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PART |: DECLARATI ON
1.0 SITE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Lorentz Barrel & Drum Superfund Site
South Tenth Street and East A na Avenue
San Jose, California 95112

EPA | D# CAD 029295706
2.0 STATEMENT CF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the selected renmedial actions for Qperable Unit One
(OJ1) at the Lorentz Barrel & Drum (LB&) Superfund site in San Jose, California. This
docunent was devel oped in accordance wi th the Conprehensive Environnental Response,
Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) as anended by the Superfund Arendnents and
Reaut hori zation Act of 1986 (SARA), 42 U S. C. 9601 et seq., and, to the extent practicable, in
accordance with the National Q1| and Hazardous Substances Pol |l ution Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R
Part 300 (National Contingency Plan [NCP]). The attached admi nistrative record index
(Attachnent A) identifies the docunents upon which the selection of the renedial action is
based.

The State of California, through the California Environnental Protection Agency's (Cal-EPA)
Departnent of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), concurs with the sel ected renedy.

3.0 ASSESSMENT CF THE SI TE

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe LB& site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an inmm nent and substanti al
endangernent to public health, welfare, or the environnent.

4.0 DESCRI PTION CF THE REMEDY

This operable unit (OJ 1) addresses all renumining sources of contam nation not already addressed
by the renmoval of barrels, druns, and soils conpleted in 1988; the renoval of structures, sunps,
drunms, and debris scheduled for 1993 and 1994; and the Operable Unit 2 (OJ2) shallow

groundwat er extraction and treatnment system Therefore, the OJ)1 renedy selected in this RODis
considered and referred to as the "final renedy"” for the LB& site. Wile this renedy addresses
contam nated soil, one of the principal threats at the LB& site, Q)2 will continue to address
the principal threat posed by contam nated shal |l ow groundwater.

The sel ected renedy, which addresses soil, groundwater, vadose zone soil gas in residential
areas, vertical and horizontal conduits, structures, debris, and residues, consists of the
foll owi ng nmaj or conponents:

(1) Treatnent by soil vapor extraction (SVE) of principal threat soil containing volatile
organi ¢ conpounds (VOCs) at concentrations that total nore than 1 ppm

(2) Containment by a cap (single |layer asphaltic-concrete pavenent wthout |eachate
collection or nonitoring systems) using |ong-term naintenance to ensure elimnation
of the exposure pathway to buil ding pads and soil contami nated with non-nobile
chemcals (e.g., polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), pesticides, and netals);

(3) Renobval and off-site disposal of contam nated septic systemand sewer |ine follow ng
their excavation to reduce potential exposure to or mgration of contam nated
r esi dues;

(4) Renoval and off-site disposal of contam nated incinerator ash, stockpiled soil
containing greater than 50 parts-per-mllion PCBs, nonessential wells acting as
potential conduits, mscellaneous debris and the uncontam nated war ehouse;



(5)

(6)

(7)

Monitoring for VOCs in deeper aquifers and in soil gas near selected residences to
provi de advance warning in the unlikely event that significant migration of shallow
groundwat er contam nants begi ns;

Revi ews of the protectiveness of the selected renedy to occur at |east once every
five years in accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA;, and

Land use restrictions to prevent well construction (for water supply purposes) in
source areas that remain contam nated and deed restrictions for those properties
(LB&D, Recycled Fibers, Inc. [RFI] and the adjacent sidewal k area belonging to the
Cty of San Jose) that contain contam nated soil exceeding cap action |evels.
Restrictions will prohibit residential developnent and will limt industrial

devel opnent to activities that do not breach the integrity of the cap or do not

nmobi lize the soil contam nants. Restrictions will also preclude excavation, other
than tenporary subsurface work beneath the cap and will require conplete restoration
of any disturbed fill or cap once any such tenporary work i s conpl eted.

5.0 STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

5.1 PROTECTI VENESS

The selected renmedy is protective of human health and the environnent. Protection is achieved at
this industrial site, and in the aquifers extendi ng beyond the fornmer LB& facility, in the
foll owi ng ways:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

The cap will protect humans fromdirect contact with building pads and cont am nat ed
soi|l present at or adjacent to the former LB& facility. In addition to the LB& and
RFlI properties, the cap will cover all adjacent soil (e.g., adjacent city sidewal k
area) that exceeds the cap action levels for contam nants of concern (COCs). R sk
will be reduced to zero because the cap breaks the exposure pathway. Soil adjacent
to LB&D site boundaries would not be subject to the cap because it does not exceed
cap action levels. The cap will also mnimze contam nant | eaching by surface water
infiltration.

Extraction of VOC contam nated soil vapors followed by capture of the VOCs on

granul ar activated carbon will protect the shall ow groundwater from further
degradation by these highly nobile contam nants. Health risks fromthe VOCs woul d be
el i m nated because they will be destroyed during regenerati on of the granul ar
activated carbon.

Renoval and off-site disposal of non-essential wells located in the vicinity of the
shal | ow groundwat er contam nation plunme will reduce the potential for the wells to
act as vertical mgration conduits for shallow groundwater contam nants. In addition,
excavation and off-site disposal of the contam nated septic system and sewer |line
wi Il reduce potential exposure to or migration of contam nated residues.

Renoval and off-site disposal of contam nated incinerator ash fromthe LB& facility
operations, stockpiled soil containing greater than 50 ppm PCBs, and contami nat ed
debris and residues will prevent future direct human contact with these contam nated
materi al s.

Addi tional protection fromfuture potential human exposure to contani nated
groundwater will be provided by a nechanismfor early warning in the unlikely event
that shal | ow groundwat er contam nants migrate towards the deep, drinking water
aquifer. Both the internediate and deep aquifers will be nonitored for VOCs on a
sem -annual basis to alert the coommunity if VOCs are detected. 1In a simlar fashion,
nmonitoring of the soil gas near residences situated above the shall ow groundwat er
plure will provide advance warning in the unlikely event that VOCs begin a
significant mgration towards the confined spaces of dwellings.



(6) Land use restrictions will prevent well construction (for water supply purposes) in
source areas that remain contaminated. Deed restrictions will be inposed for those
properties (LB&, RFlI, and the adjacent sidewal k area belonging to the Gty of San
Jose) that contain contam nated soil exceeding cap action levels. Deed restrictions
will prohibit residential developnent and will limt industrial devel opnent to
activities that do not breach the integrity of the cap or do not nobilize the soi
contamnants. Restrictions will also preclude excavation, other than tenporary
subsurface work beneath the cap and will require conplete restorati on of any
disturbed fill or cap once any such tenporary work is conpl et ed.

5.2 APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS

The sel ected remedy conplies with federal and state requirenents that are legally applicable, or
rel evant and appropriate (ARARs) to the renedial action

5.3 PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRI NCI PAL ELEMENT

The selected renedy will use SVE to treat all of the VOC contam nated soil, which is about 15
percent of the contam nated soil at the LB& site. This in situ treatment will occur only on
the LB&D property. Extracted VOCs will be captured on granul ar activated carbon and
subsequently destroyed off-site during the carbon regeneration process. No other treatnent
processes are involved in the final remedy, nostly because of the | ack of technol ogies that can
effectively treat the heterogeneous m x of LB& soil COCs. Because principal threat soil is
treated, the selected renedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatnment as a principle

el ement of the renedy.

5.4 USE OF PERVANENT SCLUTI ONS, ALTERNATI VE TREATMENT OR RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNCOLOG ES

Per manent sol utions, alternative treatnent and alternative resource technol ogi es were eval uat ed
during the Feasibility Study (FS), but were not deternmined to be practicable or cost effective
for nmost of the contam nated soil at the LB& site, |argely because of the heterogeneous m xture
of COCs. By its use of SVE for principal threat soil, the selected renedy utilizes pernmanent
solutions and alternative treatnent technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances renai ning on-site above heal t h-based
levels and the cap will require long-termroutine maintenance, a review will be conducted within
five years after commencenent of the renedial action and every five years thereafter, to ensure
that the renedy continues to provide adequate protection of hunman health and the environnent.

5.5 COST EFFECTI VENESS

The remedy is cost effective because adequate protection is achieved for the estinmated cost of
performance. The analysis contained in the FS and this ROD denonstrates that additiona
renmedi al action and the cost associated with that action woul d not achieve a significantly
greater reduction in risk, but would result in a dranatically higher cost. The FS and this ROD
al so show that a lesser effort and a | ower cost would result in a nmeasurably higher risk at the
LB&D site.

5.6 SUWARY

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with ARARs, and
is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent
technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference for
renmedi es that enploy treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volume as a principa

el enent .

Because the renmedy will result in hazardous substances renai ning on-site above heal t h-based
levels, a five-year review, pursuant to Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C 9621(c), wll be
conducted at | east once every five years after initiation of the renedial action to ensure that
the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the environnent.



PART Il: DEC SI ON SUMVARY

This Decision Summary provi des an overvi ew of the probl ens posed by the LB& Superfund site, the
renmedi al alternatives, and the analysis of the renedial alternatives. This Decision Sunmmary
explains the rationale for the renedy sel ection and how the selected renedy satisfies the
statutory requirenents.

1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON
1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Lorentz Barrel & Drum Superfund Site

1515 South Tenth Street

Corner of South Tenth Street and East Al nma Avenue
San Jose, California 95112

CAD # 029295706

The LB&D site is located at the above address in Santa Clara County, about 13 niles southeast of
the southern tip of San Francisco Bay (Figure 1.1). The LB& site is defined as all |and
previously used for LB& facility operations and all areas where contam nation fromthe LB&
facility operations has come to reside. The LB& site includes a contam nated shal | ow
groundwat er plune area and properties containing contamnated soil, structures, debris, and
residues. Figure 1.1 shows the locations of the various areas of the LB& site that are defined
and described bel ow. For purposes of reference, the first appearance of a defined area in the
text belowis underlined. These defined terns will be used throughout the renainder of this
docunent .

The original LB&D property consisted of 10.5 acres |located at the southern corner of South Tenth
Street and East Alma Avenue in the Gty of San Jose. A 3.78-acre portion of the origina

property was never significantly involved in the LB& drum recycling operations and was
transferred shortly after the LB&D operations began. This portion includes the 3.39-acre
Nort on/ Phel ps property and a 0.39-acre Wstern Pacific Railroad easenent. This portionis
located at the southeastern end of the original LB& property and is not considered part of the
LB&D site.

The remaining 6. 72-acre portion of the original 10.5-acre LB& property that is contam nated
fromoperations of the former LB& facility is part of the LB& site. This portion includes the
LB&D property, defined as the 5.25-acre, L-shaped parcel that contained the LB& facility
operations in 1987. The former LB&D facility included all the buildings, equipnent, and | and
that LB&D used in operating the drumrecycling business from 1947 onward. Before 1981, facility
operations al so occurred on nei ghboring property, currently owned by RFl, that once was part

of the original 10.5-acre LB&D property. The 1.47-acre RFl property includes the 1.32-acre RF
parcel (388 East Alma Avenue) that is occupied by the RFl paper recycling business operations
(fornerly known as Arata Western) and the 0.15-acre Pacific Sandbl ast Services (PSS) parcel (400
East Al na Avenue) that is occupied by the PSS business operations. PSS once |eased its parce
fromLB& and now | eases its parcel fromRFl.

In addition to the fornmer LB&D facility property, the LB& site also includes a |limted anount
of adjacent Gty of San Jose property. The adjacent city sidewal k area is defined as soi
belonging to the Gty of San Jose | ocated between the LB&D property fence lines parallel to East
Al ma Avenue and to South Tenth Street and their respective street pavenents. Wile the former
LB&D facility operation did not officially involve the adjacent city sidewalk area, it is likely
that contam nated runoff fromthe LB& property contam nated soil beneath the sidewal ks.

Finally, the area above the shallow groundwater plune is also part of the LB& site, although
there is no known surface or shallow soil contam nation in this area, except for those portions
of the plune that |ie under LB&, RFI, and adjacent city sidewal k area properties.

1.2 TOPOGRAPHY

The topography of the LB&D property is nearly flat, with a slight slope fromthe sout hnest



corner to the northeast corner. The highest elevation at the southwest corner is 106 feet above
nean sea level (nsl), and the | owest point at the northeast corner is 102 feet above nsl. The
regi onal topography slopes gradually to the north toward Coyote CGreek. El evations south of the
LB&D site are between 105 and 110 feet above nsl and gradual |y decrease in the northerly
direction toward Coyote Oreek to between 95 and 100 feet above nsl.

1.3 ADJACENT LAND USE

The LB&D and RFI property, and the surrounding area to the south and west are zoned for
comrercial /industrial use per the Gty of San Jose Pl anning Departnment. The predomi nant zoning
within a 1-mle radius of the LB& property is commercial/industrial. The residential and
recreational district to the north and east of the LB&D property includes Spartan Stadi um (San
Jose State University [SISU football stadiun), San Jose Minicipal Stadium (Gty of San Jose)
and SJSU recreation fields. The Gty of San Jose intends to maintain and further devel op the
recreational uses of land to the north and east of the LB& site

The cl osest residence to the LB& property is the SISU student housing on South Tenth Street,

| ocated approximately 700 feet north. Single famly residential houses are |ocated 1,100 feet
north of the LB& property. Less than 3,000 people are estimated to live within a 1-mle radius
of the LB&D property.

1.4 H STORICAL LAND USE

The nmajority of the San Jose area devel oped fromagricultural use to the current predom nant
residential/comercial/industrial use. Review of a 1939 aerial photograph indicates that, prior
to devel opment of the LB&D and RFI properties, the nearest devel opments to the LB&D property
consi sted of Spartan Stadiumto the northwest, SJSU tennis courts to the north, residential
housing to the north, and railroad tracks to south.

A 1954 aerial photograph shows the LB& drumreconditioning facility, including two warehouses
Qher facilities on the original LB& property included an auto wecker in the southwest corner
California Roofing and Lou Jones Construction to the south of the LB& facility and PSS to the
north. Druns were stored on nost of the open areas at the former LB&D facility, including at

|l east half of the property that is now owned by RFI

Bet ween 1954 and 1968, the warehouse to the west of the processing facility was reportedly
destroyed by fire and other structures were added or nodified. The 1971 aerial photograph
indicates that the northwest portion of the LB& property (part of the RFI property) was fenced
fromthe renai nder of the LB&D property. This property was used as a junkyard. The 1976 aeria
phot ograph of the current RFlI property shows that the area was filled with autonobiles
(presunmably junked), while in a 1980 aerial photo, the najority of the autonobiles were gone.
The 1982 aerial photograph shows the nmain RFl facility constructed. The basic structures on the
LB&D property remmined | argely unchanged after 1968. Fromthe photo, it appears that roadway

i mprovenents and sidewal k addi ti ons on both East Al ma Avenue and South Tenth Street, which
occurred in the late 1970s or early 1980s, nay have covered over portions of |and inpacted by
the LB&D facility operations.

1.5 CGEALoGY

The LB&D site lies near the axis of the Santa Clara Valley (a deep, broad, northwest tending

al luvial basin) situated between the Santa Cruz Muuntains to the southwest and the D abl o Range
to the northeast. The basin sedinments are divided into the |ower Plio-Pleistocene Santa Cara
Formati on, which is sonmewhat consolidated and has been slightly deformed, and the upper
Quaternary alluvium which is poorly consolidated. Both units consist of interbedded gravel
sand, silt, and clay and cannot be reliably differentiated in well |ogs.

1.6 HYDROGEQLOGY

Water that is considered part of the LB& site is conprised of the shallow and deep aquifers.
The LB&D site is located in the southeastern region of the San Jose water resources subarea.
This groundwat er basin subarea is an inportant groundwater source due to the extent, thickness
and perneability of the deep water-bearing units. Nunerous water-bearing units (aquifers)
underlie the LB& site, separated by thick |owperneability marine clay |ayers (aquitards)



formed during past incursions of San Francisco Bay.

There are four predom nantly granul ar water-bearing or potentially water-bearing subsurface
zones below the LB& site. These zones have been designated with respect to increasing depth
bel ow ground surface (bgs) as Zone A, Zone B, Zone C, and Zone D as shown in Figure 1.2. The
contam nated shal |l ow groundwater currently located in Zone B conprises QJ}2. |f contam nated
groundwat er from Zone B al so conmes to exist in Zone A (e.g., arise in the water table or
resaturation), Zone A groundwater woul d be addressed under OUJ-2. The deep aquifer (Zones C and
D) and potential conduits between the shall ow and deeper aquifers conprise the groundwater
portion of QJ 1. Unsaturated portions of Zone A |lying above the contam nated groundwater in
Zone B contain low |l evels of VOCs. VOC contam nated soil gas and soil in Zone A are considered
part of QU 1.

Zone A extends fromthe existing grade to approximately 20 feet bgs and is conprised of sand and
silty sand with occasional |enses of silt and clay. Soil borings conpleted through Zone A
indicate that the soils are generally dry, although it nay contain seasonal perched groundwater
Zone Ais underlain by a 2- to 7-foot-thick clay/silty clay aquitard with occasional |ocal sandy
to clayey silt discontinuities near or under the LB& site that connect Zone A to the underlying
Zone B

Zone B contains VOCs as groundwater contamination (Figure 1.3) and is predom nantly conprised of
sands and silty sands with occasional |enses of sandy gravel, silt, and silty clay. These soils
are encountered at depths starting at approximately 25 feet bgs. Zone B is a seni-confined

aqui fer and is currently the uppernost water-bearing unit under the LB& site. G oundwater
levels in Zone B range fromapproxinately 18 to 30 feet bgs and the flow direction is northerly.
Conduits may exist which could transfer VOC contam nants fromthe shall ow aquifer to deeper

aqui fers

Underlying Zone B is an approxi mately 35-foot-thick aquitard, encountered at depths from

approxi mately 35 feet bgs to approximately 70 feet bgs. This unit is conprised prinmarily of very
stiff clay/silty clay with occasional, discontinuous |enses of silt separating the shall ow

aqui fer contam nation from contam nating Zone C

Zone C (starting fromapproximately 70 feet bgs) is predom nantly conprised of sand and grave
and has a groundwater flow direction to the northwest.

According to Santa Cara Valley Water District (SCWD), the granular, water-bearing soils in
Zones B and C conprise the regional upper aquifer. The SCWWD i ndi cates that groundwater usage in
the regional upper aquifer is limted to |ocal donmestic or agricultural purposes. However, the
SCWD al so indicates that

sone of the deep production wells in the groundwater basin may be extracting water fromboth the
upper and | ower zones because of the placenent of multiple perforations. This is the case for
the SJSU Spartan Stadiumwell and for the Kelley Park well; both are gravel - packed across the
Zone C and Zone D aquifers.

An approxi mate 100-foot-thick aquitard, consisting of silts and clays, separates Zone C from
Zone D. Zone D (encountered from230 to 1,000 feetbgs) is conprised of thick beds of sand and
gravel interbedded with thick beds of silty and sandy clay. Zone D conprises the regional |ower
aqui fer, or deep aquifer, fromwhich Santa ara Valley extracts an estinmated 107,000 acr ef eet
of groundwater a year for irrigation and donestic uses. The San Jose Water Conpany (SIWO)

mai ntai ns and operates the 12'" Street well field, located on 12th Street, approximately 0.75
mles north and downgradi ent of the LB&D property. The well field consists of nine production
wel I's which extract groundwater fromthe Zone D aquifer for use as a nunicipal drinking water
supply for approxi mately 33,000 households in the area. Water levels in wells at the 12th
Street well field range fromapproximately 75 feet bgs to 150 feet bgs under punping conditions.
The expected gradient for Zone Dis toward the north. At locations within the vicinity of the
LB&D site, the gradient is influenced by the SIWC 12'" Street well field.

1.7 WATER USE

The LB&D site is located in the southeastern corner of the San Jose subarea as defined by the
California Departnent of Water Resources. This subarea is one of the nost inportant natura



sources of groundwater in the south San Franci sco Bay area (South Bay). The deep aquifer (250
to 400 feet bgs) is a nmajor source of potable groundwater, fromwhich it is estinated that Santa
Clara Valley extracts 107,000 acre-feet per year. Three public water supply well fields (owned
by SIW), located at the 12th Street, Cottage Gove, and Needles Stations, are within 1 mle of
the LB& site. An SIJSU well is located at the Spartan Stadi um

G oundwater in the area is used for drinking and irrigation. The nearby water wells all draw
wat er fromscreened intervals |ocated at depths greater than 150 feet bgs. The princi pal
groundwat er extraction wells for drinking water purposes are |located in the Zone D aquifer and
are operated by the SIWC. The SJSU Spartan Stadiumwell is used for both potable and irrigation
purposes. The Kelley Park well provides water for the fish pond and is not used as a potable
wat er supply. There are no extraction wells located in the Zone B aquifer other than those used
for treatnent of the contam nated groundwater

Coyote Creek is located less than 0.5 mles northeast of the LB&D property. Historically, the
primary uses of water fromthis creek have been agricultural and to sonme extent recreational
Its current principal value is the contribution to the ecology of the South Bay. No other
surface waters are located within 2 mles of the LB& site.

1.8 STRUCTURES

Approxi mately 2.75 acres of the LB& property have been paved with a tar and gravel mxture
(chi pped seal) to cover an area once used for drum storage. The paved area overlies soils which
are discolored and potentially contam nated. A snall portion of this 2.75 acres is covered by
an asphaltic concrete cover installed by LB&. The other 2.5 acres of the LB& property are
unpaved but are covered by five buildings which housed the drumreconditioning facilities,
several sunps, an open storage bin |located adjacent to the processing facility, various piles of
wood, rusted netal debris, nunerous enpty drums and nurerous non-hazardous druns. Al of these
structures and materials, with the exception of an intact warehouse and druns of ash, are
schedul ed to be renoved in 1993 and 1994 by a group of potentially responsible parties (PRPs)
under an Administrative Order on Consent (AQC) as nore fully described below. Figure 1.4 shows
the locations of existing and forner facilities. Sonme of the facility structures, numerous
barrels and limted amounts of soil were renoved fromthe LB& site during 1987 energency
response acti ons conducted by the California Departnent of Health Services' (DHS s) toxic

subst ances control division, (now known as DISC, a part of Cal-EPA)

The RFI property includes both the RFl and PSS parcels, as shown in Figure 1.4. The RFl parce
is conpletely covered by a concrete slab, and the PSS parcel is entirely covered by asphalt.

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES
2.1 HSTORY OF SITE ACTIVITI ES

The Lorentz famly started recycling druns at the forner LB& facility in 1947. During the early
years, portions of the original LB& property (10.5 acres) were also rented or |eased to other
conpanies. Several facilities were in operation on the LB& property around 1954, including an
auto wecker, a junkyard, a roofing conpany, a construction conpany, and sandbl asting services

Druns for recycling were received fromboth private and public sources throughout California and
Nevada. Private sources included over 2000 different conpanies and individuals, representing
chem cal, food, health care, electronics, paint, ink, and paper industries. Public sources
included mlitary bases, research | aboratories, and county agencies. Many druns arrived at the
LB&D facility containing residual aqueous wastes, organic solvents, acids, oxidizers, and oils

The LB&D facility operations consisted in part of enptying all residues, cleaning, resealing,
repainting, and reselling the druns. Residues were renoved fromthe druns by various nethods
including caustic and acid washes, incineration, blasting with steel shot, and steam cl eani ng
Druns were then resurfaced, reseal ed, and repai nted using various substances, including phenolic
epoxy resins and rust inhibitors.

From the 1950s until sone tine between 1976 and 1978, a drainage ditch fromthe processing
facility was utilized to drain wastes. The drainage ditch discharged to a | arge sunp
(approximately 30 by 80 feet) located in the northern corner of the LB&D property bounded by the



corner of East Al ma Avenue and South 10th Street. Aerial photographs of the LB& site fromthat
tine period reveal the presence of liquids in the sunp, drainage ditch, and various ponded
areas. The sunp discharged to the stormdrain system Between 1968 and 1971, the discharge was
diverted to the sanitary sewer.

Previ ous investigations have indicated that discharge to the sanitary sewer ceased in 1983 or
1984. After 1984, liquid wastes were reportedly reduced in volunme by evaporation, drummed, and
di sposed as hazardous waste along with incinerator ash, residual |iquids, and sludge. Surface
runof f was reportedly collected and recycled in the hot caustic wash cycle of the drumrecycling
process. As aresult of the LB& facility operations, a large variety of chem cal residues from
drums delivered to the LB& site, as well as chemcals used by the LB& facility in its drum
reconditioning processes, have contam nated soil, structures, and shall ow groundwater at and
beneath the LB&D site. Contam nated groundwater has al so mgrated about 2,000 feet north of the
LB&D property.

The LB&D facility ceased operations in 1987. |In late 1987 and early 1988, DISC and the U.S.
Envi ronnental Protection Agency (EPA) conducted energency response actions at the LB& site that
i ncluded renoval of 3,000 cubic yards of highly contam nated soils at the forner nain sunp area
and over 26,000 drums, some of which contained residues. At the conclusion of the renova

action, the majority of the LB& property was paved over.

In 1992, pursuant to a Consent Decree (CD) with EPA, a group of eleven PRPs, known as the
Lorentz Shal | ow Groundwat er Task Force (LSGIF), conpleted construction of and began operating a
shal | ow groundwat er extraction and treatnent system This system addresses the VOC

contami nati on of groundwater beneath the LB& site, as well as the plune that extends

approxi mately 2000 feet north fromthe fornmer nmain sunp.

Recently, a separate group of seven PRP conpanies, known as the Structures Renoval G oup, has
begun a renoval of buildings, sunps, druns, and m scel |l aneous debris pursuant to an ACC with
EPA. They are expected to conplete the renoval in 1994.

2.2 H STORY COF SITE | NVESTI GATI ONS

Since 1981, there have been several environnental sanpling studies at the LB& site ai med at
investigating the nature and extent of contami nation. Over a period of 6 years DISC and LB&D
have col | ected soil and groundwater sanples fromon-site and off-site nonitoring wells

Nurer ous netals, organics, and PCBs were found above Total Threshold Limt Concentrations
(TTLOQ. Sanpling results fromthese efforts are summarized in Section 5.0 of this Decision
Summary.

In 1988, EPA began field activities for the Renedial Investigation (RI). The R included
sanpling and anal ysis of surface and subsurface soil, facility structures, groundwater

sedi nents, and surface water; a geophysical survey; topographic surveying and nmappi ng; punp
tests; borehol e geophysics; geotechnical sanpling; air sanpling; and biota sanpling.
Additionally, a limted well survey was performed, and potential conduits were investigated.

Begi nning in 1991, EPA comenced field activities for six Rl addenda. For R Addendum No. 1
EPA install ed eight Zone B, one Zone C, and one Zone D nonitoring wells to better define the
groundwat er contam nant plune boundaries and to provi de deep aquifer nonitoring. R Addendum
No. 2 included sanpling of 30 soil borings on the RFl property to assess the inpact of the LB&
operations on the RFl property. R Addendum No. 3 updated the Baseline Health R sk Assessnent
(BHRA) contained in the Rl by evaluating soil risks under a residential use scenario. It also
nodel ed and eval uated potential risk fromthe vapor-phase mgration of groundwater contam nants
up to the surface and into confined spaces of buildings |ocated above the plune.

In R Addendum No. 4, EPA assessed the location and status of potential conduits and whether

addi tional conduits existed along the | eading edge of the plune. In R Addendum No. 5, EPA
investigated the stockpiled soil excavated fromthe treatment facility foundation to assess the
soil contam nation present. The sanpling results of the stockpiled soil were conpared with
previous investigation results to evaluate heterogeneity of LB& soil. For R Addendum No. 6
EPA installed one Zone C nonitoring well to serve as a warning well for the SJSU Spartan Stadi um
well and to better define the characteristics of the Zone C aquifer immedi ately downgradi ent
fromthe original source area



In addition, various sanpling and analysis activities have been perforned by the Structures
Renmoval Group as part of the renobval of structures, debris, equipnent, and druns. Specific
sanpling activities have been perfornmed on drumcontents, sunp liquids, and building materials

2.2.1 Soi
2.2.1.1 Soil Wth Health-Ri sk-Based CCOCs

There are two basic categories of soil COCs that remain at the LB& site. Sone contami nants have
been identified as health-risk-based COCs because they contribute a significant |evel of cancer
or non-cancer risk for direct exposure as determned in the R risk assessnent. Al of the
contam nated soil at the LB& site contains health-risk-based COCs. However, nost of this soi
poses a low |l evel threat because the COCs have low nobility in the environnment, and are present
near heal t h-based | evel s.

In a few snmall areas near forner sunps, the soil also contains VOCs at concentrations that
threaten to contam nate groundwater. VOCs are not included as health-risk-based COCs because of
their limted occurrence in contamnated soils and the absence of a direct human exposure threat
fromtheir presence in soil. Instead they are considered a separate category of COCs because
they represent a principal threat to the groundwater environnent.

LB& Property. The 5.25 acre LB&D property was originally investigated by LB& in 1982, by DISC
and EPA in the nid and | ate 1980s, and nost recently by the Structures Renoval Goup as part of

the waste profiling necessary for off-site disposal. A discussion of the sanpling perforned on
the LB&D property on the surface, subsurface and stockpiled soil is presented bel ow
Surface soil. Limted investigations of the surface soil have been conducted by LB& and DTSC

in addition to EPA's R soil sanpling. Data collected by LB& and DTSC are of linmted use
because the data were not validated. EPA conducted the RI starting in 1988 and issued the R
Report in 1990. The focus of the Rl was on the LB&D property. However, off-site surface
sanpl es were taken to assess background chem cal concentrati ons.

Subsurface soil. Investigation of the subsurface soil was conducted as part of the Rl. R
Addendum No. 5 reported the results of three additional soil borings sanpled to assess
heterogeneity of the LB& site's soil contam nants.

Stockpiled soil. During the geotechnical investigation conducted for the LSGIF shal |l ow
groundwater treatnent facility, pesticide and PCB contam nati on was encountered. During
excavation activities, the LSGIF renoved and stockpil ed approximately 1,000 cubic yards of
potentially contam nated soil at the LB& property. A portion of this stockpiled soil (10 cubic
yards) was excavated for installation of a utility line to service the treatnent facility. The
stockpi |l ed soil was subsequently investigated (R Addendum No. 5) to assess contam nant |evels
and heterogeneity in the LB& site soil contam nants.

Nei ghboring Properties. The neighboring properties consist of the RFl property and the adjacent
Cty of San Jose sidewal k area bordering the LB& property. The RFI property was investigated as
part of RI Addendum No. 2. The sidewal k area was not directly investigated, but EPA believes
that there is contam nation based on R results fromsoil sanples taken adjacent to the sidewal k
and on a 1954 aerial photograph. Runoff fromthe forner LB& facility flowed over the sidewal k
area nearest the corner of E. Al ma Avenue and South Tenth Street.

2.2.1.2 Principal Threat Soi

The principal threat soil poses a potential groundwater threat and is defined as soil containing
VOCs at a conbined total concentration greater than 1 part per million (ppm. The principa
threat soil has been identified through the soil borings conducted al ongsi de the sunps and from
sanpl es taken of the sunp contents.

2.2.1.3 Vicinity/Background Soi
EPA perforned the vicinity/background sanpling as part of the Limted Sanple Plan/Public Health

Eval uation (LSP/PHE) and the RI. The LSP/PHE investigated off-site garden soil for pesticide
and PCB contamination. The R evaluated off-site locations to assess background concentrations



of contam nants for conparison to the LB& site contam nation
2.2.1.4 Coyote Oreek Sedinents

The sedinents in Coyote Creek were investigated to assess if discharges fromthe LB& site to
the stormdrain i npacted Coyote Creek. Investigations were conducted during both the LSP/ PHE
and Rl to assess tenporal trends.

2.2.2 Water

Water concerns at the LB&D site involve groundwater (Zones A - D) and the surface water of
Coyote Creek (0.5 mles to the east).

G oundwat er (Zones A-D). The Zone B shall ow groundwater contains the contam nant plune. Zone A
is currently dry. The deeper Zones C and D aquifers are used for irrigation and drinking water
purposes. The Zone A through C aquifers were addressed as part of the original RI. Additiona
wells in Zones B, C, and D were installed as part of Rl Addendum No. 1. The Zone D well (MN44)
provi des an early warni ng nechanismin case contamnation is transferred via conduits to the
deeper aquifers. As part of the Rl Addendum No. 6 investigation of the Zone C aquifer, EPA
installed an early warning well (MWM45) upgradient of the SISU Spartan Stadiumwel|. The
installation of MM45 assisted in determning the regional groundwater gradient in the Zone C
aqui fer.

Coyote Creek. Surface water sanples were collected near the Coyote Creek outfall of the storm
drain once used by the forner LB& facility. Sanpling was conducted for the LSP/PHE and RI.

2.2.3 Ar

Soil Gas. EPA conducted nodeling of the soil gas em ssions due to the VOCs in the shall ow
groundwat er contam nant plume as part of R Addendum No. 3. The potential health risk effects
were eval uated for residences above the groundwater contanmi nant plune.

Surface Air and Dust. EPA evaluated the surface air and dust exposure routes during the RI.
The objective was to assess if soil contamination at the LB& site was inpacting breathing zones
adj acent to the LB&D site. Upwi nd and background sanpl es were al so col | ect ed.

2.2.4 Conduits
Identification of conduits at the LB& site includes both vertical and horizontal conduits.

Vertical Conduits. Because of the inportance of attenpting to locate all potential conduits
that threaten to convey shall ow groundwater contam nants to the drinking water aquifer, three
different conduit investigations were conducted. An initial conduit survey was perforned by
DTSC. As part of the R and RI Addendum No. 4, EPA perforned further docunent investigations and
door -t o-door searches for potential conduits.

Hori zontal Conduits. EPA conducted a limted investigation of potential horizontal conduits on
the LB& site during the RI. EPA perforned a geophysical survey and subsequent test pit
investigation as part of the RI. A redwood tank, which is thought to be part of the fornmer LB&D
facility septic systemwas encountered during the test pit investigation. In addition, sewer
and water lines are suspected to exist at the LB& property and further investigation is
required to establish their existence and | ocations.

2.2.5 Structures/Debris
Bui | di ngs/ Equi prent. W pe sanpling of the buildings and equi prent was conducted as part of the
RI. The Structures Renpbval G oup conducted additional sanpling to better profile the buildings

and equi prent for off-site disposal

Pavenent s/ Pads. Sanpling of the various concrete pads was conducted as part of the R. The
various berned and paved areas have not been sanpl ed because of their limted vol une.

Surface Drains. The surface drains have not been sanpl ed because of the limted vol une.



However, anal ytical data obtained fromthe sunp residues, which were discharged to the surface
drains, indicate potential contam nation of the surface drains.

Sunps. Sanpling and anal ysis of the sunp structures have not been conducted. However, the sunp
contents were sanpled by EPA during the Rl and, nore recently, by the Structures Renoval G oup.

Septic Tank. EPA conducted an analysis of the septic tank as part of the test pit investigation
(Test Pit No. 4) during the RI. Sanpling was perforned on the soil surroundi ng the septic tank.

Debris Pile and Gt her Debris. Although the various debris piles at the LB& property have not
been sanpl ed, EPA conducted sanpling of the adjacent buildings and equi pnent during the RI.
Based on the adjacent sanpling and field observation, EPA expects that the debris contains
mnimal contam nation. The debris piles will be renoved by the Structures Renoval G oup.

Remai ning Druns. Various druns remain that will be renoved by the Structures Renoval G oup.
The druns are nostly enpty, although sone contain acids and caustics used as part of the LB&D
drum cl eani ng operati on. Because the majority of the druns do not contain naterials and are
limted in nunber, they have not been sanpl ed.

2.2.6 Residues

Contents of Structures and Conduits. EPA has not conducted sanpling of the structures and
conduits. However, for those structures connecting the sunps, EPA expects that the structure
and conduit residues will be simlar to the residues discovered in the R analysis of sunp
resi dues.

Sunmp Residues. EPA conducted an analysis of the sunp residues during the RI. Subsequent

sanpl i ng was conducted by the Structures Renpbval Group as part of the profiling necessary for
off-site disposal.

Inci nerator Ash. EPA conducted sanpling and analysis of the incinerator ash as part of the RI.
Subsequent sanpling was conducted by the Structures Renoval Group as part of the profiling
necessary for off-site disposal of drum contents.

2.3 H STORY OF ENFORCEMENT ACTI ONS

Since 1968, federal, State, and local authorities have taken many regul atory and enforcenent

actions at the LB& site. A conplete chronological |ist of enforcement events is provided in
Appendi x 1-A of the RI. In summary, the major enforcenment actions have incl uded:
1968 - Cty of San Jose industrial waste inspector ordered Lorentz to switch sunp discharge

from Coyote Creek stormdrain to the sanitary sewer.

1980 - California CQccupational Safety and Health Administration (Cal-0OSHA) inforned DHS of
potential problens with hazardous nmaterials at the Lorentz facility. LB& site is
entered into EPA's CERCLI S dat abase.

1982 - DTSC i nspected the facility and issued a Notice of Violation to Lorentz for soil and
groundwat er cont am nati on.

1983 - The Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWXB) began investigating potential threats
to the groundwater from sunps and other LB&D facility activities and issued ean Up &
Abat enent Order No. 83007. U. S. Dept. of Fish & Gane cited Lorentz for violations
i nvol ving heavy netals and petrol eum products in surface runoff |eaving the LB&
facility and entering the stormdrain to Coyote O eek.

1984 - San Jose/ Santa G ara Water Pollution Control District cited Lorentz for violations and
i ssued a cease and desist order for discharge into sanitary sewer. EPA conpleted a
Prelimnary Assessnent and Site Investigation and proposed the LB& site for the
National Priorities List (NPL).



1985 - DTSC cited LB& with 14 viol ations of the California Adm nistrative Code and Federa
Regul ati ons concerning the handling and storage of hazardous wastes. The Santa Cara
County District Attorney obtained a Tenporary Restraining Order to close down
operations at LB&. Qperations resunmed after 3 nonths

1986 - The Santa G ara County District Attorney filed a crimnal conplaint against LB& and
Ernest Lorentz which alleged the defendants had commtted one fel ony and 13 m sdeneanor
violations of the California Hazardous Waste Control Act. The RWXB issued Corrective
Action Order #86-001 requiring LB& to determne the lateral off-site extent of
groundwat er pol | ution

1987 - The LB&D facility ceased operation. EPA assuned the |ead agency responsibility for the
LB&D site renediation

1988 - EPA and DTSC conpl eted renmoval of 3,000 cubic yards of highly contam nated soils and
over 26,000 druns. EPA paved nost of the LB&D property.

1988 - EPA issued the QU2 ROD for expedited cleanup of the shall ow groundwat er

1989 - EPA sent Special Notice to 43 PRPs to start negotiations on the Q)2 ROD. The LB&
site went fromproposed to final on the NPL.

1990 - EPA and 11 PRPs (the LSGIF) signed a CD requiring the PRPs to design, construct, and
operate a shall ow groundwater extraction and treatnent systemas specified in the QU2
RCD.

1992 - EPA and a group of 7 different PRPs (the Structures Renmoval Group) signed an ACC that

requires the PRPs to renove fromthe LB&D property and di spose of the renaining
barrels, asbestos, site debris, structures (except the concrete pads and the
war ehouse), and sunps.

1993 - EPA proposed a final renedy addressing all remaining contamnation at the LB& site.
3.0 COWLUN TY RELATI ONS

The RI/FS report and Proposed Plan for the LB& site were released to the public in May 1993.
These two docunents were nmade available to the public in both the Admi nistrative Record and the
information repositories naintained at the SJSU Library, San Jose Main Library and EPA Region 9
Superfund Records Center. The notice of the availability of these two docunments was published
in the San Jose Mercury News on May 19, 1993. A public conmrent period was held from May 17,
1993 through June 17, 1993. In addition, a public neeting was held on May 27, 1993. At this
neeting, representatives from EPA answered questions about the LB& site and the renedi a
alternatives under consideration. A response to the coments received during this period is
included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this ROD. This decision docunent
presents the selected renedial action for the LB& site in San Jose, California, chosen in
accordance with CERCLA, as anended by SARA, and, to the extent practicable, the NCP. The
decision for the LB& site is based on the Adnministrative Record

A nore detailed description of the history of coomunity relations activities at the LB& site
t he background on comunity invol vement and concerns, and specific comments and responses on
EPA' s proposed plan for the final renedy are included in the Responsiveness Summary (Part 111)
of this ROD.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTI ON
4.1 SCOPE OF THE RESPONSE ACTI ON

The nain objective of the response action selected as the final renmedy for the LB&D site is to
protect human health and the environnent fromall renmining releases or threats of rel eases of
hazar dous substances that have not al ready been addressed by previous or current cleanup actions
at the LB& site. The materials of concern include groundwater in deeper aquifers, vadose zone
soi|l gas near residences situated above the shall ow groundwater contam nant plune, vertical and
hori zontal conduits (e.g., old agricultural wells and sewer lines), structures and debris (e.g.



septic tank), residues (e.g., LB& incinerator ash), soil contam nated with health-risk based
COCs, and, the only principal threat renaining unaddressed at the LB& site, soil contam nated
with VOCs that threaten groundwater.

The response action objectives are:

(1) Treat or renove principal threat soil that threatens to contam nate groundwater;

(2) Reduce potential exposure to other, non-nobile soil contami nants

(3) Reduce potential exposure to contam nated structures, conduits, debris and residues;

(4) Reduce potential groundwater migration and surface water infiltration by renoving
non-essential wells that could act as potential conduits; and

(5) Provide advance warning to drinking water suppliers and residents in the event that shall ow
groundwat er contam nants begin significant migration to deeper aquifers or towards confined
spaces of dwellings.

To address the response action objectives, three alternatives were evaluated during the FS
Alternative 1 is the no action alternative and was eval uated as a basis for conparison with the
two action alternatives. Alternative 2, involving a hybrid closure cap and soil vapor

extraction, was presented as EPA's preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan. Al ternative 3

i nvol ves excavation and of f-site disposal of contam nated soil and other contam nated nateri al
Each of these alternatives is described in nore detail in Sections 8 and 9 of this ROD. Section
10 further describes Alternative 2 as the sel ected response action

4.2 ROLE OF THE RESPONSE ACTI ON

The sel ected response action is the final remedy in a series of cleanup activities that have
been or are currently being conducted at the LB& site. In 1988 EPA and DTSC perforned a joint
renmoval of contaminated soil and druns. EPA then divided the LB& site into two operable units.
QU1 addresses the overall LB& site and source control while OJ2 specifically addresses the
contam nation in the shallow groundwater. A limted renoval of sunps, structures, and debris is
currently being performed by seven conpani es pursuant to an ACC with EPA. Because a renedy was
selected for Q)2 before a renedy was selected for OJ 1, the Q)1 renedy selected in this RODis
considered and referred to as the final renedy.

4.2.1 Relationship with QUJ2: Shallow G oundwater d eanup

The 1988 RCOD for the OU 2 shal |l ow groundwat er response action included the foll owi ng objectives:
1) control plunme migration by preventing existing contam nation in the shallow aquifers (i.e.
Zones A and B) frommgrating deeper and farther fromthe LB& site, 2) attenpt to retard north
and northeasterly mgration and di scharge of contam nated shal | ow groundwater to Coyote Creek,
and 3) renove contami nated water fromthe shallow aquifer to greatly reduce the possibility of
contam nation of potable water supplies. To neet these objectives, the 1988 ROD requires design
construction, and operation of a groundwater extraction and treatnent system based in part on
further information gathered during the Q)1 RI. No other separate types or zones of shallow
groundwat er contam nation were identified during the R

The 1990 CD requires the LSGIF to inplenent the 1988 ROD. They are currently operating a
shal | ow groundwat er extraction and treatnent systemand nonitoring the Zone B aquifer. |If
necessary, they will nonitor the Zone A aquifer and Coyote Creek.

The groundwater extraction and treatnment system design includes a contingency plan in the
unlikely event that the currently operating extraction and treatnent systemfails to reduce
contam nant |evels at the | eading edges of the shall ow groundwater plune.

The 1988 RCOD and 1990 CD for the QU 2 shall ow groundwat er renedy do not address all aspects of
potential mgration of shallow groundwater contam nants to deeper aquifers. Wile the ongoing
shal | ow groundwat er renedial action is directed at controlling lateral mgration of the plune
and eventual |y reduci ng contami nation to acceptable levels, the punping will, to sone extent,

al so reduce potential downward mgration of contam nated shall ow groundwater. Since the QUJ2



ROD does not directly address potential mgration of shallow groundwater contam nants to deeper
aqui fers through conduits, the QU1 selected remedy will address potential conduits.
Remedi ati on of deeper groundwater contam nation, if any were found during the R, has al ways
been considered to be part of OJ1. Mnitoring of deeper aquifers will be perfornmed as part of
the final renedy to verify that potential conduits are not a problemand to provide advance
warning in the event that contam nants mgrate to the deeper aquifers

Al t hough soil gas was not addressed by the OJ2 ROD, the decrease in shall ow groundwater VOC
concentrations resulting frominplenentation of the OJ)2 renedial action is expected to have the
conpl enentary effect of reduci ng VOC concentrations in the vadose zone soil gas (Zone A). This
inturn will reduce the likelihood of significant mgration of VOC contam nants through soil gas
towards dwel | i ngs situated above the contam nant plune. Monitoring of soil gas near residences
will be perfornmed as part of the final remedy to verify nodels that predicted that, even under a
wor st case scenario, the risk fromVQOCs in confined spaces would still be within the EPA
acceptabl e risk range. Such nonitoring would al so provide advance warning in the event that
VOCs begin significant upward migration. Unsaturated portions of Zone A containing VOC
concentrations that threaten groundwater will al so be addressed by the final renedy.

4.2.2 Relationship with Soil, Druns, and Structures Renoval s

In early 1988, EPA and DTSC renoved nost of the druns (over 26,000) and the nost heavily
contam nated sunp and associated soils (3,000 cubic yards). Sone full or partially full druns,
enpty druns, snall sunps, and a variety of debris were | eft behind to be addressed by the QU1
RI/FS and final renedy.

During the course of the RI/FS and the QU 2 Renedi al Design/ Renedial Action (RO RA), the
condition of these renmining structures and naterials deteriorated and began to present further
threats of releases of hazardous substances at the LB& site. In addition, trespassers added to
the threats of rel eases of hazardous substances by dismantling some of the facility structures
and exposi ng asbestos covered piping. Accordingly, in 1992, EPA signed an ACC with seven PRPs
(Structures Renoval Group) requiring the PRPs to renove the exposed asbestos nmaterial and to
contain the leaking druns. In addition, the ACC requires the Structures Renoval Goup to prepare
an engi neering eval uati on/cost analysis (EEfCA) and, based on the EE/CA, to renove all renaining
sunps, and nost of the remaining structures, debris, and druns fromthe LB&D property.

Upon conpl etion of the removal, the Structures Renobval Group is required to secure the Lorentz
property by boarding up the renai ni ng warehouse, covering remai ning druns of incinerator ash

with a plastic covering, and paving over any exposed surface soils. In addition, they will mark
the extent of sunp excavations to delineate the boundary between original Lorentz soils and
clean backfill. This renoval action will facilitate inplenentation of the final renedy

5.0 SUWHARY COF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
5.1 SOURCES COF CONTAM NATI ON

The LB&D facility received barrels and druns for recycling fromnunerous businesses. The
barrels and druns often contai ned chem cal residues (e.g., solvents, PCBs, and spent cleaning
fluids) fromthe businesses when the LB& facility received them These residues sent to the
LB&D facility were discharged by LB& to vari ous sunps, drains, or the ground. The processing
of the barrels and druns also led to the generation of residues such as incinerator ash. Thus
the LB&D site soil and groundwater were gradually contam nated over tine by residues contained
in the used barrels and druns, incineration products of those residues, and other chem cals used
to handle, store, or recondition the barrels and druns.

Soil COCs chosen for evaluation at the LB&D site are listed in Table 5.1. Contam nants not
chosen as COCs because of low toxicity, frequency of detection, and/or concentration are |listed
in Table 5.2. The materials conprising OQJ1 are shown in Table 5. 3.

5.2 DESCRI PTI ON CF CONTAM NATI ON

5.2.1 SAL



The description of the soil characteristics for the LB& site has been divided into the soi
exceedi ng the health-risk-based cl eanup standards for the COCs (Table 2-5 in the FS), the soi
considered a principal threat to the groundwater, and the vicinity/background soil. The
estimated vol une of contam nated soil is 50,000 in place cubic yards.

5.2.1.1 Soil Wth Health-Ri sk-Based COCs

LB&D Property. Soil contamination at the LB& site was identified during the R through
investigation of the surface,

subsurface, and stockpiled soil as described below A summary of the various investigations
conducted at the LB&D property prior to the R is provided in the 1988 ROD.

Surface soil. A total of 54 surface soil sanples (including five duplicates) were collected at
the LB&D property fromO to 2 feet bgs during the Rl. No significant concentrations of VOCs
wer e detected. Butyl benzyl pht hal ate was the nost commonly detected base/ neutral and acid
extractabl es (BNA) conpound, ranging in concentration from79 to 7,400 parts per billion (ppb).
D (ethyl hexyl) phthal ate was al so found at concentrations up to 25,000 ppb. G her BNA conpounds
detected in LB&D property surface soils were phenol and benzoic acid. Locations of
concentration nmaxi ma for these conpounds coincided and occurred in the area of the existing
sunps near the processing facility.

Pestici des and PCBs were detected frequently in the surface soils of the LB& site. The
occurrence of pesticides in LB& site surface soils generally parallels the distribution of
PCBs, al though at |ower concentrations. The pesticide dichlorodi phenyl di chl oroet hyl ene ( DDE)
was nost preval ent, with concentrations ranging from29 to 29,000 ppb. The pesticides

di chl or odi phenyl di chl or oet hane (DDD) and di chl orodi phenyl trichl oroet hane (DDT) were al so present
in conparable concentrations. PCBs were predominant in ternms of magnitude and spatial extent
with concentrations ranging from230 to 380,000 ppb. The highest concentrations of PCBs were
detected al ong the northern boundary of the LB&D property near the location of the fornmer nain
sunp, and around the processing facility.

Lead and chromumwere the prinmary netals detected at concentrati ons above background | evels.
The hi ghest values of lead, up to 9,210 ppmoccurred in the vicinity of the processing facility,
with additional elevated concentrations occurring near the southern boundary of the LB&D
property. Concentrations of chromumup to 4,400 ppmoccurred near the processing facility.

Thirteen surface soil sanples, including two collocated field duplicate sanples, were collected
for dioxin/furan analysis by a nodification of EPA Method 8280, which quantifies the isoners of
greatest concern. Al sanples contained dioxin/furan detections. The 2, 3, 7, 8-Dioxin

t et rachl or odi benzop-di oxin (TCDD) isoner, considered to be the nost toxic of the polychlorinated
di benzodi oxi n/ pol ychl ori nat ed di benzof urans (pol ychl ori nated di benzodi oxi n

[ PCDD] / pol ychl ori nat ed di benzofuran [PCDF]), was detected in four surface soil sanples east of
the processing facility. These |ocations also had nore detections of other PCDD PCDFs than did
other locations. Concentrations of isoners were | ow enough that, when converted to TCDD
equi val ents, values were near or below 0.5 ppb

Subsurface soil. The discussion of VOCs in the subsurface soil is provided in Section 5.2.1.2
The spatial distribution of BNAs generally occurred with nmaxi numconcentrations limted to the
deeper subsurface soils in the vicinity of the former sunp area

Princi pal BNA subsurface contam nants include phenol, detected at concentrations up to 12,000
ppb, di(ethyl hexyl) phthalate (3,000 ppb), phenanthrene (6,480 ppb), and pentachl orophenol (PCP
12, 000 ppb).

PCBs were predominant (prinmarily Aroclor 1260, detected at concentrations up to 63,000 ppb),
with the pesticides DDD, DDE, and DDT detected at concentrations up to 4,800 ppb. Maxina for

t hese conpounds were detected in the northeast corner of the LB& property and west of the
processing facility. Pesticides and PCBs were generally limted to depths I ess than 10 feet bgs.

O the netals analyzed, only arsenic (at a nmaxi mum concentrati on of 35.8 ppn) and lead (at a
nmaxi mum concentration of 391 ppn) occurred at concentrations above background i n subsurface
soils. Dioxin/furans (equival ents) were detected in two of six sanples at a maxi num



concentration of 0.182 ppb

St ockpil ed soil. The BNAs bi s(2-ethyl hexyl)pht hal ate, di-nbutyl phthal ate, and

but yl benzyl pht hal ate occurred with a frequency of 95, 76, and 71 percent, respectively, with the
hi ghest concentration bei ng butyl benzyl phthal ate at 98,000 ppb. Pesticides and PCBs were
detected at concentrati ons above instrunent detection limts (IDLs) in all 21 sanples anal yzed
fromthe stockpiled soil with the highest concentration being 54,000 ppb for PCBs.
Concentrations of the inorganic anal ytes arsenic, cadm um copper, nercury, nickel, and zinc are
consi stent with background values identified in the R Report. Lead was detected at a maxi num
concentration of 977 ppmand chrom umwas detected at a maxi mum concentration of 201 ppm

The stockpiled soil generally contains higher average concentrations of BNAs, pesticides and
PCBs than encountered in prior investigations conducted on LB& and adj acent properties. The
results of the extensively sanpled stockpiled soil indicate that the forner drum storage areas
assessed as relatively uncontam nated in the 1990 Rl Report, are |likely contam nated.

Nei ghboring Properties. |Investigation of the RFI property did not detect total VOCs above 1
ppm The BNA bi s(2-ethyl exyl) phthalate was the nost significant BNA detected in terns of
concentration (34,000 ppb). Results of the inorganic analyses indicate that soil concentrations
are consistent with background |l evels established in the R Report. PCBs (up to 1,700 ppb)
exceeded the 10[-6] risk levels in two sanples and the 10[-5] risk levels in one sanple. The
nmaxi mum pesti ci de concentration was 3,800 ppb of DDT. Sanpling conducted on the LB&D property
adjacent to the Gty sidewal k area al ong Al na Avenue suggests that pesticide and PCB

contam nation extend under the sidewal k area.

5.2.1.2 Principal Threat Soi

Soil with greater than 1 ppmof total VOCs is ternmed principal threat soil. The principal threat
soil is located in the former sunp area, as evidenced by high concentrations of VOCs in adjacent
soil borings and the sunp residues. The primary VOCs detected are trichloroethene (TCE) and
tetrachl oroet hene (PCE) at nmaxi num concentrations of 940 ppb and 1, 300 ppb, respectively. The
estimated volune of principal threat soil is 7,200 cubic yards (in place). VOC contam nati on was
generally limted to the deeper soil (10 to 20 feet bgs).

5.2.1.3 Vicinity/Background Soils

Soi|l sanples were collected fromoff-site locations (within 0.25 mles) to assess background
contam nant concentrations. PCBs were detected in one background sanple (at 230 ppb) during the
Rl and three perineter sanples (up to 1,200 ppb) during the LSP/PHE. O the BNAs, polycyclic
aromati c hydrocarbons (PAHs; up to 3,156 ppb) and phthalates (up to 4,600 ppb) were detected in
both investigations although with limted frequency. Lead and arsenic were encountered at
concentrations up to 366 ppmand 14.9 ppm respectively.

Surface soil fromresidential gardens overlying the shallow groundwater plune contained a
variety of pesticides (up to 880 ppb of DDE) but no PCBs. DDE and DDT were detected (up to 20
and 37 ppb, respectively) in the surface soil fromthe Community Garden east of the LB&D site
Contami nation detected in the residential gardens is not attributable to the LB& site because
t he contam nant concentrations increased with increasing distance fromthe LB& site. Simlar
| evel s of pesticides can be found in other areas that were once agricul tural

5.2.1.4 Coyote Oreek Sedinents

Anal yses for pesticides, PCBs, and VOCs were conducted in the Coyote Creek sedinents at one
upstream and three downstream | ocations during the LSP/PHE, and at one upstream and si X
downstream |l ocations during the Rl. VOCs were detected at or below the Contract Required
Quantitation Limts (CRQ) for both investigations. Significant concentrations of PCBs (up to
7,300 ppb) and pesticides (DDD up to 3,300 ppb) were detected at two of the farthest downstream
locations (approximately 1 kilonmeter fromthe LB& site stormmvater outfall). Concentrations of
the BNAs pyrene (2,500 ppb) and pentachl orophenol (up to 1,700 ppb) were al so detected

Concentrations of nmetals in the downstream sanpl es were conpared to the upstream sanpl e taken
100 yards up fromthe LB& site stormnater outfall. Ei ghty-three percent of the netals on the R
Target Conpound List were detected at |evels higher than those of the upstream sanple



Contami nants were detected at various concentrations in all downstream sanples, as well as in

t he background sanple, and their distribution is random The LB&D site does not appear to be a
source for the sedinent contam nation because of the |ack of internediate contam nati on between
the stormdrain outfall and farthest downstream sanple.

5.2.2 Water

Water relevant to the LB& site is conprised of the shallow and deep aquifers (Zones A through
D) and Coyote Creek. A summary of the early groundwater investigations is provided in the 1988
RCD.

G oundwat er (Zones A-D).

Zone A, Wells installed in 1988 in the shal |l owest potential water bearing zone beneath the LB&
site during the Rl have been dry since their installation. It is likely that nost groundwater
contami nants migrated fromsunps directly through Zone A to Zone B, the first consistently

wat er - beari ng zone.

Zone B. Common VOCs detected in the shall ow groundwater (Zone B) and their approxi nate highest
concentrations are TCE (900 ppb), 1,1-DCE (800 ppb), 1,1-DCA (52 ppb), vinyl chloride (170 ppb),
and benzene (78 ppb). Pesticides, PCBs, and netals have not been confirned in the shallow

aqui fer. Quarterly groundwater nonitoring is currently being conducted by the LSGITF with

oversi ght by the RAMQCB and EPA. The shal |l ow groundwater nonitoring results obtained to date
show no significant nmovenent of the plume since the 1988 RCD (see Figure 1.1). The installation
of the nonitoring wells at the | eading edge of the plune has better defined the plune's linit.

Zone C. The internedi ate groundwater aquifer (Zone C) is not contam nated based on the findings
of two years of quarterly groundwater nonitoring. TCE was once detected at 13 ppb in a Zone C
well located on the LB&D property near the forner processing facility. This detection was not
confirned during any of the next five quarterly sanmpling events for this or any other Zone C

wel | .

Zone D. The deepest groundwater aquifer (Zone D) is used as a supply of drinking water and is
uncontam nated. Nearby wells at SJSU s Spartan Stadiumand the SIWC s 12th Street Wll Field
have been tested regularly for the presence of VOCs. No VOCs have ever been detected in these
wells. EPA installed a deep well between the SIWC s well field and the | eading edge of the

shal | ow groundwater plune. This well serves as a warning well in the event that shall ow
groundwat er contam nants migrate to the deepest aquifer. No VOCs have been detected in this well
either.

Coyote Creek. Water sanples fromsix locations in Coyote Creek contai ned no detectable
concentrations of PCBs. Al VOCs detected (acetone, chloroform and bronodi chl oronet hane) were
at or below the CRQLs. No BNAs were detected above the CRQ.s. Three pesticides (endosulfan I,
2.0 ppb; 4,4'-DDE, 0.34 ppb; and 4,4'-DDD, 0.39 ppb) were detected at one sanple |ocation. The
observed randomdistributions of these contaminants in the creek water suggest that the forner
LB&D facility was not the only source of contamination to this section of Coyote Creek.

5.2.3 Ar

Soil Gas. A potential exposure route for VOCs present in the groundwater to residences

overl ying the shall ow groundwat er contam nant plune is through the vadose zone. Soil gas
nonitoring for VOCs was not conducted during the RI. However, the VOC flux from groundwater to
surface air and potential indoor air exposure risks have been cal culated. Current VOC
concentrations in the shallow groundwater used to estinmate VOC concentrations in soil gas and
confined spaces of dwellings do not indicate potential exposure risks outside of EPA's acceptabl e
risk range (10[-4] to 10[-6]).

Surface Air and Dust. Analytical paranmeters for air sanpling targeted pesticides and PCBs in
both particul ate and vapor phases. The only contam nant detected was al pha-BHC, which was al so
found in the background sanmple. At this tine, the LB& site is not a significant source of
offsite air or dust contam nation.

5.2.4 Conduits



Vertical Conduits. Vertical conduits consists prinmarily of fornmer agricultural wells and
non-essential nonitoring wells. The former agricultural wells were typically screened in deeper
aqui fers and have the potential to transfer shall ow groundwater contam nation to deeper

aqui fers. The non-essential nmonitoring wells are only in the shallow aquifer zones and have the
potential to transfer surface water into the shallow aquifer zones. The well materials are only
expected to be contam nated at surfaces that cane into direct contact with the shall ow
groundwat er cont am nant pl une.

Hori zontal Conduits. Horizontal conduits consist of sewer, water, and surface drain pipes. The
contents of these various conduits and their potential contam nation will be addressed below in
Subsection 5.2.6 Residues.

5.2.5 Structures/Debris

Bui | di ngs/ Equi pment.  Anal ysis of building surface w pe sanpl es indicates that significant
portions of the processing facility structure have pesticide and PCB contam nation. The
Structures Renoval Group will dispose of the fornmer LB&D facility buildings and equipnment in
1994 with the exception of the |arge, uncontamn nated warehouse structure |ocated in the

sout heast portion of the LB& property. The volune of the wooden superstructure of the

war ehouse is 1,450 cubic yards

Pavenent s/ Pads. The various pavenents, including the asphaltic chip-seal and bernmed areas as
wel |l as the concrete pads, cover the najority of the LB& and RFl properties. Three core sanpl es
taken fromthe concrete pads on the LB& property contained BNAs in all sanples at
concentrations less than 10 ppm Pesticides and PCBs were detected at all three locations, with
t he hi ghest concentrations being 20,000 ppb for PCBs, 19,800 ppb for total chlordane, and 5, 100
ppb for DDE

Surface Drains. The concrete surface drains are expected to have contanmi nation simlar to the
contam nated pavenents and pads with the prinmary contam nants being pesticides and PCBs.

Resi dues contained in the surface drains are expected to be simlar to those contained in the
sunps to which the drains were connected

Sunps. Although the sunps will be renmoved in 1994, the soil surrounding the sunps will not be
renmoved by the Structures Renobval Group. A description of the sunp contents is provided in
Subsection 5.2.6 to provide further information on the likely soil contam nation adjacent to the

sunps.

Septic Tank. A redwood tank previously used as part of the septic systemfor the LB& facility
was encountered during the initial magnetoneter survey and subsequent test pit investigation
Assorted debris, including cans, autonobile parts, rags, and bottles, was found in the test pit.
VQOCs (tol uene, ethyl benzene, and total xylenes) were detected at levels up to 330 ppb; BNAs to
13, 000 ppb (benzoic acid); and PCBs to 31,000 ppb. Significant nmetals contam nati on was
detected in sanples collected fromaround the redwood tank (lead up to 4,220 ppm and chrom um up
to 7,210 ppm.

Debris Pile and Gher Debris. The LB& site contains various debris piles consisting primarily
of scrap metal such as vehicles, drumlids, building fixtures, etc. The Structures Renova
Goup will dispose of nost of this debris in 1994. Only materials supporting and covering the
stockpiled soil will remain as debris

Remai ning Druns. The nmpjority of the druns renmaining on the LB& site are enpty and will be
renmoved by the Structures Renmobval Group in 1993 and 1994. Sone druns that contain forner LB&
facility incinerator ash will remain. Characterization of the ash residue is presented in the
next section

5.2.6 Residues

The residues part of Q41 includes the contents of various structures and conduits, sunps, and
the drummed incinerator ash as described bel ow

Contents of Structures and Conduits. EPA expects that various onsite structures and conduits
such as the sewer line and surface drains contain potentially hazardous residues. The primary



contam nants are expected to be PCBs and | ead based on anal ysis of sunp residues as described
bel ow.

Sunmp Residues. Although the sunp residues and structures are to be disposed of by the
Structures Renoval Group, the types of contami nants present and their concentrations will have
affected the surrounding soil, and thus, they are relevant to this ROD. Mst of the COCs were
detected at elevated levels in the sunp residues. VOCs such as TCE and PCE were present at
concentrations of 83,000 ppb and 19,000 ppb, respectively. PCBs and |ead are present at
concentrations up to 70,000 ppb and 20, 900 ppb, respectively. EPA expects that the surrounding
sunp soil contains simlar contam nants, but at potentially |ower concentrations.

Inci nerator Ash. Approximately 15 cubic yards of incinerator ash are contained in druns at the
LB&D site. The incinerator ash contains elevated |levels of nmetals, including | ead and chrom um
at 13,300 ppm and 1,930 ppm respectively. Conmparison with the soil data does not indicate
significantly el evated concentrations of other contam nants. TCDDs/tetrachl orodi benzof urans
(TCDFs) were detected in all ash sanples up to hundreds of ppb levels. Five furan congeners and
three di oxi n congeners were detected in one or nore sanples. 2,3,7,8-TCDD, which is the nost
toxic dioxin isonmer, was not detected in the ash sanples. However, 2,3,7,8-TCDF, the nost toxic
of the PCDFs, was detected in the sanple frominside the hopper at 0.088 ppb

6.0 SUWARY CF SI TE R SKS

6.1 CONTAM NANT | DENTI FI CATI ON

The nedia of concern for the LB& site are soil, groundwater, structures, and air.
Subcategories within these nedia are referred to as "materials" and include: principal threat
soil, risk-based COCs soil, residues (ash and the contents of various conduits), concrete

bui | di ng pads and pavenents, and conduits (horizontal and vertical). The main contam nants
identified for each nmedia include

. Soil: Principal Threat - VOCs R sk-Based COCs - PCBs, netals, pesticides
(Table 6.1)
. G oundwat er: Shal | ow G oundwater - VOCs
. Structures/Debris: Surfaces - primarily pesticides and PCBs
. Air: Vapor emssions fromshallow groundwater - VOCs Dust fromrisk-based COC soi

- CQCs (Table 6.1)

The LB&D risk assessnent (including Rl Addendum No. 3) evaluated the health risks associated
with the risk-based COC soil, groundwater, and air. The health risks associated with the other
materials were not eval uated because of either limted contam nation and/or volume. The risk
assessnent used the arithnetic mean and maxi num contam nant concentrati ons to nodel exposure
risks

6.2 EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT
6.2.1 Exposure Pathways and Receptors

A baseline risk assessnent typically evaluates a site in the absence of any renedial action
However, at the LB& site

various interimrenedial neasures have been inplenented since 1984 to limt potential hunan
exposure to contamnants and to reduce LB&D site hazards. These neasures included renoval of
waste druns, excavation and di sposal of contam nated soil and replacenent with clean soil, and
sealing of 2.75 acres with a chip and asphaltic-seal mx. The LB& risk assessnent considered
LB&D site conditions that existed follow ng these interimrenediation activities and is referred

to as the Qurrent Conditions Scenario (CCS). 1In addition, a second risk scenario, ternmed the
Future Use Scenario (FUS) evaluates risks associated with hypothetical future industrial |and
use at the LB& site. In conparison, the CCS evaluates only soil and Coyote Creek sedi nent

exposure pathways for a child receptor (a 6 year old trespasser is nbst conservative case),
whereas the FUS includes a groundwat er exposure pathway and additi onal receptor popul ations



(SJSU student, adult gardener, on-site worker, and average adult resident) as well as a child
The conbined Current Conditions and Future Use Scenarios evaluated 12 different exposure cases

The exposure pat hways eval uated under the CCS for a child receptor were on-site soil ingestion
and dernal absorption, and Coyote O eek sedinent ingestion and dernal absorption. The SISU
student, adult gardener, on-site worker, and average adult receptors were only eval uated under
the FUS exposure pat hways.

The soil exposure pathways eval uated under the FUS for the child, SJSU student, adult gardener
on-site worker and average adult receptors were contam nated soil inhalation, ingestion, and
dermal contact. |In addition the follow ng exposure pathways were eval uated for the SJSU
student, adult gardener, and average adult receptors: off-site dernal adsorption of soil
contam nants, off-site inhalation of w nd-borne contam nants, and off-site soil ingestion

Soil gas em ssions fromthe VOC shal |l ow groundwat er contam nant plume were eval uated as a
potential inhalation health risk because the groundwater contam nant plune extends beneath
residential areas. The health risk associated with VOC em ssions was eval uated by estinmating
the nagni tude of em ssions reaching the living spaces and then performing risk cal cul ations.
Exposure risks were estimated using seven cases based on varying input paraneters including
groundwat er chenmical concentrations, soil porosity, housing air exchange rates, and housing
configurations

6.2.2 Exposure Assunptions

The CCS assunes that only the on-site trespassing child receptor would receive any significant
exposure (inhalation, ingestion, or dernal) to soil contamination. Due to the extensive soi
crusting and an asphaltic covering (70% of the LB& property), off-site receptors would not be
exposed to particulate em ssions. The FUS nakes the conservative assunption that the entire
LB&D site woul d be exposed to limted erosion of soil particles to off-site receptor |ocations

The CCS nodel i ng and exposure data used for a child receptor assuned a 6 to 10 year old child
wei ghing 22 kilograns (kg), exposed for 2/4 years (best estimate/plausible maxi mun), 24/48 days
per year, and 0.5 hours per day. The soil ingestion rate is 200 mlligrans (ng)/day, the

sedi nent ingestion rate is 25/100 ng/day, and the assumed gastrointestinal absorption is

50% 100% The FUS nakes simlar exposure assunptions for a child. The adult on-site worker
which is the nost conservative exposure scenario, assuned a 70 kg adult, exposed 20/40 years for
240 days per year, and 8 hours a day. The assumed soil ingestion rate is 100 ng per day with a
gastroi ntesti nal absorption of 50% 100%

6.3 TOXICATY ASSESSMENT

The primary source for all toxicity information, such as verified chronic reference doses (RfDs)
and cancer potency factors (CPFs) was the EPA risk assessnment database Integrated Risk
Information System (IRI'S). The risk assessnment generally used those toxicity val ues presented
in the Health Effects Assessnment Summary Tabl es (HEAST; EPA 1989). |f an RfFD was not avail able
fromIR'S, Acceptable Daily Intakes (ADI) were devel oped or obtained from other sources, such as
the National Acadeny of Sciences or the Wrld Health O ganization

CPFs have been devel oped by EPA' s Carci nogenic Assessnent Group for estinating excess lifetine
cancer risks associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemcals. CPFs, which are
expressed in units of (ng/kg-day)[-1], are multiplied by the estinmated intake of a potentia
carci nogen, in ng/kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estinmate of the excess lifetinme cancer risk
associated with exposure at that intake level. The term "upper-bound" reflects the conservative
estimate of the risks calculated fromthe CPF. Use of this approach makes underestimati on of
the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Cancer potency factors are derived fromthe results of
human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or chronic animal bioassays to which ani nal -to-hunman extrapol ation
and uncertainty factors have been appli ed.

Rf Ds have been devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects from
exposure to chenical s exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. R Ds, which are expressed in units of
ny/ kg-day, are estimates of lifetine daily exposure |evels for humans, including sensitive
individuals. Estimated intakes of chemcals fromenvironnental nedia (e.g., the anount of a
chem cal ingested fromcontam nated drinking water) can be conpared to the RfD. RfiDs are derived



from human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or animal studies to which uncertainty factors have been
applied (e.g., to account for the use of aninmal data to predict effects on hunans). These
uncertainty factors help ensure that the RfIDs will not underestinmate the potential for adverse
noncar ci nogeni ¢ effects to occur.

6.4 RI SK CHARACTERI ZATI ON

The LB&D risk assessnent and Rl Addendum No. 3 evaluated the health risks associated with the
primary exposure sources: the contam nated soil at the LB&D property and the shal | ow
groundwat er plune. Al though a specific risk assessnent was not perforned for each of the
various materials conprising QUL, an evaluation is presented bel ow of the general risks
associated with the various materials

6.4.1 Soi
6.4.1.1 Soil Wth Health-Ri sk-Based CCOCs

LB& Property. Soil at the LB&D property is conprised of shallow, deep, and stockpiled soil as
di scussed bel ow.

shallow soil. The operation of the LB& facility required |arge areas for the storage of open
and | eaki ng druns that contained residues of hazardous substances. Thus, the nost significant
contami nation occurs in the shallow soil (the upper 4 feet bgs). The shallow soil also exhibits
heterogeneity in soil contam nants and concentrations. Under the CCS, the greatest exposure to
a trespassing child occurred through shallow soil ingestion (1.8 x 10[-6]/2.1 x 10[-4]). For
the FUS, greatest risk for exposure to the shallow soil was to the on-site worker through direct
contact (with a carcinogenic risk of 1.4 x 10[-4]/9.1 x 10[-3] and a hazard i ndex (H) of
6.9/270). The contam nant contributing the nost to the CCS and FUS excess risks was PCBs.

deep soil. The deeper soil (greater than 4 feet bgs) contains contam nation in various isolated
areas. Because of the limted access by potential receptors, the deeper soil was not eval uated
for potential risks.

stockpiled soil. The stockpiled soil was excavated fromthe upper 3 feet of the LB& site to
all ow construction of the LSGIF Treatnment Facility. Initial geotechnical borings and subsequent
anal ytical testing of the excavation bottom detected el evated concentrations of

heal t h-ri sk-based COCs, primarily PCBs. Subsequent visual characterization, sanpling, and

anal yses of the stockpiled soil indicated simlar contam nants as detected around the fornmer
processing facility but, typically, at |lower concentrations. The stockpiled soil investigation
provi ded evidence that there is significant heterogeneity in the presence and concentration of
contami nation at the LB& site. The stockpiled soil presents a potential risk to trespassing

i ndividual s over the long termshould the LB& site not be maintained. Currently, the stockpiled
soil is covered and the LB& site fenced, thus the stockpiled soil is not considered to have

i mredi ate public health risk

Nei ghboring Properties. Testing of the RFl property encountered contam nant concentrations
within the EPA risk range and | ess than concentrations 6.4.2 typically encountered on the LB&
property. Based on soil sanpling conducted along the perinmeter of the LB& site, there is a
likelihood that the sidewal k areas adjacent to the LB&D property have soil contam nation
exceedi ng the risk-based cl eanup standards devel oped in the FS. Because both the RFlI property
and the adjacent sidewal k area are covered with either concrete or asphaltic-concrete there is
mninmal current risk since the soil is not exposed. There could, however, be health risks if the
soil were to be exposed in the future

6.4.1.2 Principal Threat Soi

The principal threat (VOC contanminated) soil, if allowed to remain in place, could inpact the
groundwater. Thus, the risk associated with the principal threat soil is primarily through the
groundwat er exposure pathway. Based on this exposure scenario, there are no risks associ ated
with the CCSs. The FUS groundwat er exposure risks for the child and average adult are 1.5 x 10[
-3]/5.0 x 10[-2] and 6.9 x 10[-3] 10[-3]/6.3 x 10[-1], respectively. The FUS H estimtes for
the child and average adult are 93/580 and 61/320, respectively.



Health risks were not evaluated for the VOCs present in the Principal Threat soil. It is
unlikely that the VOCs in principal threat soil would significantly increase the level of risk
posed by the other COCs in principal threat soil under the soil exposure pathways described in
Section 6.4.1.1. However, it is possible that the VOCs woul d pose a risk to i ndoor air spaces of
potential future dwellings constructed directly above the principal threat soil

6.4.1.3 Vicinity/Background Soi

Shal | ow sanples (a total of 14) were collected fromoff-site |ocations to serve as background

data. PCBs were detected at levels in excess of the 10[-6] risk level in one sanple. DDE, the
nost frequently occurring pesticide, exceeded the 10[-6] risk level in 7 sanples. The presence
and concentration of BNAs was not considered significant. The only significant netal detected
offsite was | ead, at a concentration of 642 ppm which exceeds the cleanup standard of 500 ppm

6.4.1.4 Coyote Creek Sedinents

Exposure through ingestion and dermal contact with sedinents from Coyote Oreek was considered a
pathway for the CCS only. Under the CCS, dernmal contact with the sedinents resulted in risks of
2.0 x 10[-7]/21.7 x 10[-5], attributed primarily to PCBs. The total sedinent exposure Hs
(attributed primarily to PCBs) were 0.1 for the best estimate H and 3.5 for the plausible
maximum H . As part of the initial Public Health Eval uation conducted at the LB& site, the

adj acent Community Garden produce was sanpled. Risk characterization of the produce did not
indicate that consunption of the produce was a significant exposure pathway.

6.4.2 Water

G oundwat er (Zones A through D). Because contamnation is currently only detected in the
shal | ow aqui fer (Zones A/B) and not in the deeper aquifers (Zones C and D), the groundwater

pat hway was not evaluated for the CCS since there is no current exposure through ingestion. The
ri sk assessnent did assess shal |l ow groundwat er contami nation risks under an FUS because of the
hi gh VOC concentrations in the shall ow groundwater and the potential for future exposures. The
ri sk assessnment is applicable to the deeper aquifers in the event that contam nation is found in
Zones C and D. Goundwater risks were eval uated through groundwater ingestion, inhalation and
dermal exposures routes. The nost significant exposure occurs through groundwater ingestion

carci nogeni c. The greatest exposure risk for groundwater ingestion was for adults using the
best estimate/plausible maximum (1.2 x 10[-3]/2.9 x 10[-2]). The total groundwater exposure
risks (including inhalation) for children and the average adult were 1.5 x 10[-3]/5.0 x 10[-2],
and 6.9 x 10[-3]/6.3 x 10[-1], respectively.

noncarcinogenic. In terns of the H, the greatest exposure risk for groundwater ingestion was
for children (91/560) and is attributed to antinony. The total groundwater exposure risks
(including inhalation) for children and the average adult were 93/580, and 61/320, respectively.

Coyote Creek. The FUS exposure route evaluated only the consunption of fish. Evaluation of the
ri sks of consunption of fish from Coyote Creek was al so perforned during the initial Public
Heal th Eval uation

carcinogenic. The FUS evaluated the risks of fish consunption for children and the average
adult, and the levels were 1.2 x 10[-4]/2.3 x 10[-4], and 7.3 x 10[-4]/2.5 x 10[-3],
respectively.

noncarcinogenic. A single H of 52/32 was calculated for the child and adult receptors,
respectively, for the fish consunption exposure pathway.

6.4.3 Ar

Eval uation of air risks consists of soil gas (vapor em ssions) and surface air and dust fromthe
LB&D site.

Soil Gas. Soil gas em ssions which could potentially enanate fromthe shall ow groundwat er
contam nant plune were evaluated. VOCs could potentially mgrate fromthe shall ow groundwat er
t hrough the vadose zone and enter into overlying residences. The risk evaluation concluded that



neither the current TCE and vinyl chloride chem cal concentrations beneath residential housing
nor the highest concentrations of TCE and vinyl chloride likely to be encountered beneath
residential areas once the groundwater extraction/treatnent systemis operating, indicate risks
outside the EPA's acceptable risk range. In addition, evaluation of the potential exposure

ri sks posed by VOC em ssions for residences with wal k-in basenents does not indicate potentia
exposure risks exceeding the EPA acceptable risk range

Surface Air and Dust. Under the CCS, inhal ation was not considered a pathway because of the
limted exposure. Thus, only future exposure scenarios eval uated surface air and dust.

carcinogenic risks. The FUS soil inhalation risk was greatest for the on-site worker (1.8 x
10[-4]/1.3 x 10[-2]; best estimate/upper bound exposure). The inhalation pathway for vapors
generated during the donestic use of shallow groundwater was greatest for the average adult (5.0
x 10[-3]/5.2 x[-1]) and exceeded EPA s acceptabl e risk range.

noncarcinogenic risks. In terns of the H, the on-site worker had the greatest risk (0.016/1.4)
posed by inhalation of soil contam nants. The average adult risks posed by inhal ation of VQOCs

t hrough domestic water use were 2.4/11. The contam nant contributing nost significantly to this
risk is 1,1dichl oroet hene

6.4.4 Conduits
There are two types of conduits at the LB& site, vertical conduits and horizontal conduits.

Vertical Conduits. Vertical conduits include all types of wells that could potentially transfer
contam nants fromthe shallow aquifer to deeper aquifers. The vertical conduits pose a potentia
drinking water risk.

Hori zontal Conduits. The horizontal conduits include utility lines (e.g. sewer lines)
under | ying the LB&D site which could contain contam nated residues. The horizontal conduits are
buri ed and, because of their limted exposure, they pose mninal health risks. The conduit

resi dues are addressed in Section 6.4.6.

6.4.5 Structures/Debris

The structures/debris consists of the warehouse, pavenents/ pads, surface drains, septic tank
and other debris. They have mninal contam nation associated with them however, they could be
potential conduits (i.e. surface drains and septic tank). The risk due to direct contact was
not eval uated because of the |limted contanination

Bui | di ngs/ Equi prent.  The warehouse that will renmain upon conpl etion of the ongoing structures
renmoval action, is not contam nated and poses no health risks

Pavenent s/ Pads. The chip and asphal tic-seal covering is uncontam nated. Portions of the
concrete building pads may contain |imted contam nation

Surface Drains. The concrete surface drains have the potential to act as horizontal conduits
but will pose minimal risk provided the drain residues are renoved. Septic Tank. The septic
tank has the potential to act as a conduit but poses mninmal risk provided the residues are
renmoved

Debris Pile and Other Debris. Mst debris at the LB& site has not been tested, but is not
expected to pose a significant risk. The nost contam nated structures, the processing facility
and its building pad, were tested and found to contain only |ow |l evels of pesticides and PCBs on
their surfaces

6.4.6 Residues

The residues are conprised of the ash, spent granul ated activated carbon ([GAC] fromthe SVE
systen), the contents of the various conduits and structures, and decontam nation |iquids and
material (fromRDRA). If not attended to, the residues are expected to have a simlar risk as
the risk-based COC soil. However, this risk can be substantially reduced provided the residues
are contained in druns (thus limting access), their volune is kept to a mininum and they are



di sposed at a secure facility.

Contents of Structures and Conduits. The contents of the various structures and conduits at the
LB&D site likely contain significant concentrations of contam nants and are considered a
potential human health risk and groundwater threat.

Incinerator Ash. Based on the el evated concentrations of netals detected in the incinerator
ash, the incinerator ash poses a significant human health risk

6.4.7 Uncertainties

Uncertainties specific to the LB& site risk assessnent are grouped into 1) nonitoring data
gaps, 2) nodel paraneters, and 3) exposure or fate nodels. Mnitoring data gaps include the
limted availability of fish from Coyote Creek and linmted anbient air data. Model input
paraneters for which high uncertainty exists are nunmerous. These include contam nant-specific
dermal absorption efficiencies, gastrointestinal absorption efficiencies of soil contam nants
relative to contamnants in food, daily soil ingestion rate, soil (and sedinent) |oadi ng per
unit of skin surface area, contam nant-specific uptake efficiencies for plants, hone-grown
produce consunption estinmates, actual fish consunption rates, and estinated off-site soil
concentrations. In the absence of conprehensive anbient air sanpling, two air quality nodels
were used to estimate annual average enissions of contam nants fromthe LB& site. These nodel s
have not been field verified. Estination of the VOC em ssions in residential areas had
uncertainties in soil noisture content, volatilization of contam nants and buil ding air exchange
rates

6.5 PRESENCE OF SENSI TI VE HUVAN POPULATI ONS

Al though the LB& site is currently unoccupi ed, there are sensitive hunman popul ations in close
proximty to the LB& site. The LB& site is located in an industrial area and is zoned
industrial. The SJSU stadium fields, and student housing are located to the north; a parking
area and community gardens (to be relocated in the future) are located to the east; and, to the
south and west are industrial-related businesses. Residences and Kelley Park are located within
0.25 mles of the LB& site. Residences are |ocated over portions of the shall ow groundwater
VOC pl une peri neter

6.6 PRESENCE OF SENSI TI VE ECOLOG CAL SYSTEMS

Due to the urban location of the LB& site, ecological risk is presently linmted. The

ecol ogical effects associated with the LB& site contam nation are presently associ at ed
primarily with two effects: 1) if the LB& site were converted to an unpaved park or open
space, potential ingestion of soil contami nants by birds and; 2) contam nati on of Coyote O eek
with soil contam nants released fromthe LB& site through stormrunoff. Quantitative eval uation
of the effects of bird ingestion of soils is very difficult due to a |ack of infornation
regardi ng expected soil consunption rates for urban bird species. Therefore, a quantitative
anal ysis of this possibility was consi dered beyond the scope of the risk assessnent and was not
per f or ned.

LB&D site contam nants that could potentially be released into Coyote Creek through the East

Al ma storm sewer may becone bioconcentrated in fish, insects, or other aquatic organi sns which
serve as inportant food supplies to wildlife in the area. Analysis of Coyote Oreek water
sanpl es for VOCs, BNAs, pesticides, PCBs, and netals showed no significant contam nation
However, a sedi ment sanpl e taken downstream of the LB& site did show high PCB contani nation
Al t hough hi gh sedi nent PCB concentrations correlate with the high concentrations of PCBs
observed in the LB&D shallow soils, the location of this sanple is quite renmoved fromthe LB&D
drai nage area's stormsewer outfall and little contam nation was found in the sanpl es between
the outfall and the Keyes Street/Story Road overpass. Downstreamtransport of these

contam nants seens unlikely considering the |ack of any gradational trends fromupstream In
addition, the stormdrain serves the industrial area adjacent to the LB& site. Other point
sources in the area (e.g., the Story Road landfill) also could have contributed to el evated
levels of pollution found in Coyote Creek. At present, it appears that Coyote Creek ecology is
nore affected by urban | and use and runoff than by LB&D runoff.



6.7 CONCLUSI ON

Because a variety of the COCs detected at the LB&D site pose a significant health risk as
car ci nogens and/or as noncarci nogens, and that conpl ete exposure pat hways exist, EPA has
determ ned that remedial action is appropriate for the LB& site

Actual or threatened rel eases of hazardous substances fromthe LB& site, if not addressed by
i npl enenting the response action selected in this ROD, nay present an inmminent and substantia
endangernent to the public health, welfare, or environnent.

7.0 APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS

Section 121(d) of CERCLA requires, for hazardous substances |left on site at the concl usion of
renmedi al actions, that the action requires a level or standard of control which at |east attains
applicable or relevant and appropriate federal or state environnental or public health

requi renents (ARARs), except in certain limted circunstances. To ensure protection of human
health and the environnment, renedial alternatives nmust attain or exceed ARARs, or qualify for a
wai ver. Section 121(d)(4) provides a list of the six potential waivers.

ARARs may include the follow ng
- Any standard, requirenent, criterion or limtation under federal environnental |aw

- Any promul gated standard, requirenent, criterion or limtation under a state environnental or
facility-siting law that is nore stringent than the associ ated federal standard, requirenent,
criterion or linitation

A requirenent nay be either "applicable" or "relevant and appropriate,” but not both.

Applicable requirenents include requirenents that specifically address a hazardous substance,

pol lutant, contam nant, renedial action, |location, or other circunstance at a CERCLA site

Rel evant and appropriate requirenents include those requirenments that, while not "applicable" to
a hazardous substance, pollutant, contam nant, renedial action, location, or other circunstances
at a CERCLA site, address problens or situation sufficiently simlar to those encountered at the
CERCLA site that their use is appropriate to the site

Substantive requirements are requirenents that apply directly to actions or conditions in the
environnent. Exanples include quantitative health or risk-based standards for contam nants.
Adm ni strative requirenents are those nechani sns that assist in the inplenentation of the
substantive requirements (e.g. reporting, record keeping, pernmt issuance etc.). Wile offsite
activities nmust fulfill both substantive and adm nistrative requirenments, in general, on-site
CERCLA actions nust conply only with substantive requirenents

ARARs are identified frominformati on about specific chenmicals at a site, specific features of a
site location and actions that are considered as renedies. |f an ARAR does not address a
particular situation or does not sufficiently protect human health or the environnent,
nonpronul gat ed standards, criteria, guidance and advi sories may be considered to guide sel ection
of a protective remedy. These to-be-considered criteria (TBCs) nay be adopted as enforceabl e

cl eanup standards in a ROD.

7.1 TYPES OF ARARs

ARARs fall into three broad categories, based on the nmanner in which they are applied at a site
These categories are as foll ows:

. Chemi cal - Specific - These ARARs govern the extent of site cleanup. Such ARARs nmy be
actual concentration-based cl eanup standards or they nay provide the basis for
cal cul ating such concentrations. In general, chem cal -specific ARARs and TBCs are
considered during the risk assessnent process. Chenical-specific ARARsS nay be
superseded by the risk-based levels for a site if they are not sufficiently
protective of hunman health and the environnent. Exanples of chem cal -specific ARARs
i ncl ude groundwat er naxi mum contam nant |evels (MCLs) and air enission standards.



. Locati on-Specific - These ARARs are restrictions placed on the concentration of a
hazar dous substance or of activities planned because of natural or nman-nade site
features or environnentally sensitive areas. Exanples of restricted |ocations
i nclude 100 year floodplains or historic properties or |andnarks.

. Action-Specific - These ARARs affect the inplenentation and/or operation of renedial
actions. These technol ogy or activity-based requirenents determ ne how a renedi al
action nust be performed. Exanpl es of action-specific ARARs include RCRA generator
requi renents and | and-di sposal restrictions.

7.2 SITE SPECI FI C ARARS

Table 7.1 lists and explains ARARs for the selected alternative. Because no potenti al

chem cal -specific or |ocation-specific ARARs have been identified, the table consists of only
action-specific ARARs. The FS contains a detailed description of the potential ARARs and TBCs
for Alternatives 1 (No Action) and 3 (Excavation and Of-Site D sposal).

Action-specific ARARs differ fromalternative to alternative. For exanple, California Hazardous
Waste Control Law (state authorized RCRA equivalent |aw) closure requirenents are rel evant and
appropriate for Aliternatives 1 and 2 which | eave contanmi nated soil in-place, but not for

Al ternative 3 which involves excavati on of contami nated soil. Qher action-specific ARARs may
effect the action alternatives (2 and 3) but not Alternative 1. For exanple, RCRA generator
standards and RCRA | and di sposal restrictions, as specified in 22 CCR, Division 4.5, Chapters 12
and 18, are ARARs for Alternatives 2 and 3 insofar as they involve generation and di sposal of
hazardous waste. Simlarly, TSCA disposal requirements (40 CFR 761.60) apply to the disposal of
PCB contam nated soil contenplated under Alternatives 2 and 3. The ARARs for thesel ected
alternative, Alternative 2, are described in detail below. There are no chem cal -specific or

l ocation-specific ARARs for this alternative. Action-specific ARARs for this alternative

i ncl ude:

. 22 CCR Div. 4.5, $S66264.310 (Landfill Cosure Requirenents) - HWL/RCRA | andfill
closure is an action-specific ARAR for this alternative because contam nated soil
will be left inplace without excavation or treatnent. LB&D was not a RCRA regul at ed
facility, therefore RCRA closure is not applicable but is relevant and appropriate.

Because the LB& site is nost closely analogous to a landfill type unit, the
rel evant and appropriate analysis focuses on the landfill closure requirenents of 22
CCR, Div. 4.5, S66264.310 and the "alternate-landfill" or "hybrid" closure described

in the proposed revisions to the NCP, 53 FR 51446, and in EPA' s ARARs gui dance
(Volune |, p. 2-20).

. The gui dance describes the followi ng conditions as appropriate for inplenmentation of
hybrid closure: residual waste material at a site poses a direct contact threat but
does not pose a threat to groundwater; and, residual |eachate contam nation does not
exceed heal th-based levels. The hybrid closure to address this scenario consists of
a perneabl e cover to address the direct contact threat and linmted |l ong-term
nmanagenent, including site and cover naintenance, groundwater nonitoring and
institutional controls, including land use restrictions. Conditions at the LB&
site are such that hybrid closure is appropriate. Inplenentation of Alternative 2
woul d satisfy this closure ARAR [1] <Footnote>1 TSCA PCB di sposal regul ations (40

CFR 761.60) do not inpact the hybrid closure as described in alternative 2. These
regul ations apply to post-1978 di sposal of non-liquid PCBs at concentrations greater
than 50 ppm |f these regul ations were an ARAR, then the | ong-term nanagenent
controls required for TSCA chem cal waste landfills would need to be addressed

for some of the soils that will be left on site under alternative 2. Because it is
not known when di sposal of PCBs occurred or what |evels were disposed of, these
regul ations are not applicable. Further, in accordance with EPA s gui dance on
renedi ati ng PCB contam nation at Superfund Sites, the regul ations are not rel evant
and appropriate. As stated in the guidance, at sites where RCRA closure is also an
ARAR, TSCA will not be considered rel evant and appropriate because RCRA cl osure
requirenents will address the situation. ("Quidance on Renmedial Actions for
Superfund Sites with PCB Contam nation" (OSVWER Dir. No. 9355.4-01), p.47.) However
as stated in the text, these regulations are applicable to the off-site disposal of
PCB contami nated soil that is a separate el enent of alternative 2.</footnote>



. 22 CCR Div. 4.5, Chapter 12 (HWL/RCRA generator standards) - hazardous wastes
generated during the RDYRA, including contam nated SVE treatnent residuals and any
ot her potential hazardous wastes, shall be nmanaged in accordance with the RCRA
generator regulations (e.g. manifesting, labeling etc.).

. 22 CCR Div. 4.5, Chapter 18 (HWIL/RCRA LDRs) - any hazardous wastes to be di sposed
of off-site under this alternative shall be tested and handl ed in accordance with
LDR standards. For off-site disposal of contam nated soil to which RCRA | and
di sposal restrictions would apply, a treatability variance, as provided for in 22
CCR, Div. 4.5, S66268.44 and 40 CFR S268.44, will need to be obtained.

. 40 CFR S761.60 (TSCA PCB Disposal Requirenents) - in accordance with these
regul ations, off-site disposal of the snmall anpunt of stockpiled soil contam nated
by PCBs at a concentration greater than 50 ppmshall be in a TSCA-approved chem cal
waste landfill, a TSCA-approved incinerator, or by a TSCA-approved alternative
di sposal net hod.

. BAAQWD Regul ation 8 - Rule 47 - emissions fromthe soil vapor extraction system nust
be controlled in accordance with this rule. Section 302 of Rule 47 specifies that
any soil vapor extraction operations with VOC em ssions greater that 15 pounds per
day nust enploy a control device which reduces the total VOC enissions to the
at nrosphere by at |east 90% by wei ght.

. BAAQWD Regulation 8 - Rule 15 - this rule specifies the types of asphalt that nay be
used for capping and the percent of petrol eumsolvent the asphalt may contain.

. California Water Code S13801 and Bulletin 74-90 (Well Abandonnent Standards) -

renmoval of potential vertical conduits for groundwater contam nation by closure of
wel l's nmust be perforned in accordance with the standards set in Bulletin 74-90.

8.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

8.1 REMEDI AL ACTI ON OBJECTI VES

The overall renedial action objective for the final remedy is to protect hunan health and the

environnent fromall renmining contamnated nmaterials that are not currently addressed by the

QJ2 CD or the ACC for renoval of structures, sunps, druns, and debris.

Specific renedial action objectives for the final renedy include:

. Reducing the principal threat of soil contam nants potentially mgrating into and
contam nati ng shal | ow gr oundwat er;

. Reduci ng potential exposure to soil contam nants;

. Reduci ng potential exposure to soil contam nants;

. Reduci ng potential exposure to contam nated structures, debris, and residues;

. Reduci ng potential migration of contam nated shall ow groundwater to deeper aquifers

and potential surface water infiltration; and

. Provi di ng advance warning to drinking water suppliers and residents in the event
that VOCs begin significant mgration through conduits or the event that VOCs begin
significant mgration through conduits or confined air spaces of dwellings).

Anot her Renedi al Action ojective for soil gas and groundwater migration is to elimnate the
source of VOCs in the shallow groundwater. The 1988 ROD for QU2 already addresses this

obj ective by requiring that all contam nated shall ow groundwater be extracted and treated to
reduce contam nant |evels. Goundwater extraction and treatnment will continually reduce VOC
contam nant concentrations to levels that will greatly reduce their potential to reach harnful
concentrations in dwellings or deeper groundwater aquifers. Because this renedial action

obj ective for soil gas and groundwater mgration was fully addressed by the Q)2 ROD, it is not



included in this final site ROD.
8.2 SO L CLEANUP STANDARDS

Soil with Heal th-Ri sk-Based COCs. EPA devel oped capping action levels (Table 8.1) for soi
contami nated with the health-risk-based COCs. Soil with COCs present at concentrations
exceeding these action levels is subject to the cap described in Section 8.4.2. The cap action
levels presented in Table 8.1 are identical to the cleanup standards that were presented in
Table 2-5 of the FS and were al so used to evaluate Alternative 3, excavation and offsite

di sposal

Because there currently are no chem cal -specific ARARs for soil, the cap action levels were

devel oped based on the risk assessnent; and, in the case of |ead, on a guidance docunent.
Criteria used in deriving these action levels included naintaining a cunul ati ve hazard i ndex
less than 1.0, nmintaining an individual cancer risk no greater than 1 x 10[-5], and nai ntai ni ng
a cunul ative cancer risk no greater than 10[-4] for direct contact with exposed soil at the LB&D
site under a future industrial use scenario for an on-site worker

Principal Threat Soil. Any soil that contains contam nants that threaten to mgrate to and
contami nate shall ow groundwater is

considered principal threat soil. Based on R data, the principal threat soil is limted to
soil contam nated with VOCs adjacent to forner sunps. EPA has adopted the RAMXB recommended
cleanup level of 1 ppmtotal VOCs for principal threat soil. EPA assunmes, based on engineering
experience, that the health-risk-based COCs do not pose a threat to groundwater at the
concentrations found during the RI.

8.3 COWPLI ANCE BQUNDARI ES

Any contaminated soil at the LB& site that exceeds cleanup standards is subject to the soi
cleanup renedy that is selected in this ROD. For the purposes of estinmating costs, especially
for Alternative 3, EPA assunmes that all surface soil down to a depth of four feet bgs exceeds

cl eanup standards (Table 2-5 in the FS) for PCBs, and possibly for other contam nants. EPA al so
assunes that soil beneath Gty of San Jose sidewal k area | ocated adj acent to the LB&D property
is contam nated. These assunptions are based on the detailed characterization of soi
representative of the drumstorage area and on | ack of controls for runoff fromthe LB&D
property during the fornmer LB& facility operations.

Contami nated soil at depths greater than ten feet bgs are not of concern for direct exposure
heal th risks because of the low likelihood that any of this soil would ever be exposed at the
surface. Therefore, the vertical conpliance boundary for excavation under Alternative 3 is 10
feet bgs.

There is no exact vertical conpliance boundary for principal threat soil. EPA assunes that VOCs
m grated deeper than the COCs present in forner sunps, and that they are present at depths
greater than ten feet bgs. Al principal threat soil down to the shall ow groundwater table,
approxi mately 20 feet bgs, will be addressed by the SVE treatnent systemthat is selected in
this ROD. Conpliance nonitoring for verifying cleanup of principal threat soil will include
direct neasurenents of VOCs in soil sanples.

Figure 8.1 shows a nap of soil contamination at the LB&D, RFl, and adjacent city sidewal k area
properties. The map indicates the various depth | evels at which contam nati on exceeds cl eanup
standards for both soil with health risk-based COCs (applicable only to Alternative 3 anal ysis)
and principal threat soils. Table 8.2 provides the estimated anounts of soil exceeding cl eanup
standards for both types of contaminated soils. Besides providing a total weight in tons for
all contam nated soils, including principal threat soil and soil that exceeds the TSCA action
level for PCBs, the table also indicates the individual weight of principal threat soi

contai ning VOCs and the individual weight of soil that exceeds the TSCA action |level for PCBs.
The information relevant to Alternative 2 analysis is |limted to the colum for principal threat
soil and the stockpiled soil in the colum for soil contamnated with greater than 50 ppm PCBs.
Al of the information in this table is directly relevant to the analysis of Alternative 3.

Soil Gas Monitoring Conpliance Boundaries. Mnitoring of soil gas for VOCs will be limted to



the residential areas that are near wells with groundwater concentrations of vinyl chloride or
TCE that exceed maxi mum contam nant |evels (McLs). Such wells would be within the shall ow
groundwat er plune boundaries, near the |eading edges. Vadose zone sanpling will be done right
besi de or just beneath (using diagonal probes) representative residences near the affected
wel | s.

G oundwat er Monitoring Conpliance Boundaries. Mnitoring of the groundwater in the Zones C and
D aquifers will include all existing wells installed into these zones by EPA during the R, the
SJSU South Canpus well and the Kelley Park well. Well sanples will be analyzed as long as a
significant threat of migration is posed by contaminants in the shallow (Zone B) aquifer. This
threat will eventually be elimnated by the shall ow groundwater extraction and treatnent
required by the 1988 QU2 ROD, as inplenented through the 1990 CD.

For five year reviews, it nay be necessary to analyze SIWC wells and other nearby wells for soi
COCs that are not routinely analyzed by SIW or other well owners. Such anal yses woul d be
necessary in the event that soil COCs are detected in the Zone B aquifer during operation of the
shal  ow groundwat er extraction and treatnent system Al wells in the vicinity of the LB& site
are already anal yzed for VOCs on a routine basis.

Vertical Conduit Conpliance Boundaries. The final renedy will address all non-essentia

vertical conduits that are within or near the shallow groundwater plune boundaries and have been
identified as potential conduits of prinmary concern by EPA in R Addendum No. 4. These conduits
i ncl ude abandoned agricultural wells (e.g., Wll Nos. 1, 130, 192, 199) and the fornmer SJSU
South Canpus well. Conduits to be addressed by the final renmedy al so i nclude any nonitoring
wells installed by EPA during the RI that are no longer essential to the operation and oversi ght
of the shall ow groundwater extraction and treatnment system

Conpl i ance Boundaries for Gther Materials. Al other naterials involved in the final renmedy are
|l ocated at the LB&D property.

8.4 REMEDI AL ACTI ON ALTERNATI VES

Following a prelimnary screening of soil cleanup technol ogi es and process options, EPA

devel oped seven cleanup alternatives in the FS to address the renedi al action objectives for the
LB&D site. These alternatives included no action, hybrid closure, excavation and off-site
disposal, limted action, solidification/stabilization, soil washing, and off-site incineration
Only the first three alternatives survived the screening process through detailed anal ysis.

8.4.1 Aternative 1: No Action

The No Action alternative would only address groundwater in deeper aquifers. Al other naterials
of concern for the final remedy woul d not be addressed. Thus, the renedial action objectives for
the LB&D site would not be net. The No Action alternative was included as a basis for conparison
as required by the NCP

The No Action alternative does involve the sem -annual nonitoring of six Zone C aquifer wells
and one Zone D aquifer well until the shallow groundwater (Zone B) extraction systemreduces VOC
contam nant concentrations to |levels that no | onger pose a significant nmigration threat to the
deeper aquifer zones. The status of the LB& site would be reviewed every five years. Such a
revi ew woul d i ncl ude anal yses of groundwater sanples for soil COCs if such contami nants were
detected in the Zone B aquifer

Under Alternative 1, 65,000 tons of contam nated soil would be left at the LB& site and woul d
pose a cancer risk of 1.3 X 10[-2] to future on-site workers. The H for future on-site workers
woul d be 270. About 9,700 tons of this soil would also pose a threat to shall ow groundwat er
because of the presence of VOCs. In addition, a contam nated sewer |line, septic system druns of
incinerator ash, and sone contam nated pavenents and drains would be left at the LB& site and
woul d pose health threats fromdirect exposure

Alternative 1 has no capital costs. The present worth cost of $853,174 is based on 30 years of
groundwat er nonitoring at an annual cost of $55, 000.

8.4.2 Aternative 2. Hybrid Cosure Cap



Alternative 2 involves renoving alnost all non-soil materials contam nated with LB& COCs and
covering all renmining contam nated materials (primarily soils) with a cap. Because
contamination will be left at the LB& site follow ng inplenentation of Alternative 2, five-year
reviews woul d be perforned in accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA. In addition, Alternative
2 wll require land use restrictions to prevent well construction (for water supply purposes) in
source areas that remain contam nated and deed restrictions for those properties (LB&, RFI, and
the adj acent sidewal k area belonging to the City of San Jose) that contain contani nated soi
exceeding cap action levels. Restrictions will prohibit residential developnent and will limt
industrial devel opment to activities that do not breach the integrity of the cap and do not

nobi lize the soil contamnants. Restrictions will also preclude excavati on, other than
tenporary subsurface work beneath the cap and will require conplete restorati on of any disturbed
fill or cap once any such tenporary work i s conpl eted

G oundwater. Additional protection fromfuture potential exposure of humans to contam nated
groundwater will be provided by a nechanismfor early warning in the unlikely event that shall ow
groundwat er contam nants migrate towards the deep aquifer that is used for drinking water. Both
the internmediate and deep aquifers will be nonitored for VOCs on a semi -annual basis to alert
the community if VOCs are detected. Such nonitoring would continue for 30 years or unti
concentrations of VOCs in the shall ow groundwater no | onger pose a threat to the deeper

aqui fers

Vadose Zone Soil Gas. Ongoi ng shall ow groundwater extraction and treatnent is expected to
reduce VOC source concentrations in the shall ow groundwat er contam nant plune to the extent that
VOCs will not pose an indoor air threat to people inside dwellings over a sustained period of
tine (e.g., 30 years). Wiile the risk assessnment (R Addendum No. 3, URS Consultants, Inc.

1992) indicates that probable carcinogenic VOC contam nant concentrations would not |ikely reach
harnful levels in dwellings over a sustained period of tine, sone risk nunbers were right at the
10[-4] borderline of EPA's acceptable risk range. Mre refined nodels of soil gas mgration and
ri sk assessnment would likely indicate lower risk than the nodeling effort used in the RI.

Soi|l gas neasurenents taken near residences |ocated above the shall ow groundwat er contam nant
plume will be used with nore refined soil gas mgration nodels to better predict the potentia
concentration of VOCs in confined spaces of dwellings. Such nonitoring is expected to be
limted in scope and only necessary as |ong as shal |l ow groundwater VOC concentrati ons pose a
significant mgration threat. Such nonitoring should provi de ongoi ng assurances that vapor
mgration will not pose significant indoor air health risks.

Vertical Conduits. Alternative 2 requires that a geophysical survey be perforned to |ocate
abandoned wells that were identified during the Rl as potential conduits of concern because of
their proximty to the contam nated shall ow groundwater. |f these wells are |ocated, the
feasibility of removing themwill be assessed and, if practical, perfornmed. Shallow Zone A and
Zone B nonitoring wells no |l onger essential to operation and nai ntenance of the shall ow
groundwat er extraction and treatnment systemwill be renoved and di sposed at an appropriate
landfill. Renoval of these potential conduits will reduce the potential mgration of shallow
groundwat er contam nants to deeper aquifers and will reduce the infiltration of surface water
into the shall ow aquifer.

Hori zontal Conduits. A geophysical survey will be perforned to |ocate an old sewer line, water
line, and septic system Once |located, these structures will be excavated, renoved, and

di sposed off-site at an appropriate landfill. The sewer line and septic systemw || probably
need to be di sposed of at a hazardous waste | andfill because of the |likely presence of
cont am nat ed resi dues

Structures and Debris. The uncontam nated war ehouse and decontam nated contai nment debris
(e.g., used visqueen plastic and stockpile frane boards) and other LB& site debris will be
removed fromthe LB&D property and disposed at a Class Il landfill. These actions will
facilitate the installation of a cap over the contam nated soils.

Resi dues. Druns of contam nated incinerator ash and decontam nation |iquids and residues wll
be renoved fromthe LB& site and disposed at a Class | landfill. Eventually, spent granular

activated carbon fromthe SVE systemwi || be sent to a carbon regenerating facility.

Stockpiled Soil. Any stockpiled soil that contains PCBs at concentrations greater than 50 ppm



will be renoved fromthe LB& site and disposed at a TSCA landfill. Al other stockpiled soil
(approxi mately 1100 tons) will be spread over the existing pavenents and building pads. dean
fill will be used to grade the LB&D site and cover the contam nated stockpile soil before the
cap is installed.

Principal Threat Soil. A SVE systemwill be tested before being installed in areas near forner
sunps that contain high soil concentrations of VOCs. The systemwi |l likely include a 600

cubi c-feet-per-nminute capacity using a 20 horsepower blower unit. A 500-pound GAC treat nent
unit would renove VOCs fromthe extracted soil vapors. Installation of the vapor extraction
wel l's and nodifications of well heads for existing groundwater nonitoring wells wll be
conpleted prior to installation of the asphaltic-concrete cap. After conpletion of the cap
paving, a snall building to house the blower and GAC units will be erected on the cap.

The SVE systemwill treat 9,700 tons of soil in-situto elimnate the threat of VOCs mgrating
to the shall ow groundwater. This systemis anticipated to operate for 2 to 3 years. The
cl eanup standard for VOCs will be 1 ppmtotal VCOCs.

Soil with Heal th-Ri sk-Based COCs. A cap consisting of 180,000 square feet of a 3-inch-thick

| ayer of conpacted asphalt on a 6-inch-thick | ayer of conpacted aggregate base (Caltrans d ass
1) will be installed on the LB& property only. Existing LB& site nonitoring wells, retained
for operation and nmi ntenance of the shallow groundwater extraction and treatnent system will
be protected during installation of the cap and |l eft accessible. Surface drains will be
installed as necessary. Long-term naintenance will be conducted to ensure the integrity of the
cap. Mnor Danmge (e.g., utility line excavation) to the existing pavenent on the RFl and

adj acent city sidewal k area properties will require repair of the pavenent at |east equal to the
integrity of the cap for the LB& property. Extensive disturbance or exposure of the soil at
these properties mght require full inplenentation of a graded and drained cap as specified for
and consistent with the LB&D property.

Alternative 2 will maintain a cap over the LB&, RFI, and adjacent city sidewal k area properties
and break the direct exposure pathway. Thus, the future potential cancer risk to an on-site
worker of 1.3 X 10[-2] will be reduced to zero and the H of 270 will also be reduced to zero.

A total of 65,000 tons of contamnated soil will remain at the LB& site beneath the cap.

Alternative 2 has a present worth cost ($1,970,000) that is about double that of Alternative 1
(Table 8.3). Annual Qperation and Mi ntenance (O8&\) costs ($63,000) include the sane
groundwat er nonitoring costs as Alternative 1 and, in addition, include a relatively m nor
increase for the annual O&%M of the cap and SVE system The present worth of &M is $968, 468.
The total capital costs ($1,001,532) are dom nated by the cap and SVE system costs.

8.4.3 Aternative 3: Excavation and Of-Site D sposal

Alternative 3 involves renoving all non-soil materials contam nated with LB& COCs and
excavating and renovi ng 65,000 tons of contaminated soil. Al naterials would be disposed at
appropriate landfills. Because contam nati on above residential risk based standards woul d be
left at the LB& site follow ng inplenentation of Alternative 3, five-year reviews woul d be
perforned in accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA. In addition, Aternative 3 would require
land use restrictions to prevent well construction (for water supply purposes) in source areas
that remain contam nated and deed restrictions for those properties (LB&, RFl, and the adjacent
sidewal k area belonging to the Gty of San Jose) that contain contam nated soil exceeding
residential cleanup standards. Restrictions will prohibit residential devel opment. Restrictions
will also preclude excavati on, other than tenporary subsurface work beneath the existing caps at
RFI and the adjacent city sidewal k area properties, unless the excavation conforns to the
requirenents of Alternative 3.

G oundwat er, Soil Gas, Conduits, Structures/Debris, and Residues. For Alternative 3, all
non-soil nmaterials of concern woul d be addressed exactly the same as for Aternative 2, except
that all existing building pads, pavenents, and drains would al so be renoved and di sposed
off-site. For a detailed description of the remedy for each of these materials, see the
description under Alternative 2 in Section 8.4.2.

Principal Threat Soil and Soil with Health-R sk-Based COCs. The only significant difference
between Alternatives 2 and 3 is how they each woul d handl e contam nated soil. Instead of



| eaving nost of the soil in place, Alternative 3 would excavate all principal threat soil (9,700
tons) down to the water table (approximately 20 feet bgs) and excavate all other contam nated
soil (55,300 tons) down to a maxi numof 10 feet bgs. Al excavated soil woul d be di sposed
off-site at appropriate landfills. Soil left behind at the LB& site would present a cancer
risk no greater than 6 X 10[-5] and a H of 0.98 for a future on-site worker. This represents a
risk reduction of 4600 times for cancer and 270 times for non-cancer risks.

Alternative 3 involves renoval of all structures/debris, conduits, and all building slabs prior
to performance of the soil excavation described above. About 8,900 tons of m scell aneous
structures woul d be denvolished and disposed at a Jass IIl landfill. Soils contamnated with
PCBs at concentrations greater than 50 ppmwoul d be transported to and di sposed at a
TSCA-approved facility. Principal threat soil and stockpiled soil would be disposed at a d ass
landfill. Any of the soil that exceeds |and disposal restriction standards nmay require
treatnment at the landfill before actual disposal

As a result of the extensive excavation, this alternative woul d be acconplished i n phases of
excavation and backfilling. Al excavation would be backfilled using inported clean fill
material, conpacted, and surface graded. Excavation, clean soil placenent, and conpaction would
be performed by conventional equi pnent, including bull dozers, backhoes, and conpaction

equi pnrent. Dust nmay be generated during excavation and materials handling activities
Therefore, dust suppression procedures woul d be needed

Perineter air nonitoring would be required during renedial activities to determne if neasures
were needed to protect the comunity fromadverse air em ssions. An energency response plan is
necessary to account for the possibility of a contami nated soil spill during off-site transport.

Soi|l excavation activities at the RFI and adjacent city sidewal k area properties would not be
conduct ed unl ess there was extensive di sturbance or exposure to the soil. A short-term

di sturbance or exposure of a snall area (e.g., water or utility line trench) would require
re-covering with pavenent naterial equal to or greater than the existing pavenent. Costs
calculations for this alternative include the costs of renmoval of surface and subsurface
features on the RFI property.

Alternative 3 has a present worth cost ($14, 609, 447) that is al nost an order of magnitude higher
than the present worth costs of Alternatives 1 and 2 (Table 8.3). The total capital costs

($13, 756, 273) are dom nated by the approximate $6.5 mllion for off-site disposal costs. Annua
O8&M costs ($55,000) for groundwater nonitoring are identical to those of Alternatives 1 and 2
and have a present worth of $853,174. The costs for addressing the various other non-soi
materials such as the vertical conduits ($45,300) and soil gas nonitoring and eval uation
($60,000) are the same as under A ternative 2

9.0 COWPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

9.1 CRTER A

The alternatives were evaluated to deternine which alternative provides the best bal ance of
tradeoffs with respect to the follow ng nine evaluation criteria. These criteria, which are
listed below, are derived fromrequirements contained in the NCP and CERCLA Sections 121(b) and
121(c).

The first two criteria are known as the "Threshold Criteria" because they nust be attained by an
alternative selected as the renedy. They are

1. Overall protection of human health and the environnment; and
2. Conpliance with ARARs.

The next five of the nine criteria are known as the "Prinmary Balancing CGriteria" because they
can provide the najor areas of tradeoffs during the renedy section process. They are

3. Long-termeffectiveness and pernanence;

4. Reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volume through treatnent;



5. Short-termeffectiveness;
6. Inplenmentability; and
7. Cost.

The final two of the nine criteria are known as the "Mddifying Criteria" because they are
addressed during the public comrent period and may i nfluence the preferred renedy as descri bed
in the Proposed Plan. They are

8. State acceptance/ support agency acceptance; and
9. Community acceptance
9.2 ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

The nmjor objective of this section is to evaluate the relative performance of the alternatives
with respect to the nine criteria so that the advantages and di sadvant ages associ ated with each
cleanup option are clearly understood. Under each criterion, the alternative that performs best
in that category is discussed first. The other alternatives are discussed in sequence from nost
to | east advant ageous

9.2.1 Overall Protection of Hunman Health and the Environment

Only Alternatives 2 and 3 provi de adequate protection of human health and the environnment. Both
alternatives reduce the concentration of VOCs in principal threat soils to levels that will not
further degrade the shallow groundwater. Alternatives 2 and 3 protect hunmans from exposure to
contam nated structures, conduits, and residues by capping or renoving these contam nat ed
materials fromthe LB& site and properly disposing themoff-site. Aternative 3 is slightly
nore protective than Alternative 2 because potentially contam nated drains, building pads, and
pavenents are renoved and di sposed off-site, whereas Alternative 2 | eaves these structures in

pl ace beneath an asphaltic-concrete cap. However, the off-site landfill used for disposal under
Alternative 3 would, ultimately, also be capped

In addition to groundwater nonitoring, which is also included in Alternative 1, Aternatives 2
and 3 include nonitoring of soil gas in residential areas |ocated above the shall ow groundwat er
plume. These nonitoring prograns woul d provide advance warning in the unlikely event that
shal I ow groundwat er VOC contam nants begin significant mgration towards exposure points in
drinking water aquifers or in confined spaces of dwellings. Alternatives 2 and 3 al so provide
protection to all groundwater aquifers, including the shallow aquifer currently under

remedi ation, by renmoving potential conduits that m ght otherw se assist in potential groundwater
mgration or surface water infiltration

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 will rely on deed restrictions and five year reviews to ensure that
contam nati on beneat h nei ghboring property currently owned by RFI and the Gty of San Jose, and
soi|l beneath the OJ 2 shallow groundwater treatnent facility will eventually be addressed. In
the neantinme, current pavenent and buil ding structures prevent hunman exposure to any

contam nated surface soils assumng that the underlying soil is not disturbed. In addition
five-year reviews and deed restrictions will prevent inappropriate uses (eg., residentia

devel opnent or storage of chemical -l eaching agents) of the Lorentz, RFl, and Cty of San Jose
sidewal k properties that conprise the contam nated soil portion of the LB& site

The nmaj or distinction between the protectiveness of Alternatives 2 and 3 lies in how each
alternative reduces risk of human exposure to contam nated soils. Alternative 3 provides the

hi ghest degree of protectiveness for the LB& site because all soil to a depth of 10 feet bgs
posing a risk greater than 6 X 10[-5] and exceeding a H of 1.0 will be excavated and di sposed
off-site. In nost cases, the risk will be nuch | ower because only several COCs at a given

l ocation woul d be present after cleanup at concentrations as high as their individual cleanup
standards. Since very limted areas of the LB& site at a depth greater than ten feet bgs m ght
contain soils contam nated above the cleanup standards, it is considered extrenely unlikely that
such soil will ever becone exposed at the surface under conditions that woul d pose significant
risk to an on-site worker. In addition, deed restrictions and future |and use plans of the Gty
of San Jose further reduce the likelihood of significant risk fromhunan exposure to the levels



of contamnation that will renmain after cleanup by Alternative 3, particularly if the LB&, RFI,
and Gty of San Jose sidewal k properties remain covered by sone form of paving or structure.

Wiile Alternative 2 elimnates risk fromsoil contam nants by breaking the exposure pathway wth
acap, it is less protective than Alternative 3 because alnost all of the contam nated soil will
remain on the LB&D property. A potential cap failure or |eakage of chemical -1eaching agents
(e.g., acids) through the cap could increase the level of risk frommajor soil contam nants
(e.g., lead and PCBs) because the contam nant |evels exceed heal t h-based cl eanup standards
(i.e., cap action levels) over nost of the LB&D property, especially in the surface soils. Deed
restrictions, five-year reviews, and Cty of San Jose future |and use plans are expected to
ensure cap integrity and, thus, adequate protection by Alternative 2. Alternative 3, on the

ot her hand, would | eave behind clean fill over nost of the LB& and RFl properties to a depth of
four feet or nore.

However, when considering the environnent as a whole, both Alternatives 2 and 3 will ultimately
result in contam nated LB&D soils remai ning beneath caps because the off-site landfill used
under Alternative 3 would eventually be capped. Thus, Alternatives 2 and 3 woul d provide
essentially the same | evel of protectiveness for human health and the environnent.

Alternative 1 is not protective of human health and the environment because contam nated
materials are not treated, renoved, contained, or even controlled. Wile there is a strong

i kelihood that present and future owners of the property would naintain a reasonably effective
covering over surface soils, there is no assurance that one or nore of the owners woul d not

i nadvertently or purposefully contribute to the mgration or unsafe exposure of contam nants on-
or off-site. Contam nated stockpile soil, drummed ash, and drain residues would nost |ikely be
di sturbed once private activities resune at the LB&D property.

Alternative 1 does provide a snall armount of protectiveness for the integrity of nearby drinking
water wells. Goundwater nonitoring of deeper aquifers will provide advance warning in the
unlikely event that contam nated shal |l ow groundwat er began significant mgration down into
deeper aquifers. However, Alternative 1 does not reduce the likelihood of such vertical
mgration. Only Alternatives 2 and 3 renove potential vertical conduits, in addition to
groundwat er nmonitoring. Al so Alternatives 2 and 3 provide nonitoring and eval uati on of the
vadose zone soil gas as advance warning in the unlikely event shal |l ow groundwat er contam nants
mgrate into the confined spaces of dwellings.

In summary, Alternative 3 provides the highest degree of protectiveness and is closely foll owed
by Alternative 2. Alternative 1 does not provide adequate protection of human health and the
envi ronnent .

9.2.2 Conpliance with ARARs

The eval uation of the ability of the alternatives to attain ARARs included a review and anal ysi s
of ARARs that was presented in the FS report for Aternatives 1, 2, and 3 and in Section 7.0 of
this ROD for Alternative 2. Only Alternatives 2 and 3 can be perfornmed to attain their
respective ARARs. Alternative 1, the no-action alternative, would not attain its ARARs.

9.2.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Per manence

Alternative 3 provides the highest degree of |ong-termeffectiveness and pernmanence because the
vast nmgjority of significantly contam nated soil and all other contamnated nmaterials will be
renmoved fromthe LB& site. Utimately, these soils and other contam nated naterials nmay be
treated and will be placed in a landfill that will have a liner and cap with integrity equal to
or greater than the cap planned for Alternative 2. Aternative 3 will also require | and use
restrictions and five-year reviews to insure its long-termeffectiveness since non-principal
threat soil will remain beneath the RFl property, LSGIF treatnent facility and adjacent Gty
sidewal k area, and contam nated soil at the LB& site would still exceed residential cleanup

st andar ds.

Alternative 2 provides a | ower degree of long-termeffectiveness and pernanence because nost of
the contamnated soil will remain on-site covered by a cap. The integrity of the cap will rely
on long-term &M deed restrictions, and five-year reviews. Such long-termcontrols are

critical for Alternative 2 since failure to prevent or detect a problemwith the cap may result



in direct contact with the contam nated soil and further degradation of the groundwater if
| eachi ng agents are introduced.

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 will rely on deed restrictions and five-year reviews to ensure that
contam nati on beneat h nei ghboring property currently owned by RFI and the Gty of San Jose, and
soi|l beneath the OUJ 2 shallow groundwater treatment facility will eventually be addressed.

Del ayi ng renmedy i nplenmentation for these properties avoids costly disruptions to the current
operations of RFlI, PSS, and the OUJ 2 groundwater extraction and treatnment system In the
nmeantine, current pavenment and building structures prevent human exposure to any contam nated
surface soils. Five-year reviews and deed restrictions are slightly less critical for
Alternative 3 because soil contam nation renmaining on the LB&, RFI, and adjacent Gty sidewal k
area properties will be present at concentrations significantly |ower than those remaining with
Al ternative 2.

In conmparing the overall long-termeffectiveness for addressing soil contam nation, Aternative
2 is essentially as effective as Alternative 3. Although, for the LB& site itself, Alternative
3is significantly nore effective and permanent because the contam nated soil would be renoved
fromthe site, both alternatives will result in LB& soil contam nants renai ni ng beneath a cap
either at the LB& site (Alternative 2) or at a distant offsite location (Alternative 3).
Long-term operati on and mai ntenance of the Alternative 2 cap along with deed restrictions and
five-year reviews will be inplenented to achieve a level of long-termeffectiveness sinlar to
the effectiveness of the off-site landfills used for Alternative 3.

Both Alternative 2 and 3 caps will prevent direct exposure to LB& soil contam nants and wil |

prevent contam nation of groundwater. However, the off-site landfill (Aternative 3) would
require a nmulti-layered cap, liners, and a | eachate coll ection system because acids and ot her
| eachi ng agents woul d al so be present or be produced in the landfill. The single |ayer

Alternative 2 cap would be easier to naintain because it is sinpler and does not need a | eachate
collection system Even though rainwater infiltration mght be better prevented by the off-site
landfill cap, PCBs and netals will not be nobilized beneath the Alternative 2 cap because acids
and ot her |eaching agents will not be present or produced, and Alternative 2 will effectively
prevent infiltration of |eaching agents at the LB& site. Only a rise in perched groundwater or
infiltration of rainwater would ever bring water into contact with the soil contam nants at the
LB&D site, and water is not an effective |eaching agent for these remaining soil contam nants.
Thus Alternatives 2 will provide a level of long-termprotection of groundwater simlar to the
|l evel for the nore conplex cap and operation and nai ntenance of an off-site landfill under

Al ternative 3.

Alternatives 2 and 3 are equally effective over the long-termat elimnating risk from hunman
exposure to contam nated conduits, structures, and residues because these naterials will
ultinmately renain beneath a cap at the LB& site (pavenents under Alternative 2) or at an
off-site landfill (mbst of these nmaterials under both alternatives).

Nei ther alternative provides a truly permanent renedy because, even under A ternative 3,
contami nated naterials will remain beneath a cap. However, A ternative 3 does pernmanently renove
contam nated naterials fromthe LB& site.

As long as significant contamination renains in the shallow aquifer, Alternatives 2 and 3 wll
continue to provide a sufficient |evel of groundwater and soil-gas nmonitoring. Such nonitoring
can detect significant VOC mgration fromshallow groundwater into deeper aquifers or into soil
gas beneath confined spaces of surface dwellings.

Alternative 1 provides alnost no long termeffectiveness because contam nated soil, residues,
and structures are not treated, renoved, or adequately contained or controlled. It is possible
that sonme contaminants will degrade over a long period of tine, but such natural attenuation
cannot be relied on.

In summary, Alternative 3 provides nore |long-termeffectiveness and pernanence than Aternative
2, while Alternative 1 provides al nost none. Wile excavation or renoval and off-site di sposal
of the contam nated naterials under Alternative 3 provide greater |long-termeffectiveness for
the LB& site itself, Alternatives 2 and 3 each involve | eaving contam nated soil beneath caps
that would provide essentially the sane | evel of long-termeffectiveness for the environnent as
a whol e.



9.2.4 Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volunme Through Treat nent

None of the Alternatives offer significant reductions of toxicity, nobility, or volune through
treatnment. This is largely a result of the heterogeneity of the LB& site and the | ack of
effective technol ogi es that can treat the range of contam nants found at the LB& site

Alternative 2 will treat about 15% of the contanminated soil at the LB& site using in situ SVE
to renove VOCs fromprincipal threat soils. Wiile there will be volune reduction for soils
contai ning VOC concentrations that threaten groundwater, nost of the original volune will renmain
contam nated with COCs that are non-volatile. SVE will reduce the toxicity of this principal
threat soil by renoving nost VOCs, although the toxicity of the remaining COCs is not affected
Mobility of extracted VOCs is reduced by adsorption onto GAC as part of air em ssions control
Utimately, the toxicity and nobility of renoved VOCs will be elimnated when the VOCs are
incinerated during GAC regeneration

Only Alternative 2 treats the principal threat soil, thus satisfying the statutory preference
for treatnent as a principal element of the renedy. A cap will be used to break the exposure
pathway to the vast ngjority of soil contam nants. Except for VOCs in a limted volunme of LB&D
soil, the cap and deed restrictions will ensure that all renmining soil contam nants wll be
essentially imobile in the soil matrix. Wiile capping is not a treatnment, it will slightly
increase the imobility of COCs by limting the possibility for | eachates to reach the COCs. In
addi tion, capping reduces nobility caused by contam nated surface soil becom ng airborne or
nobil e by rai nmater runoff. Alternative 2 does not reduce the toxicity or volume of soi

contam nated with these COCs.

Alternatives 2 and 3 nay reduce the nobility of contam nated shall ow groundwater by the
destruction of potential conduits, although the destruction process is not a true form of
treatnment. Containment of the shallow groundwater plume is also being addressed by the ongoi ng
operation of the LSGIF groundwater extraction systemrequired by the 1988 ROD for QU 2.

Alternative 3 provides no reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through on-site treatnent.
Excavated soil may be treated off-site to address | and di sposal restrictions at a di sposa

facility. |If treatnent is required prior to land disposal, it would nost likely represent a
smal | reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volunme through treatnent because only a small vol une
of contam nated soil is expected to exceed LDR standards.

Al t hough excavation and off-site disposal alone do not represent treatnent, Alternative 3
effectively elimnates on-site toxicity, mobility, and volune of soil contam nants. However,
nost of the toxicity, nmobility and volune of LB& site soil contami nants are sinply transferred
to another |ocation, where exposure to landfill |eachates nmay actually increase their nobility
in the unlikely event of a landfill cap failure. Exposure to typical landfill |eaching agents
is much | ess probable in the unlikely event of on-site cap failure with Alternative 2

Alternative 1 provides no treatnent and no reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volunme. Under
this alternative, contamination is not treated or even renoved. It is possible that, over a |l ong
period of tinme, some contam nants woul d be destroyed through natural attenuation, although this
is not assured

In summary, Alternative 2 provides a relatively low level of reduction of toxicity, nobility,
and volunme through treatnent. Alternative 3 also provides a |ow | evel of reduction of toxicity,
nobi lity and vol une through treatnment because treatnent is, at best, a small elenment of the
alternative. Alternative 1 provides no reduction through treatnent.

9.2.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Alternative 1 provides a high degree of short-termeffectiveness because the only activity
conducted at the LB&D site woul d be periodic groundwater nonitoring of already-installed
nonitoring wells. MNone of the wells are currently contam nated, and they are anticipated to
remai n uncont am nat ed. Because no construction, soil handling, or excavations are involved,
Alternative 1 does not pose any significant short-termrisks to the on-site workers, nenbers of
the community, or the environnment. However, it is likely that soneone (e.g, an owner) would
want to nove the stockpiles of contam nated soil and drummed ash during resunption of private
activities at the Lorentz property. Inexperienced or irresponsible disturbance of these two



material types could lead to a short-termexposure to low |l evels of contam nation. However, the
Cty of San Jose and | ocal health agencies are aware of this contam nation and would be likely
to insist that safe handling techni ques be used

Alternative 2 provides a noderate degree of short-termeffectiveness. Wile the nost heavily
contam nated soil wll renmain undisturbed beneath existing surface pavenents, some of the cap

construction activities (e.g., site grading) will involve disturbing the noderately contan nated
stockpiled soils. A so, excavation of the septic systemand conduits will disturb contamn nated
soils. Standard dust suppression practices will limt exposure to on-site workers and nenbers of

the community. Al renoval, cap construction, and SVE systemconstruction would |ikely be
conpleted within a 6-nmonth period

Qperation of the SVE portion of Alternative 2 on the LB&D property is anticipated to require
about 2 years before VOC concentrations in principal threat soil are reduced to safe |evels.
During this tinme, escape of extracted VOCs to the atnosphere and subsequent exposure of on-site
wor kers and nenbers of the comunity will be virtually elimnated by using a GAC of f-gas

em ssions control. Neither SVE nor relocation of contam nated-soil stockpiles will be invol ved
in future inplenentation of Alternative 2 at the RFl property, adjacent city sidewal k property
or at the site of the shallow groundwater treatment facility.

Alternatives 2 and 3 involve identical short-termrisks during the renoval and di sposal of
conduits, septic tank, residues, and the uncontam nated warehouse. Exposure risks for this
renmoval are mnor, considering the relatively small volune of these contam nated materials
conpared with the massive vol unes of pavenments and contam nated soil to be excavated under
Al ternative 3.

Alternative 3 provides the | owest |evel of short-term effectiveness because of the |arge vol une
of soil (over 60,000 cubic yards) that will be excavated and then transported through the

i mredi ate community. Dust suppression will be nore difficult than in Alternative 2, not to
nmention that excavation will also involve the nost heavily contam nated soils. VOC em ssions
fromexcavation of the principal threat soil will be difficult to control and will pose the
greatest risk to on-site workers. Depending on actual air concentrati ons nmeasured during
excavation, workers nmay need face nmasks for protection. Because of the brief exposure tinme and
the probable dilution as VOCs disperse into the comunity, nmenbers of the community woul d not be
significantly affected

Excavation and renoval of the contam nated materials fromthe LB& property by Alternative 3 is
anticipated to require 10 to 12 nmonths. Additional excavation and renoval would be required for
the nei ghboring properties if disruption or renoval of the existing pavenent occurs by the
property owners or operators. Therefore, Aternative 3 would al so produce future short-term
risks, although fromrelatively |low levels of contam nation. Before inplenentation of the
addi ti onal excavation, existing pavenents and structures will protect on-site workers and
menbers of the community fromsoil contam nation at the RFl property and beneath the shall ow
groundwat er treatnent facility and sidewal ks adjacent to the LB&D property.

In summary, relative performance in short-termeffectiveness is nost affected by the vol unme of
soil handling involved in each alternative. Alternative 1 provides the highest degree of
short-termeffectiveness because no soils handling, construction, or renovals are invol ved.
Alternative 2 requires relatively little soil handling conpared to the nassive anobunts required
by Alternative 3. Therefore, Alternative 2 has a significantly higher degree of short-term
effectiveness than A ternative 3.

9.2.6 Inplenmentability

Alternative 1 would be the nost easily inplenented renedy because no cleanup actions are
required. The five-year reviews and routine groundwater nonitoring of deeper aquifers are
relatively easy to inplenent, admnistratively as well as technically. These are standard
practices at nunerous other sites and are also required and easily inplenented in Alternatives 2
and 3.

Alternative 2 would be relatively sinple to inplenent. Wile construction of a cap would have
significant materials handling requirements, the materials and expertise are avail able |ocally.
Expansi on of the cap to the RFlI property and adjacent Gty sidewal k areas would be relatively



easy once their structures were renoved. Periodic maintenance of the cap will control its
future reliability.

The SVE technology required by Aliternative 2 is fairly reliable because of its nechanica
sinplicity. Also, linmted downtine and very little operator involvenent are antici pated
However, as with any in situ treatment system sanples throughout the principal threat soil area
nmust be taken frequently to determi ne the progress and effectiveness of the technology. Since
SVE with GAC enissions control is already being enpl oyed at other nearby cleanup sites

expertise and naterials availability as well as meeting air em ssions requirenments are not
expected to be problens.

Both Alternatives 2 and 3 involve |locating and renoving conduits. The only conduits that pose
maj or problens are poorly-identified, former agricultural wells and the original SJSU Stadi um
well. Sone wells nmay be inaccessible under residential structures and nay present the

adm nistrative difficulty and gai ning access perm ssion fromproperty owers. Even if the wells
can be located, their condition and | ack of well construction details nay nmake renova

especially difficult. Al other conduits are fairly well described, |ocated, and accessible.

Alternatives 2 and 3 also involve sone limted soil gas neasurenents and the renoval and
di sposal of various residues and structures. Al these activities are expected to be easily
i npl enent abl e

Alternative 3 will be nost difficult to inplenent, primarily because of the large vol une of
contami nated soil that needs to be renoved. Although standard excavati on equi prent will be
enpl oyed, a significant level of field coordination will be required to determ ne that cleanup
standards are net and safety precautions are followed effectively. Soil and air sanpling as
wel |l as segregation of clean and dirty soils nmust be carefully integrated wi th progressive
excavation and | oadi ng of various soil transporters. Execution of safety procedures and dust
control are much nore critical for Alternative 3 not only because of the |arge vol une of
contam nated soil being excavated, but al so because of the high concentrations of contam nants
in sone of the soils.

Another difficulty in the inplenentation of Alternative 3 is the delay in excavating soi
beneat h the nei ghboring RFlI property, the adjacent Gty sidewal k area, and beneath the shal | ow
groundwat er treatnent facility. A high degree of ongoing coordination between vari ous agencies
and responsible parties will be necessary to ensure that excavation of contaminated soils will
be carried out effectively and safely, once there was extensive disturbance of or exposure to
the contam nated soi l

Meanwhi | e, deed restrictions and five-year reviews would inhibit any disruption of the current
pavenent that protects workers and the comunity fromdirect exposure

In summary, Alternative 1 would be the easiest to inplenent because no cl eanup actions are
required. Alternative 2 would be noderately easy to inplenent because of the sinplicity of the
cap and SVE technol ogies and the limted disturbance of contami nated soils. Alternative 3 would
be the nost difficult to inplenment because of the degree of field sanpling and coordination
required to safely and effectively neet cleanup objectives. In addition, Alternative 3 would
require a greater |level of coordination with other agencies and parties to ensure future

i npl enentati on on the nei ghboring properties.

9.2.7 Cost

Alternative 1 has the |owest present worth cost ($853,175) because it has no capital costs and
only invol ves annual &M costs ($55,500) for groundwater nonitoring.

Alternative 2 has a present worth cost ($1, 970,000) nore than double that of Alternative 1.
Annual &M costs ($63,000) include the same groundwater nonitoring costs as Alternative 1 and
in addition, include a relatively mnor increase for the annual O&M of the cap. The present
worth of &M s $968, 468. The total capital cost ($1,001,532) is domnated by the cap, conduits
and SVE system costs.

Alternatives 2 and 3 have the same costs for soil gas and groundwater nonitoring and for the
renmoval and di sposal of the septic tank, warehouse, conduits, and residues. These non-soi



capital costs (about $300,000) are relatively mnor in conparison to the capital costs necessary
for addressing soil contam nants.

Alternative 3 has a present worth cost ($14,609,447) that is an order of magnitude higher than
the present worth costs of Alternatives 1 and 2. The total capital costs ($13,756,273) are
dom nated by the approximate $6.5 mllion off-site disposal costs. Annual O&M costs ($55, 500)
for groundwater nmonitoring are identical to those of Alternative 1 and have a present worth of
$0.9 mllion.

When costs in common to Alternatives 2 and 3 (groundwater nonitoring, soil gas nonitoring, and
renmoval and di sposal of the septic tank, warehouse, conduits, and residues) are subtracted out
fromtheir respective present worth costs, the nmain distinction between these two alternatives
becones apparent. To attain ARARs and provi de adequate protection fromsoil contam nants,
Alternative 2 will cost about $0.9 mllion conpared with $14 nmillion for Alternative 3. Wile
Alternative 3 is nore protective over the long term it is probably not even an order of

nmagni tude nore protective than Alternative 2, and thus, a 15 tinmes greater cost for Aternative
3 is not justified.

In conclusion, Alternative 2 is nore cost effective than Alternative 3 because the cap will
provi de adequate protection of human health and the environnment for a cost alnost fifteen tines
|l ess than the soil excavation and of fsite disposal of Alternative 3. Despite the | owest overal
cost, Alternative 1 is the |least cost effective because it is the only alternative that does not
provi de adequate protection or attain ARARs.

9.2.8 State/ Support Agency Acceptance

The FS and Proposed Pl an Fact Sheet were reviewed by the State of California's DISC. In a
letter dated June 23, 1993, DTSC concurred with EPA' s proposed cl eanup plan.

In addition, RMXB, SCWWD, and DHS s Environnmental Epi dem ol ogy and Toxi col ogy Branch (EETB)
revi ewed the Proposed Pl an Fact Sheet and attended the May 27, 1993 public nmeeting in San Jose
Each of these support agencies concurred with EPA s proposed cl eanup pl an.

The mai n concerns rai sed by State and support agencies focused on interimcontrols at the LB&
property and on groundwater and soil gas nonitoring nethods. However, EPA believes these m nor
techni cal concerns will be addressed by the selected renedy. A full response to comments
received fromstate and support agencies can be found in the Responsiveness Sunmmary (Part [11)
in this ROD.

9.2.9 Comunity Acceptance

The Proposed Plan was presented to the comunity of San Jose in a fact sheet and at a public
neeting. During the 30 day comment period, 5 comment letters were received and one fornal
comrent was rmade at the public neeting

Commentors fromthe local comunity prefer Alternative 3. The najor concerns of the community
were |long-termeffectiveness, future | and use, and cost. Commentors fromthe local comunity
generally believe that Alternative 3 is the only alternative that will provide sufficient
long-term effectiveness, especially because they would like to see the former LB& facility
properties restored to their fullest potential uses. Comrentors fromthe local comunity are
concerned that Alternative 2 would not allow profitable devel opnent of the forner LB& facility
properties, which in turn mght affect the prosperity of their nei ghborhood community and
property values. Conmmentors fromthe local community generally believe that the increased cost
of Alternative 3 is not that nmuch on an absolute basis and that the PRPs shoul d pay for

Al ternative 3.

None of the comments received provided EPA with the technical justification for selecting
Alternative 3 or making any changes to Alternative 2. EPA renmai ns convinced that Alternative 2
is essentially just as protective of hunan health and the environnent as Alternative 3 over the
long term EPA knows of no indications that |ocal prosperity or property values will be
negatively affected by Alternative 2, and points out that successful businesses are currently
operating on part of the LB& site under the sanme limtations that will exist under Alternative
2. In addition, the Gty of San Jose and SJSU have joint plans to expand the recreationa



devel opnent of adjacent properties and have strong desires for the LB& property to be used for
public parking.

EPA di sagrees that the absolute cost of Alternative 3 is relatively |ow and, therefore, should
be spent by PRPs. EPA believes that the absolute cost is significant, especially when conpared
to the overall site cleanup costs. As required by |aw, EPA eval uated cost and effectiveness of
the remedies as elenents of the nine criteria used to evaluate the alternatives. EPA believes
that spending $12.6 nillion nore for a renedy (Alternative 3) that would only provide nmarginally
better protection of a relatively low level threat (direct contact with PCBs and | ead present at
average concentrations near or below the cleanup standards typically used for industrial sites
without a cap) is not justified.

Al community concerns and comments received during the public coment period are addressed in
t he Responsi veness Summary (Part 111) in this ROD.

10.0 THE SELECTED REMEDY
10.1 BASIS OF SELECTI ON

Only two of the alternatives, Alternatives 2 and 3, neet the threshold criteria by conplying
with their respective ARARs (See Section 7) and providing adequate protection of human health
and the environnent. Both alternatives provide a good | evel of overall protection, although
they provide relatively low |l evels of reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volune through
treatnent. Wiile Alternative 3 provides a greater |level of long-termeffectiveness and
permanence because all significant soil contamnation is renmoved fromthe LB& and RFl property,
Alternative 2 will provide a simlar level of long-termeffectiveness with |ong-term

mai nt enance, deed restrictions, and five-year reviews ensuring cap integrity.

Alternative 2 provides greater short-termeffectiveness and is easier to inplenent than
Alternative 3, but the main advantage of Alternative 2 is its cost effectiveness. The
Alternative 2 cap will provide good protection of human health and the environnent at a
significantly lesser cost (15 tines |less) than the soil excavation and off-site disposal in
Alternative 3. For these reasons, EPA has selected Alternative 2, the hybrid closure cap with
in situ SVE, as the final remedy for the LB& site.

10.2 FEATURES OF THE REMEDY

Al features of Alternative 2, the Sel ected Renedy, including renediation goals, cleanup

st andards, and conpliance boundaries, are as described in detail in Section 8. Costs are
sumari zed in Table 10.1. The sel ected renedy, which addresses soil, structures, debris,

resi dues, vertical and horizontal conduits, groundwater, and vadose zone soil gas in residential
areas, contains the follow ng features:

Principal Threat Soil. Principal threat soil will be treated by SVE to renove VOCs present at
concentrations that total nore than 1 ppm EPA assunes, based on engi neering experience, that
the COCs listed in Table 5.1 do not pose a threat to groundwater at the concentrations found
during the RI.

Extraction of VOC contam nated soil vapors followed by capture of the VOCs on granul ar activated
carbon will protect the shallow groundwater from further degradation by these highly nobile
contam nants. Health risks fromthe VOCs woul d be elimnated upon destruction of the VOCs
during the regeneration of the granular activated carbon by incineration. The SVE systemis
estimated to cost $78,000 to construct and $84,000 to operate for 2 years.

Soil with Health-Ri sk-Based COCs. A cap (single |layer asphaltic concrete pavenent without

| eachate collection or nonitoring systens) will be used to contain soil contam nated with
non-nobil e chenmicals (e.g., PCBs, pesticides, and netals) that pose health risks. Long-termcap
mai ntenance will ensure elimnation of the exposure pathway to the contam nated soils and to the
contam nated building pads that will be left in place beneath the cap. Capital costs for the cap
are estinmated to be $344,940 and the present worth of 30 years of cap naintenance is estimted
to be $115,294. The present worth cost of perforning cap maintenance in perpetuity is estimted
to be $150, 000.



Summary of Estimated Costs for the Sel ected Renedy The cap will protect humans fromdirect
contact with building pads and contam nated soil present at or adjacent to the forner LB&
facility. 1In addition to the LB& and RFl properties, the cap will cover all adjacent soi
(e.g., adjacent city sidewal k area) that exceeds the cap action levels for soil. Risk will be
reduced to zero because the cap breaks the exposure pathway. The cap will also mnimze
contam nant | eaching by surface water infiltration

Any stockpiled soil that contains PCBs at concentrations greater than 50 ppmwi |l be renoved
fromthe LB& site and disposed at a TSCA landfill. Al other stockpiled soil (approxinately
1100 tons) will be spread over the existing pavenents and building pads. dean fill will be
used to grade the LB&D property and cover the contam nated stockpiled soil before the cap is
installed. It is estimated that 50 cubic yards of stockpiled soil will need to be renoved and
di sposed at a cost of approxi mately $10, 280.

Deed restrictions will be inposed for those properties (LB&D, RFlI, and the adjacent sidewal k
area belonging to the Gty of San

Jose) that contain contam nated soil exceeding cap action levels. Restrictions will prohibit
residential developnent and will limt industrial developnent to activities that do not breach
the integrity of the cap and do not nobilize the soil contam nants. Restrictions will also
precl ude excavation, other than tenporary subsurface work beneath the cap, and will require
conpl ete restoration of any disturbed fill or cap once any such tenporary work is conpl et ed.

In accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA, reviews of the protectiveness of the selected
remedy, in particular the cap and its continued nai ntenance, will occur at |east once every five
years. The reviews will also consider the ongoing effectiveness of deed restrictions and ot her

I and use restrictions

Structures and Debris. The warehouse and contam nated septic tank and miscel | aneous debris
(e.g., visqueen cover used on stockpiled soils) will be renoved and di sposed off-site. These
actions will elimnate the potential for direct exposure to contam nated structures and debris
located at the LB&D property and will also facilitate installation of the cap. The cost of
addressing the structures and debris is estinmated at $65, 560.

Resi dues. Incinerator ash and decontami nation liquids will be renoved and di sposed at an
off-site landfill. Spent granular activated carbon will be decontam nated at a regeneration
facility. The regeneration of the spent carbon will involve incineration, resulting in the

destruction of the sorbed organic contam nants. Residues contained in the contam nated septic
system and sewer line will be addressed by the renmoval of these potential conduits. These
actions will prevent human exposure to contam nated residues | ocated at the LB& property. The
cost of residue disposal is estimated to be $3, 900.

Conduits. Accessible wells that could act as potential conduits in the vicinity of the shallow
groundwat er contam nation plune will be |located, assessed, and renoved and di sposed of at an
off-site facility. However, there will always be sone uncertainty whether all potentia
conduits have been located. It is possible that some of the old wells will not be able to be

|l ocated or mght not be accessible.

In the particular case of the currently-operating SISU Spartan Stadiumwell, the punping of this
potential conduit may have a direct effect on the direction of flowin the internediate aquifer
and nay increase the chances that contam nated shal |l ow groundwater could mgrate down to the
internediate aquifer. In the event that the internedi ate aqui fer beconmes contam nated by shal | ow
aqui fer contam nants, EPA will reevaluate the need for restricting the use of this drinking
water well to agricultural use or may require its renoval

The renoval of potential conduits will reduce the potential for shall ow groundwater contam nants
to mgrate to deeper aquifers. Renobval of non-essential nonitoring wells will also reduce the
likelihood that the wells could act as potential conduits of surface water into the shall ow

aqui fer zone. In addition, renoval and di sposal of the contam nated septic system and sewer
line, following their excavation, will reduce potential exposure to or migration of contan nated
resi dues contained in these potential horizontal conduits. The renoval of potential conduits

i ncludi ng a geophysi cal survey, is estimated to cost $45, 300.



G oundwater. Additional protection fromfuture potential domestic exposure of humans to

contam nated groundwater will be provided by a mechanismfor early warning in the unlikely event
that shal |l ow groundwat er contami nants begin significant mgration towards the deep aquifer that
is used for drinking water. Both the internediate and deep aquifers will be nmonitored for VQOCs
on a sem -annual basis to alert the community if VOCs are ever detected. Al so, |and use
restrictions will prevent well construction (for water supply purposes) in source areas that
remai n contam nated. The estinmated present worth cost of 30 years of groundwater nonitoring is
$853, 174.

Vadose Zone Soil Gas. Monitoring of the soil gas near residences situated above the shall ow
groundwat er plune will provide advance warning in the unlikely event that shall ow groundwat er
VOCs begin a significant mgration towards the confined spaces of dwellings. Soil gas
nonitoring is estimated to cost $60, 000.

11. 0 STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

11.1 PROTECTI VENESS

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnent. Protection is achieved at
this industrial site, and in the aquifers ext endi ng beyond the forner LB& facility, in the
foll owi ng ways:

(1) The cap will protect humans fromdirect contact with building pads and contam nated soil

present at or adjacent to the forner LB& facility. In addition to the LB& and RFI properti es,
the cap will cover all adjacent soil (e.g., adjacent city sidewal k area) that exceeds the cap

action levels for soil. Risk will be reduced to zero because the cap breaks the exposure
pathway. Soil beyond the LB&D site boundaries is not subject to the cap because it neets cap
action levels. Such soil, if exposed under an industrial on-site worker scenario, would exhibit

a maxi num cancer risk of 6 X 10[-5] and a H less than 1. The cap will al so m nimze contam nant
| eaching by surface water infiltration. (2) Extraction of VOC contam nated soil vapors

foll owed by capture of the VOCs on granul ar activated carbon will protect the shallow

groundwat er from further degradation by these highly nobile contam nants. Health risks fromthe
VOCs woul d be elimnated because they will be destroyed during regeneration of the granul ar
activated carbon.

(3) Renoval and off-site disposal of non-essential wells located in the vicinity of the shallow
groundwat er contam nation plunme will reduce the potential for the wells to act as vertical

m gration conduits for shall ow groundwater contam nants. |In addition, excavation and off-site

di sposal of the contam nated septic systemand sewer line will reduce potential exposure to or

m grati on of contam nated residues.

(4) Renoval and offsite disposal of contam nated incinerator ash fromthe LB& facility
operations, stockpiled soil containing greater than 50 ppm PCBs, and contam nated debris and
residues will prevent future direct human contact with these contam nated naterial s.

(5) Additional protection fromfuture potential human exposure to contam nated groundwater will
be provided by a nmechanismfor early warning in the unlikely event that shall ow groundwat er
contami nants migrate towards the deep, drinking water aquifer. Both the internediate and deep
aquifers will be nonitored for VOCs on a seni-annual basis to alert the comunity if VOCs are
detected. In a simlar fashion, nonitoring of the soil gas near residences situated above the
shal | ow groundwater plune will provide advance warning in the unlikely event that VOCs begin a
significant mgration towards the confined spaces of dwellings.

(6) Land use restrictions will prevent well construction (for water supply purposes) in source
areas that renain contaminated. Deed restrictions will be inposed for the properties (LB&D,

RFlI, and the adjacent sidewal k area belonging to the Gty of San Jose) that contain contam nated
soi|l exceeding cap action levels. Deed restrictions will prohibit residential devel opnent and
will Iimt industrial developnent to activities that do not breach the integrity of the cap or
do not nobilize the soil contam nants. Restrictions will also preclude excavati on, other than
tenporary subsurface work beneath the cap and will require conplete restorati on of any disturbed
fill or cap once any such tenporary work is conpl et ed.



11.2 APPLI CABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPRCPRI ATE REQUI REMENTS

The sel ected remedy conplies with federal and state requirenents that are legally applicable, or
rel evant and appropriate (ARARs) to the renedial action. See Section 7 for a detailed discussion
of ARARs.

11.3 PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRI NCI PAL ELEMENT

The selected remedy will use SVE to treat approxinmately 15 percent of the contaninated soil at
the LB& site. This in situ treatnment will occur only on the LB& property. Mbility of the
extracted VOCs is reduced by adsorption onto granular activated carbon as part of air em ssions
control. Utimately, the toxicity and nmobility of renoved VOCs will be elimnated when the VQOCs
are incinerated and destroyed during GAC regeneration. No other treatment processes are
involved in the final renedy, nostly because of the |ack of technol ogies that can effectively
treat the heterogeneous m x of LB&D soil COCs. Because principal threat soil is treated, the
sel ected renedy satisfies the statutory preference for treatnent as a principal elenent of the
r erredy.

Wiile there will be volune reduction for soil containing VOC concentrations that threaten
groundwat er as principal threat, nost of the original volunme will renmain contam nated with
nonvol atile COCs (e.g., PCBs and netals). SVE will reduce the toxicity of this principal threat
soil by renmoving nost of the VOCs, although the toxicity of the remaining COCs is not affected

11.4 USE OF PERVANENT SOLUTI ONS, ALTERNATI VE TREATMENT OR RESOURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOGQ ES

Per manent sol utions, alternative treatnent and alternative resource technol ogi es were eval uat ed
during the FS, but were not determined to be practicable or cost effective for nost of the
contam nated soil at the LB& site, largely because of the heterogeneous mixture of COCs. By
its use of SVE for principal threat soil, the selected renedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and
alternative treatnent technol ogies to the naxi mum extent practicable.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remai ning onsite above heal t h-based
levels and the cap will require long-termroutine maintenance, reviews of the protectiveness of
the remedy will be conducted every five years, in accordance with Section 121(c) of CERCLA

11.5 COST EFFECTI VENESS

The remedy is cost effective because adequate protection is achieved for the estinmated cost of
performance. The analysis contained in the FS and this ROD denonstrates that additiona
renmedi al action and the cost associated with that action woul d not achieve a significantly
greater reduction in risk, but would result in a dranatically higher cost. The FS and this ROD
al so show that a lesser effort and a | ower cost would result in a nmeasurably higher risk at the
LB&D site.

11.6 SUMVARY

The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnent, conplies with ARARs, and
is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes pernmanent solutions and alternative treatnent
technol ogi es to the maxi num extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference for
renmedi es that enploy treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or volume as a principa

el enent .

Because the renmedy will result in hazardous substances renai ning on-site above heal t h-based
levels, a five-year review, pursuant to Section 121(c) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. 9621(c), wll be
conducted at | east once every five years after initiation of the renedial action to ensure that
the remedy continues to provi de adequate protecti on of human health and the environnent.



12.0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Proposed Plan for the LB& site was rel eased for public coment in May 1993. The Proposed
Plan identified Alternative 2, the hybrid closure cap, as the preferred alternative. EPA
reviewed all witten and verbal coments submitted during the public coment period. Upon
revi ew of these comments, EPA determned that no significant changes to the renmedy, as it was
originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary.



