibility Study. The renai ning four discharge options were
incorporated into Alternative No. 4. The total flow rates for discharge under Alternatives

No~ 4A and 4B woul d be 501 and 755 gallons per mnute, respectively. This would include the
perineter liquids (135 gallons per mnute) and the groundwater (366 gallons per nminute in
Alternative No. 4A and 620 gallons per minute in Alternative No. 413). It has been assuned in
all discharge options that the perineter liquids portion of Alternative No. 4 ( 135 gallons per
m nute) woul d be discharged to the sanitary sewer.

Conveyance. The purpose of the Alternative No. 4 groundwater extracti on conveyance systemis to
transport groundwater fromthe collection systens to the treatnent plant. The conveyance system
for Alternative No. 4 extraction would begin at each well and extend to the connection at the
treatnent plant.

Additionally, a conveyance systemwoul d be needed to transport treated |iquids fromthe
treatnent plant to facilities for each of the four discharge options considered. For sanitary
sewer di scharge, an additional pipeline would be needed to transport the treatnment plant

di scharge to the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County systemat WIcox Avenue. In
addition, in Alternative No. 4B, a pipeline would be needed downstream of the WI cox Avenue
connection to provide additional capacity. Injection wells (likely |located northwest of the
North Parcel) and associ ated pi pelines would be needed for the aquifer direction discharge
opti on. Discharge under the surface water discharge option would likely be into a drainage in
the nursery adjacent to the North Parcel, or potentially into the drai nage channel on the south
side of the Ponobna Freeway. For the irrigation reuse discharge option, a punp station would be
required to supply the treated groundwater to the potential recipients of treated water at an
appropriate pressure for use in their system Potential recipients include the surroundi ng
nurseries, cenetery, golf course, and the landfill itself.

G oundwat er Treat nent. Because di scharge standards vary between various di scharge options, EPA
assuned and eval uated a treatnent systemfor each di scharge option. EPA added representative
unit processes as required to neet the differing discharge requirements. The perineter |iquids
treat nent conponent of Alternative No. 4 would be identical to that presented for Alternative
No. 2, so this conponent is not discussed again in this section

The conceptual groundwater treatnent systemconsists primarily of new units | ocated at or
adj acent to the existing plant because the perineter liquids would use nuch of the existing

| eachate treatnent plant capacity

Remedi al Design Investigation. The objective of the renedial design investigation for



Alternative No. 4 would be to collect hydrogeol ogic and lithologic data to refine the design of
t he proposed groundwater control or remnediation systens prior to inplenentation. For the
conceptual renedial design investigation, the types of data that would need to be collected (in
addition to those addressed by the Alternative No. 2 renedial design investigation) include the
lateral and vertical extent of contam nation, hydraulic properties of the affected hydrogeol ogic
units in the offsite areas, potential migration pathways to offsite areas, and |long-term

sustai nabl e yields of extraction wells.

Post constructi on Environnmental Mnitoring. Alternative No. 4 incorporates all of the nonitoring
discussed in Alternative No. 2, except that the offsite groundwater nonitoring conponent would
be nodified. The objectives of groundwater nonitoring in the offsite areas under Alternative No
4 are to evaluate the effectiveness and perfornance of the groundwater control/restoration
systens and to assess groundwater contam nant mgration after the placenent of these systens.

7.0 Summary of the Conparative Analysis of Alternatives

This section conpares the renedial alternatives described in Section 6. The conparative anal ysis
provi des the basis for determning which alternative presents the best bal ance of EPA s nine
Superfund eval uation criteria provided in 40 Code of Federal Regulations Part 300.430 (listed
below). The first two cleanup evaluation criteria are considered threshold criteria that the

sel ected renedial action nmust neet. The five primary balancing criteria are bal anced to achi eve
the best overall solution. The two nmodifying criteria, state and comunity acceptance, are al so
considered in renedy sel ection

Threshold Criteria

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment addresses whether an alternative provides
adequat e protection fromunacceptable risks posed by the site

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) addresses whether an
alternative attains specific federal and state environnental requirenents and state facility
siting requirenents or provides grounds for a waiver

Primary Balancing Oriteria

Long-term Effecti veness and Pernmanence refers to the degree to which an alternative provides
reliable protection of human health and the environment over tine.

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treatnent refers to the degree to which
an alternative uses treatnent to reduce the health hazards of contam nants, the novenent of
contam nants, or the quantity of contam nants at the site

5. Short-termEffectiveness addresses the degree to which hunman health and the environment will
be adversely inpacted during construction and inplenentation of an alternative.

6. Inplementability refers to the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of an alternative
This includes technical difficulties and uncertainties and the availability of materials and

services. It also includes coordination of federal, state, and | ocal governnent efforts.

Cost evaluates the estinmated capital, operation and naintenance, and indirect costs of each
alternative in conparison to other equally protective alternatives.

Modi fying Oriteria

8. State Acceptance indicates whether the state agrees with, opposes, or has concerns about the
preferred alternative.

9. Comunity Acceptance includes determ ning which conponents of the alternatives interested
persons in the comunity support, have reservations about, or oppose

The strengths and weaknesses of the alternatives were weighed to identify the alternative
providing the best balance with respect to the nine evaluation criteria
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Conparison of Overall Protection of Unman Health and the Environnent
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Evaluation Criteria

Long- Tenn tiveness and Pernmanence Al ternative No.

Al ternative No. 2 Al ternative No.
3 Al ternatives No. 4A and 4B
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Che.mi.cal.-.Sp.ec.i.fi.c................ ARA.Rs, No
Yes"
Yes b..... Yes b
Estimated to range fromabout 50 Estimatedio®  ..........
- Speci fic Renedial Unknown (nmany tens of years years in sonme areas up to 150
years years in some areas up to 150
years years in sone areas up to 60 years
Tine Until Chem cal range from about 50Estimated to range
from about 20
..................... Goal s Achi evedj ~?~p~i cs |l onger than Alt.
No. 2) 50
years in other areas 50 years in other areas +/- 20 years in other areas
................................................................ | |
Time Until Chem cal - Specific Renedial Unknown (many tens of years ... ... .. ... .. ... .. ....
Coal s Achi eved- Organics longer than Alt. No. 2) Estim
............................ ated to be less than 50 years Estinmated to be | ess than 50 years
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hort-Te
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Yes Yes Yes
For groundwater, the tines listed only represent the tine until renedial objectives are
partially met, through institutiona
controls and perineter control (except for Alternative No. 1,
whi ch does not have Perineter control); renedial objectives would not be fully nmet unti
cl eanup goal s are achi eved (cl eanup
tines are give . n under chem cal -specific ARARs) _
ere is a potential that inorganics in the Southwest Area may not neet ARARs in a reasonable
tine (the estinmated range of cl eanup
tines is provided above and in Table 11).



7.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The NCP requires that all alternatives be assessed to determ ne whether they can adequately
protect human health and the environnent, in both the short termand long term from
unaccept abl e risks. These risks can be mtigated by elimnating, reducing, or controlling
exposure to hazardous substances, pollutants, or contam nants. Overall protection of hunan
health and the environnment draws on the assessnents of other evaluation criteria, especially

I ong-term effectiveness and permanence, short-termeffectiveness, and conpliance with ARARs,
Reduction of toxicity, nobility, and volunme is another inportant criterion for this overal

eval uation. An overall summary of the criteria, as they relate to protectiveness of hunan health
and the environnent, is presented in Table 10

7.1.1 Alternative No. |

O all the alternatives, Alternative No. | is the |least protective of human health and the
environnent. Because landfill contam nants would continue to nmigrate into the groundwater
Alternative No. | would not protect groundwater resources nor adequately protect future

human exposure to contam nated groundwater. Alternative No. 1 would not conply with ARARs for
landfill closure and groundwater protection, which require that landfill contam nants not escape
fromthe landfill into groundwater and other nedia and require cleanup of groundwater to
acceptable levels. Also, Alternative No. | would also fail to neet CERCLA Section 121(d), which
generally requires groundwater renedies affecting potential drinking water sources to attain
drinki ng water standards.

Each of the alternatives incorporates institutional controls to protect hunman heal th.
Alternative No~ | relies on institutional controls to protect human health from exposure to
constituents in groundwater for the |ongest anount of time and over the largest area. This is
because the source woul d not be controlled and woul d continue to contam nate groundwater. Due to
the lack of perimeter liquids control, the extent of the area that would require institutiona
controls cannot be reliably predicted, nor can the length of tine that institutional controls
woul d be required. These uncertainties nake inplenentation of institutional controls for this
alternative nore difficult than for any other alternative. Accordingly, Alternative No. | is

| ess protective of human health and the environnment for groundwater than the other alternatives.

7.1.2 Alrternative No. 2

Alternative No. 2 would be significantly nore protective of hunan health and the environnent

than Alternative No. | because, by containing contamnants at the landfill perineter, there
woul d be no further inpact to groundwater. Alternative No. 2 would neet landfill closure and
chem cal -specific ARARs pertaining to the offsite mgration of landfill contam nants and to

groundwat er cl eanup (which are not net by Alternative No. 1). The period of time over which
institutional controls would be required is substantially less than A ltenmative No. 1. The area
over which institutional controls woul d be needed woul d al so be substantially |ess than
Alternative No. 1. although it could potentially extend an additi onal 600 feet up to 1,000 500
feet beyond the current extent of contamination. Alternative No. 2 would conply with all ARARs.
although there is a potential that groundwater cleanup for inorganic constituents in the

Sout hwest Area nay take an excessive anpunt of tinme to reach cleanup standards (because of the
conpl ex subsurface conditions).

7.1.3 Alternative No. 3

Alternative No. 3 would have simlar protectiveness of human health and the environnment as
Alternative No. 2. For groundwater, Aternative No. 3 would be alnost identical to Alternative
No. 2 because the perineter liquids control systemw || prevent migration of contam nants to
groundwater. Institutional controls would be required for the sane anount of tinme and over

the same area as Alternative No. 2. Extracting and treating interior |eachate nay achieve a
slightly higher degree of |long-term protectiveness and nay reduce the nagnitude of residual risk
fromleachate contained within the landfill. However, the large majority of |eachate

(approxi mately 87 percent) would renmain onsite under this alternative. Renoving a portion of the
contam nant source may al so slightly enhance the effectiveness of the perineter |iquids contro
systemin preventing migration of contam nants to groundwater, because the anmount of |eachate
mgrating to the perimeter may be reduced. Therefore, froma contam nant migration perspective
Alternative No. 3 may be slightly nore protective of the environnment than A ternative No. 2.



Alternative No. 3 would conmply with all ARARs, except potentially for groundwater cleanup of
inorganics in the Southwest Area (as described above for Alternative No 2 1.

7.1.4 Alternative No. 4

Alternative No. 4 would provide the sane | evel of long-termprotection fromexposure to
contam nated groundwater as Alternatives No. 2 and No. 3, except for inorganic contamnation. It
woul d be nore protective overall than the other alternatives because inorganic contam nation
woul d not spread and because extracti on of contani nated groundwater woul d enhance natural
attenuation of the inorganic contam nation. Alternative No. 4 would have the |l east reliance on
groundwat er nmonitoring and institutional controls because its groundwater control conponent
woul d m nimze the size of the contam nated area (and thus the area required for institutional
controls). Active extraction of contam nation woul d achi eve cl eanup standards for inorganic
constituents sooner than other alternatives and therefore mninmizes the tinme required for
institutional controls (although institutional controls would still be required for up to 60
years +/- 20 years).

Alternative No. 4 would cause significantly increased inpacts on the comunity surrounding the
landfill during remedy inplenentation because of the |arge-scale construction activities in the
adj acent nei ghborhoods. These include installation of numerous extraction wells and conveyance
systens in residential streets. These construction activities would cause significant noise and
disrupt traffic patterns. The alternative would al so have | ong-term adverse i npacts, including
potential |eaks or spills of contam nated groundwater, significant ongoi ng operati on and

mai nt enance activities, and ongoing traffic disruptions.

Alternative No. 4 would conmply with all ARARs, although, as with Alternatives No. 2 and 3, there
is the potential that groundwater cleanup of inorganic constituents in the Southwest Area may
take an excessive amount of tine (because of the conpl ex subsurface conditions).

As discussed previously, it is possible that all or portions of the Alternative No. 3 interior
| eachate extraction systens could be incorporated into Alternative No. 4. The conbi nation of
interior |eachate extraction plus groundwater control/remedi ation (Alternative No. 4B) woul d
provi de the hi ghest degree of protectiveness of human health and the environnent of all the
alternatives.

7.2 Conpliance with ARARs

This section presents a conparison of alternatives with respect to conpliance with chem cal -
specific, location-specific, and action-specific ARARs.

Chemi cal - Speci fic ARARs. Chemical -specific ARARs are health- or risk-based nuneric val ues or

nmet hodol ogi es that, when applied to site-specific conditions, result in the establishnent of
nureri c val ues of the acceptabl e anount, or concentration, of a chemcal that may be found in,
or discharged to, the anbient environment. Alternative No. | would not neet chemical-specific
ARARs pertaining to groundwater cleanup. This is because the landfill source would not be

contai ned and natural attenuation would not effectively reduce either organic or inorganic
constituents to cleanup standards within an acceptable time frane. Alternatives No. 2, 3, and 4
woul d neet chemical -specific ARARs, with the possible exception of inorganic constituents in
groundwat er in the Southwest Area. Because of the conpl ex groundwater flow conditions and

|l owperneability formation, there is a potential that inorganic constituents in the Southwest
Area nay take an excessive anount of tine to neet cleanup standards (cleanup of inorganics could
require up to 150 +/- 50 years under Alternatives No. 2 and 3 and 60 +/- 20 years in Alternative
No. 4). The estimated cleanup tinmes for both organic and inorganic constituents are shown in
Table Il for each of the alternatives.

Locati on-Specific ARARs. Location-specific ARARs are restraints placed on activities in or
inpacts on specific areas. It is expected that all of the alternatives would conply with all
| ocation-specific ARARs.



Tabl e |1
Approxi mate Tine to Reach Chemi cal - Specific ARARs in G oundwat er
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CD
Alternative No. 2
Area Alternative No. |I(and Alternative No. 3)Alternative No. 4b
O ganic Constituents
Nor t hwest Area Unknown d 12 12
Sout hwest Area - Western LW SP Unknown d 25 25
Sout hwest Area - Western Shallow Siltstone Unknown d 33 33
Sout hwest Area - Sout heast Unknownd 43 43
Eastern Area Unknown' 18 18
I norgani ¢ Constituents
Nor t hwest Area Unknownd 56 20 b
Sout hwest Arear Unknown d About 150 years + /- 50 years About 60 years +/- 20 years
Eastern Area NA NA9 NA

For natural attenuation nodeling purposes, Aternatives No. 2 and 3 are assuned to have essentially the sane i npacts on groundwater.
b Alternatives No. 4A and 4B are the sane except for inorganic constituents in the Northwest Area, where the tine to MCLs in Alternative No. 4B would be | ess than

20 years.
¢ Using vinyl chloride in nodeling.
d Contam nant |evels would not reach MCLs until the landfill source is depleted (many decades). Once the source is gone, the tinme to reach MCLs

woul d be simlar to Alternative No. 2

e Using antinmony in nodeling. Note that the inorganic nodeling was fairly conservative and the tinmes presented nay be closer to upper-bound estinates

f inorganic nodel results were obtained fromthe southeast segnent of the Southwest Area. These results are also assuned to be representative

of inorganic transport in the other two segnents in the Southwest Area. Note that uncertainty in the distribution of inorganic contam nation and conplexities
in the groundwater flow conditions (especially over longer tines and with greater distances fromthe landfill) leads to uncertainty in the

simulation results, thus a range of years is shown for inorganic constituents in the Southwest Area.

g inorgani c constituent nodeling not perforned; primarily organic contam nation in the area.



Action-Specific ARARs. Action-specific ARARs are technol ogy- or activity-based requirenents or
standards that apply to specific remedial activities that are conducted as part of the selected
remedy. Actions related to the QU Site include construction activities, such as the extraction
trench or groundwater extraction wells and | eachate collection and treatnment systens, and
landfill closure requirenents. Al alternatives involve operation and naintenance of site
control systens, and discharges fromthe treatnent systens. Wth the exception of Alternative
No. |, site control systenms in all alternatives could be designed, constructed, and operated to
neet federal and state action-specific ARARs. Alternative No. | would not neet the federal and
state ARARs pertaining to landfill closure, such as the prevention of contam nant mgrati on away
fromthe landfill and protection of groundwater

7.3 Long-term Ef fecti veness and Per nanence

Long-termeffectiveness is evaluated through two criteria: the nmagnitude of the residual risk
remai ning after the remedy is inplenented and the adequacy and reliability of engineering and
institutional controls

7.3.1 Magni tude of Residual R sk

The nagnitude of residual risk is typically gauged by the risks renmaining fromuntreated waste
at the conclusion of renedial activities. EPA s guidance on streamining the renedia
investigation/feasibility study for CERCLA nunicipal landfills recognizes that contai nnent
technol ogi es are generally appropriate for landfills containing nunicipal waste, and that
conplete treatnent of all hazardous constituents (including the landfill contents) is generally
inpracticable. None of the renedial alternatives include renoval of the landfill contents, and
all of the alternatives use a containment technology to prevent exposure to the contents.

G oundwat er Contam nation. For Alternatives No. 2, 3, and 4, it has been estimated that the
nmagni tude of residual site-related risk in groundwater will be significantly reduced through
perineter liquids control; natural attenuation; and, for Alternative No. 4, control of
groundwat er beyond the landfill perineter. Alternative No. 3 could slightly reduce the residua
risk to groundwater over Alternative No. 2 by enhancing effectiveness of the perineter |iquids
control system The potential reduction is only considered slight, because the perineter |iquids
control systemwould still inhibit mgration of nobile contam nants to groundwater even if they
were not actively extracted fromthe waste prism Because the cl eanup standards woul d be met in
a shorter tine-frame under Alternative No. 4, the risk reduction would be realized sooner.
However, the eventual risk reduction would be the same for all three alternatives. In
Alternative No. 1, the magnitude of site-related risk would initially increase because there
woul d be additional influx of contam nants fromthe landfill to groundwater. Eventually, the
site-related risk in groundwater would dimnish in a simlar fashion as the other alternatives
however, it is estinmated that this would take nany additional decades under Alternative No.

Even with the site-related contam nants reduced to their cleanup standards, the estinated
overall risks in groundwater could still exceed 10-4 because of naturally occurring |evels of
inorganic constituents, primarily arsenic, inthe OH Site vicinity. However, Alternatives No. 2
3, and 4 woul d reduce the site-related risks in an acceptable tine frame (with the possible
exception of the Southwest Area). Alternatives No. 2, 3, and 4 would be nore protective of any
future use of or exposure to groundwater in the QU Site vicinity, although there is no currently
known use of this groundwater

Leachate. Varying degrees of residual risk associated with |eachate will remain at the landfill,
depending on the alternative. Over the 30-year evaluation period, Alternative No. 3 would
provide a slightly higher reduction in residual risk fromleachate than the other three
alternatives because an estimated 13 percent of the total |eachate present in the landfill would
be actively extracted, The reduction in residual risk would be only slightly higher than the
other alternatives because a considerabl e volune of |eachate (about 87 percent of the total)
woul d remain onsite.

7.3.2 Adequacy and Reliability of Controls
This evaluation criterion pertains to the adequacy and suitability of controls that are used to

nanage treatnment residuals or untreated wastes that renain at the site. The nain controls used
in the alternatives for the 011 Site consist of containnent or control systens and institutiona



control s.

Cont ai nnent, Conveyance, and Treatnent Technol ogi es. The technol ogies included in Alternatives
No. | through 4 (e.g., perineter liquids control, |eachate extraction, and groundwater
extraction) are generally considered adequate and reliable, if properly designed, constructed
noni t ored, operated, and mai ntai ned.

Institutional Controls. Al of the alternatives would rely on institutional controls to limt
human exposure to potentially contam nated materials, prevent trespassing, and protect the
integrity of the landfill closure and renedial action conponents within the landfill boundary.
Al of the alternatives would rely on groundwater nonitoring and institutional controls to
ensure that groundwater is not used until cleanup standards are net. (Again, no current
groundwat er use is known to occur in the landfill vicinity.) The adequacy and reliability of
institutional controls are highly dependent on enforcenent and namintenance by state and | ocal
regul ators and adequate definition of the area of contam nati on over which institutiona
controls are required. Institutional controls can be subject to changes in the politica
jurisdiction, legal interpretations, and the |evel of enforcement, as well as to changes in the
need for water resources. Institutional controls would only be effective with a high degree of
certainty in the short term, because regulators of the institutional controls cannot ensure the
effectiveness or enforceability beyond a nunber of years. Therefore, alternatives that rely on
institutional controls for shorter time franes and snaller, well-defined areas are generally
considered nore reliable than those with long tine franes and larger, |ess well-defined areas

Duration of Institutional Controls. For institutional controls, the prinmary difference between
the alternatives is the duration that the controls would be relied upon, the area over which
they woul d be required, and the degree to which the area can be defined. Table | | presents a
conparison of the tinme to reach cleanup standards (after which time institutional controls are
not necessary). Institutional controls would be required for the longest tine in Alternative
No. | (likely for many tens of years |longer than Alternatives No. 2 and 3). For Alternatives
No. 2 and 3, the maximumtine required for institutional controls could be as high as 150 50
years (for inorganic contaminants in the Southwest Area). For Alternative No. 4. institutiona
controls would be required in the Sout hwest Area for up to about 60 +/- 20 years.

Area of Institutional Controls. Inorganic exceedances of cleanup standards define the area
required for institutional controls, because inorganic constituents have mgrated further than
organic constituents in the OE Site vicinity. Sinmulation results used to estinmate inorganic
contam nant transport are summarized in the follow ng paragraph. Inorganic transport sinulation
results are sonewhat uncertai n because of conplex transport conditions at the OR Site that are
difficult to nodel and because of uncertainties in the distribution of inorganic contam nation

For Alternative No. 4, groundwater wi th inorganic contam nants above cl eanup standards woul d be
contai ned at the approxi mate downgradi ent extent of currently known contamination. This woul d
define the area requiring institutional controls for Alternative No. 4. In Alternatives No. 2
and 3, the inorganic constituents could potentially travel up to 600 feet (Northwest Area) or
1,000 +/- 500 feet (Southwest Area) further than the current extent of contam nation. This
maxi mum extent woul d define the area requiring institutional controls for Alternatives No. 2 and
3. In Alternative No. 1, inorganic constituents would not reach equilibriumand stop mgrating
until after the landfill source was depleted (likely to be many decades). After the | andfil
source is depleted, the time to reach cleanup standards would be simlar to that presented for
Alternative No. 2. Because the tinme until the source is depleted is unknown, the maxi mum extent
of the area requiring institutional controls is not known and cannot be reliably projected. This
woul d create significant challenges in admnistration of institutional controls under
Alternative No. 1. For any of the alternatives, nonitoring data could indicate that

institutional controls would be required over a larger or snaller area than currently estimated

Monitoring. All of the alternatives would rely on groundwater nonitoring to varying degrees to
ensure that institutional controls are adequate to prevent exposure and that engi neering contro
systens are working properly. The OR Site is in a highly conplex geol ogic environnent. As a
result, detecting contaminant mgration may be difficult in sone areas. Alternative No. 4 relies
on groundwater nonitoring the least. Alternatives No. 2 and 3 rely on nonitoring considerably
nore than Alternative No. 4 because of the need to closely nmonitor the extent of contam nation
and the progress of natural attenuation. Alternative No. | relies on groundwater nonitoring nuch
nore than the other alternatives for two reasons. First, the nmagnitude of additional rel eases



fromthe landfill would need to be nmonitored to deternine if offsite conditions were
deteriorating significantly. Second, extensive offsite groundwater nonitoring would be needed to
determ ne how far that the uncontrolled groundwater contam nation was mgrating for

inpl enentation of institutional controls.

7.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, and Vol une Through Treat nment

This evaluation criterion addresses the statutory preference for selecting renedial actions that
permanently and significantly reduce toxicity, mobility, or volune through treatment. This
criterion is evaluated through treatnent processes used and materials treated; the anount of
hazardous nmaterials destroyed or treated; expected reductions in the toxicity, mobility, and
volune, irreversibility of the treatnment; and the type and quantity of treatnent residuals.

Because of uncertainties in the location, quantity, and flow characteristics of |eachate within
the landfill, it is not possible to estimate with certainty the total (or percentage) vol une of
| eachate renoved fromthe landfill for each of the alternatives. It is also not possible,
primarily due to uncertainties in the distribution of groundwater contam nation, to precisely
eval uate the percentage of contam nants renoved fromthe aquifer. However, based on estinated
treatnent plant influent flow rates and concentrations, quantities of constituents renoved
through collection/ex traction can be estinated

Tabl e 12 presents the antici pated mass of organics and inorganics. renoved through collection/
extraction of liquids in each alternative. Simlarly, Table 13 presents the estinated nass of
treatnent residuals generated at the onsite treatnent facilities. These nunbers are adequate for
conpar ati ve purposes, although they likely overestimate the total magnitude of nmass renoved and
resi dual s generated over the 30-year period. EPA assuned, in estimating these mass val ues, that
the quantity and quality of inflowto the treatment plant would remain constant over the 30-year
treatnent period. However, it is likely that the quantity of liquids and the influent
concentrations woul d eventual |y decrease over tine in the perineter liquids control system
(Alternatives No. 2, 3, and 4), interior |leachate extraction wells (Alternatives No. | and 3)
and groundwat er extraction system (Al ternative No. 4).

As shown in Table 12, Alternative No. 3 would renove significantly larger volunes of volatile
organi ¢ conpounds and senivol atile organi c conpounds (1.5 to 6 times nore) than the other
alternatives due to interior |eachate extraction. Aternative No. 4B would renove the |argest
vol ume of inorganic constituents (2.7 to | | tines nore than the other alternatives). If the
option that incorporates Alternative No. 3 into Alternative No. 4 were considered, it would
result in the largest volune of constituents renoved (this option is not represented in Table
12).

Alternatives No. 2 and 4A with the sanitary sewer discharge option generate the |east treatnent
residuals (Table 13). Alternatives No. 2 and 4A generate between 3.8 tines | ess treatnent
residuals (than Alternative No. 1) and 10.3 tines less treatnment residuals (than Alternative No
4B aquifer injection, irrigation, or surface water discharge options).

Al of the alternatives would use the existing | eachate treatnment plant to treat |andfil

liquids to County Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County di scharge standards. The treatnent
processes woul d not renove all landfill liquid contam nants, as this is not required by the

di scharge standards. However, those constituents remaining in the treated water would be further
treated at County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County sanitary sewer treatnment facilities
using an activated sludge process. This treatnent woul d renove nost of the organic and inorganic
constituents. The treatnent perforned at both the onsite | eachate treatnent plant and the County
Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County sanitary sewer facilities would be irreversible.

7.5 Short-term Effectiveness

Several factors are addressed in evaluating short-termeffectiveness of the renedia
alternatives, including potential short-termrisk to the comrunity during inplenmentation
threats to workers during renedial actions, and potential adverse environnental inpacts from
construction and inpl emrentation



Table 12
Conpari sons of Contam nants Renoved Through Liquids Collection/Extraction
Reduction in Toxicity, Mbility, and Volune of Contam nants Through Treat nent
QU Site Final Record of Decision

Vol atil e and Sem vol atile

Total Alternative-Specific O ganic Constituents Total Organic Materials' Total Inorganic Constituents"
Al ternative Fl ow RateFl ow Rate Annual 30- Year Total b Annual 30-Year Totalb Annual 30- Year Total'
(gpm (gpm (tons/yr)(tons) (tons/yr)(tons) (tons/yr)(tons)

1 5.5 5.5 1.3 40 43 1,290 93 2,790

2 135 135 0.4 11 79 2,370 160 4, 800

3c 155 20.5 4.6 63 230 4,780 620 11,450
4Ac 501 366 0.4 12 81 2,430 350 10,500
413c 755 620 0.5 16 82 2,460 1, 03030, 900

O ganic (humc) naterials remval was cal cul ated based on the influent TOC. |norganic constituent renoval was cal cul ated based on the estinmated influent
TDS (for Alternatives No. 2 and 4 an assuned baseline TDS of 500 ng/L was subtracted fromthe influent TDS in the cal cul ation).

b Assunes that the estinmated flow rates and influent concentrations renain constant throughout the 30-year period, except for Alternative No. 3 where the
assuned flow rate decreases over tine in the same nmanner as described for the costing (5 years at 20.5 gpm 10 years at 10.25 gpm and 15 years at 2 gpn).
The Alternatives No. 3 and 4 annual and 30-year totals incorporate the Alternative No. 2 val ues.



Tabl e 13

Conpari sons of Treatnment Residuals Cenerated

Reduction in Toxicity,

Tot al Al ternative-Specific Wast e Sl udge
Alternative Fl ow Rat eFl ow Rate Annual 30- Year Total b Annual 30- Year
(gpm W n) (tons/yr)(tons) (tons/yr)(tons)
1 5.5 5.5 17 510 3.3 100
2 135 135 2.0 60 3.3 100
3c 155 20.5 72 880 9.5 200
4A Sewer D scharge" 501 366 2.0 60 3.3 t oo
4A - Aqui fer Discharge' 501 366 17 510 8.3 250
4A - Surface Water/ Irrigation Discharge' 501 366 17 5108. 3
4B - Sewer Discharge' 755 620 15 450 13 390
4B - Aqui fer D scharge' 755 620 42 1, 260 13 400
4B - Surface Water/ Irrigation Discharge' 755 620 42 1, 260

The treatnent

Mobi lity, and Vol ume of Contam nants Through Treat ment

011 Site Final Record of Decision

residuals generated are primarily fromorganic naterial.

Waste Granul ar Activated Carbon

Total b

250

13 400

b Assunes that the estimated flow rates and influent concentrations remain constant throughout the 30-year period,

assuned flow rate decreases over tine in the same nmanner as described for the costing.

The Alternatives No. 3 and 4 annual

and 30-year totals incorporate the Alternative No. 2 val ues.

except for Alternative No. 3 where the

(5 years at 20.5 gpm 10 years at 10.25 gpm and 15 years at 2 gpn).



Ri sk to Community During Renedial Action Inplenentation. Effects on the comunity during
renmedial actions are related to risks that result frominplenentation, such as dust during
excavation or construction, increased vehicular traffic, air quality inpacts fromthe rel ease of
gas. and noi se

Because there are no significant conponents to construct, Alternative No. | would have the
fewest short-term construction-related inpacts. Installation of the perinmeter liquids contro
systemin Aternative No. 2 would slightly increase noise, dust, and vehicular traffic
Construction activities would prinarily be onsite. Releases of landfill gas to the atnosphere
coul d occur during excavation of the extraction trench but should not pose a risk to the
community due to nonitoring and inplenmentation of mtigation neasures to reduce em ssions, as
necessary. Effects to the community under Alternative No. 3 would be simlar to, or slightly
increased over, Alternative No. 2 because of installation of extraction wells within the waste
prism

Alternative No. 4 would present significantly greater inpacts to the community because of the

| arge-scal e construction activities associated with installation of nunerous extraction wells
and conveyance systens throughout the surroundi ng nei ghborhoods. The greatest inpacts woul d

be in residential nei ghborhoods in the Southwest Area, where construction activities would occur
in streets, sidewal ks, and driveways. These activities are expected to cause significant
increases | in noise and dust fromdrilling and trenching operations, as well as significant
disruptions to traffic flow patterns. There is also the potential for spills or |eaks of

contam nated groundwat er in the nei ghborhoods under this alternative.

Protection of Wrkers During Renedial Action. There is a potential for adverse health effects on
wor kers from exposure to hazardous substances during construction of any of the alternatives. If
activities adhere to the site-specific health and safety plan and all regulatory requirenents
this potential is mnimzed. Alternative No. 3 has a greater risk of exposure than the other

al ternatives because of the extensive installation of |eachate extraction wells into the waste
prism

Construction-related accidents and injuries would likely increase in proportion to the amount
of activities. As such, Alternative No. 4 has the nost construction activities and thus would
have the highest potential for accidents and injuries. Alternative No. | has the |east
construction of the alternatives and therefore would likely result in the fewest accidents and
injuries. Alternatives No.2 and 3 are fairly simlar in the magnitude of construction, although
Alternative No. 3 does add extraction wells and conveyance systens for interior |eachate
extraction. These two alternatives have significantly nore construction than A ternative No.
and significantly less construction than Alternative No. 4.

Tinme Until Renedial Action (ojectives Are Achieved. In general, the renedial action objectives
relate to protection of hunman health and the environnment by preventing exposure to
landfill-related contam nants and preventing the release of landfill-related contamnants to the
medi a of concern

Short-termrenedial action objectives for groundwater woul d be net when institutiona
controls, which reduce the potential for exposure, were activated

Long-term (pernmanent) renedial action objectives for groundwater would be net when groundwat er
contam nant |evels, through a conbination of natural attenuation, perineter liquids control, and
control of groundwater beyond the landfill boundary (depending on the alternative), reach

cl eanup standards and institutional controls are no | onger necessary. EPA used nodeling of
contami nant transport and the natural attenuation processes to estinmate the approxinate tine

to reach cl eanup standards and the di stance contam nation would travel during that tinme. These
results should be viewed only as tools for conparing and contrasting the relative nerits of each
alternative. In general, the nodeling is sonewhat conservative and |ikely gives values that are
closer to upperbound estinmates for tinmes and di stances (especially for inorganic constituents).
Local variability in the landfill source or hydrogeol ogic parameters nay result in contam nants
actual |y reaching cleanup standards sooner or |ater and migrating shorter or |onger distances
than predicted by the nodel

Table Il shows the estinated tines until cleanup standards are achi eved based on the simulation
results. As shown in the table, the tinme to reach cleanup standards in Alternative No. | is



unknown. However, the tine will likely be many decades | onger than the tines estinated for
Alternatives No. 2, 3, or 4. There is a considerable reduction in the tinme to neet cleanup
standards for inorganic constituents in groundwater in Alternative No. 4 (ranging from20 to 60
+/- 20 years) conpared to Alternatives No. 2 and 3 (ranging from56 to 150 +50 years). EPA' s
nodel i ng indicates that there would be no difference in the tine to neet cleanup standards anong
Alternatives No. 2, 3, and 4 for organic constituents

Envi ronnental |npacts. Potential environmental inpacts associated with renmedy inplenentation
include releases of landfill gas to the air, soil erosion and silt buildup, and loss of wildlife
habitat. Potential landfill gas rel eases and erosion and siltation inpacts can be mitigated

t hrough proper placenent of control neasures and regul ar inspection during construction to
maintain their effectiveness. Overall, all the alternatives are considered to have equa
construction-rel ated environnental inpacts.

7.6 Inplementability

This evaluation criterion addresses the technical feasibility, the availability of services and
materials, and the admnistrative feasibility of each of the alternatives. The technica
feasibility includes the ability to construct and operate the technology and the rel ative ease
of undertaking the renedial action and the ability to nonitor its effectiveness. The

avail ability of services and nmaterials addresses the availability of the necessary equi pnent,

t echnol ogi es, services, and other resources to construct the renedial action. The administrative
feasibility considers the activities needed to coordi nate and obtai n approvals from ot her

agenci es.

Technical Feasibility. Al of the alternatives are technically feasible and inpl enentabl e.
Fairly standard and proven construction techniques could be used to install the renedia
conponents associated with the alternatives. The renedial neasures coul d enpl oy technol ogi es,
services, and naterials that are proven, reliable, and generally avail able; no significant
technical difficulties are anticipated for construction of the renedial conponents. The anal ysis
of individual alternatives, described below identifies sone issues to be clarified.

Alternative No. | would be the easiest to inplenent because it requires the fewest construction
and operational elenents. Alternatives No. 2, 3, and 4 all include the installation of a
perineter liquids control systemaround portions of the landfill. Construction of an extraction
trench and installation of extraction wells may be difficult because of existing bel ongrade
utilities, buried refuse along the trench alignnment, and limted access between the landfill and
the perineter of the site. These difficulties nmay increase costs; however, the cost increase
woul d be the same for all three alternatives.

Alternative No. 3 includes installation of extraction wells within the landfill. Sone
construction difficulties are anticipated, but wells are inplenentable. Landfill gas and
| eachate extraction wells have previously been installed into the landfill and punped at the OR

Site. It may be difficult to locate the extraction wells in the desired | ocati ons because of
access difficulties. Because of the increased construction and operation issues associated with
these wells, Alternative No. 3 is considered to be slightly less inplenentable than Alternative
No. 2

Alternatives No. 4A. and 4B are considered the nost difficult to inplenent, given the
significant construction and operational requirenments associated with the offsite extraction and
conveyance systens. Construction in the residential areas adjacent to the landfill would require
consi derabl e nore accomodati on and coordination with local residents. Anticipated significant
construction difficulties include access and availability of rights-of-way, presence of buried
utilities, proximty to hones, and extensive disruption to the comunity.

Avai lability of Services and Materials. Al alternatives could enploy technol ogi es that have
proven reliable either at the OR Site or other sites. The equi pnent and personnel necessary to
desi gn and construct the alternatives are considered generally available for projects of this
magni tude froma nunber of contractors, although sonme specialty contractors would |ikely be
needed. All alternatives are considered approxi mately equal when considering the availability
of services and material s.

Adm nistrative Feasibility. Al alternatives would require admnistrative effort, including



inpl enentation of institutional controls and coordination with other offices and agenci es.
Institutional controls are discussed above. In summary, institutional controls would be the nost
difficult to inplement in Alternative No. | because the maxi mum extent of the inorganic

contam nation (and thus the area requiring institutional controls) is unknown, and the
institutional controls would be required for the longest tine. The institutional controls would
be the easiest to inplenent in Alternative No. 4 because the area requiring institutiona
controls natches the current extent of contam nation, and the controls woul d be needed for the
shortest tine. Institutional controls would be slightly nore difficult to adm nister under
Alternatives No. 2 and 3 than under A ternative No. 4.

Qutside of institutional controls, Alternative No. | is considered the easiest to

adm nistratively inplenent. The existing | eachate treatnent plant already has a discharge
permt, and the remaining permts or approvals are not anticipated to require significant
coordi nati on anong the approval agenci es.

Alternatives No. 2 and 3 would use the existing treatnment plant to treat additional quantities
of landfill liquids collected at the perimeter or fromwithin the landfill. These alternatives
al so assunme discharge to the sewer. A revision to the existing discharge permt would be needed
to address the increased volune of liquids to be discharged.

Alternatives No. 4A and 4B would require the construction of extraction wells and conveyance
systens in offsite areas. Gaining access and approval for the construction may prove problematic
and cause significant delays. In the event voluntary access could not be acquired, access to the
private properties woul d be sought through | egal nechanisns, potentially a time-consum ng and
relatively unpredictable process. In addition, these alternatives would require extracti on and
di scharge of significant anobunts of groundwater. Acquisition of the necessary permits to punp
and di scharge the groundwater nay be difficult. These activities would require considerable
coordination with the Regional Water Quality Control Board and the water districts that oversee
water rights. Because of these reasons, Alternatives No. 4A and 4B would be the nost difficult
to inplenment adm nistratively

7.7 Cost

A summary of estimated costs for the four alternatives is presented in Table 14. The table
breaks down the capital, operation and nai ntenance, and net present worth cost estimates by
costs common to all alternatives (interimoperations and nai ntenance) and those costs that are
alternative-specific. An overview of the cost analysis perfornmed, as well as detailed cost
breakdowns for each alternative, are presented in the Feasibility Study Report (EPA, 1996).

A cost conponent common to all alternatives is the interi moperati on and mai nt enance costs to
operate the site for an estimated 5 years while the systens required by the Gas Control and
Cover ROD and new systens required by this ROD are being inplenented. This conponent totals
$46, 350, 000. The Feasibility Study Report (EPA, 1996) provides additional detail on the
derivation of this cost.
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As shown in Table 14, the operation and nai ntenance costs are by far the largest portion of the
estinmated costs for each alternative. As would be expected, Aternative No. 4 has the highest
alternative-specific capital cost, annual operation and mai ntenance costs, and net present worth
costs. The estinated Alternative No. 4 net present worth costs range from$2 10 to $279 mlli on,
dependi ng on the extraction and di scharge option (Table 14). Alternative No. | has the | owest
estimated total net present worth cost, $142 nillion. Alternative No. 2, at $162 mllion, costs
an additional $20 mllion over Alternative No. 1. Alternative No. 3 costs an estimted $193
mllion, an additional $31 million over Alternative No. 2, As described throughout Section 7,
significant additional benefits would be realized in choosing Alternative No. 2 over Alternative
No. 1, at an additional cost of around $20 mllion (a 14 percent increase). On the other hand,
substantial additional benefits are not apparent in choosing either Alternative No. 3 or 4 over
Alternative No. 2, at an estinated increase in costs of between $31 and $119 mllion.

Certain conponents of the cost estinmates may include overlap with costs associated with the Gas
Control and Cover ROD. As inplenmentation of both this remedy and | andfill gas control and
landfill cover systens progresses, there would likely be opportunities to realize cost

savings over the estinmates presented herein, particularly if the same entity is inplenenting
bot h conponents and the design and inplenentation of both is occurring concurrently.

7.8 State Acceptance

In a letter dated Septenber 6, 1996, the State of California (Cal-EPA Departnent of Toxic
Subst ances Control) concurred with EPA's selected renmedy for the OH Site.

7.9 Comunity Acceptance

EPA received 10 sets of coments fromindividuals, organizations, and agencies on EPA's
Remedi al Investigation, Feasibility Study, and Proposed Plan for this renedy at the 011 Site.
These comrents, and EPA's responses to the comments, are presented in the Responsiveness
Summary in Part 11 of this ROD

Sore of the comments received fromthe community expressed support for EPA' s proposed renedy;
others did not. Several of the commentors recomrended that EPA select renedial Aternative No.

3. EPA has deternmined that the preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan (Alternative
No. 2 ) is the nost appropriate remedy and provides responses to those commentors that preferred
other alternatives in the attached Responsi veness Summary.

8.0 Sel ected Renedy

After considering CERCLA' s statutory requirenents, the detailed conparison of the alternatives
using the nine criteria, and public comrents, EPA, in consultation with the State of California,
has determ ned that the nost appropriate remedy for the OR Site is Alternative No 2: Perineter
Li quids Control. The sel ected renedy addresses |iquids control and contam nated groundwater as
well as long-termoperation and mai nt enance of environnmental control facilities at the landfill.
Liquids will be controlled at the landfill perineter to prevent migration of contam nants to
groundwat er. Contami nated groundwater currently beyond the landfill perineter will be allowed to
naturally attenuate over tine. This renedy neets the two Superfund threshold eval uating
criteria, overall protection of human health and the environnment and conpliance with ARARs, and
provi des the best bal ance of the renaining Superfund evaluation criteria. The naj or conponents
of the selected remedy for this action include:

. Installation of a perineter liquids control systemin areas where contam nants are
mgrating fromthe landfill at levels that cause groundwater to exceed perfornmance
standards. Contam nated groundwater currently beyond the landfill perineter would

he reduced to bel ow cl eanup standards through natural attenuation.
. Conveyance of the collected liquids to the existing onsite treatnent plant.
. Onsite treatnment of collected liquids using the existing | eachate treatnent plant,

nodi fied as necessary, to handle the new liquids. D scharge of treated liquids to
the County Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County sanitary sewer system



. I mpl erent ation of a nonitoring and eval uati on programto ensure that natura
attenuation of the contam nated groundwater is progressing as anticipated, to ensure
that perinmeter liquids control system performance standards are being net, and to
detect future releases of contamnants fromthe landfill.

. Establ i shnent of institutional controls to ensure appropriate future use of the CH
Site and to restrict groundwater use in the imediate vicinity of the On Site. The
institutional controls will supplenent the engineering controls to prevent or limt
exposure to hazardous substances.

. Interi moperati on and nmai ntenance of existing site activities (gas extraction and
air dike, leachate collection, |leachate treatnent, irrigation, access roads,
stornwat er drainage, site security, slope repair, and erosion control), except to
the extent that they are addressed under the Gas Control and Cover ROD.

. Long-term operati on and mai ntenance of all facilities and environnental contro
conponents at the OH Site, excluding those covered under the Gas Control and Cover
RCD.

Fi gure 18 shows sone of the conceptual conponents of the selected renedy.

These measures are in addition to EPA's previous decision to build and operate a landfill gas
mgration control system landfill cover, and surface water nmnagenent system as outlined in
the Gas Control and Cover ROD. These conmponents are not re-selected or nodified in this ROD, and
remedi al design of these systens is already underway. The sel ected remedy, in conjunction with
the Gas Control and Cover RCD, addresses all contaminated nedia at the G| Site

EPA will review the selected remedy no | ess often than every 5 years after the initiation of the
remedi al action to ensure that hunman health and the environnment are being protected by the

inpl enented renedy. As part of the review, EPA will eval uate whet her the performance standards
specified in this ROD remain protective of human health and the environnent. EPA will continue
reviews until no hazardous substances, pollutants, or contam nants renain at the G| Site above
I evel s of concern for human health and the environment.

The followi ng sections describe the renedial objectives and perfornmance standards for the
various conponents of the selected renedy. Using performance standards, rather than specifying
particul ar technol ogies or actions, allows for nore flexibility during renedial design and
remedi al action. This approach can be much nore efficient and cost-effective in instances where
uncertain or variable conditions are present, such as the subsurface conditions around portions
of the GI Site.

8.1 Perineter Liquids Control Conponent

The remedi al action objective of the perineter |iquids control conponent of the sel ected renedy
is to prevent migration of contamnants fromthe landfill to groundwater at |evels that inpair
water quality and/or represent a potential threat to human health and the environnment. The

t echnol ogi es necessary to achieve this objective and conply with the perfornance standards
descri bed bel ow wi Il be sel ected during renedial design

8.1.1 Performance Standards and Point of Conpliance

Perinmeter liquids control will be required in areas where contam nants mgrate fromthe |andfil
at |levels causing groundwater to exceed chem cal perfornmance standards. The chem cal perfornance
standards for perineter liquids control for each contam nant of concern are shown in Table 15
The list of contam nants of concern presented in Table 15 has been selected fromthe |ist of
chem cals of potential concern fromthe Baseline R sk Assessnent (Table 3), based on additiona
eval uation of groundwater nonitoring data. These standards have been set based on ARARs (state
or federal drinking water MCLs, to the extent that they are above baseline), as available. If an
MCL is not currently available for a specific contam nant of concern, health-based criteria have
been used for the perfornmance standards. Conpound-specific health-based criteria are based on
either a cancer risk of I X 10-6 or a noncancer hazard index of 1.



Tabl e 15
Perineter Liquids Control Chenical Performance Standards and G oundwater C eanup Standards
Al Site Final Record of Decision

Sel ect ed Perfornance

State or Federal Heal t h- Based St andard and d eanup
ARAR d Concentration St andard
Cont am nant of Concern (ug/L) (uglL) (ug/L)
ORGANI CS
1,1, 1-Tri chl or oet hane 200 1,473 200
1, 1, 2-Trichl oroethane 5 0.32 5
1, 1- D chl or oet hane 5 1, 000 5
1, 1 -Dichloroethyl ene 6 0. 07 6
1,2, 4-Trichl orobenzene 70 23 70
1, 2- Di chl or obenzene 600 464 600
1, 2- Di chl or oet hane 0.5 0.2 0.5
1, 2-Di chl or oet hyl ene, cis- 6 77 6
1, 2-Di chl or oet hyl ene, trans- 10 153 10
1, 2-Di chl or opr opane 5 0. 26 5
1, 3-Di chl or opropene, cis- 0.5 0.13 0.5
1, 3-Di chl or opr opene, trans- 0.5 0.13 0.5
1, 4- Di chl or obenzene 5 0.72 5
1, 4- Di oxane 1.6 1.6
2- But anone 2,464 2,464
4- Met hyl - 2- pent anone 198 198
Acet one 768 768
Aldrin 0. 0005 0. 00053
Benzene 1 57. 89 1
BHC, beta- 0. 05 0. 05
BHC, gamma- (Li ndane) 0.2 0.06 0.2
bi s(2- Et hyl hexyl ) pht hal ate 4 5.6 4
But yl benzyl pht hal at e 100 6, 034 100
Carbon tetrachl ori de 0.5 0. 25 0.5
Chl or dane 0.1 0. 06 0.1
Chl or obenzene 70 51 70
Chl or of orm 100 0. 27 1100i
Di - n-octyl pht hal ate 9.3 9.3
Di br onochl or onet hane 100 1.0 100
Endrin 2 10 2
Et hyl benzene 700 704 700
Hept achl or 0.01 0. 02 0.01
Hept achl or epoxi de 0.01 0.01 0.01
Met hoxychl or 40 162 40
Met hyl ene chl ori de 5 6.2 5
Pent achl or ophenol 1 1
Styrene 100 0.01 10

TTetrachl or oet hyl ene 5 0.74



Tol uene

ri chl oroet hyl ene
Tri chl or of | uor onet hane
Vinyl chloride
T

Xyl enes, total
ANl CS
| um num
|, Ammoni ; ;
Pagel - 110

150

150
0.5

1, 750,

1, 0001

683
2.1

1, 641
0.03

1, 8851

36~, ~?q
35, 4051

150

150
0.5

1,750

1, 000
35. 405



Tabl e 15
Perineter Liquids Control Chemical Performance Standards and G oundwater C eanup Standards
Gl Site Final Record of Decision

Sel ect ed Perfornmance

State or Federal Heal t h- Based Standard and d eanup
ARAR d Concentration St andard
6 15 6
Arsenic 50 0.05 50
Bari um 1, 000 2,555 1, 000
Beryl |ium 4 0.02 4
Cadmi um 5 18 5
Chrom um VI 50 183 50
Chrom um 111 50 36, 500 50
Copper 1, 300 1, 351 1, 300
Cyani de 200 730 200
Fl uori de 1, 9900 2,190 1, 9905
Lead 15 15
Manganese 1830c 1830c
Mer cury 2 11 2
N ckel 100 730 100
Nitrate (As NO3) 10, 000 58, 400 10, 000
Nitrite (as N) 1, 000 3, 650 1, 000
Sel eni um 50 183 50
Thal | i um 4 D 4153
Vanadi um 256 256
Zi nc 10, 9501 10, 950

"Present anal ytical techniques are limted to 0.05 ug/l. This value may need to be adjusted in the
future if

anal ytical techni ques do not inprove.

~These val ues are baseline concentrations as presented in the Draft Renedial |nvestigation
Report (EPA, 1994c).

These basel i ne concentrations are higher than their respective MCLs. Therefore, in accordance
with Title 22,

CCR, Section 66264.94, the baseline concentrations are used.

' This val ue has been adjusted fromthe one presented in the R sk Assessnent appendi x
(Appendi x B) of the

Feasibility Study Report (EPA, 1996) because of newer reference dose data.

~' The nost stringent of either the state or Federal MCL is |isted.



There are several segnents around the landfill perineter where avail abl e groundwat er nonitoring
data indicate that perfornance standards are bei ng exceeded. These areas include

. Al ong the northwestern perineter of the South Parcel in the vicinity of Wll CDD
13, to a depth of approximately 70 feet

. Al ong the northwestern perineter of the South Parcel in the vicinity of Wll 01-24B
at a depth of approximately 130 to 150 feet

. Al ong the northwestern perineter of the South Parcel in the vicinity of Wells 01-19A
and 01- 19C, to a depth of approxinmately 180 feet

. Al ong the northeastern perineter of the South Parcel in the vicinity of Wll d -20A
to a depth of approxinmately 170 feet

. Al ong the western perineter of the South Parcel between Wlls PE-3 and PE-7, to a
depth of approxinately 200 feet

. Al ong the western perinmeter of the South Parcel in the Wst Aquifer in the vicinity
of Wll 01- 1 8B, at a depth of approxinmately 280 to 300 feet

. At the southwestern coner of the South Parcel between Wlls 01-53P and O -50Ato
a depth of approximately 80 feet

. Al ong the sout hern boundary of the South Parcel between Wells 01-16A and PE-13 to
a depth of approximately 175 feet

Perinmeter liquids control is required in each area where groundwater exceedances of perfornmance
st andards have been confirmed or are confirned in the future. At a mninum perineter |iquids
control is required in the aforenentioned areas. The renedi al design investigati on nust be
sufficient to identify any additional areas where groundwater exceeds performance standards.

In accordance with the ARARs (presented in Section 9), the point of conpliance is at the
downgr adi ent boundary of the waste nanagenent unit. The nonitoring points to be used to
determ ne conpliance shall be identified during renedial design. Hydraulic control, or
potentially other measures acceptable to EPA, nust be used to denonstrate that the perineter
liquids control systemis conplying with the remedial action objective. In areas that do not
have groundwat er contam nant concentrations in excess of the chemical perfornance standards,
conpliance will be denonstrated by continued detection nonitoring to ensure that future rel eases
resulting in groundwater concentrations above the chem cal performance standards do not occur

The perineter liquids control systemw ||l need to operate until releases are no |onger occurring
that cause groundwater concentrations in exceedance of chem cal perfornmance standards or, if the
perineter control systemuses hydraulic control, until liquids are no | onger present in the
perineter liquids control system If portions of the perineter liquids control system neet these
requi renents, those portions could be shut down while other portions continue to operate

8.1.2 Contingency Measures

If the perimeter liquids control systemis not denonstrated to be effective, appropriate
neasures shall be taken to bring the systeminto conpliance. Exanples of such nmeasure nay
Include, but are not limted to, any of the follow ng, subject to approval by EPA nore closely
spaced extraction wells to facilitate perineter liquids control, higher extraction rates to
increase hydraulic control, installation of a cutoff well or extraction trench in place of
wells., or extraction frominside the waste prismto enhance control. EPA nay al so deternm ne
that nore extensive groundwater nonitoring is required to ensure that concentrations in
groundwat er are not increasing

8.2 Liquids Treatnment Conponent
The existing | eachate treatnent plant, nodified as necessary, shall be used to treat the liquids

collected as part of the selected renmedy. The treated liquids shall be discharged to County
Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County sanitary sewer system Based on existing nonitoring



data collected fromthe landfill perineter and the existing industrial wastewater discharge
permt issued by County Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County (CSDLAC, 1994). only m nor
nodi fications to the treatnent plant would be required. In addition, mtigation neasures shal
be designed to inprove treatnment plant aesthetics. However, because the selected renedy wll
result in increased discharge volunes, the existing permit will need to be nodified. If County
Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County changes the wastewater di scharge requirenents, nore
extensive treatnent plant nodifications nmay be necessary.

Of-gas or air emssions fromthe treatnent plant shall be conveyed through the existing or a
nodi fied foul -air systemto the existing flare or the thermal destruction facility (to be
constructed under the Gas Control and Cover ROD) for treatnent.

8.2.1 Performance Standards and Point of Conpliance

The performance standards for effluent fromthe treatnent plant shall be the discharge
requirenents outlined in the existing discharge permt (Table 16). If County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County revises the discharge limts, the new discharge limts shal
super sede the performance standards listed in Table 16

County Sanitation Districts of Los Angel es County shall determi ne the point of conpliance as
part of the industrial wastewater discharge permt. Currently, all effluent fromthe treatnent
plant is held for batch discharge follow ng testing; the point of conpliance is the effluent
di scharge tank. If continuous discharge is allowed in the revised permt, the point of
conpliance will likely be the discharge weir.

8. 2.2 Contingency Measures

If perfornmance standards cannot be nmet by the existing plant, additional treatnent processes
shall be installed, as necessary, to ensure conpliance with the perfornance standards

8.3 Groundwat er

The remedi al action objectives for groundwater cleanup under the selected renedy are to reduce
contami nant concentrations in groundwater to bel ow cl eanup standards through perineter |iquids
control and natural attenuation and to prevent exposure to contam nated groundwater through
inplenentation of institutional controls. Institutional controls are discussed below in Section
8.5. L EPA believes that perineter liquids control and natural attenuation will be sufficient to
reduce concentrations to cleanup standards. However, if that is not the case, EPA will inplenent
conti ngency neasures (described bel ow).

8.3.1 Performance Standards and Point of Conpliance

The key el enent of the groundwater conponent of the selected renedy is the ability of the
groundwat er contamnation to naturally attenuate. As part of the Feasibility Study, EPA used an
anal ytical nodel to evaluate the effect of natural attenuation on reduci ng groundwater

contam nant concentrati ons. Al though the nunbers generated by the nodel are not expected to be
extrenely precise, they do provide a rough guideline with which to evaluate the progress of
natural attenuation. Thus, the performance standard for the groundwater conponent of the

sel ected renedy is for contam nant concentrations in groundwater to be reduced to bel ow the

cl eanup standards (Table 15) through natural attenuation in accordance with the approxi nmate
tines and di stances provided in Table 17.

Tabl e 17 provides estinates of approximate natural attenuation tinmes and mgration distances

for both organic and inorganic constituents in different areas and units around the 011 Site.
Tabl e 17 indicates areas that were not specifically nodel ed by EPA; the val ues presented are

extrapol ated fromother areas that were nodeled. In these cases, additional evaluation during
remedi al design nay be warranted. Additional definition of some of the groundwater plumes may
al so be necessary during renedi al design

In accordance with the ARARs (presented in Section 9), the point of conpliance is at the
downgr adi ent boundary of the waste nanagerment unit. EPA shall identify the nonitoring points to
be used to determ ne conpliance during renedial design. Goundwater cleanup standards identified
in Table 15 shall be attained in groundwater at the point of conpliance



Tabl e 16
Ef fl uent Discharge Limts
01H Site Final Record of Decision

Conventional Pollutants Di scharge Limt (ngll)
pH >6 pH units
D ssol ved Sul fides 0.1
Tenperature 1400F
Heavy Metal s and Cyani de (Total)

Arsenic 3
Cadmi um 0. 69
Chrom um 2.77
Copper 3.38
Lead 0. 69
Mer cur ~ 2

N ckel 3.98
Silver 0. 43
Zi nc 2.61
Cyani de 1.20
Priority Organics (Total)

Ol and Grease (per Method 552013) 75
Vol atile Total Toxic Organics 1.0
Semivol atile Total Toxic Organics 1.0

Total ldentifiable Chlorinated Hydrocarbons (TICH) a Essential |y None

Radi oactivity

[Title 17, CCR, Section 30287: Concentration of any radionuclide: 400 picoCuries per liter
above background.- Total: | curie per year

"TICH are conprised of. aldrin, dieldrin, chlordane (cis & trans), trans-nonarochlor,
oxychl ordane, 1lheptachlor, and heptachl or epoxi de, DDT and derivatives (p, p', and o,
p'isonmers of DDT, DDD and DDE)

I endrin, HCH (sumof a, b, g, d, isoners of hexachl orocycl ohexane), toxaphene,

pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyl s



Tabl e 17
Approxi mate Tine and Mgration D stances to Reach deanup Standards In G oundwater Under the Sel ected Renedy
Gl Site Final Record of Decision

Organic Constituente InOrgani ¢ Constituente
Area Year s Di stance Lfte Year s Di stance (feet)
it

Nort hwest Area - Shallow Units 12 0 56 600
Nort hwest Area - Deeper Units 12 b 0 5e 600
Sout hwest Area - Shallow Units34 (averagec) __  200About 150 years +/- 50 years d About 1,000 feet +/- 500 feetd
Sout hwest Area - West Aquifer 34" 200 Not Applicable Not Applicabl e
Eastern Area 18 0 56' 600 b

a These approxinate tines and di stances shoul d be consi dered as general guidelines for evaluating the progress of natural attenuation
and shoul d not be considered as precise tine franmes for renedi ation, additional evaluation during renedial design may be

warranted. The distances listed refer to di stances beyond the current areas of contam nation (shown in Figure 20).

b Modeling of natural attenuation was not perforned specifically for this area; estinated tines are extrapol ated from ot her areas.
Addi tional evaluation nay be warranted during renedial design in these areas.

c Sinulations were perforned in different portions of the Southwest Area and 34 years represents the average of these sinulations.
d Note that uncertainty in the distribution of inorganic contami nation and conpl ex groundwater flow conditions (especially over

longer tines and with greater distances fromthe landfill) leads to uncertainty in the sinmulation results, thus a range of years and
di stances is shown for inorganic constituents in the Sout hwest Area.



G oundwat er nonitoring and eval uation shall be perforned to determine if natural attenuation is
progressing approxi mately as predicted. The specifics of the nonitoring and eval uati on program
will be determned during renedial design; at a mininmum this programshall include procedures
for well-by-well and plunmew de eval uation, as described bel ow.

For groundwater that is currently contam nated above cl eanup standards, statistical nethods
shall be used to evaluate nonitoring data on both a well-by-well basis and a plunew de basis. If
the well-by-well analysis indicates significantly increasing concentrations, additiona
evaluation will be required and additional nonitoring nay be necessary in the vicinity of the
wel |,

The plunmewi de analysis will be conpared to the tines and di stances provided in Table 17 to
ensure that concentrations in the overall plune are reducing as expected and that higher-than-
expect ed downgradi ent contam nant migration is not occurring. If either of these criteria are
not net, nore detailed evaluation will be required and conti ngency nmeasures shall be
inplenented, if EPA determines that they are necessary. General contingency neasures are

di scussed bel ow.

Any concentration increases in groundwater downgradi ent of existing contam nation should not
exceed the tine and di stance expectations listed in Table 17. Increases that are not in
accordance with Table 17 will warrant additional eval uation. Contingency neasures shall be
inplenented if EPA determ nes that they are necessary.

For groundwater that is currently not contam nated and not inmedi ately downgradi ent of existing
contam nation, cleanup standards shoul d not be exceeded. Confirned exceedances of cleanup
standards in such areas will warrant additional eval uation. Contingency neasures shall be
inplenented if EPA determ nes that they are necessary.

8. 3.2 Contingency Measures

If, during inplenentation of the selected renedy, it is denonstrated that natural attenuation is
not progressing as expected or additional exceedances of cleanup standards are confirned in
previously clean areas, appropriate actions will be required to neet the performance standards
Exanpl es of contingency nmeasures include, but are not limted to, the followi ng, subject to
approval by EPA

. Addi ti onal groundwater nonitoring to evaluate the significance of further mgration
. Enhanced perineter liquids control in the area(s) of concern

. Expanded institutional controls over a larger area

. Active groundwater renedi ati on nmeasures (e.g., focused groundwater punping)

If contingency nmeasures represent a significant departure fromthe sel ected renedy, a ROD
anmendnent or Explanation of Significant D fferences nay be appropriate

8.4 Environnmental Mnitoring
To ensure that the performance standards are net for all conponents of the selected renedy for

as long as contamnation remains onsite, a long-termnonitoring programshall be designed and
i npl enented. The nonitoring programis intended to neet several objectives, including

. Assess conpliance with the chem cal performance standards and cl eanup standards
. Moni tor the effectiveness of the perineter |iquids control system

. Det ect additional releases of contam nants fromthe |andfil

. Moni tor the progress of natural attenuation in groundwater

. Moni tor effluent chem cal concentrations fromthe treatnent plant

Details of the nonitoring programshall be described in a nonitoring plan to be submtted for
EPA approval during renedi al design. Additional information on various conmponents of the
nonitoring programis included above in Sections 8.1 and 8.3, as well as in the follow ng
sections.

8.4.1 Detection Mnitoring



As described in the ARARs section bel ow (Section 9), a detection nonitoring programshall be

applied to areas at the landfill perimeter that are currently unaffected by rel eases. A
nmonitoring plan shall be devel oped that outlines the list of parameters to be nonitored (this
list shall, at a mninmum include the contam nants of concern presented in Table 15), and the

frequencies for collecting sanples and conducting statistical analyses. Sanpling shall be
schedul ed to include the times of expected highest and | owest el evation of the potentionetric
surface. The list of parameters shall be selected to provide reliable indication of a rel ease
fromthe landfill.

Perinmeter liquids control will be necessary in any area in which groundwater concentrations
exceed chem cal performance standards. Detection nonitoring can be re-established after
perineter liquids control is no |longer necessary in that area. Detection nonitoring shall
continue until the groundwater has been in continuous conpliance with the chem cal perfornmance
standards for a period of 3 consecutive years

8. 4.2 Conpliance/ Performance Monitoring

Four types of conpliance or performance nonitoring will be needed as part of, the selected
remedy. For the perineter liquids control system the types of nonitoring include

. Moni t ori ng contam nant concentrations downgradi ent of the perineter liquids control
systemto determ ne conpliance

. Moni t ori ng physi cal conditions downgradi ent of the perineter |iquids control system
to determ ne conpliance

For natural attenuation, the types of nonitoring include

. Moni toring of the groundwater contami nation to evaluate the progress of natura
attenuation (as described above in Section 8.3. 1)

. Moni t ori ng downgradi ent of the existing areas of groundwater contami nation to
ensure that contamnants are not noving at faster rates than predicted (see
Section 8.3.1).

A nonitoring plan shall be prepared that outlines how each of these types of conpliance
monitoring will be perforned. The nonitoring plan shall conply with the ARARs identified in
Section 9.3. The nonitoring plan shall detail the locations of the nonitoring, the frequency of
the nonitoring, the constituents to be nonitored, the types of statistical evaluations to be
perforned, and how the nonitoring and evaluation results will be used to determ ne conpliance
wi th perfornance standards.

8.5 Additional Conponents

This section describes additional conponents of the selected remedy, including institutiona
controls, site admnistration, site security, and operation and nai ntenance of facilities and
environnental control systens.

8.5.1 Institutional Controls

Institutional controls are non-engi neering nethods that federal, state, |ocal governnents, or
private parties can use to prevent or |limt exposure to hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contam nants, to ensure the effectiveness of renmedial actions. The sel ected renmedy requires
institutional controls both on the landfill and in certain areas beyond the landfill boundary.

Institutional Controls Wthin the Landfill Boundary. The primary objectives of institutiona
controls within the landfill boundary are to (1) limt human exposure to potentially

contam nated naterials, (2) prevent trespassing, and (3) protect the integrity of the |andfil
closure and renedi al action conponents. Institutional controls within the landfill boundary nmay
include, but are not limted to, deed notices and restrictions on construction that run with the
I and; access restrictions including, but not limted to, fencing and warning signs: zoning
controls; and well restrictions. Institutional controls within the landfill boundary nust
prohibit all activities and uses that EPA determines would interfere or be inconpatible with, or



that would in any way reduce or inpair the effectiveness or protectiveness of this renedy.
Institutional controls shall also be required for site-related facilities outside of the
landfill boundary.

Institutional Controls Beyond the Landfill Boundary. Institutional controls nust also be

i npl enented to prevent use of contam nated groundwater as a drinking water supply for the
duration of the remedy. Institutional controls are required in areas where contani nant
concentrations exceed the chem cal performance standards or where they are anticipated to exceed
performance standards in the future. The exact area where institutional controls will need to be
i npl enented shall be determ ned during renedial design, as approved by EPA. There are currently
no known groundwater wells in use within the areas of groundwater contam nation; all residences,
busi nesses, and industrial facilities within the expected area of institutional controls are
currently connected to nunicipal water systens.

I mpl erentation of institutional controls will need to be coordinated with the | ocal Waternasters
in the San Gabriel and Central Basins to conformw th existing regul ati ons governi ng groundwat er
use in both groundwater basins in the QU Site vicinity as both basins are adjudi cated. The
strict control on groundwater use should help to inplenment institutional controls. Coordination
with Los Angel es County, which requires permts for well installation, shall also be required

| f deened necessary, |ocal ordinances nay also be used to limt installation of drinking water
wel | s.

North Parcel Areas Not Used as a Landfill or for Site-Related Facilities. EPA determned that no
landfill-related risks are posed by soils in the areas of the North Parcel not containing
landfill-related wastes, nor used for site-related facilities (the "nonlandfill areas").
Therefore, no further action is required for soils in the nonlandfill areas. The Baseline Ri sk
Assessnent (presented as Appendix B in EPA, 1996) did identify potential risks associated with
nonl andfill-rel ated busi nesses present on the North Parcel and/or with the adjacent Ponbna
Freeway. State and local authorities nmay wish to consider such potential risks when eval uating
appropriate use of the nonlandfill areas. Institutional controls and, potentially, engineering
controls will be required for contam nated groundwater and, potentially, liquids control on the
North Parcel

8.5.2 Site Administration

The sel ected remedy i ncorporates long-termadmnistration of site activities, including
nmanagenent of staff, ordering equipnent, and perform ng other admi nistrative functions to ensure
that perfornmance objectives are net. Specific activities shall be determ ned during renedia

desi gn

8.5.3 (peration and Mai ntenance of Facilities and Environmental Control Systens

The sel ected renedy includes operation and nmai ntenance of all facilities and environnenta
control systens at the OR Site, except for those systens covered by the Gas Control and Cover
ROD. These activities, facilities, and environnental control systens include: the perineter
liquids control system groundwater nonitoring system |eachate treatnent plant, |eachate
collection system gas extraction and air dike system irrigation system access roads
stornwat er drai nage system site security, slope repair, erosion control, and site operation
facilities, except to the extent that these activities, facilities, and systens are addressed by
the Gas Control and Cover RCOD.

In accordance with ARARs (as presented in Section 9), the existing | eachate collection system
(or equivalent) will need to be operated until |eachate is no | onger generated and detected or
until it is no longer feasible to operate

8.6 Cost of the Sel ected Renedy

The sel ected renmedy was evaluated for cost in terns of capital costs, annual or operation and
mai nt enance., and net present worth cost. Capital costs include the sumof direct capital costs
(such as construction materials and | abor, equi pnent, sewer connection fees) and indirect
capital costs (such as engineering, legal, construction managenent). Annual costs include the
cost for labor, naterials, maintenance, energy, and equi pnent replacenment. Net present worth
costs include capital costs plus operation and mai ntenance costs over a 30-year period



Tabl e 18 summari zes the capital, annual operation and nmai ntenance, and net present worth costs
for the sel ected renedy

A cost conponent common to all alternatives is the interi moperation and mai ntenance costs to
operate the site for an estimated 5 years while the systens required by the Gas Control and
Cover ROD and new systens required by this ROD are being inplenented. This conponent totals
$46, 350, 000. The Feasibility Study Report (EPA, 1996) provides additional detail on the
derivation of this cost.

9.0 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenments (ARARs)

Section 121(d) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. 8§ 9621(d), requires renedial actions on CERCLA sites to
attain (or justify the waiver of) applicable, or relevant and appropriate, federal and state
environnental or state facility siting requirenents. These applicable, or relevant and
appropriate, requirenents are referred to as "ARARs." Federal ARARs nmy include requirenents
promul gated under any federal environnental |aws. State ARARs nay only include pronul gated,
enforceabl e environnental or facility-siting |aws of general application that are nore stringent
or broader in scope than federal ARARs and that are identified by the state in a tinely manner
The California Departnent of Toxic Substances Control, the |lead state agency for the 0111 Site
provided potential State ARARs to the EPA as part of this process.

Applicable requirenents are those cl eanup standards, standards of control, criteria, or
limtations that specifically address conditions, circunstances, or activities at a CERCLA site
Rel evant and appropriate requirenents are those cl eanup standards, standards of control

criteria, or linmtations that, while not directly "applicable" to conditions, circunstances, or
activities at a CERCLA site, address problens or situations sufficiently simlar to those
encountered at the site that their use is well suited to the site. Arequirenent that is not
directly applicable nust be both relevant and appropriate, based on site-specific factors, to be
an ARAR The criteria for determ ning rel evance and appropriateness are listed in the NCP, 40
CFR § 300.400(g)(2).

Nonpr omul gat ed advi sories or guidance issued by federal or state government do not have the
status of potential ARARs. Such advisories or guidance, which are terned "To-be-Consi dered
Material ," may be used during the cleanup process to further the goal of protecting human health
and t he environnent.

ARARs only include substantive, not administrative, requirenents, and pertain only to on-site
matters. Any offsite activities must conply with O applicable federal, state, and |ocal |aws.
including both substantive and adm nistrative requirenents.

ARARs are identified on a site-specific basis frominformation about the chemcals at the site
the actions that nmay take place at the site, and the features of the site location. There are
three general categories of ARARs:

. Chem cal -specific ARARs are nunerical values or nethodol ogi es that, when applied to
site-specific conditions, result in the establishnent of nunerical values. They are
used to determ ne acceptabl e concentrations of specific hazardous substances,
pollutants, and contam nants in the environnent. If a chemical is subject to nore
than one nunerical val ue or nethodol ogy, the nbst stringent is generally selected

. Location -specific ARARs are restrictions placed on the concentration of hazardous
subst ances, pollutants, or contam nants or the conduct of activities solely because
they are in specific |locations, such as wetlands or floodplains.

. Action-specific ARARs are technol ogy- or activity-based requirenents or limtations
on actions taken with respect to hazardous substances, pollutants, or contam nants.

EPA' s analysis and identification of chem cal-specific, |ocation-specific, and action-specific
ARARs for the selected renedy for the QU Site foll owed EPA gui dance, including the CERCLA
Conpl i ance with Gther Laws Manual (InterimFinal), EPA Ofice of Solid Waste and Energency
Response (OSVER) Directive 9234.1-01, August 1988 (EPA, 1988k), and the CERCLA Conpliance with
O her Laws Manual: Part H dean Air Act and Gher Environnmental Statues and State Requirenents
(InterimFinal), OSVWER Directive 9234. 1-02, August 1989 (EPA, 1989f).



The followi ng sections present the federal and state ARARs identified for this renmedy. Federal
and state chemical -specific ARARs are discussed in Section 9.1, and are listed in Table 19.
Federal and state |ocation-specific ARARs are discussed belowin Section 9.2, and are listed in
Tabl e 20. Federal and state action-specific ARARs are discussed below in Section 9.3, and are
listed in Table 21.



Tabl e 18
Sel ected Renmedy Cost Estinate Summary
Q1 Site Final Record of Decision
DESCRI PTI ON Total Cost
CAPI TAL COSTS:

Admini stration, Institutional Controls, Site Security, and Facility Mintenance:

$953, 000
Perinmeter Control System $6, 089, 000
Landfill Liquids Treatnent Capital Costs $496, 000
Sewer Connection Fees $301, 000
Post Constructi on Envi ronnental Monitoring $435, 000
Subt ot al $8, 274, 000
Bi d and Scope Contingencies @ 30% $2, 480, 000
TOTAL DI RECT COST $10, 754, 000
Indirect Costs @38.5% $4, 160, 000
Alternative No. 2 Renedial Design Investigation $2, 679, 000
DI RECT COCsT $6, 840, 000
TOTAL CAPI TAL COST $17, 590, 000

ANNUAL 0 & M

Admini stration, Inst. Controls, Site Security, and Fac. Maint. $2,712, 000

Perimeter Control System Mi ntenance $720, 000
Landfill Liquids Treatnent Operation and Mai ntenance $802, 000
Post constructi on Envi ronnental Monitoring $656, 000
Subt ot al $4, 890, 000
Conti ngencies @ 30% $1, 470, 000
TOTAL ANNUAL 0 & M $6, 360, 000
Capital Costs $17, 600, 000
Present Wrth of O&M (30 yrs @5% $97, 800, 000
Site Operations During Renedy | nplenentation (5 years assuned) $46, 350, 000
UE 0:

TOTAL SELECTED REMEDY NET PRESENT VAL $161, 80:' 0: 0011



Tabl e 19

Summary (of Chemical - Specific ARAP-s
011 Site Final Record of Decision

aQ
C Description or Requirenment A] Comment s
TD
FEDERAL ARARs
40 CFR § 14 1, Subparts Est abl i shes national prinmary drinking water standards for public Rel evant and
MCLs are rel evant and appropriate for groundwater designated as a current or
B and G drinking water supply systens (Maxi mum Contam nant Levels,
appropriate potential source of
drinking water where the nore stringent maxi num

or "MCLs"). contam nant |evel goals ("MCLGs") are not
rel evant or appropriate. MCLGs are
not appropriate due to the conpl ex hydrogeol ogi cal
setting at the Ol Site,
the
m nimal risks of exposure, and the linmted potential use
of the resource.

M, s
for contaminants of concern are listed in Table 15.
22 CCR § 6626794 _(O Requi res establishment of groundwater protection
standards for Appl i cabl e
EPA sel ected MCLs that exceed baseline (or health-based limts where no MCLs

wast e managenent units where rel eases have occurred; are set) as
the groundwat er
protection standard, due to the conpl ex
concentration limts nmay be set greater than background (up to
hydr ogeol ogi cal setting at the O
Site, the mninmal risks of exposure, and the
the MCL) if it is technically or econonically infeasible to limted
potential use of the
resource. The groundwater protection standards are
achi eve background and the proposed limt will not pose a listed in
Tabl e 15. This requirenent
is applicable (by reference from22 CCR §
substantial hazard to human health or the environnent. 66265. 99)
to interimstatus
facilities at which groundwater renediation is

necessary.
STATE ARARs
22 CCR § § 64431, 64444 Est abl i shes California prinary drinking water
standards for Rel evant and
Specific California MCLs are rel evant and appropriate where they are nore
public drinking water supply systens (al so known as "MCLs"). appropriate

stringent than federal MCLs.
California MCLs that are nore stringent than
where norefederal MCLs for contam nants of concern are
listed in Table 15.
Stringent than



federal standard
'State Water Resources Requi res cleanup and abatenent of discharges to

backgr ound Appl i cabl e
Applicable to wastes discharged to waters of the state. EPA selected MCLs that

Control Board Resol ution 92- water quality, or the best water quality which
is reasonable if exceed
baseline (or health-based limts where no MCLs are set) as the

49 111. G background | evel s cannot be restored. groundwat er protection standard, due
to the conpl ex hydrogeol ogi cal setting
at

the Gl Site, the mnimal risks of exposure, and the
limted potential use
of the

40 FCFRE 1(4 Ita, ~
B and G
resource.
~Porter-Col ogne Water Quality Pursuant to these authorities, the Los Angeles
County Sanitation Of-sitc
Permits are required for discharges to the sanitary sewer, because it is an off-site

Control Act § 13370.5; District issues Industrial Wastewater Discharge
permits setting di schar ge
activity. Discharges nust neet pretreatnent standards, presented in Table 16.
Cal i fornia Governnent Code di scharge limts for concentration of contaninants,
t enper at ure, requi renent
Changes to pretreatnent standards, or additional flows over the current pernit
§ 54739 and vol ume. limt of 24,000 gpd, will require nodification of

the current pernit.



Tabl e 20
Summary of Location-Specific ARARs
011 Site Final Record of Decision

LocatioiW_ Citation Description of Requirenent ARARConment s
Det erm nati on

Wthin 200 ft of a 22 CCR Prohi bits construction of new Applicabl e Sever al
identified in the area that may have been
fault displaced in § 66264. 18(a) hazardous waste treatment, storage, di spl aced during the Hol ocene period
(EPA, 1994c).
Hol ocene tine or disposal facilities.
Sei smic Zone 23 CCR § 2547 Requi res waste managenent units to Rel evant and Appropriate seisnic protection
nmeasures are required for existing

be designed to withstand the appropriate forleachate collection and treatnent units at the Q|
Any new

maxi mum cr edi bl e eart hquake exi sting units;waste nanagenent units nmust be designed to withstand the
maxi mum

wi t hout damage to the foundation or appl i cable for credi bl e earthquake.

to structures that control |eachate. new units
Mgratory bird area --i-6U.S.C. § 703 Protects species of native birds in the Applicable

habitat for protected bird species. 'Me renedial

faults have been

U S. fromunregulated "take," whichdesign process will identify any nmeasures necessary to prevent an

can include poisoning at hazardousunregul ated "take" of protected bird species.
waste sites.



Tabl e 21
Acti on- Speci fic ARARs
Ol Site Final Record of Decision

Description of Requirenent ARAR Det er mi nati on Comrent s
Citation
Landfill Muintenance, O osure and pottclosure
22 CCR § 66265 11 Requi res mai ntenance and operation of facilities to minimze fire, Applicable
The renedi al design process will identify appropriate neisure.;
expl osi on, or release of hazardous substances. consistent with the provisions of
this requirenent.
22 CCR 88 66265, 32. Speci fies emergency and communi cations systens for hazardous waste Applicable
The renedi al design process will specify appropriate
66265. 33, 6626434, facilities, testing of equipnent, and arrangenents for energency
communi cation and energency systens consistent with the
66265. 37(a), 66265. 55, support services. substantive provisions of these
requirenents.
66265.56(a)-(c), (e)-(h)
22 CCR § 66265~ 14 Requi res security measures sufficient to prevent unknow ng or Applicable
Substantive provisions are pertinent to Ol Site security
unaut hori zed entry onto hazardous waste facilities. Appropriate security neasures could
include existing or upgraded
syst ens.
14 CCR § 17767(c) Requires security nmeasures to prevent unauthorized access to closed Rel evant
and appropriate Subst antive provisions are pertinent to Gl Site security.
landfills and nonitoring, control, and recovery systens. Appropriate security neasures could
include existing or upgraded
syst ens.
14 CCR § 17701 Requi res operation and nai ntenance of landfills to prevent public Relevant and
appropriate The renedial design process will identify appropriate nmeasures to
nui sance. prevent public nuisance.
14 CCR § 17706 Requi res operation and nai ntenance of landfills to ninimnze dust Rel evant and
appropriate The renedial design process will identify appropriate neasures to
creation. I ni nirni ze dust creation.
14 CCR § 17707 Requi res operation and nai ntenance of landfills to control vectoirs Rel evant
and appropriate 'Me renedi al design process will identify appropriate neasures to
(insects, rodents, etc.). mai ntai n vector control.
14 CCR § 17713 Requi res operation and nai ntenance of landfills to control odors. Relevant and
appropriate The renedial design process will identify appropriate nmeasures to
mai ntai n odor control.
22 CCR § 66265. 111 Requires closure to nmininize need for further maintenance and to  Applicable
The renedi al design process will identify neasures to reduce
WA) protect human health and the environnent fromrel eases of handous mai nt enance and prevent rel eases
consistent with the provisions of
subst ances. this requirenent.
22 CCR § 66265-310 Requires facility closure to mnimze chance of postclosure release of Applicable
The renedi al design process will identify specific post-closure care
(b)(1), and (b)(3) except hazardous waste; facilitate postclosure maintenance, nonitoring and

nmeasures consistent with the provisions of this requirenent.
references to 8§ 66265.118 enmer gency response.



-120.

22 CCR § 66265.95 Est abl i shes the point of conpliance for groundwater protection Applicabl e
The renedi al design process will identify well locations to nonitor

standards as a vertical surface |located at the hydraulically conpliance with the groundwater
protection standards consi stent

downgradient linmt of the waste nanagenent area. with the provisions of this
requi renent
22 CCR § 66265-96 Defines the conpliance period for groundwater quality as the nunber Appl i cabl e
The renedial design process will specify the conpliance period for

of years equal to the active life of the waste managenent unit. specified areas consistent with the

provisions of this requirenent.
Requires restarting the conpliance period if evaluation nonitoring is

initiated
7e renedial des
mai nt enance and
‘s rouir met

h en
22 CCR § 66264.96(c) Ext ends groundwater quality conpliance period until groundwater Appl i cabl e
This requirenment would extend the conpliance period if
protection standard has been net for three consecutive years. groundwat er perfornance standards are

not net by the end of the
period specified by 22 CCR § 66265.96. Applicable (by reference
from 22 CCR § 66265.99) when groundwater remnediation is
requi-red at interimstatus facilities



Tabl e 21
Acti on- Speci fic ARARs
011 Site Final Record of Decision
Ctation Description of Requirenent ARAI R Determ nation Conments

22 CCR § 66265.98

Requires rel ease detection nonitoring in areas unaffected by prioy Appl i cabl e The renmedi al design wll
specify the el enents of-a nion{orinv
(a) rel eases program consi stent with the substantive provisions of thi~

requirement to detect new groundwater perfornmance standard
exceecl ances in areas where no exceecl ances of groundwater
perfornmance standards previously occurred.

122 CCR 8 66265.99(a), (b), Requires evaluation nonitoring to assess the nature and extent of any Appl i cabl e The
renedi al design will specify the elenments of a nonitoring,
(e)(1) - (4) and (6) except exceedances of groundwater performance standards.

program consi stent with
the substantive provisions of this

for references to surface requirement to evaluate the nature and extent of exceedances of
wat er groundwat er protection standards in groundwater
22 CCR § 66264. 1 00(d) Requires water quality nonitoring programto nmeasure effectiveness of Applicable
The renedi al design process will identify the nmeasures necessary t-~
renedi ati on. nonitor the effectiveness of groundwater renediation. Applicable

(by reference from22 CCR § 66265.99) when groundwat er
remedi ation is required at interimstatus facilities.

22 CCR § 66265.117 (b)- Requi res post-closure care for 30 years after conpletion of closure of Applicable
Post-cl osure care includes nonitoring and nai ntenance of waste
(d) except references to the interimstatus hazardous waste nmanagenent facilities. cont ai nnent
systens. EPA may deternmine that the length of the
66265. 118, 119 and 120. riod may be nodified.
Los Angel es Regi onal Est abl i shes requirements for stormwater discharges from hazardous Applicable to
on-site St ormwat er di scharges fromthe site fall within the scope of the
Water Quality Control waste treatnent, storage and disposal facilities di scharges; otherw se off-
general permt. Stormmater discharges to the sanitary sewer are not
| Board Order WDR 96- 054 site di scharge requirenent included, but are addressed in the
Sanitary District permt for the
NPDES # CAS614001 Leachate Treatnent Plant.
Landfill Liquids Treatment and Di sposal
22 CCR § 66264. 601 Requires |l ocation, design, construction, operation, and mai ntenance of Applicable
to new units; New units that treat |eachate, a |listed hazardous waste (F039), nust
m scel | aneous units that treat hazardous waste to ensure protection of portions applicable or meet these
requirements. Requirenments for operation, nmintenance
human health and the environnment. relevant and appropriate to and cl osure are relevant and
appropriate to existing |l eachate
existing units treatnment units.
22 CCR 88 66264. 192, Requires construction, operation, and closure of hazardous waste Applicable to
new units; New treat nent tanks that treat |eachate, a |isted hazardous waste
66264. 193(c) - (f), treatment in tanks to conply specified standards, including secondary portions
applicable or (F039), nust neet the substantive provisions of these requirenents.
66264. 194, 66264. 195, cont ai nnent, inspections, and operating lirnits. rel evant and appropriate to
Substantive requirenents for operation, maintenance and cl osure
66264. 197 existing units are rel evant and appropriate to existing |eachate

treat ment tanks.



23 CCR § 2581(c)(2) and Requires operation of |eachate collection and renpval systens as |ong Applicable
Exi sting | eachate collection systens, or functional equivalents, i

(c)(3) except references to as |l eachate is generated and detected throughout the post-closure care must
be operated to the extent feasible (pursuant to 23 CCR
surface water peri od. § 2511 (d)).
uw 22 CCR 8§ 66265.3 1 0(e)(2) Requi res mai ntenance and operation of |eachate collection, renoval Appl i cabl e
The renedi al design process
0 will identify appropriate neasures to
and treatnment systemto prevent excess accunul ation of |eachate during prevent excess accumrul ation of
| eachat e.
post -cl osure care peri od.
j 22 CCR 88 66F6-4. 1050 - Sets air emission standards for equiprment |eaks for units fromfacilities
Appl i cabl e Subst antive provisions may be applicable to specified equi pment,
1063 that contain or contact hazardous wastes with organic concentrations of

| at | east 10 percent by weight.



Tabl e 21
Acti on- Speci fic ARARs
011 Site Final Record of Decision

Citation Description of Requirenent
ARAR Det er mi nation Comment s
4 32 Speci fi es emergency and communi cati ons systens for hazardous waste Applicable
22 CCR 88 6626 . - The renedi al design process wll
speci fy appropnate
66264, 33, 66264. 34, facilities, testing of equipnment, and ar-rangenments for emergency comuni cation and
energency systens for the | eachate treatnent
66265. 37(a), 66265, 55, support Services. pl ant consistent with the provisions

of these requireni em-.
66265.56(a)-(c), (c)-(h)
Excavation, Construction and D sposal

22 CCR § 6626T. 1 _14 Requi res equi pment, structures and soils to be properly disposed of or Applicable
The renedi al design process will identify procedures to conply

decont am nat ed during closure. with this requirenent.
22 CCR § 66265.13 Requi res anal ysis of hazardous waste before transfer, treatnment, storage
Appl i cabl e Excavation or other nanagenent of wastes nust neet these

or disposal . requirements.
22 CCR § 66262. 34 Al'l ows storage of hazardous waste onsite in containers for up to 90 Appl i cabl e
Applicable to wastes nmanaged during inplenentation or

days. mai nt enance.
22 CCR 88 66264.171 - Requi res storage of waste in appropriate containers, and appropfiate Appl i cabl e
to new units, Applicable to wastes nanaged in containers during inplenentation
66264. 175, 66264. 178. managenent and cl osure of containnent areas. relevant and appropriate for or

mai nt enance.
existing units

22 CCR § 66264. 552 Al'l ows redi sposal of hazardous wastes generated as part of renediation Applicable
to new units, Designated onsite units may receive redi sposed wastes fromthe
(e)(1) - (4 in designated units rel evant and appropriate for landfill.

-existing units
22 CCR § 66264. 553 Al l ows establishment of tenporary tanks and container storage areas Applicable to
new units, Tenporary tanks and contai ner storage areas may be established
(b), (c) for treatnment or storage of renedi ation wastes rel evant and appropriate for during renediation consistent with this

requirenent.
existing units

SCAQWD Rul e 402 Limts discharge of any air contami nant or material that causes injury, Applicable
Applies to any activities conducted that generate air contam nants
detrinent, nuisance, or annoyance, or that endangers the confort, or materials.
repose, or safety of the public, property, or business.
SCAQWD Rul e 403 Limts downwi nd concentration of PM 10 fromfugitive dust to 100 Appl i cabl e
Applies to activities generating fugitive dust (i.e. earth-noving,
g/ M3 above upw nd concentration, averaged over 5 hours. construction/ denolition, or
vehi cul ar novenent).
SCAQWD Rul e 1150 Requires mitigation nmeasures that ensure a nui sance does not occur Applicable

Potentially applicable to construction or maintenance activities.
| when buried waste is exgosed.



9.1 Chem cal - Specific ARARs

The only chemical -specific ARARs that pertain to the selected renedy are those that address
water quality. Chemical -specific soil requirements are not pertinent to the selected renedy, as
the remedy does not select any response for soil (although action-specific ARARs would apply to
nmanagenent of contam nated soils and wastes necessitated by inplenentation of the renedy or site
mai nt enance). Chenical -specific surface water and air requirenents are addressed in the Gas
Control and Cover ROD. Chem cal -specific ARARs are listed in Table 19

Drinking Water Standards. Section 121(d)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U S . C. 8§ 9621(d)(2), requires CERCLA
cleanups to attain water quality criteria established under the Safe Drinking Water Act if those
criteria are relevant and appropriate, considering, anong other factors, the designated or
potential use of the water resource. The 1995 Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angel es
Regi on (known as the "Basin Plan") designates the groundwater surrounding the QU Site as
potential drinking water. EPA has identified the drinking water standards referred to as

"Maxi mum Cont ami nant Level s" for site-related contam nants as an ARAR, using the nore stringent
of federally- or state-designated MCLs. Due to the conpl ex hydrogeol ogi cal setting at the OR
Site, the mninal risks of exposure, and the limted potential use of the resource, EPA did not
identify the nore stringent standards known as "Maxi num Contam nant Level Goals." MLs for
contam nants of concern at the Al Site are listed in Table 15

Water Quality Standards for Landfill Cosure. Landfill closure requirenments under both federa
and State |law prescribe water quality protection standards. The dIl Site is an "interim status"
hazardous waste |l andfill, having received hazardous wastes after Novenber 19, 1980, the

effective date of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1978, 42 U S. C. § 6901, and
havi ng never obtained a final permt. Regulations governing closure of interimstatus landfills
are applicable to the OR Site. The California hazardous waste programis federally authorized to
operate in lieu of the federal program therefore, the California interimstatus regulations are
consi dered federal ARARs. Federal and state regulations applicable to pernmitted facilities may
be, as a general matter, relevant and appropriate to interimstatus facilities; however, with
regard to chemical -specific water quality protection, those regulations that are both rel evant
and appropriate are no nore stringent than the interimstatus regul ati ons. However, certain
regul ations applicable to groundwater protection standards at permtted facilities where

rel eases have taken place are applicable to interimstatus facilities by reference fromthe
interimstatus regul ations. These regul ations are al so consi dered federal ARARs.

The A1 Site also accepted nunicipal solid waste (such as household trash), but stopped
accepting these wastes prior to the effective date of federal and state regul ati ons for
nmuni ci pal solid waste landfills. These regulations may be, as a general matter, relevant and
appropriate to older landfills that accepted nunicipal solid wastes; however, as with the
regul ations for permtted hazardous waste facilities, those solid waste regul ati ons pertai ning
to chemcal -specific water quality protection that are both rel evant and appropriate are no
nore stringent than the interimstatus regul ations.

The applicable regulations allow a water quality protection standard greater than background, if
it is technically or economcally inpracticable to attain background | evels, provided that the
standard is protective of human health and the environment and is no higher than MCLs. Due to

t he conpl ex hydrogeol ogical setting at the OR Site, the mninal risks of exposure, and the
limted potential use of the resource, EPA selected MCLs that exceed baseline |evels, and
heal t h-based | evel s for contami nants that have no MCLs, as the ARAR. The MCLs and heal t h- based
levels are listed on Table 15

Ofsite Discharge to the Sanitary Sewer. The Leachate Treatnent Plant discharges effluent to the
sanitary sewer. This effluent subsequently undergoes further treatnent at County Sanitation
Districts of Los Angeles County facilities. This discharge is considered an “offsite" activity;
therefore, the activity is not subject to ARARs and nust neet not only substantive, but al so

adm nistrative, requirenents. The substantive requirenents include chemcal -specific criteria
for the effluent. The requirenent for a permt is listed in Table 19 solely for infornationa

pur poses.

9.2 Location-Specific ARARs

The QU Site presents two | ocation-specific issues: seismc (earthquake-rel ated) requirenments and



a requirenment related to protected bird species. The location-specific ARARs are listed in Table
20.

Seismc Requirenents. The 0111 Site is located near several faults that nay have been di spl aced
during the Hol ocene period. New hazardous waste treatnent, storage, or disposal facilities may
not be built within 200 feet of such a fault. In addition, regulations pronul gated by the State
Wat er Resources Control Board require waste nanagenent units to be designed to withstand the
maxi mum credi bl e earthquake for their location. This requirenent is applicable for new
facilities, and relevant and appropriate to existing facilities (to the extent that existing
facilities can be nmade to w thstand the naxi num credi bl e eart hquake).

Mgratory Bird Area. The QU Site provides habitat to several species of mgratory birds
protected under federal |aw The prohibition agai nst "taking" such mgratory birds, which can
i ncl ude poi soning at hazardous waste sites, is applicable.

9.3 Action-Specific ARARs

Federal and/or state environnental requirenents address nunmerous activities required by the
sel ected renedy. These activities include landfill naintenance, closure, and postclosure
landfill liquids treatment and di sposal; and excavati on, construction, and disposal. The
action-specific ARARs are listed in Table 21

Landfill Maintenance, Cosure, and Postclosure. The interimstatus regulations pertinent to
landfill maintenance (such as energency prevention and security) and to landfill closure and
postclosure are applicable to the OR Site. Certain pernmtted facility regulations pertaining to
nmonitoring the effectiveness of water quality renmediation and to the water quality conpliance
period for facilities undergoing water quality renediation are applicable by reference to
interimstatus facilities. Certain state standards for nuisance-related controls at nunici pal
solid waste facilities are nore stringent than interimstatus regulations, and are rel evant and
appropriate to the selected renedy. In addition, stormwater discharge requirenents are
applicable for onsite discharges not addressed in the Gas Control and Cover ROD (offsite

di scharges nust neet both administrative and substantive requirenents). Stormater discharges
that will be addressed under the Gas Control and Cover RCD are subject to the ARARs identified
in that ROD.

The Gas Control and Cover ROD, which is a final ROD, identified ARARs for landfill gas
collection and destruction. Gas collection and destruction activities undertaken as site contro
neasures (ternmed the "gas extraction and air dike systenf) prior to their inclusion as
activities under the Gas Control and Cover operable unit are subject to the ARARs identified in
the Gas Control and Cover ROD. To the extent that these interimagas collection and destruction
activities cannot nmeet specific ARARs, such ARARs are waived for the interimneasures, as

inpl enentation of the Gas Control and Cover ROD will achieve the ARARs.

Landfill Liquids Treatnment and Disposal. The interimstatus regul ations, which require | eachate
collection and renoval to prevent excess accunulation, are applicable to the OH Site. The State
Wat er Resources Control Board regulation for |eachate collection and renoval is different in
scope and al so applicable, requiring | eachate collection and renoval through the postclosure
period. However, as the 011 Site is undergoing renedi ati on under the oversight of a public
agency, the State Water Resources Control Board regulation is only applicable to the extent

f easi bl e.

Desi gn and construction requirenents for permtted facilities are applicable to any new units
i npl enented under this renedy, Qperation, nmintenance, and cl osure requirenents are applicable
to new units and either applicable or relevant and appropriate to existing units (depending on
when they were constructed).

Of-gas fromthe | eachate treatnment plant is collected and sent through the existing "foul air"
systemto the landfill gas control systemfor destruction. ARARs for the landfill gas contro
systemare included in the Gas Control and Cover ROD.

Regul ation of air em ssions from equipnent |eaks is applicable if specified equi prent contains
hazar dous wastes with organic concentrations of 10 percent or nore.



Excavation, Construction and Disposal. The interimstatus regul ations, which require anal ysis of
hazar dous wastes prior to nmanagenent and proper disposal or decontam nati on of equi pnent,
structures and soils during closure, are applicable. Requirenents for permtted facilities for
storage of waste, tenporary tanks, and containers, and redi sposal of renediation wastes are
applicable to new renedi ation units and rel evant and appropriate for existing units. In

addi tion, South Coast Air Quality Managerment District (SCAQVD) regulations pertinent to
construction, excavation, and nmi ntenance of systens other than those addressed by the Gas
Control and Cover ROD are applicable.

10. 0 Docunentati on of Significant Changes

EPA i ssued the Proposed Plan for this remedy at the OR Site for public comment in June 1996. The
Proposed Plan identified Alternative No. 2, Perineter Liquids Control, as the preferred
alternative. EPA reviewed all witten and verbal coments subnitted during the public coment
period. After review ng these comments, EPA has determi ned that no significant changes to the
remedy, as originally identified in the Proposed Pl an, are necessary.

11.0 Statutory Determ nations

EPA's prinmary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake renedial actions that achieve
adequat e protection of human health and the environnent. In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA
establ i shes several other statutory requirenents and preferences. These specify that when
conpl ete, the selected renedial action for a site nmust conply with applicable or relevant and
appropriate environnmental standards established under federal and state environmenta
requirenents and state facility siting requirenents (unless a statutory waiver is justified).
The sel ected renmedy nust al so be cost-effective and utilize permanent solutions and alternative
treatnent technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogi es to the maxi mum extent practicable.
Finally, the statute includes a preference for renmedies that enploy treatnent that pernanently
and significantly reduces the volune, toxicity, or nmobility of hazardous wastes as their
principal elenment. The follow ng sections discuss how the selected remedy at the OR Site neets
these statutory requirenents.

11.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

The sel ected renmedy protects human health and the environment by elimnating, reducing, or
controlling site-related risk through perineter liquids control and treatnent of landfill

contam nants, natural attenuation of groundwater contam nants beyond the landfill boundary, and
i npl enentation of institutional controls to significantly reduce the potential for future
exposure to landfill -related contam nants and contam nated groundwater. The sel ected renedy

further protects human health and the environment by providing for groundwater nonitoring that
wi Il track novenent of the groundwater contam nation and detect any potential adverse inpacts
This will allow for ongoing eval uati on of groundwater quality and inplenentati on of contingency
nmeasures, if necessary (e.g., if natural attenuation is not progressing as anticipated [see
Table 17]). There is no current use of, or exposure to, groundwater in the 011 Site vicinity.

Site security and institutional controls on the landfill will provide protection of hunan health
and the environnent fromlandfill contents.

There are no short-termthreats associated with inplenentati on of the sel ected renedy that
cannot be readily mtigated. Further, no adverse cross-nedia i npacts are expected fromthe

r ermredy.

11. 2 Conpliance with ARARs

The sel ected renedy of perineter liquids control, liquids collection and treatnment, natura
attenuation of groundwater, groundwater nonitoring, and institutional controls will conply with
all federal and state applicable or relevant and appropriate chenical -, action-, and

Locati on-specific requirements (ARARs). Federal and state ARARs pertinent to the sel ected renedy
are discussed in Section 9. The specific ARARs for the selected remedy are presented in Tables
19, 20, and 2 1.

As discussed in the conparison of renedial alternatives section (Section 7.2), there is a slight
potential that because of the conplex groundwater flow conditions and | ow perneability



formati on, natural attenuation may take an excessive amount of tine to reduce inorganic
constituents in groundwater southwest of the landfill to cleanup standards.

11. 3 Cost-Ef fectiveness

EPA has determned that the selected renedy is cost-effective because it will provide increased
protectiveness at a reasonable cost in conmparison to the other alternatives. The estimted tota
net present worth of the selected renedy is $162 mllion. This represents an increase of only 14
percent over Alternative No. | (No Further Action), yet it would be nore protective of human
heal th and the environment than Alternative No. 1. Further, unlike Alternative No. 1, the

sel ected renedy neets ARARs. The selected renmedy is the least costly alternative that is fully
protective of human health and the environnent and that meets ARARs. Alternatives No. 3 and 4 do
not offer additional benefits commensurate with the associated increases in cost and woul d
therefore not be cost-effective

11.4 Wilization of Pernmanent Solutions and A ternative Treatnment Technol ogies to the Maxi mum
Extent Practicable

EPA has determned that the sel ected renedy represents the maxi mumextent to whi ch pernanent
sol utions and treatnment technol ogies can be utilized in a cost-effective manner

O those alternatives that meet the two threshold criteria of overall protection of hunan health
and the environnent and conpliance with ARARs, EPA has determ ned that the sel ected renmedy

provi des the best bal ance of |ong-termeffectiveness and pernmanence; reduction in toxicity,

nobi lity, or volune through treatment; short-termeffectiveness; inplenentability; costs; and
state and community acceptance

The selected renedy is in part a contai nnent-based renedy and is consistent with EPA' s
Presunptive Renmedy for CERCLA Municipal Landfill Sites (EPA, 1993c). The renedy al so includes

consi derabl e collection, renoval, and treatnent of landfill contam nants through the perineter
liquids control system The perinmeter |liquids control system addresses the principal threats
posed by landfill contam nants through inhibiting further mgration of contam nants to
groundwat er. The other principal threats, landfill contents and landfill gas, were previously

addressed through the Gas Control and Cover ROD.

The conponent of the selected renedy for groundwater beyond the landfill perinmeter offers a high
degree of long-termeffectiveness through natural attenuati on enhanced by perineter |iquids
control, groundwater nonitoring to ensure that contam nati on does not spread to potenti al
receptors, and inplenentation of institutional controls to prevent future exposure to

contam nated groundwater. (As noted above, there is no current use of or exposure to groundwater
inthe vicinity of the OR Site.)

Al though the Alternative No. 3 (Source Control plus Perinmeter Control) and A ternative No. 4

(G oundwater Control plus Perineter Control) alternatives may offer slightly increased
protection of human health and the environnment, these slight increases would only be realized at
significantly higher costs. In addition, Alternative No. 4 has substantially higher community

i npacts than the sel ected renedy.

11.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal El enent

By treating the landfill contami nants collected in the perimeter liquids control systemat the
onsite treatment plant, the selected renedy addresses one of the principal threats posed by the
site through the use of treatnent technol ogies. Therefore, the statutory preference for renedi es
that enploy treatnment as a principal elenent is at least partially satisfied. The sel ected
remedy does not use active treatment as a principal elenent for existing groundwater

contam nati on. However, the conbination of perinmeter liquids control, natural attenuation
groundwat er nmonitoring, and institutional controls prevents exposure and offers a pernmanent
solution to the groundwater contam nation.
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