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Part 1: THE DECLARATI ON
A Site Nane and Location

Val | ey Wbod Preserving Superfund Site
Turl ock, Stanislaus County, California

B. Statenent of Basis and Purpose

Thi s deci si on docunent presents the anended sel ected remedial actions of the U S. Environnenta
Protection Agency (EPA) for the Valley Wod Preserving Superfund Site, |ocated in Turl ock
Stani sl aus County, California (the Site or VAP Site). These actions have been chosen in
accordance with Section 117 of the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Conpensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA), as anended, 42 U S. C. 5 9617, and the National Q1| and Hazardous

Subst ances Pol | ution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR g 300.435(c)(2)(ii). This decision is based
upon the Admi nistrative Record for the Site.

The | ead agency for the remedial effort at this Site is EPA; support agencies are the California
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the California Regional Water Quality Contro
Board, Central Valley Region (CVRMXB). The state agencies concur with the selected Arendnent to
the initial soil remedy contained in the Record of Decision (ROD) of the Site. The ground water
remedy was nodified in December 1994 by an Expl anation of Significant Differences (ESD),

C. Assessnent of Site

The response action selected in the ROD, as nodified by this Arendrment, is necessary to protect
public health or welfare or the environnment fromactual or threatened rel eases of hazardous
subst ances, pollutants, and/or contamnants fromthis Site which may present an immnent and
substantial endangerment to public health or welfare.

D. Description of Selected Renedy

This ROD Arendnent nodifies the previously selected remedy for treating the contam nated soil at
the Valley Wod Preserving Superfund Site. These revisions affect both the cl eanup standards and
cl eanup net hodol ogy sel ected in the 1991 ROD.

This ROD Arendnent provides for: a) excavation and off-site disposal of contam nated soil, and
backfill of excavated areas with clean soil; b) a new cleanup level for arsenic in soil of 25
mlligrams per kilogram (ng/kg); c) elimnation of the soluble | eachate soil cleanup nunbers for
arseni ¢ and hexaval ent chrom umthat were based on the Designated Level Methodol ogy (DLM

and d) inplenmentation of institutional controls that prohibit residential use of the Site
property and that also ensure that future use is conpatible with Site conditions once the renedy
has been inplenented. Institutional controls nmay include zoni ng changes and/or restrictive
covenants that run with the |and

Modi fied Soil O eanup Renedy

The remedy selected in the ROD to renediate the contam nated soil was to excavate soil above
cleanup levels, fix and stabilize the soil, backfill the fixated soil, and cover the affected
areas with an asphalt cap. This renedy was the hi ghest cost renedy of the four options
considered in the selection process. The ROD established surface (0-4 feet bel ow ground surface)
and subsurface (4 feet below ground surface to the water table) soil cleanup | evels based on the
potential for those soils to | each contam nants to ground water. These soil cleanup | evels were
based upon residential site usage. Subsequently, EPA | earned that the cleanup standards for
arseni ¢ were bel ow background. Al so, residential use is no longer planned for the Site, and EPA
finds the ROD cleanup level for arsenic in surface soils to be overly conservative for an
industrial site. EPAis nowrevising the cleanup level from2 ng/kg for surface soils to 25

ng/ kg for all soil above the water table. This revision is protective of human health from
exposure to site soils through direct contact and protective of ground water quality. The

cl eanup standard for chromumrenains at 4 ng/kg for all soil above the water table. Both

cl eanup standards were determned to be protective of human exposure and ground water
consequently the sol ubl e | eachate subsurface cl eanup standards have been elim nated.



The remedy in the ROD provides for protective standards but specified that fixed soils would
require an engineered cap to be placed on top of the soil, Such a cap would Iikely preclude
residential usage at the Site. The revised cleanup standard is appropriate for a planned
industrial land use, and that |and use would al so provide WWP with sonme econom c resource
recovery. The anended renedy is |and use appropriate and will require | ess excavation of soil
EPA bel i eves that this new renedy of excavation and off-site disposal offers a better
opportunity for redevel opnent of the property.

Institutional Controls

Sel ected institutional controls, through a conbinati on of agreenents, |and-use covenants, and/or
local ordinances, will ensure that the remaining contam nated areas do not pose a significant
risk to public health. The prinmary institutional control shall be a prohibition of residentia
use of the Site. This will be acconplished through zoning changes and/or restrictive covenants
that run with the land. WAP has already submtted an application to have the Site re-zoned as
“planned industrial” which would both effectively prevent the construction of residences on the
property, and require local zoning input on the future industrial usage. In addition, WW has
committed to recording a land use restriction to the deed of the property. This restriction
would clearly limt future property use to non-residential, comrercial activities.

E. Statutory Determ nations

The selected renmedy is protective of human health and the environnment, conplies with all federa
and state requirenents that are applicable or relevant and appropriate (ARARs), and is cost-
effective. This remedy utilizes solutions that are permanent, and satisfies Section 121 of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. ) 9621. This ROD Anendnent shall becone part of the Admi nistrative Record, as
required by 40 C.F.R § 300.825(a)(2) of the NCP

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remai ning on-site above heal t h- based
levels (specifically, ground water), the Site beconmes subject to the five-year review
requirenent. This five-year reviewis to provide assurance that the renedy renmins protective of
human health and the environnent. The review will be conducted as | ong as hazardous substances
are present above heal t h-based cl eanup levels. The first reviewis scheduled for five years
after startup of the renedial action

F. Authorizing Signature
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Part 2: DECI SI ON SUMVARY
A Site Nane, Location, and Brief Description

The Val l ey Wod Preserving Superfund Site (the Site) is located at 2237 South Col den State
Boul evard in an unincorporated area of Stanislaus County, California. The Site is an inactive
wood preserving facility, and lies roughly 1.5 niles southeast of the Gty of Turlock’s
boundary. The Merced County line is about 0.5 mles southeast of the Site. The Site is |ocated
within Section 25 of Township 5 South, Range 10 East, relative to the Munt D ablo base and
neridi an.

The i mredi ate boundaries of the Site are South CGol den State Boulevard to the east; a poultry
farmto the south; agricultural/residential lots to the west; and a vineyard to the north. The
primary land use in the Site vicinity is for agricultural purposes. The agricultural parcels
near the Site are about 10 to 20 acres each, wth associated residences

The Site occupies an area of approxi mately 14.4 acres, and is essentially level. Parts of the
Site have been graded to control surface water runoff. Asphalt has been paved over the former
wood treating and storage area. The renminder of the Site is unpaved. The entire perineter of
the Site is secured with a 6-foot-high chain-link fence

Wthin the Site boundaries, a garage/workshop and a storage shed are located in the northeast
corner of the property. Water for donestic usage is obtained froma northeast well, designated
WWP- 4. The sout heast corner of the property holds several corrugated netal buil dings, which
were fornmerly occupied by an equi prent rental conpany. Anong those buil dings are two

service/ storage-type buildings and a covered work structure. In addition, the property stil
contai ns an equi pnrent shed, two | arge above-ground tanks, a pole barn, an office structure, and
a 660, 000-gal |l on tank. The pole barn was used for dipping small wood pieces and nay still
contain sone ol d di ppi ng tanks. The 660, 000-gal | on tank was constructed after closure of the
wood treating facility. The other wood preserving facilities and equi pment have been di smant!| ed
and renoved.

B. Site Hstory of Contam nation and i gi nal Renedy

1. State Activities

Bet ween 1973 and 1979, Valley Wod Preserving, Inc. (VW) perfornmed wood preserving activities
at the Site. Solutions of 1 to 2 percent chronated-copper-arsenate (CCA) were m xed and stored
in tanks on the Site. Lunber in |loads of up to 20,000 pounds was placed into one of four
pressure treatnent cylinders, then treated with the solution. After conpletion of the treatnent
the [unmber would then be renoved fromthe cylinder and allowed to drip-dry on paved and unpaved
areas on the Site. Known contam nation sources at the Site include such chem cal drippings,

ot her chem cal spills, |eaking tanks, and on-site disposal practices common to that tine.

In 1979, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, Central Valley Region (CVRNXB) identified
the toxic chem cals chromium copper, and arsenic on Site, within storage ponds, hol ding tanks
and in soils (both on-site and off-site). Those same contam nants were al so detected in the
shal | ow, unconfined aquifer at the Site. In Novenber 1979, the CVRWXB issued a cl eanup and
abatenent order to WWP. Then in 1980, the CVRWXB obtained a prelimnary injunction ordering VWP
to performground water punp-and-treat actions at the Site. VW comrenced soil and ground water
sanpling in early 1980; however, renmedial actions ceased in 1983 due to alleged financia
difficulties.

In March 1987, the California Departnent of Health Services Division of Toxic Substances Contro
(now known as the California Departnent of Toxic Substances Control, or DISC) issued a renedia
action order (RAO to WW. This order required WAP to conduct a renmedi al investigation and
feasibility study and to devel op a Renedial Action Plan (RAP).

2. EPA Activities and the 1991 Record of Decision

In March 1989, the U S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) added the WW Site to the Nationa
Priorities List (NPL), and soon thereafter becane the | ead agency for the renedial cleanup. EPA



remai ns the | ead agency; the DTSC and CVRWXB are support agencies, with DISC acting as the | ead
state agency.

In Decenber 1989, WAP and EPA entered into an adm nistrative order to perform energency renova
actions at the Site. The order required aquifer testing, an interimpunp-and-treat system and
the design of a plan for alternate water supplies for affected nei ghboring residents. |In January
1990, WWP commenced the installation of three deep ground water wells to serve as donestic water
wells. I'n May 1990, WAP and EPA entered into a second admi nistrative consent order, requiring
WP to conduct a renedial investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS). This new order superseded the
previ ous 1987 RAO A baseline risk assessnment (as part of 1lhis RI/FS) indicated that exposure to
ground water contam nated by chemcals fromVWW could result in significant health risks. No
significant ecological risks were detected. In June 1990, a punp-and-treat system began
operation in order to control the migration of the contam nant plune.

In June 1991, the RI/FS was conpleted. It concluded that: the contam nants of concern in both
soil and ground water were hexaval ent chrom um and arsenic; the ground water plune was nobile
and mgrating towards donestic wells; additional investigation of the vertical extent of the
ground water plune was required; and renedi al technol ogi es were available for cl eanup

On Septenber 27, 1991, EPA signed the Record of Decision (ROD). The ROD's renedy for the ground
wat er contam nati on was el ectrochem cal treatnment, in conjunction with the existing
punp-and-treat system Briefly, electrochem cal treatnent involves passing an electrical current
through a contam nated solution. lons that tend to have a positive charge in solution |like
chrom um and arsenic would selectively mgrate to the negativel y-charged portion of the system
and then be col |l ected and separ at ed.

The ROD s renedy to conbat the soil contami nation was a program of excavation, fixation, and
on-site disposal. The ROD established various cleanup standards for the contam nants of concern
For surface soils (defined as O to 4 feet in depth) the ROD standards for hexaval ent chrom um
are 4 ng/kg, and 2 ng/kg for arsenic. For subsurface soils (from4 feet below the I and surface
down to the water table) the ROD standards are based upon a | eachate test. After testing, if the
soils’ leachate had concentrations of nore than 5 parts per billion (ppb) of hexaval ent chrom um
and/ or arsenic, that soil would be considered contam nated. For ground water, the ROD standards
are 50 ppb for hexaval ent chrom umand 16 ppb for arsenic.

The remedy selected to address the contami nated soil was to excavate the soil, fix and stabilize
t he hazardous substances in the soil with a stabilizing agent, and backfill the fixed-soils into
the excavated areas. Measures such as covers of clean soil or other capping nechani sns woul d be
taken to protect the surface of the fixed soil from physical deconposition. Institutiona
controls were required to ensure that future | and-use practices would be conmpatible with the
fixed-soil. Based on information available at the tine that the ROD was devel oped, it was
estinmated that 15,000 cubic yards of soil would have been subject to renediation

In the 1991 ROD, the cleanup standards for soil were devel oped based on applicable or rel evant
and appropriate requirenents (ARARs) and health protection criteria. The surface soil cleanup
standards were based on potential health risks frominhalation and direct contact, assum ng
unrestricted Site use (e.g., residential use). The standards were set at 4 ng/ kg for hexaval ent
chromumand 2 ng/kg for arsenic, which corresponded to a 1 x 10-6 excess cancer risk. The

cl eanup standard set at 2 ng/kg for arsenic was at or bel ow background concentrations in soil in
the Site vicinity. The subsurface cleanup standards were based on the protection of ground water
fromcontam nated | eachate fromthe soil. The cleanup standards were set at 5 ppb for both
arseni ¢ and hexaval ent chrom um as neasured in the | eachate fromthe subsurface soil. Those

| evel s were based on the Designated Level Methodol ogy for characterizing wastes in soi
prepared by the CWNMXB in June 1989.

3. EPA's May 2000 Proposed Plan to Address Soil Contam nation

Subsequent to the ROD, EPA recognized that the soil cleanup standards were overly conservative
as they were set below or close to background concentrations and were not appropriate for the

pl anned | and reuse. The original assunption for the determ nation of cleanup standards was that
future Site use would be residential, This assunption is no longer valid given the proposed
zoni ng changes and comitment by WAP to restrict future residential use via a deed restriction
and/or restrictive covenant that would run with the land. Accordingly, EPA proposed soil cleanup



standards of 30 ng/kg for arsenic and 10 ng/ kg for hexaval ent chromumin its May 2000 Proposed
Pl an. The proposed EPA standards were based upon risk calculations for an industrial site at
this location. In addition, EPA believes that the | eachate test showed little correlation

bet ween neasured soil contam nation and | eachate results; thus naking the renedial action
difficult to inplement. EPA proposed that all soil, regardl ess of depth of origin, was to neet a
singl e standard, and thereby avoid confusion and/or redundancy. Consequently, the requirenent
for the | eaching test for subsurface soil has been elimnated

C. Community Participation

Community interest was high during the late 1970's, prinmarily due to concerns about odors,
potentially contam nated domestic wells, and general exposures to on-site chemcals. Since the
begi nning of renedial activities, the interest |evel has decreased. Before rel ease of the ROD,
EPA encouraged public participation and met the requirenents for public participati on under
Section 113(k)(2)(B) of CERCLA 42 U S.C g 9613(k)(2)(B). Public participation before the
ROD i ncl uded rel ease of the Community Involvenent Plan, several facts sheets, community
interviews, a Proposed Plan and a formal public neeting

In accordance with Section 117(a) of CERCLA, EPA solicited public comments in witing on the
Proposed Plan for soil renmediation fromMay 4 to June 3, 2000. EPA held a fornmal public neeting
on May 17, 2000 at the Veterans of Foreign Wars Hall in Turlock, California for the purpose of
presenting to the public the Proposed Plan for soil renediation at the Site. At that neeting,
the Proposed Plan was presented, as well as a summary of detailed information included in the
Renmedi al Investigation and Feasibility Study (RI/FS) reports and other rel ated docunents for the
Site. Comments fromthe public coment period, including comments from state agencies, have been
included in this docunent, in the Responsiveness Sunmmary.

D. Basis for the ROD Arendnent

Under Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. g 9617, and pursuant to Section 300.435(c)(2)(ii) of the
NCP, 40 CFR § 300.435(c)(2)(ii) (55 Fed. Reg. 8666, 8852 (March 1990)), EPA is required to
publish a RCD Anendnment when fundanental changes are nade to a final renedial action plan as
described in a ROD. EPA is making these changes to the ROD to: (1) take into account that
current and future Site use will exclude residential uses; (2) establish cleanup standards that
are appropriate for the Site; (3) account for technical data obtained since 1991; and (4) select
a nore cost-effective and appropriate renmedy, given the changes to the Site's contam nation
profile.

EPA has conducted risk assessnents to estimate the potential health and environmental risks
posed by contanminants at the Site. The risk assessnments considered the possi bl e exposure risks
fromcontam nants present in both soil and ground water. Results of the risk assessnment are
presented in detail in the Final Focused Feasibility Study of April 2000

The WAP Site is an industrial facility. WA, the owner of the Site, has agreed to | and use
controls preventing future residential use of the property (the one forner residence on the Site
has been renoved). Mreover, VAP has submitted an application to rezone the property to “pl anned
industrial” (or a simlar, non-residential designation). Therefore, EPA evaluated two scenarios

in which individuals mght be exposed to the soil: (1) potential current and future exposure to
workers, and (2) potential current and future exposure to Site visitors. A person from one of
t hese groups coul d becone exposed by inadvertently ingesting soil, breathing in soil particles

or through skin contact with the contam nated soils. This baseline risk assessnment did not
eval uate past exposures.

EPA assessed these potential risks by: (1) identifying the chemicals present in the soil

(2) characterizing the popul ation potentially exposed to these contam nants; and (3) evaluating
the potential health effects resulting fromexposure to the contam nated soil. EPA uses
protective assunptions and very high safety factors when perforning these assessnments to ensure
that public health is protected

EPA considers two types of risk: cancer risk and non-cancer risk. Cancer risk is reported as the
chance that a person exposed to a chemical will get cancer from exposure during a 30-year
period. For exanple, a cancer risk of one in one mllion wuld nean that there is one chance in



a mllion that a person would get cancer because of exposure to the chemical for 30 years. Risks
greater than one in ten thousand generally nean that sone action nust take place at a Site.

Non- cancer risks are measured by what is called a Hazard Index (H). The H for a Site is

cal cul ated according to the types and anpbunts of chemicals at a Site and the types of exposures
that may occur. If the H is less than one (1), it is extrenely unlikely that a non-cancer
health reaction could occur. An H above one neans that adverse effects coul d happen. The hi gher
the value of the H, neans the greater the chances that adverse effects will occur. Non-cancer
ri sks greater than one generally nean that sone action has to be taken at a Site. Non-cancer
risks include skin irritation and rashes, eye irritation, nausea, and diarrhea

At the WWP Site, cancer risks associated with average exposure to soils were 3 x 10-7 which is
bel ow I evel s requiring action to protect off-site residents. Based on | and-use controls, there
will be no future on-site residents, only on-site workers and visitors. Once the Site is
renmedi ated to neet the revised cl eanup standards for soil, the theoretical cancer risk for
on-site workers and visitors will be Iess than one in one hundred thousand. This |level of risk
is within the range of acceptable risks used by both EPA and Cal - EPA

Hazard i ndi ces associated with average exposure to ground water exceeded |evels requiring

action to protect off-site residents. Arsenic, which is considered carcinogenic if ingested, was
not detected in off-site ground water; hexaval ent chrom um which is not considered carcinogenic
if ingested, was detected in off-site ground water. Inpacted off-site water supply wells were
replaced with a clean water supply beginning in 1990.

EPA al so performed a prelimnary risk assessment for potential risks to ecol ogical receptors,
such as wildlife or fish. The evaluation indicated that there are no aquatic comunities,
wet | ands, or endangered or' threatened species in the Site vicinity. Based on these results, a
detai |l ed ecol ogical risk assessment was not required.

It is inportant to enphasize that the ROD standards for VWAP were pronul gated based upon
potential residential usage of the property and the high concentrations of pollutants. The | ower
concentrations, |ower contam nated soil volunes, and the commtnent fromthe property owner,
WP, to place restrictive covenants on the property and to work with Stanislaus County to
rezone the property to “planned industrial” (or a simlar, non-residential designation) are the
factors that require a change to the ROD, and thus the need for this ROD anendnent. Based on
the human health and prelimnary ecol ogical risk assessnent, cleanup standards are established
to be protective of on-site workers, visitors, and ground water quality.

It is EPA's current judgnment that the preferred revised renedial alternative identified in the
FFS is necessary to protect public health or welfare or the environnment fromactual or
threatened rel eases of hazardous substances into the environnent.

E. Sel ected Renedy
The followi ng section describes the nodifications to the 1991 ROD.

Cont ai nnent of contam nated soil has been, and will continue to be, achieved through different
processes. The ROD of 1991 proposed an excavation, chemcal fixation, and on-site disposa
option for the cleanup of soil contamnated with the contam nants of concern. In this case, EPA
bel i eves that soil excavation and renoval is a superior option since the affected soil nmass will
be permanently renoved fromthe Site and |l and reuse options will be inproved. It is expected
that this excavation will also reduce the arsenic and hexaval ent chrom um avail able to | each
into the ground water. However, during the excavation activity, a potential wll exist for
arseni ¢ and hexaval ent chromumto leach into the ground water. Therefore, to continue the
protectiveness of the renedy, it is expected that the ground water punp-and-treat systemwill
continue to operate until the soil and ground water cleanup standards are net.

New I nstitutional Controls
An inmportant consideration to the cleanup standard is the planned | and use or zoning of the

property, and the agreed-to restrictive covenants between WAWP and DTSC. WAP has agreed to seek
rezoning of the property. The Site is currently zoned A-2-10 (general agriculture) in Stanislaus



County. This allows one residence for every 10 acres of |and. Through a restrictive covenant WP

will

not be allowed to divide the parce
need for other restrictions including restrictions on further excavations will

that currently conprises the Site.

In addition
be cons

, the
dered.

Rezoning of the property to a “planned commercial” (or simlar) designation would prevent the

construction of residences on the property. This woul d change exposure routes
and the cl eanup standards for the contam nants of concern
be devel oped with the | oca
The cl eanup standards and renedi es put

receptors
that this new |l and use restriction wll
accordance with | ocal

forth in this docunent

F. Renedi al

The Renedi a
acconplish. The RAGs for the soi

They

EPA has proposed revi sed soi
and 4 ng/ kg for hexaval ent chromumfor all
ny/ kg for arsenic and 4 ng/ kg for hexaval ent chromiumin surface soils
standard for arsenic corresponded to a concentration at or bel ow background | evel s,
intended to be protective of human health if the Site was used for residentia

are to:

Protect human health and the environnent;
Protect ground water quality based on the potentia

county,

Action bjectives

and state regul ations.
reflect the new “planned commercial” zoning.

and

in the soils to contam nate the ground water.

soil.

for arsenic and/or

potentia
It is anticipated
governing bodies in

hexaval en

The 1991 cl eanu
and
pur poses

Action (ojectives (RAGs) describe what the proposed Site cleanup is expected to
clean up programat the Site remain the sane as in the ROD.

t chrom um

cl eanup standards for the Site. These are 25 ngy/ kg for arsenic,
The 1991 ROD presented cleanup levels of 2

p
was

. The

revi sed cl eanup standards were selected to be protective of human health for Site use for

“pl anned commerci al” purposes
assessnent .

Soi

and are based on the results of a Site-specific health risk
cl eanup standards of 25 ng/kg for arsenic and 4 ng/ kg for hexaval ent chrom um

are consistent with the revised Site-specific cleanup standard recommended by EPA in an August

26, 1994 letter prepared by EPA entitled “Proposed Soi

Cl eanup St andards,

Val | ey Wod

Preserving Superfund Site” and a March 1997 Menorandum for Record prepared by EPA entitled

“ Soi

Cl eanup Standards, Valley Wod Preserving Superfund Site,” The standards have been based
upon risk calculations for an industrial facility at this location. The State of California
concurs with these soil cleanup standards.
Table 1: Original Soil deanup Levels, 1991 ROD
Dept h, bel ow Leachate Test or C eanup
Cont am nant Soil O ass ground surface Soi| Concentration St andard
Arsenic surface 0-4 feet Soi | Concentration 2 ppm
Arsenic subsurface 4 ft to water table Leachat e Test 5 ppb
Hex. Chrom um sur f ace 0-4 feet Soi|l Concentration 4 ppm
Hex. Chrom um subsurface 4 ft to water table Leachat e Test 5 ppb
Table 2. Revised Soil O eanup Levels, 2003 ROD Amendnent
Dept h, bel ow Leachate Test or C eanup
Cont am nant Soil O ass ground surface Soi| Concentration St andar d*
Arsenic surface Oft to water table Soi|l Concentration | 25ng/ kg
Hex. Chrom um surface Oft to water table Soil Concentration | 4 ny/kg




G BEvaluation of Alternatives under NCP Oriteria

1. Summary of O eanup Alternatives

EPA consi dered several alternatives to reduce the risk frompotential exposure to soil and to
protect ground water. Each of the alternatives was conpared against the nine criteria
established in the NCP.

Alternative 1 — No Action
Esti mated Cost = $0 (net present val ue)

In this alternative no action is taken to clean up the soil at the Site, EPAis required to
consider a No Action alternative to serve as a baseline for conparison with other renedial
alternatives. There is no cost associated with this alternative. It would provide the |east
overal |l protection to hunan health and the environment. The No Action alternative does not neet
EPA renedi al action objectives and does not conply with either state or federal requirenents.

Alternative 2 — Excavation and O f-site Disposal
EPA's Preferred Alternative

Estimated Cost = $295, 000 (2000 net val ue)

Excavation and O f-site D sposal is EPA's Preferred Alternative. It consists of excavating soil
contai ni ng arseni c and/ or hexaval ent chromumat |evels greater than the Site cl eanup standards.
The excavated soil would then be transported to an approved |andfill for disposal. The excavated
areas woul d be backfilled with clean soil.

This alternative can be easily inplenmented and woul d be the nost effective in the long term It
woul d neet all of the remedial action objectives and can be done in conpliance with all state
and federal requirements. There would be a slight, tenporary risk to the on-site workers
involved in the excavations due to the potential of becom ng exposed to contam nated soil.
However, all workers would be trained according to California health and safety guidelines and
woul d use appropriate protective clothing to reduce the potential of exposure.

The costs for this alternative were estimated to be $295,000 (year 2000 capital cost). There are
no annual mai ntenance costs associated with this alternative. It is estimated that it would take
approximately 3 nonths to inplenent this solution.

Alternative 3 - Fixation and Cappi ng
Estimated Costs = $362, 000 (2000 net val ue)

This alternative consists of excavating soil containing arsenic and/or hexaval ent chroni um at
levels greater than the Site cleanup standards, treating the soil with cenent-like chemcals so
that the arsenic and/or hexaval ent chromumw || be trapped in the soil (i.e., "fixing” the
soil), and replacing the fixed soil back into the excavated areas. The areas of fixed and

repl aced soil would be covered with asphalt to seal themin place.

The excavated soil would be fixed with the treatment chemicals in a treatnment system which woul d
be brought on Site. The treated soil would then be tested according to EPA and California

requi renents before being placed back into the excavation. A cap woul d be placed over the
treated areas to seal all of the treated soil in place and reduce the possibility that people
woul d be exposed to it in the future.

This alternative can be inplemented, as excavation and fixation are proven technol ogies. It

woul d neet all of the remedial action objectives if the cap were properly maintained. The work
can be conpleted in conpliance with all State and Federal requirements, There would be a slight
risk to the on-site workers involved in the excavation and fixation due to the potential of
beconi ng exposed to contam nated soil. However, all workers would be trained according to
California health and safety guidelines and woul d use appropriate protective clothing to reduce
the potential of exposure. This alternative would be effective in the long termif the cap and
land use restrictions were maintai ned. The | ocal governnment woul d becone involved to restrict
future building and excavation activities.



The total costs for this alternative were estinated to be $362,000 i n year 2000 dollars. O this
amount, it was estimated that $21,000 (30-year value cost in 2000) would be required to maintain
the cap. It is estimated that it would take approxinately 4 nonths to inplenment this solution.

2. Nine NCP Criteria

To select a renedy, EPA used the nine criteria set forth in the NCP and CERCLA Section 121 to
eval uate each renedi ati on alternative and conpare them agai nst each other. The nine eval uation
criteria are:

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environnent

2. Conpliance with ARARs

3. Long-term Effectiveness and Per nanence

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune through Treat nment
5. Short-term Effectiveness

6. Inplenmentability

7. Cost

8. State Acceptance

9. Comunity Acceptance

O the above criteria, nunbers 1 and 2 are considered Threshold Criteria, denoting that both
criteria must be net for a renmedy to be considered. The criteria nunbered 3 through 7 above are
considered Prinmary Balancing Criteria, reflecting that they are used for further evaluating the
remedi al alternatives. The criteria nunbered 8 and 9 are considered during the final renedy

sel ection process. Wth an eval uation based upon these criteria, EPA's preferred alternative is
Alternative 2, Excavation and Of-site Disposal.

Alternative 1 (No Action) provides the least protection to human health and the environnent,
does not neet State or Federal requirenents, and does not neet the renedial action objectives.
Thus, Alternative 1 cannot be sel ected.

Alternative 2 (Excavation and Of-site Disposal) and Alternative 3 (Fixation and Cappi ng) can
both be inmplenmented to satisfy the Threshold Criteria. The Final Focused Feasibility Study of
Apri 120001i sts the ARARs for this Site. They include the dean Air Act, the Safe Drinking Water
Act, and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, anong others. Excavation and di sposal
activities trigger the RCRA Subtitle C ARARs since those actions are considered treatmnent,
storage, and/or disposal. In addition, Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 neet the remedial action
obj ectives and share equal short-term effectiveness.

Alternative 2 is ranked higher than Alternative 3 in long-termeffectiveness because
contam nated soil will be removed fromthe Site. Alternative 3 will require continual

mai nt enance of the asphalt cap and the nonitoring of on-site activities in order to renain
effective. Alternatives 2 and 3 will require institutional controls to renain effective,

Alternative 2 is ranked higher than Alternative 3 in the reduction in toxicity, mobility, and
volunme. Alternative 2 would reduce the toxicity and volune of the contaminated soil on Site
whereas Alternative 3 would not. Also, Alternative 3 would reduce the chemcal nobility, but
woul d i ncrease the vol une of contamnated soil on Site, On the other hand, A ternative 2 woul d

reduce chemcal nobility by placing the contam nated soil in an approved landfill. Alternative 3
woul d not change the toxicity of the contam nants on Site. The fixation process woul d reduce the
mobi lity but would result in an increase in volune of contam nated soil. Aternative 2 and

Alternative 3 are equal in terns of inplementability, but Alternative 2 is ranked higher than
Alternative 3 in terns of cost. Alternative 2 was accepted by the community, based on coments
recei ved during the public conment period.



The Final Focused Feasibility Study for the Site provides a nore detailed eval uation of each
alternative with respect to seven of the nine criteria (except state and community acceptance).

Based on the information currently avail able, EPA believes that the Preferred Alternative,
Alternative 2, neets the Threshold Criteria and neets, or exceeds, the other alternatives in
terns of the Balancing Oriteria.

EPA expects the Preferred Alternative to satisfy the statutory requirenents in CERCLA Section
121(b): 1) to be protective of human health and the environnment; 2) to conply with state and
federal guidelines and regulations; 3) to be cost effective; 4) to utilize permanent sol utions
and alternative treatnent technol ogies to the naxi mumextent practicable; and 5) to satisfy the
preference for treatnment as a principal elenent.

3. Support Agency Acceptance

EPA and the State of California regulatory agencies (DISC and CVRANMXB) have di scussed the
changes set forth in this Arendment. The CVRWXB di sagreed with the revised soil standards that
EPA proposed in Apri12000. Since then, DITSC and CVRNXB have taken active roles in the decision
to revise the standards. Both agenci es now concur with the final cleanup standards for soil that
are included in this docunent.

4. Public Participation Activities

EPA held a thirty-day public coment period from My 4 through June 3, 2000. A public neeting
was held in Turlock on May 17, 2000, where EPA presented the revised preferred alternative and
nmenbers of the community had an opportunity to ask questions and comment. Al coments received
have been included in the Adm nistrative Record for the Site, and are summari zed in the attached
Response Summary. EPA provided this opportunity to encourage naxi mum public participation in the
Anendnent process for the Site, as required by 40 CF. R 8 300.435(c)(2)(ii).

H STATUTCRY DETERM NATI ONS

EPA bel ieves that the soil renedy as nodified by this Arendnent remains fully protective of
human health and the environnent, conplies with all State and Federal requirenents that are
applicable or relevant and appropriate to this renedial action, and is cost-effective. In
addition, the soil renedy satisfies the statutory preference for renedies that enploy treatnent
that pernmanently and significantly reduce toxicity, nobility, and volune of the hazardous
substances located at a Site, consistent with Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA, 42 U S.C. 8§

9621(b) (1).



PART 3: RESPONSI VENESS SUMMARY

A revised soil cleanup plan, termed the Valley Wod Preserving Superfund Site Proposed Plan (the
Proposed Pl an) was issued in May 2000. The Proposed Pl an described EPA' s preferred renedia
alternatives for soil cleanup at the Site. In accordance with Section 117(a) of the

Conpr ehensi ve Environmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), as anended, 42

U S.C. 8 9617(a), EPA announced the Proposed Plan in order to solicit public input, Public
comrents were requested in witing fromMy 4, 2000 through June 3, 2000; however, it was
enphasi zed that comrents woul d al so be accepted by mail, fax, or over the phone during that
30-day period. In addition, EPA held a public meeting on May 17, 2000 at the Veterans of Foreign
Wars Hall in Turlock, California. The purpose of this public meeting was to discuss the Proposed
Pl an and obtain additional public coments.

A Summary of Comments Recei ved

1. Comments from Comunity Menbers, in italics; EPA response follows

Q Wy is this cleanup taking so | ong?

A: There is a formal process that EPA nust follow Many of our steps are legally required and
may not be waived. On this project, there have al so been additional delays due to litigation
fundi ng issues, changes in actions, additional Site characterization, interimsystens, and other
investigations. Finally, the process of engineering, approving, testing, and running an

i nnovative ground water renedi ati on systemal so requires a great deal of tinme.

Q Wy is EPA changing its mnd?

A: W are choosing to inplenent a remedy that is appropriate for a practical |and reuse by
changi ng the cl eanup standards and controls. The original standards were based upon residentia
use, and required standards to include the possibility of children and the elderly on the Site
for extended periods of time. Sites that are not residential, but instead industrial, have
different standards. For exanple, it is assumed that industrial workers will not sleep overnight
at the Site, or nake nmud pies in the yard. Also, it is inportant to note that environnental
approaches have changed in the last 10-12 years. |nproved sanpling techniques all ow nore

t horough anal yses, with | ess uncertainty.

Q What is EPA doing with the soil, and where is the soil going?

A Contam nated soil that has been excavated nmust be taken to an approved landfill for proper
di sposal . Such soil may not be reused. Exanples of nearby approved landfills are Forward in
St ockt on and Chem Waste in Kettleman HIIs.

Q Wiat are the current risks?

A The primary risk remains contam nated ground water. The remedy in place continues to inprove
the ground water, with the goal of returning that water to its beneficial use. Residents
affected by the ground water contam nation have had deeper wells installed by VW, allow ng the
residents access to clean water. By being in contact with the shallow ground water, soi

contam nation continues to be a source of ground water contamination and a principal threat.
Bot h arseni ¢ and hexaval ent chroni um have the potential to be hunan carcinogens. At this Site
inhal ation and ingestion are the prinmary pathways for human heal th concerns, although both
contam nants are eye and skin irritants at very high concentrations.

Q Wiat are the risks to nei ghbors?

A For non-carcinogeni c hazard, the pathway of greatest concern is ingestion of contaninated
ground water. Therefore, it is inportant to continue to obtain drinking water fromthe proper
non-contam nated wells. For carcinogenic risks, the cancer risk is based upon a 30-year

conti nual average exposure. For neighbors, that cancer risk was calculated in the year 2000 to
be less than 3 in 1 mllion for adults, and less than 9 in 1 mllion for children. Both |evels
of risk are below the levels required for protective actions.



Q Wiat are the risks to workers and visitors?
A Based on the new cleanup levels, the theoretical cancer risk will be less than 1 in 100, 000
Q Wuat is the difference in soil volunme for this Proposed Plan versus the ol d one?

A. The old plan estinmated a contam nated vol unme of 15,000 cubic yards. The new pl an estinates
a volune of 1,600 cubic yards, based upon the renediation efforts to date

Q Wien will everything be conpl eted?

A For soil, the cleanup action will require between 6 to 12 nonths after begi nning the work.
Based upon the current renedy and pace, the ground water cleanup is expected to require severa
nore years.

Q Wiy are you changi ng the renedy?

A Subsequent to issuing the ROD in 1991, EPA | earned that the cl eanup standards for arsenic
wer e bel ow background. Also, residential use is no |longer planned for the Site, and EPA found
the ROD cleanup level for arsenic in surface soils to be overly conservative for an industria
site. Moreover, since the old renedy was to backfill with the fixated soil, it would | eave

unsi ghtly nmounds of naterial all over the Site. Finally, this newrenedy is considered to be
nore protective of the neighborhood and the future Site workers, since the contam nated materia
will be shipped off-site

Q How will the workers be protected?7

A All workers on this and sinmilar hazardous waste projects are required to have the OSHA

40- hour Hazardous Waste certification. This training requires know edge of safety hazards and
proper protective nmeasures. Certainly, workers in the field will be required to wear the proper
Personal Protective Equiprment (PPE). PPE for this project is anticipated to include air nasks
and ot her breathing apparatus, hard hats, steel-toed and steel -shanked boots, in addition to

ei ther disposable or easily decontam nated protective clothing. The Site will continue to be
secured during the cleanup and renoval efforts. After the cleanup, there should be no

contam nated soil, and therefore no exposure. At that tine, the risks should be identical to a
normal construction site

Q Wiat alternatives were considered?

A: As shown in the Proposed Plan, three alternatives were considered. They are no action
fixation and cappi ng, and the chosen action, excavation and off-site disposal

Q Wiat are the cleanup standards for ground water?

A As established by the 1991 ROD, the ground water cleanup standards are 50 ppb for hexaval ent
chrom um and 16 ppb for arsenic

Q How can you be sure that these soil levels are protective of ground water quality?

A: The ground water cleanup and nonitoring will continue after the soil cleanup. EPA believes
that this soil cleanup will allow the ground water cleanup to proceed faster by renoving the

pol lution source, Therefore, EPA believes that by renoving this pollution source, which is
capabl e of entering the ground water, the renaining ground water cleanup will proceed faster and
nore efficiently.

2. Comments from State Agencies, in italics; EPA comments follow

Q The State feels that EPA has not denonstrated that the proposed standards neet the State’'s
Appl i cabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) for protection of ground water

In particular, the State feels that the | eaching test should still be required, and the State
al so argues for nore stringent cleanup standards.



A. EPA and the State have discussed this issue at length since the issuance of the Proposed Pl an
in 2000. EPA provided additional data supporting the proposed soil cleanup standard for arsenic
and elimnating the use of the leaching test at this Site. In addition, EPA believes that for
this Site, the leaching tests are not a reliable estimator of either present or future

contam nation |levels. On August 16, 2002, the State concurred with EPA on the sel ected renedy
described in this ROD Anendnent. The new soil cleanup | evel s have been established at 25 ng/kg
for arsenic and 4 ng/ kg for hexaval ent chromium No |eaching tests shall be required.

Q The state wants assurances that the current nonitoring and treatnent systemw |l continue, in
order to achieve cleanup levels in ground water

A: EPA intends to continue the current ground water treatnent system but sone nodifications
may be necessary. For instance, unused, unproductive, and/or unnecessary wells shall receive
perm ssion to be abandoned per local regulatory guidelines. This will |essen the potential for
vandalism illegal dunping, and danage from equi pnent and |ivestock. Leaking or inproperly
screened wells shall also be repaired or abandoned in order to elimnate faulty data.

Q The lower standards inply that the contam nated soil levels will be greater than the 1, 600
cubi ¢ yard quanlity nentioned in the Proposed Plan. Should the Proposed Plan be revised to
reflect this?

A The 1,600 cubic yard nunber is an estimate, and the best guess of EPA at that tinme. However
EPA bel i eves that the contami nated soils are in localized areas, and nostly at or near the
western portion of the property. Thus, EPA does expect the affected soil volune to increase, but
the new soil volune is not expected to be anywhere near the 15,000 cubic yards previously
esti mat ed.

Q The State has several requirenments and concerns regardi ng any future Wrk Plans for the
cleanup at the Site.

A EPAw Il require a Wrk Plan for the renoval effort at the Site. EPA will actively seek out
comrents and feedback fromthe State before any Work Plan is approved, EPA will also attenpt
to obtain concurrence fromthe State on any Work Plan, in order to assure that those concerns
have been addressed.

Q The State is concerned about the high levels of sulfates (up o 1070 ng/L) present in sone
| ocati ons.

In the May 2003 sanpling, the | evel of naxi mumsulfate concentrations in ground water was 351
ng/ L. Localized treatnents are being discussed as a nethod to bring those concentrations bel ow
the 250 ng/L secondary MCL for California. EPA will continue nonitoring sulfate in the
groundwater and will take appropriate actions if necessary.
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September 25, 2003

Memorandum

To: Kathleen Johnson
Branch Chief, Hazardous Waste
ORC

Through:  Lewis Maldonado
Senior Counsel

From: Sara Goldsmith 54*— | Ehl, -

Assistant Regional Counsel

Terry Burton
Remedial Project Manager

Re: Record of Decision Amendment, Valley Wood Preserving Site,
Turlock, Stanislaus County, Califormia

This memorandum requests your concurrence with the Record of Decision (ROD)
Amendment for the Valley Wood Preserving Superfund Site (the Site) located in Turlock.
Stanislaus County, California.

This ROD Amendment modifies the previously selected remedy for treating the
contaminated soil at the Site. These revisions affect both the cleanup standards and cleanup
methodology selected in the 1991 ROD.

In particular, the ROD Amendment provides for; a) excavation and off-site disposal of
contaminated soil, and backfill of excavated areas with clean soil; b) a new cleanup level for
arsenic in soil of 25 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg); c) elimination of the soluble leachate soil
cleanup numbers for arsenic and hexavalent chromium that were based on the Designated Level
Methodology (DLMY); and d) implementation of institutional controls that prohibit residential use
of the Site property and that also ensure that future use is compatible with Site conditions once
the remedy has been implemented. Institutional controls may include zoning changes and/or
restrictive covenants that run with the land.

The original remedy selected in the 1991 ROD to remediate the contaminated soil was (o



excavate soil above cleanup levels, fix and stabilize the soil, backfill the fixated soil, and cover
the affected areas with an asphalt cap. The ROD established surface (0-4 feet below ground
surface) and subsurface (4 feet below ground surface to the water able) soil cleanup levels based
on the potential for those soils to leach contaminants to ground water. These soil cleanup levels
were based upon residential site usage. Subsequently, EPA leamed that the cleanup standards for
arsenic were below background. Also, residential use is no longer planned for the Site, and EPA
finds the ROD cleanup level for arsenic in surface soils to be overly conservative for an industrial
site. EPA is now revising the cleanup level from 2 mg/kg for surface soils to 25 mg/kg for all
soil above the water table. This revision is protective of human health from exposure 1o site soils
through direct contact and protective of ground water quality. The cleanup standard for
chromium remains &t 4 mg/kg for all soil above the water table. Both cleanup standards were
determined to be protective of human exposure and ground water; consequently the soluble
leachate subsurface cleanup standards have been eliminated.

Selected institutional controls such as land-use covenanis and/or local ordinances will
ensure that the remaining contaminated areas do not pose a significant risk to public health. The
primary institutional control shall be a prohibition of residential use of the Site. This will be
accomplished through zoning changes and/or restrictive covenants that run with the land. The
current landowner of the Site, Valley Wood Preserving, Inc. (VWP), has already submitted an
application to have the Site re-zoned as “planned industrial” which would hath effectively
prevent the construction of residences on the property, and require local zoning input on the
future industrial usage. In addition, VWP has commitied to recording a restrictive covenant
limiting future property use to non-residential, commercial activities.

The ARARs are principally the Clean Air Act, the Safe Drinking Water Act, and the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), among others, Excavation and disposal
activities trigger RCRA Subtitle C since these actions are considered treatment, storage, and/or
disposal.

We recommend that you concur with this ROD Amendment. 1am available now and
Terry Burton should be available after today to answer any questions. Keith has already been

briefed on ﬂiIS%D Amendment, }l
CONCUR: /-/':‘/’: j 7"‘7"Nﬁ g -

athh:en Johnson
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