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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

40 CFR Part 300
[FRL-4607-2]

National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan; National Priorities List

AGENCY: Environmental Protection Agency.
ACTION: Notice of deletion of the Woodbury Chemical Company Site from the National Priorities List (NPL).

SUMMARY:

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announces the deletion of the Woodbury Chemical Company Superfund
Site (Site) in Commerce City, Colorado, from the National Priorities List (NPL). The NPL is appendix B of 40 CFR part
300 which is the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), promulgated pursuant to
section 105 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as
amended. EPA and the State of Colorado have determined that all appropriate response actions have been
implemented at the Site and that no further cleanup by responsible parties is appropriate. Moreover, EPA and the
State of Colorado have determined that remedial activities conducted at the Site are protective of public health,
welfare, and the environment.

EFFECTIVE DATE:
March 22, 1993.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Ms. Laura Williams (8HWM-SR)
Remedial Project Manager

U.S. EPA, Region VIII

999 18th Street, suite 500
Denver, Colorado 80202-2466
(303) 293-1531

or

Mr. Patrick Bustos (80EA)
Office of External Affairs

U.S. EPA, Region VIII

999 18th Street, suite 500
Denver, Colorado 80202-2466
(303) 294-1139



ADDRESSES:

Comprehensive information on this Site is available at the following addresses:

EPA's Region VIII Administrative Records Center
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII
999 18th Street, 5th floor

Denver, Colorado 80202-2466

(303) 293-1807

Hours: Mon-Fri 8 a.m.-4:30 p.m.

and

Colorado Department of Health, Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Division
4300 Cherry Creek Drive South

Denver, Colorado 80222

(303) 692-3300

Hours: Mon-Fri 8 a.m.-5:00 p.m.

and

Adams County Public Library, Commerce City Branch

7185 Monaco Street

Commerce City, Colorado 80022

(303) 287-0063

Hours: Mon and Th 1 p.m.-8 p.m., Tues, Wed, Fri, and Sat 10 a.m.-5 p.m.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

The Site to be deleted from the NPL is:

Woodbury Chemical Company Superfund Site, Commerce City, Colorado.

A Notice of Intent to Delete for this Site was published December 29, 1992 (57 FR 61867). The closing date for
comments on the Notice of Intent to Delete was January 29, 1993. Of the two written comment letters submitted
during the Woodbury comment period, one voiced strong support in favor of EPA's proposed deletion of the Woodbury
Site. In its response, EPA agreed that the Site should be deleted.

The second comment letter was from a corporation which owns property near the Woodbury Site. The commenter was
primarily concerned with the action levels specified in the 1985 Record of Decision (ROD) and the potential migration
of remaining contaminants in Site soils to the ground water aquifer below its property. In its response, EPA directed
the commenter to the Deletion Docket which includes the 1989 ROD that superseded the 1985 document. The 1989
ROD specified individual action levels for ten chemicals of concern. The Technical Summary Report documents that
cleanup activities for the entire Woodbury Site complied with all ten action levels and that the cumulative health risk
associated with the remaining soils is less than one in one million (1x10%). This adherence to the 1989 action levels
ensured that the ground water aquifer below the Woodbury Site will not be affected by former Site contaminants.
EPA's detailed response to these comments can be found in the Responsiveness Summary filed in the EPA, Region VIII
Deletion Docket. The Technical Summary Report is also included in the Deletion Docket.

EPA identifies sites that appear to present a significant risk to public health, welfare, or the environment and
maintains the NPL as the list of those sites. Sites on the NPL may be the subject of Hazardous Substance Response
Trust Fund (Fund-) financed remedial actions. Any site deleted from the NPL remains eligible for Fund-financed
remedial actions in the unlikely event that future conditions at the site warrant such action. Section 300.425 (e)(3).
Deletion of a site from the NPL does not affect responsible party liability or impede agency efforts to recover costs
associated with response efforts.



List of Subjects in 40 CFR Part 300

Air pollution control, Hazardous waste.

Dated: March 10, 1993.

Jack W. McGraw,
Acting Regional Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII.

For the reasons set out in the preamble, 40 CFR part 300 is amended as follows:

PART 300--[AMENDED]

1. The authority citation for part 300 continues to read as follows:

Authority: 42 U.S.C. 9601-9657; 33 U.S.C. 1321 (c)(2); E.O. 12777, 56 FR 54757, 3 CFR, 1991 Comp., p. 351; E.O.
12580, 52 FR 2923, 3 CFR, 1987 Comp., p. 193.

Appendix B--[Amended]

2. Table 1 of appendix B to part 300 is amended under Colorado by removing the site for "Woodbury Chemical
Company Site, Commerce City,"; and by revising the total number of sites, "1,080" to read, "1,079".

[FR Doc. 93-6529 Filed 3-19-93; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE: 6560-50-F



SEPA

United States Office of
Environmental Protection * Emergency and
Agency Remedial Response

EPA/ROD/R08-89/026
September 1989

Superfund
Record of Decision:

Woodbury Chemical, CO




50272-101

REPORT DOCUMENTATION | 1. REPOAT NO. 2 3. Reciplent's Accession No.
PAGE 4 EPA/ROD/R08-89/026
4. Tite and Subtite 5. Report Date
SUPERFUND RECORD OF DECISION 09/29/89

Woodbury Chemical, CO

[ 8
Second Remedial Action - Final

7. Author(e) 8. Performing Organization Rept No.

9. Performing Orgainization Name and Address 10. Project/Tasi/Work Unit No.

11. Contrac¥C) or Grant(G) No.
©
(@)

12 Sponsoring Organizetion Nams and Address 13. Type of Report & Period Covered
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 800/000
401 M Street, S.W.

Washington, D.C. 20460 "

15. Supplementary Nowe

16, Abstract (Limit: 200 words)

The Woodbury Chemical site is in Commerce City, a northern suburb of Denver, Colorado,
and neighbors a primarily industrial area which includes automobile salvage yards and a
petroleum refinery. From the 1950s to 1971, the Woodbury Chemical Company operated a
pesticide formulation facility which was destroyed by fire in 1965 but was subsequently
rebuilt. Contaminated rubble and debris from the fire were disposed of on a 2.2-acre
vacant lot east of the Woodbury facility. During a 1985 remedial investigation of the
2.2-acre lot, EPA identified high levels of pesticides and metals in surface and
subsurface soils. Although EPA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) later that year, site
cleanup was delayed due to the discovery of significant additional contamination at the
Woodbury facility and adjacent properties to the west and north of the facility. 2as a
result of the discovery of additional contamination, EPA determined it would be more
cost effective to simultaneously implement the cleanup activities at the 2.2-acre lot,
the Woodbury chemical facility, and adjacent properties. The selected remedial action
addressed in this ROD incorporates and builds upon the 1985 ROD. The primary
contaminants of concern affecting the soil are VOCs including PCE and TCE; other
organics including pesticides; and metals including arsenic. (See Attached Sheet)

17. Oocument Anslysis a. Deecriptors
Record of Decision - Woodbury Chemical, CO
Second Remedial Action - Final
Contaminated Medium: soil
Key Contaminants: VOCs (PCE, TCE), other organics (pesticides), metals (arsenic)

b. Kientiflers/Open-Ended Terms

¢ COSAT Reld/Group

\ll. Availability Statament ' 1% Sacurity Clase (This Report) 21, No. of Pages
‘ None 47
20. Security Class (This Page) 22. Price
Nope
(See ANSIH-Z39.18) See instructions on Reverse . : )
(Formesty NTIS-35)

Department of Commarce




DO NOT PRINT THESE INSTRUCTIONS AS A PAGE IN A REPORT -

INSTRUCTIONS

Optional Form 272, Report Documentation Page is based on Guidelines for Format and Production of Scientitic and Technical Reports,
ANSI 239.18-1974 available from American Nationsl Standards Institute, 1430 Broadway, New York, New York 10018, Each separately
bound report—{or sxampie, sach volume in s muitivolume set—shail have its unique Report Documentation Page.

1. Report Number. Each individuaily bound report shall carry a unique alphanumeric designation assigned by the performing orga-
nizatlon or provided by the sponsoring organization In accordance with American National Standard ANSI| 239.23-1974, Technical
Report Number (STRN). For registration of report code, contact NTIS Report Number Clearinghouse, Springfield, VA 22161, Use
uppercase letters, Arabic numerais, slashes, and hyphens only, as in the following examples: FASEB/NS-75/87 and FAA/
RD-75/09.

2. Leave blank.
3. Recipient's Accession Number. Reserved for use by each report recipient.

4. Title snd Subtitie. Title should Indicate clearly and briefly the subject coverage of the report, subordinate subtitie to the main
title. When a report is prepared in more than one volume, repeat the primary title, add volume number and Include subtitie for
the specific volume.

S. Report Date. Each report shall carry a date indicating at least month snd year. Indicate the basis on which it was selected (e.g.,
date of issue, date of approvai, date of preparation, date published).

6. Sponsoring Agency Code. Leave blank,

7. Author(s). Give name(s) in conventional order (e.g., John R. Doe, or J. Robert Doe). List author's affiliation it it ditfers from
the performing organization.

8. Pertorming organization Report Number. Insert if performing organizston wishes to assign this number.

9. Performing Organization Name and Mailing Address. Give name, street, city, state, and ZIP code. List no more than two leveis of
an organizational hierachy. Display the name of the organization exactly as it should appear in Government indexes such as
Government Reports Announcements & index (GRA & I).

10. Project/Task/Woark Unit Number. Use the project, task and work unit numbers under which the report was prepared.
11. ContracVGrant Number. Insert contract or grant number under which report was prepared.

15. Sponsoring Agency Name and Malling Address. Include ZIP code. Cite main sponsors.

13. Type ot Report and Perlod Covered. State interim, final, etc., and, it appl!cablo. inclusive dates.

14. Performing Organization Code. Lsave blsnk.

15. Supplementary Notes. Enter information not included elsewhere but useful, such as: Prepared In cooperation with . .. Translation
of ... Presented at conference ot . .. To be published In ... When a report is revised, Iinclude a statement whether the new
report superssdes or supplaments the oider report.

16. Abstract. Inciude a briet (200 words or less) factual summary of the most significant information contained in the report. If the
report contains a significant bibllography or literature survey, mention it here.

17. Document Analysis. (a). Descriptors. Select from the Thesaurus of Engineering and Scientific Terms the proper authorized torm.s
that identify the major concept of the ressarch and are sufficiently specific and precise to be used as index entries for cataloging.

(b). Identifiers and Open-Ended Terms. Use identifiers for project names, code names. equipment designators, stc. Use open-
ended terms written In descriptor torm for those subjects tor which no descriptor exists.

(c). COSATI Field/Group. Field and Group sssignments are to be taken form the 1964 COSATI Subject Category List. Since the
majority of documents are muitidisciplinary in nature, the primary Fleid/Group assignment(s) will be the specitic discipline,
area of human endeavor, or type of physical cbject. The application(s) will be cross-referenced with secondary Fleld/Group
assignments that will follow the primary posting(s).

18. Distribution Statement. Denocts public releasabiiity, for example "Relesse uniimited™, or limitation for reasons other than
security. Cite any availabliity to the public, with address, order number and price, if known.

19. & 20. Security Cllumcatlon. Enter U.S. Security Classitication In accordance with U. S. Security Regulations (l.e., UNCLASSIFIED).

21. Number of pages. Insert the total number of pages, including Introductory pages, but excluding distribution list, if any.
22. Price. Enter price in paper copy (PC) and/or microfiche (MF) it known,

¥ GPO: 1983 0 - 381-526(8393) OPTIONAL FORM 272 BACK
' (&1



EPA/ROD/R08-89/026

SUPERFUND RECORD OF DECISION
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16. Abstract Xcontinued)

The selected remedial action for this site includes excavation and offsite incineration
of 850 cubic yards of highly-contaminated soil followed by offsite disposal; excavation
and offsite disposal of 11,520 cubic yards of less-contaminated soil at a RCRA-permitted
landfill; and backfilling and revegetation of the excavated area. The estimated present
worth cost for this remedial action is $6,962,600 which includes annual 0&M costs of
$31,400.



RECORD OF DECISION

WOODBURY CHEMICAL COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
DECLARATION STATEMENT

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Woodbury Chemical Company Site
Commerce City, Colorado

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPQSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for
the Woodbury Chemical Company Site in Commerce City, Colorado.
Developed in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of
1986 (SARA) and the National Contingency Plan (NCP; 40 CFR Part
300), this document incorporates and builds upon the Record of
Decision (ROD) issued for this site in July 198S.

This decision document explains the factual and legal basis for
selecting the remedy for this site. The information supporting
this remedial action decision is contained in the administrative
record for this site and is summarized in the attached decision
summary. This decision is based on the administrative record for

this site.

The State of Colorado concurs with the selected remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

EPA anticipates that the selected remedy described in this ROD
represents the final, and only, remedial action for the Woodbury
site. The remedial action addresses environmental concerns
presented by sdils contaminated with pesticides, volatile organic
chemicals, and metals, and will eliminate the principal threat of
contaminated soil to ground water, on-site workers, and the
surrounding residents.



The major components of the selected remedy include:

o) Excavation and treatment, via off-site incineration, of
approximately 2050 cubic yards of soil neavily
contaminated with pesticides and disposal of the
incinerated soil in a RCRA Subtitle C landfill;

o Excavation of approximately 10,635 cubic yards of soil
with low levels of pesticide contamination, volatile
organic chemicals, and metals, and transport to an off-
site RCPRA Subtitle C landfill for disposal; and

o) Backfilling of excavated areas with clean soil and
revegetation.

The selected remedy will protect ground vater resources and
eliminate direct contact risks through the removal and suhsequent
destruction or disposal of contaminated soils. Incineration will
be used to destroy highly contaminated soils; thus, ensuring the
long-term protection of the public and the environment through
destruction or containment of toxic chemicals.

Due to the identificatinn of substantial contamination c¢f the
ground water aquifer uparadient to the Woodbury site, it is
recommended that further investigation be conducted to isolate
the source of this contamination. Since any potential ground
vater contamination resulting from the Woodbury site will be
eliminated upon implementation of the selected remedy, it is not
anticipated that the recommended investigation or any remediation
of the source of upgradient contamination to comprise additional
action(s) for the Woodbury site.

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, and complies with Federal and State requirements
that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable for this site, and it satisfies the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that
reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume as their prin-:ipal element.



Because this remedy will not result 16 hazardous syubstances
remaining on-site above health-based levels, the five year review
will not apply to this action.

P -29-F9
James J erer, Ré€gional Administrator Date
Environmental Protection Agency, Region VIII
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RECORD OF DECISION - ATTACHMENT A

WOODBURY CHEMICAL COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
DECISION SUMMARY

I. Site Name, Location, and Description

The Woodbury Chemical Company Superfund Site is located in
Commerce City, a northern suburb of Denver, Colorado (Figure 1),
The primary concerns for potential harm to human health and the
environment presented by the site are exposure to contaminated
soils and sediments, and potential ingestion of drinking wvater
from the contaminated ground vater aquifer below the site.
Contaminants in the soil and sediment include pesticides, metals,
and organics. Contamination of the ground water is primarily
volatile organics.

The site is surrounded by light and heavy industry including
automobile salvage yards and a petroleum refinery. The site is
approximately bounded on the north by the Colorado and Eastern
Railroad, the Union Pacific Railroad track to the west, and the
Adams-and-Denver County line (54th Avenue) to the south. The
eastern boundary is approximated by an extension of Harrison
Street in a northerly direction.

The nearest residential area to the Woodbury site is a mobile
home park approximately one-third mile to the southwest. The
residential and commercial population within a one-mile radius of
the site numbers approximately 3,000 persons. The majority of
this population lives in the residential areas to the southwest
of the site. :

The eastern portion of the Woodbury site, owned by the Colorado
and Eastern Railroad Company (CERC), is a relatively flat, vacant
lot approximately 600 feet long by 175 feet wide (2.2 acres).
This area contains a number of rubble piles approximately two
feet high that are composed of contaminated debris from the 1965
Woodbury Chemical Company fire. Several drainage channels cross
this lot and conduct intermittent stormwater runoff onto the
remainder of the site to the north and west. Vegetation,
primarily grasses and weeds, covers the lot, except in areas on
rubble piles and in the drainage channels. Used tires and other
debris litter the southern border of the lot adjacent to 54th
Avenue.

The middle portion of the site consists of the original Woodbury
property, currently owned by the McKesson Corporation (McKesson),
which is approximately 360 feet by 165 feet. The main building,
a one-story masonry block building approximately 210 feet by 50
feet, is situated near the northeast corner of the property. A
second, one-story, corrugated-metal building, approximately 60
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ATTACHMENT A
DECISION SUMMARY

feet by 60 feet is located near the southwest corner of the
property. The area south and east of the two tuildings is paved,
except for areas in the northeast and southwest corners. Three
empty bulk-storage tanks, of wvhich previous contents are unknown,
remain on the west side of the McKesson property. In previous
years, -as many as three tanks were situated on the east side of
the main building and eight tanks on the west side.

The western portion of the site, also owned by CERC, encompasses
a relatively flat, vacant lot with dimensions of approximately
1000 feet by 200 feet. This portion of the CERC property
contains several debris piles and is littered with a substantial
amount of scattered debris, including furniture and household
refuse, automobile parts, scrap lumber, brush, tree stumps,
broken concrete, and 55-gallon drums. Vegetation consists of
lov-1lying ground cover, primarily weeds.

A drainage ditch runs northeast to southwest across the ncrthern
and central portions of the site. When water is present in the
ditch, the direction of flow is from east to west. The ditch is
approximately six feet deep at the northern boundary of the
Woodbury site and is approximately 15 feet deep near the
southwest corner of the site. A berm of soil, generally about
five feet high, runs along the south side of the drainage ditch.

The Woodbury site is underlain by the Piney Creek alluvium, which
consists of highly calcareous, vwell-stratified clay, silt, and
sand containing thin gravel lenses. Active ground water flow
beneath the site occurs within the unconfined alluvial aquifer,
which is underlain by Denver Formation bedrock. Water level _
measurements indicate that the depth to ground water varies from
24 feet to 27 feet across the site. Ground water flow is
northwest towards the South Platte River.

Water users within the study area are served by the South Adams
County Water and Sanitation District (SACWSD) or the Denver Water
Department (DWD). No wvells exist on the site and there is no
evidence that wells exist in the ground water aquifer
downgradient to the site or that the aquifer is being used for
drinking water. A

II. Site History and Enforcement Activities

The Woodbury Chemical Company operated a pesticide formulation
facility from the late 1950s to 1971 at 5400 Monrce Street in
Commerce City, Colorado. On May 10, 1965, the main building of
the Woodbury Chemical Company was destroyed by fire. Shortly

. 3



ATTACHMENT A
DECISION SUMMARY

thereafter, the Woodbury Chemical Company constructed a new
building at the original building location. Contaminated rubble
and debris from the Woodbury fire were deposited in various
locations at the site including the vacant 2.2-acre lot directly
east of the Woodbury facility.

The Woodbury site was added to the National Priorities List (NPL)
of hazardous waste sites in September 1983. 1In a September 1983
emergency-removal action, EPA installed a chain-link fence around
the vacant lot to limit access to the site and reduce the
potential for public exposure to contamination.

EPA completed a remedial investigation and feasibility study
(RI/FS) for the First Study Area, which consists of the vacant
2.2-acre lot, in February 198S5. High levels of pesticides
(including aldrin, chlordane, DDT, and toxaphene) and metals were
found in the rubble piles on the soil surface with lower
concentrations found in the underlying contaminated soil areas.
EPA issued a Record of Decision (ROD) in July 1985, which
selected a complete cleanup remedy for contamination at the
2.2-acre lot. The remedy involved excavation and off-site
transport, off-site i1ncineration, and cff-site ash disposal of
highly contaminated rubble at a total pesticide concentration
above 100 parts per million (ppm) and off-site transport and off-
site disposal of the remaining contaminated soils to a cleanup
level of 3 ppm total pesticide concentrations. The excavated
areas were to be backfilled with clean, impermeable fill
-material, regraded, and revegetated.

During pre-design studies, EPA discovered significant additional
contamination west of the 2.2-acre lot. The area of additiocnal
contamination included the original Woodbury Chemical Company
property and vacant property located west and north of the
Woodbury facility. The decision to expand the RI/FS to these
additicnal areas was formalized in the September 1986 ROD
amendment. The amendment designated off-site incineration of the
highly contaminated rubble areas of the 2.2-acre lot as Operable
Unit I (QUI). The remaining soils with contaminants above 3 ppm
total pesticide concentration and soilg :n areas tc the weost were
designated as QUII. ' : ‘ :

Additionally, an engineer's cost estimate developed during pre-
design studies exceeded the +50/-30 standard established by EPA
guidance for cost estimates to implement remedial action. The
pre-design studies also projected that contaminated soils within
OUII would double the original estimated volume of contaminated
soils. In consideration of these factors, EPA determined that it
would be more cost-effective if remedial action for OUI was

L4 4



ATTACHMENT A
DECISION SUMMARY

delayed for simultaneous implementation with the remedial action
for OUII. EPA refers to OUI and OUII as the First Study Area and
Second Study Area, respectively.

The remedial investigation for the Second Study Area was
completed in August 1989. The feasibility study was completed in
September 1989.

Communication with potentially responsible parties (PRPs) for the
Woodbury site was initiated by EPA through general notice letters
to the following:

1. Ross Woodbury, President, Woodbury Industries, Inc.
(10/26/82); '

2. Chicago, Rock Island and Pacific Railrocad (10/26/82);

3.. The Dew Chemical Company (2/177°83);

4. Farmland Industries, Inc. (2/17/83);

8. Colorado and Eastern Railroad Company (8/26/85); and

6. McKesson Chemical Company (8/5/86).
These general notice letters alsoc contained Requests for
Information pursuant to section 104(e) of the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).
EPA 1ssued Special Notice letters to PRPs in June 1987, pursuant
to section 122(e) of CERCLA. The PRPs were provided with an
oppertunity to negotiate with EPA t2 conduct the RI/FS for the
Seccnd Study Area. Additional Requests fcor Information pursuans
to sect:ion 104(e) of CERCLA was included in these letters.
Special Notice letters were sent to the following PRPs:

1. Chicago Pacific Corporation;

2. fColorads and Eastern Fa:irz3i T:mpany;

3. Farmland Industries, Tnel

4. Dow Chemical Company; and

S. McKessen Corporation.

McKesson presented EPA with a good faith offer to conduct the
RI/FS during the Special Notice period. EPA negotiated an

- 5.



ATTACHMENT A
DECISION SUMMARY

Administrative Order on Consent (Order) with McKesson (docket
number CERCLA-VIII-88-4) to conduct the RI/FS. The Order was
signed by both parties on December 21, 1987. McKesson has
conducted the RI/FS and reimbursed EPA for a portion of its
oversight costs under the Order.

EPA again initiated contact with several PRPs in May 1989. An
additional round of 1'04(e) requests was sent to the following
PRPs: .

1. Vera Woodbury;

2. H. A, Woodbury;

3. Herb Woodbury;

4. Reid Ames WOodbury;

S. Ross Woodbury;

6. Farmland Industries, Inc.; and
7. The Dow Chemical Company.

In late July 1989, EPA first learned that the Maytag Corporation
had acquired Chicago Pacific. Demand letters were sent on
September 12, 1989, to the Colorado and Eastern Railroad,
Farmland Industries, Inc., the McKesson Corporation, and the
Maytag Corporation for reimbursement cf $936,208.07 in past costs
incurred by EPA.

III. Bighlights of Community Participaticn

All requirements for public participation as specified in Section
113(k)1(2)(B)(i-v) of CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan

were satisfied during the remedial action process.

Community relations activities f2r the Woodbury site began in
March 1985, when EPA distributed a fa:% sheet t2 residents and
businesses in the area as well as “he ‘ommerce Jity government
and the Colorado Department of Health. The fact sheet rcresentel
the Proposed Plan for the First Study Area, as well as six cther
remedial alternatives that had been evaluated. Comments wvere
solicited from the public during a three-week public comment
period from March 11, 1985, to April ', 1985.



ATTACHMENT A
DECISION SUMMARY

In early August 1989, EPA distributed an information notice to
residents in the vicinity of Woodbury. The poster, published ir
English and Spanish, addressed concerns about potential exposure
of local residents to contaminants.

In August 1989, the RI and the draft FS were completed and an
initial remedial alternative (the Proposed Plan) was chosen. EPA
took several measures to announce the Proposed Plan and to seek
comments and questions from the public, as listed below.

1. Copies of the Proposed Plan, and the remedial
investigation and feasibility study reports were made
available tec the public in the Adams County Public
Library, the Colecrado Department of Health, and EPA's
own Records Center in downtown Denver.

2. EPA mailed a third fact sheet, which described the
Proposed Plan as well as six other remedial alternatives
that had been evaluated. This fact sheet was also hand-
delivered tec residents in areas adjacent to the site. A
Spanish version of the fact sheet was made available to
interested membpers of the community.

3. EPA announced a public comment period during which all
interested persons were invited to submit comments and
questions. The comment period was held from

September !, 1989, to September 22, 1989.

4. EPA conducted a public meeting on September 15, 1989, to
describe the results of the RI/FS, present the Proposed
Plan, and answer questions from the public.

TPA published a rress release and a public nctice in <he
Commerce City newspaper, The Commerce City Sentinel,
announcing all of the activities listed above.

un

EPA's response to written comments received during the
public comment period and oral comments made at the community
meetinz are addressed :n the Respcns:ivsness Surrmary, an
attachment to this R7OC. :

IV. Scope and Role cf Operable Un:t Response Action

During the cocurse c¢f EPA's investigative studies, a phased
approach for study cf the site was established. An RI/FS for the
First Study Area was completed in February 1985. Remedial action

of the First Study Area was delayed for simultaneous

. 7



ATTACHMENT A
DECISION SUMMARY

implementation with the remedial action for the Second Study
Area. The current remedial investigation evaluates sampling
efforts specific to the Second Study Area and was completed in
August 1989.

Due to the advancement of innovative technologies since the
completion of the 1985 RI/FS for the First Study Area, the
current feasibility study has incorporated consideration of the
hazardous substances from the First Study Area as well as
contaminants from the S--2nd Study Area in the development of
alternatives for the s. . :. After evaluating the individual risk
assessments developed for both study areas, sitewide and
contaminant-specific cleanup levels were developed for ten
indicator chemicals.

The remedy selected for the site is set forth in this ROD which
incorporates and builds upon the 1985 ROD for the First Study
Area, as amended. This will ensure that the selected remedy for
the Woodbury site fulfills all current requirements for the
protection of human health and the environment, and other
evaluation criteria, including requirements from the Superfund
Amendments and Reauthcrization Act of 1986 which was enacted
after the 1985 ROD fcr the First Study Area was issued.

This response action will prevent current and future exposure %o
the contaminated soils and reduce contaminant migration from
these scils to the ground water. EPA does not anticipate that
future response action will be required fcr this site.

V. Site Characteristics

The predominant activity a% the site was -he formulaticn of
pesticides during the 1950s and 1960s. The contaminaticn at the
site results from residual pesticides and related metals and
solvents contained within rubble and debris from the 1965
Woodbury Company fire. 1Investigations at the site indicate that
pesticide contamination occurs in czcncentrated areas asscciated
with existing rubble piles and pecss:c.y -thsr past astiv.t.es.
Surface water runoff at the s:ites, wni:h rung from @235 T2 wesT
across the site, tends t>2 ~sarry czr-aminaticn from the rubble
piles ontc the properties loczated <z ~he wast. OQther site
activities typical of a chemical-handlin3 facility alsc are
probable contributors tc the contar:naticn »f scils cn the
McKesson property. For example, sp:i:ils during packaging, loading
and unloading, etc., may account for "hot spots" noted during the
investigation of the Second Study Area.
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Other unidentified activities may also have contributed to the
contamination found at the site. A significant amount of
unauthorized dumping of trash and waste materials has been
observed at the site.

Present land use near the site includes a substantial nu-oper of
industries which use solvents. Evaluation of ground water
samples indicates a general area of contamination near the site.
Ground water sampling results indicate that volatile organic
compound (VOC) concentrations in upgradient off-site wells were
the same or higher than those detected in on-site wells. 1In
downgradient off-site wells, the VOC concentrations were
essentially the same as the concentrations detected in the on-
site wells, indicating that VOC contamination of the ground water
may result from upgradient, off-site sources. It is possible,
however, that solvent handling and disposal practices during
previous operations at the Woodbury.site could have contributed
significant amounts of contamination.

VI. Summary of Site Risks

CERCLA mandates that EPA protect human health and the environment
from current and potential exposure to hazardous substances a%t
the site. Therefore, EPA conducted risk assessments to evaluate
the risks posed by the presence of contaminants at the site. Thre
risk assessments identified a number of chemical compounds .hat,
because of health risks, are chemicals of concern for the site.

The risk assessments performed for the site concluded that the
exposure scenarios presenting the highest risk include direct

contact with soils (ingestion and dermal absorption) and
petential ingesticn of contaminated ground water. Other exposure
scenarios such as inhalation of contaminated dust or chemical
vapors volatilized from soils were considered to present lower
risks.

A number of exposure pathways potentially exist at this site.
These pathways :iaclude human and env:ireonmental populaticns
located on-site and off-site. Pathways invelving c--site
populations appear most likely t» lead =2 unaccep:aole exposurse
levels. Those involving high levels cf human activity or the
potential for human activity in areas where environmental-med:a
samples analyzed had the highest levels cf indicator chemicals
are as f-.lows: _

o Industrial workers and maintenance/security workers in
the northeast portion of the site.

s N 9
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o] Industrial workers and maintenance/security workers in
the southern portion of the site.

o] Residents living near the site.

Of the contaminants found at the site, ten toxic substances
within the soil are considered to be chemicals of concern. These
chemicals fall into three categories: metals (arsenic and zinc);
pesticides (aldrin, chlordane, 4,4-D0T, dieldrin, and toxaphene);
and organics (PCDD, tetrachlorocethene, and trichloroethene). A
list of these chemicals, maximum analyzed soil concentrations,
and cleanup levels are presented in Table 1.

Concentration levels of these chemicals in the soil and sediment
are associated with a maximum excess lifetime cancer risk of

2.0 E-3. This risk is a probability that is expressed in
scientific notation. An excess lifetime cancer risk of 2.0 E-3
means that if no cleanup acticn is taken by EPA, two additional
persons out of 1,000 has a chance of contracting cancer as a
result of exposure tc the contaminated soil.

EPA has determined that cleanup of the site should reduce the
excess lifetime cancer risk posed by the site to 1.0 E-6. This
cleanup target would reduce the probability of contracting cancer
as a result of exposure to the contaminants in the soil to one
additional person in ',000,000. Because there are no Federal or
s-:-2 cleanup standards for contamination in soil, this cleanup
ta: -2t was established for this site as part of the RI/FS. The
cle:nup target was established to reduce direct contact exposure
to a protective level, as well as to ensure that the migration of
chemicals to the ground water is minimized.

No threatened cr endangered species are known to inhabit the area
on or near the Woodbury site. No environmental populations of
recreational cor commercial significance are believed to be at
risk at or near the site.

Given the proximity of the residente =2 *the site, <he industrial
nature of the area, and the gensral cz=ntamination cf the ground
water aquifer beneath the site, the r:sks from current and
potential exposure to contaminated media from this site are
unacceptable. Since the remedy selected will eliminate any
potential contamination resulting from the Woodbury site, EPA
does not anticipate that future response action will be required

for this site.
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CHEMICALS OF CONCERN, MAXIMUM SOIL CONCENTRATIONS

AND ACTION LEVELS FOR WOODBURY

Chemical of

Maximum Soil

Concern Concentration? Action Level?d
Aldrin 1.2E+2 2.5E-
Arsenic 1.2E+1 5-10
Chlordane 7.7E+3 3.3E+0
4,4-0D7 2.0E+3 1.2E+1
Dieldrin 8§.1E+2 3.0E-)
PCDD 2.8E-3 3.0E-5P
Tetrachlorethene 1.5E-1 1.9E+0
Toxaphene 7.1E+3 S.7E+0
Trichlorocethene 3.3E- S.2E-1
Zinc S.8E+3 60-80

Reference: RI Report, HLA 1989

All concentrations in milligrams per kilogram or parts per
million (ppm).

Actior level détermined‘tor 2,3,7,8-1scmer of PCDD.

"
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VII. Description of Alternatives

The detailed analysis of remedial technologies, presented in the
FS report, resulted in the development of seven alternatives for
site remediation. For all cases, except the No Action
alternative, it may be necessary to demolish and dispose of the
two buildings located on-site, including their foundations, prior
to remediation of the site. Other prerequisite activities
include proper disposition of the concrete slab, removal of three
empty storage tanks, and temporary rerouting of utilities located
along S4th Avenue.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 1 - NO ACTION

The No Action alternative would consist of no remedial
activities. The socil would remain in its current condition.
Observed drainage paths, exposure points, and ground water would
be monitored to evaluate chemical migration. A public health and
environmental evaluation would be conducted every five 'years.

For purposes of cost comparison, monitoring would be assumed to
continue for a 30-year period, which is the design life for an
EPA-funded remedial action.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 3 - CLAY CAP, REGRADE, AND REVEGETATE

Approximately 3350 cubic yards (cy) of soil containing indicator
chemicals above proposed EPA action levels would be excavated
from the followving areas:

- Slopes and drainage ditches on the western and northern
portions of the site, approximately 2000 cy, and

- Soil and rubble from the First Study Area,
approximately 1350 cy.

The soil would be consolidated and compacted on the site. Soil
containing the 2,3,7,8-isomer of polychlorinated dibenzo-p-
dioxin (PCDD), if encountered, would be incinerated off-site.

The site would be graded to facilitate proper drainage, clean
£ill would be placed in the excavated portions of the site, and
the cap would be vegetated. A cap would be constructed over the
portion of the site that contains indicator chemicals. .The
concrete-paving slab would remain in place. The perimeter of the
cap would extend a minimum of 10 feet beyond the area of affected

soil. .
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The four-acre cap would be constructed of the following layers,
in ascending order from the layer nearest the waste:

- A clay layer 2 feet thick to provide long-term
minimization of precipitation infiltration;

- A 30-mil polyvinyl chloride (PVC) membrane to reduce
infiltration;

- A drainage layer of one foot of sand and one foot of
gravel, with PVC drainage tiles to collect
precipitation infiltration. Geotextile filter fabric
would be placed on top of the drainage tiles to prevent
clogging of the tiles;

- A topsoil layer two feet thick to support vegetation;
and

- A vegetation layer that provides ground cover to
minimize soil erosion. The vegetation procedure would
consist of seeding, fertilizing, and mulching.

Surface water and vater from the drainage layer of the cap would
be collected in drainage svales located at the edge of the capped
area and would be conveyed to existing drainage areas to the
north and socuth. The cap would be vegetated to minimize erosion,
and the capped area would be fenced and posted with warning
signs. Deed restrictions would also be implemented.

The time required for implementation of this remedial action is,
estimated at 1-1/2 years. Approximately eight months would be
required for cap design and contractor selection. Construction
of the cap is estimated to take an additional year.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 4 - OFF-SITE INCINERATION, CLAY CAP, REGRADE, AND
REVEGETATE '

Under this alternative, approximately 850 cy of buried debris and
associated soil exceeding the California List halogenated organic
compound (HOC) levels and soil containing the 2,3,7,8-isomer of
PCDD above EPA action levels (if encountered) would be excavated
from the site and transported to an off-site EPA-permitted
incinerator for treatment and disposal. As with Alternative

No. 3, the affected soils above proposed EPA action levels on
slopes and in drainage ditches and rubble piles from the First
Study Area would be consolidated on the site. Fill would be
placed in the excavations, and a cap would be constructed on-
site.

13
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The four-acre cap would be constructed of the following layers,
in ascending order from the layer nearest the waste:

- A clay layer two feet thick to provide long-term
minimization of precipitation infiltration;

- A 30-mil PVC membrane to reduce infiltration:;

- A drainage layer of one foot of sand and one foot of
gravel, with PVC drainage tiles to collect
precipitation infiltration. Geotextile filter fabric
would be placed on top of the drainage tiles to prevent
clogging of the tiles;

- A topsoil layer two feet thick to support vegetation;
and

- A vegetation layer that provides ground cover to
minimize soil erosion. The vegetation procedure would
consist of seeding, fertilizing, and mulching.

Surface water and water from the drainage layer of the cap would
be collected in drainage swales located at the edge of the capped
area and would be conveyed to existing drainage areas to the
north and south. The cap would be vegetated to minimize erosion,
and the capped area would be fenced and posted with wvarning
signs. Deed restrictions would also be implemented.

The time required for implementation of this remedial action is
estimated at 1-1/2 years. Planning and engineering is
anticipated to take six months, with the excavation/inclneratzon
portion of this alternative taking four months. The cap
construction is anticipated to require eight months to complete.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 8 - OFF-SITE INCINERATION, OFF-SITE LANDFILL,
REGRADE, AND REVEGETATE

Alternative No. 8 is an excavation and off-site disposal project
that involves incineration of all affected soils exceeding the
California List HOC levels and soil containing the 2,3,7,8-
isomer of PCDD above EPA action levels (if encountered). This
material would be transported to an off-site incineration
facility for treatment and disposal. This alternative also
involves excavation of affected soils between the action levels
and the HOC levels and transportation to an off-site Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) permitted landfill. The
volume of soil that would require incineration has been estimated

14
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at 800 cy from the First Study Area and 50 cy from the Second
Study Area. The remaining 11,520 cy of soils rubble and paving
slab would be excavated and transported directly to an off-site
RCRA-permitted landfill. After all affected soil is removed, the
excavated area would Dbe backfilled with clean fill, compacted,
and vegetated.

Alternative No. 8 would require approximately 1-1/2 to 2 years to
implement, with the engineering design and contractor selection
estimated to take six months.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 9 - OFF-SITE INCINERATION, ON-SITE LANDFILL,
REGRADE, AND REVEGETATE

Alternative No. 9 involves excavation of approximately 850 cy of
soil exceeding California List HOC levels and soil containing the
2,3,7,8-isomer of PCDD above EPA action levels (if encountered)
and transportation off-site for treatment and disposal. A
landfill cell, with an approximate capacity of 13,600 cy and
which would comply with Subtitle C of RCRA, would be constructed
within the site. The remaining soil and rubble above EPA action
levels would then be excavated and placed in the on-site
Subtitle C landfill. The excavated areas would be backfilled
with clean fill, compacted, and vegetated. Signs and fencing
would be placed around the site to restrict access. Deed
restrictions would be implemented to restrict future land use.

Construction of the landfill is anticipated to take approximately
1-1/2 years in addition to the 3 years required to complete the
design and contractor selection.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 10 - OFF-SITE INCINERATION, SOIL WASHING/
BIODEGRADATICN, REGRADE, AND REVEGETATE

This alternative is a removal/treatment remedial action that
involves excavation of California List HOCs from the site and
soil containing the 2,3,7,8-isomer of PCDD above action levels
(if encountered) and transport to an off-site incinerator. The
concrete paving slab that covers the McKesson property would alsc
be excavated and shipped off-site to a RCRA-permitted land
disposal unit, if required. The soils remaining on the site
above the specified action limits would be excavated and treated
by a soil-vashing process. The treated soils from this process
would be placed in an on-site landfill. Residuals from the soil-
washing process that do not meet specified action limits would be
incinerated or disposed in an off-site landfill.

15
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The wash water generated from this process would be treated in a
fixed-film bioreactor or by activated carben filters, and the
effluent would be discharged to a publicly ovned treatment works
(POTW). The volume of soil from the site that would require
incineration is 850 cy. The volume of concrete and soil
residuals from the soil-washing process requiring off-site land
disposal is estimated to be 3060 cy, and it is estimated that an
additional 1800 cy would not meet the soil-washing action limits.
The remaining 9460 cy of soils treated by the soil-washing
process would be placed in a landfill constructed on-site. After
all soils containing indicator chemicals above proposed EPA
action levels were -emoved or treated, the excavated areal(s)
would be backfillea with clean fill, compacted, and revegetated.
The on-site landfill would be closed, and the site would be

vegetated.

The soil-washing process was unable to attain health-based action
levels during treatability studies which used contaminated soil
samples from the site. Therefore, no time frame is given for
implementation of this alternative.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 11 - ON-SITE INCINERATION, ON-SITE LANDFILL,
REGRADE, AND REVEGETATE ' .

All soil and rubble above action levels on-site would be treated
in an on-site mobile, continuous-bed combustor incinerator
equipped with flue-gas scrubbers and precipitators.
Approximately 12,320 cy of material would be treated. It is
anticipated that the incinerated soil would not be considered
hazardous under RCRA and would be disposed in a Subtitle D
landfill constructed on-site. The site would e vegetated, and
deed restrictions would be implemented.

Implementation, which includes engineering design, contractor
selection, landfill construction, mobilization and
demobilization, and treatment, is estimated t> take 3 to 4 years

to complete.

VIII. Summary of Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

This section presents a comparison of alternatives using nine
component criteria. These criteria, which are listed below, are
derived from requirements contained in Section 300.68(h)(2) of
the National Contingency Plan and CERCLA sections 12i(a) and (b'.

1. Protection of human health and the environment;
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2. Compliance with ARARs;
3. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume;
4. Long-term effectiveness and permanence;
S. -Short-term effectiveness;
6. Implementability;
7. Cost:
8. State acceptance; and
9. Community acceptance.
ALTERNATIVE NO. 1 - NO ACTION

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Under the No Actizsn alternative, no remediation would take place
and, based on the characteristics of the contaminants present,
the risks to human health and the environment described in the
endangerment assessment would not change. Current EPA gquidance
requires that a public health and environmental evaluation be
conducted every five years for any alternatives in which toxic
chemicals remain on-site. The five-year public health and

envir nmental evaluations would allow assessment of whether
future action or remediation would be required.

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARs)

There are no chemical-specific or action-specific ARARs
pertaining to a No Action alternative. However, action levels
developed for the site would not be achieved.

3. Reduction of Tokicity, Mobility, or Volume

Under this alternative, no reduction of toxicity, mobility, or
volume would occur.

4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

The results of long-term monitoring would determine how and when
the source chemicals may impact the surrounding community and
local workers. As time elapses, natural bactericlogical
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attenuation may lessen public exposure. Data from previous site
investigations indicate that this may already be happening;
however, the time required for the action levels to be achieved
under current conditions would be difficult to accurately
predict. Monitoring of the attenuation would be performed by
sampling observed drainage paths and ground wvater to assess the
concentrations of migrating contaminants. Because of the
uncertainties regarding natural attenuation, the No Action
alternative cannot be considered effective from a short-term
perspective and would not sufficiently reduce toxicity and volume
from a long-term perspective.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

Because no activities would take place other than periodic
monitoring, the No Action alternative would not result in any
short-term effectiveness.

6. Implementability

The No Action alternative is readily implementable. This
alternative would consist of annual monitoring and a public
health and environmental evaluation every S5 years. Sediment
and/or soil sampling would be conducted in observed drainage
paths, and ground-water sampling would be conducted utilizing

existing wells.

Monitoring would require that a team of twvo people spend
approximately two days each year collecting samples and
submitting them for laboratory analysis. Analytical results
would be evaluated and reported. The five year review would 4
assess changes at the site that may affect the risks posed by the
presence ¢f contaminants in the soil.

7. Cost

Minimal capital costs are anticipated for the No Action
alternative. Operation and maintenance (0&M) costs of
approximately $147,900 per year are proiected for sampling and
inspection. A public health and enwvironmental evaluation every
five years would cost approximately $37,000. Assuming a
monitoring period of 30 years, this equates to a present-worth
cost for the No Action alternative of $1,636,100.

8. State Acceptance

No comments were received from the State of Colorado (State)
regarding this alternative. Since the State has concurred on
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EPA's preferred alternative, it is assumed that the No Action
alternative is not acceptable to the State.

9. Community Acceptance
Comments received during the public comment period indicate that

the community is opposed to on-site containment of the
contaminated soil. Therefore, this alternative is not considered

to be acceptable to the public.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 3 - CLAY CAP, REGRADE, AND REVEGETATE

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The cap would protect human health to the extent that {t
eliminates exposure via dermal contact and ingestion. It reduces
the potential for soil contaminants to leach into the vadose
zone. The proposed periodic inspections would identify potential
problems with burrowing animals, and corrective actions could
then take place. The requisite S5-year public health and
environmental evaluations would continually evaluate risks and
any necessary actions could be taken.

2. Compliance with ARARs

This alternative is considered on-site containmert. The cap
would comply with relevant and appropriate RCRA requirements by
employing a three-layer design.

ARARs for this alternative apply to excavation and consolidation
of the soil. During implementation of this alternative, OSHA
health and safety regulations would be followved by workers during
all phases of the site work. Federal Clean Air Act (CAA) '
National Air Quality standards and State of Colorado Air Quality
regqulations are applicable in controlling particulate emissions
and vapors during excavation and consclidation activities. The
cap would be designed to meet RCRA technology standards and would
meet substantive aspects of RCRA Closure and Post-Closure
requirements for a land disposal facility.

3. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume
Capping would not reduce the toxicity or volume of the affected
soils at the site. However, the toxic effects of the af::cted

soils would be reduced by the elimination of the main exposure
pathways. :
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A cap reduces the mobility of affected media and significantly
reduces the risks of dermal contact and incidental ingestion of
soil particles. Capping also reduces the potential for soil
contaminants leaching into the vadose zone by providing an
impermeable layer over the affected soil, which should prevent
surface water from infiltrating below the cap.

4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Capping would be effective in the long term in eliminating direct
contact and inhalation risks from the affected soil. The capping
alternative would be less effective than a removal or treatment
alternative because the physical or chemical characteristics of
the affected soil would not be changed. A cap may be subject to
failure as a result of erosion or settlement. A monitoring
program must be established to inspect the cap for signs of
erosion, subsidence, consolidation, or settlement. With a
program of continued monitoring and maintenance, this alternative
would be effective in indefinitely containing the affected soil.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

Capping results in the immediate effect of reducing hazards
related to direct contact and migration of contaminants into the
ground water. This alternative requires less construction time
than the other candidate alternatives, which involve either
complete excavation of total affected soil (soil with indicator
chemicals above EPA action levels) or treatment of all affected
soil. Risks of exposure during implementation would, therefore,
be significantly less for cap construction than for other
alternatives.

The primary potential risk during construction would be from the
generation of dust during excavation, transport, and material
handling. During construction activities, the air quality on and
near the site would be monitored to assess resulting potential
health risks due to the release of volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) or dust containing pesticides.

6. Implementability

This alternative is easily implementable with conventional
ejuipment. The cap for the Woodbury site would be constructed
after the soil containing indicator chemicals above proposed EPA
action levels had been excavated from the site. Approximately
eight months would be required for cap design and contractor
selection. Construction of the cap is estimated to take an
additional year. The entire site must be vegetated immediately_
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following final grading to maintain the integrity of the cap and
prevent erosion damage on excavated areas. Construction of the
cap would not be possible during the winter months. Seeding is
usually most effective in late summer or early fall.

7. Cost

The estimated present-worth cost to construct a cap at this site
is approximately $3,965,100. This cost includes capital, 0&M,
and periodic monitoring. Capital costs are estimated to be
$2,927,400, and annual operating costs are expected to be
$33,000, plus $37,000 for a public health and environmental
evaluation every S5 years.

8. State Acceptance

No comments were received from the State regarding this
alternative. Since the State has concurred on EPA's preferred
alternative, it is assumed that Alternative No. 3 is not
acceptable to the State.

S. Community Acceptance

Comments received during the public comment period indicate that
the community is opposed to on-site containment of the
contaminated soil. Therefore, this alternative is not considered

to be acceptable to the public.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 4 - OFF-SITE INCINERATION, CLAY CAP, REGRADE,
AND REVEGETATE ‘

1, Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The cap would protect human health to the extent that it
eliminates exposure via direct contact and ingestion. It reduces
the potential for soil contaminants to leach into the vadose
zone. The proposed periodic inspections would identify potential
problems with burrowing animals, and corrective actions could
then take place. The requisite S-year public health and
environmental evaluations would continually evaluate risks and
any necessary actions could be taken.

2. Compliance with ARARs

ARARs for this alternative apply to excavation, consolidation,
and transportation of the affected soil. During implementation
of this alternative, OSHA health and safety regulations would be
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followed by workers during all phases of the site work. Federal
CAA National Air Quality standards and State of Colorado Air
Quality regulations are applicable in controlling vapor and
particulate emissions during excavation and consolidation
activities.

For off-site incineration, additional requirements must be met,
as off-site transportation involves waste notification,
manifesting, pre-transport requirements, and transportation
restrictions. Waste notification is required under 6 CCR 1007-3,
Part 99, for generation of transport of a hazardous waste.
Because affected soils would be excavated prior to transpor= to
an off-site facility, a Notification of Hazardous Waste Act.vity
form (Form 8700-12) must be completed, indicating the type of
activities to be conducted. Waste manifests would also be
required under 6 CCR-1007-3, Part 262, Subpart B, indicating the
content of the waste, mode of transport, and destined facility.
All waste must be packaged and transported in accordance with
U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations, in addition
to requirements for the facility and transporter.

The cap would be designed to meet RCRA technology standards and
wvould meet substantive aspects of RCRA Closure and Post-Closure
requirements for a land disposal facility. HOCs would be
excavated and treated by incineration with disposal of the
incinerated soil in compliance with the incinerator operation
permit requirements.

3. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

Off-site incineration effectively reduces the toxicity of the
affected soil and would reduce the quantity of the affected soil
at the site.

Capping would not reduce the toxicity or volume of the affected
soils at the site. However, the toxic effects of the affected
soils would be reduced by the elimination of the main exposure

pathvays.

A cap reduces the mobility of affected media and significantly
reduces the risks of dermal contact and incidental ingestion of
soil particles. Capping also reduces the potential for soil
conta-.nants leaching into the vadose zone by providing an
impermeable layer over the affected soil, which should prevent
surface water from infiltrating below the cap.
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1. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Incineraticn .s effective in the long term in reducing the
toxicity of affected soil. Capping would be effective in the
long-term in eliminating direct contact and inhalation risks.
The capping alternative would be less effective than a removal or
treatment alternative because the physical or chemical
characteristics of the remaining affected soil would not be
changed. A ~zap may be subject to failure as a result of erosion
or settlement. A monitoring program must be established to
inspect the cap for signs of erosion, subsidence, consolidation,
or settlement. With a program of continued monitoring and
maintenance, -his alternative wcould be effective in indefinitely
centaining the csntaminated soil.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

9 graducss thes immediate effect ¢f reducing the hazards
: cntact and migration 2f contamipants into the
aiternative requires less construction time
»eg *ha% involve ccmplete excavation and/cr
rreatment <: affiecwe?d soi. above IFA actizn levels. Risks of
exposure during implementaticn would, therefore, be significantly
less than f2r cther.alternat.ves that require excavation and/or
treatment cf all affected s>1l above EPA action levels. Site
constructicn personnel wculid be at risk during excavation of the
soils and transper: to the consolidation areas. Off-site
populations would be exposed to some potential risk during the
transport cf soil to the incinerator.

The primary pectential risk during construction would be from the
gqeneraticon of dust during excavation, transport, and material
rRzndling l.rin3 ceonstruction acstivities, the air quality on and

= R R I - -—e - - - -

near the s.-e wculd be monitored to assess resulting potential
health risks due to the release of VOCs or dust containing
pesticides.

6. Implementability

Alternative No. 4 would be eas:lv 1mpla2manted with <2onventional
constructicn equipment and reas:ly available labor and materials.
There are nc particular technizal di1fficulties associated with
excavation ard transport of the sc1il to the off-site incinerater.
Special handl:ing and/ecr c2ntainers would be required to safely
contain the s21l during transport.
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Excavation of the soil requiring incineration and excavation of
the soil to be consolidated on-site could proceed at the same
time so that no delays in the schedule would occur with regard to
oft-site incineration.

Approximately eight months would be required for cap design and
contractor selection. Excavation and cap construction is
‘estimated to take an additional year. The site must be vegetated
immediately following final grading to maintain the integrity of
the cap and prevent erosion damage on excavated areas.
Construction of the cap would not be possible during the winter
months. Seeding is usually most effective in late summer or
early fall.

7. Cost

The estimated present-worth cost of this alternative is
approximately $5,909,700. This cost includes capital, 0O&M, and
periodic monitoring. Capital costs are estimated to be
$4,648,300, and annual operating costs are expected to be
$33,000, plus $37,000 for a public health assessment every five

years.
8. State Acceptance

No comments were received from the State regarding this
alternative. Since the State has concurred on EPA's preferred
alternative, it is assumed that the Alternative No. 4 is not
acceptable to the State.

9. Community Acceptance

Comments received during the public comment period indicate that

the community is opposed to on-site containment of the
contaminated soil. Therefore, this alternative is not considered

to be acceptable to the putlic.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 8 - OFF-SITE INCINERATION, OFF-SITE LANDFILL,
REGRADE, AND REVEGETATE '

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Alternative No. 8 provides a high degree of protection of human
health and the environment by complete removal from the site of
all affected soil above action levels. Off-site incineration of
soils containing HOCs from the site would provide long-term
effectiveness by significantly reducing or eliminating the
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toxicity and mobility of pesticides. The majority of risk
present at the site would be transferred to an off-site
Subtitle C landfill.

2. Compliance with ARARs

The ARARs associated with this alternative are related to
excavation of the affected soil.

For on-site activities, fugitive dust and particulate emissions
would be of concern. During implementation of this alternative,
OSHA health and safety regulations would be folloved by workers
during all phases of site work. Federal CAA Natjional Air Quality
standards and State of Colorado Air Quality regulations would be
applicable in controlling particulate and vapor emissions
resulting from excavation and transportation activities.

For off-site incineration and land disposal, additional
requirements must be met, as off-site transportation involves
vaste notification, manifesting, pre-transport requirements, and
transportation restrictions. Waste notification is required
under 6 CCR 1007-3, Part 99, for off-site disposal of a hazardous
wvaste. Because affected soils would be excavated prior to
transport to an off-site disposal facility, a Notification of
Hazardous Waste Activity form (Form 8700-12) must be completed.
Waste manifests would also be required for hazardous wastes under
6 CCR-1007-3, Part 262, Subpart B, indicating the content of the
vaste, mode of transport, and destined disposal facility. All
waste must be packaged and transported in accordance with DOT
regulations in addition to requirements for the disposal facility
and transporter.

3. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

Alternative No. 8 would result in complete elimination of
toxicity, mobility, and volume of all contaminated soil above
action levels at the site after implementation has been
completed. With respect to the incineration process, it is
anticipated that pesticides and HOCs would be completely
destroyed.

With affected soil above action levels removed from the'site, the
risks resulting from potential infiltration and direct human
contact would be eliminated.
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4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

The major advantage of this alternative is the permanent
treatment of highly contaminated soil and removal from the site
of the remaining affected soil posing unacceptable risks.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

Of the other alternatives invelving treatment (No. 9 and No. 11),
Alternative No. 8 has the third highest (best) rating for short-
term effectiveness. Although no n-site treatment would occur
that results in airborne emissior: the entire site would be
excavated, creating opportunity f: dust emissions. Minimal
stockpiling of waste would be required, which would minimize
exposure to dust. Alternative No. 8 could be implemented in two
years. This relatively short implementation time is due, in
part, to higher throughput rates or capacity at off-site
incineration facilities and the minimization of material handling

on-site.

The primary potential risk during construction would be from the
generation of dust during excavation, transport, and material
handling. During construction activities, the air quality on and
near the site would be monitored to assess resulting potential
health risks due to the release of VOCs or dust containing
pesticides.

Off-site populations would be at risk from the transportation of

hazardous wastes; however, appropriate precautions would be taken
to minimize risk (e.g., transport materials during evening hours

or light traffic periods).

6. Implementability

Alternative No. 8 would be easily implemented with conventional
construction equipment and readily available labor and materials.
With respect to the alternatives involving soil treatment, this
alternative would be the easiest to implement. The primary
reason for the ease of implementation is that phased work would
not be a concern and handling of the affected soil would be
minimized.

In total, Alternative No. 8 would require approximately 1-1/2 to
2 years to implement, with the engineering design and contractcr
selection estimated to take six months. Of the alternatives

which offer a high degree of protection to human health and the
environment (Alternatives No. 8, 9, and 11), Alternative No. 8
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wvould require the least amount of time to implement (2 years
versus 3 to 4 years).

7. Cost

The estimated present-worth cost for this alternative is
approximately §$6,962,600. This cost includes construction, OsM,
and periodic monitoring. Capital costs are estimated to be
$5,707,600, and annual operating costs are expected to be
$31,400.

While Alternatives No. 9 and 11 offer approximately the same
degree of protectiveness, Alternative No. 8 is considerably more
economical than their respective costs of $10,331,400 and
$10,912,700.

8. State Acceptance

The State supports the selection of this alternative as a remedy
for the site.

9. Community Acceptance

Based on comments received during the public comment period, the
community supports the selection of this alternative as a remedy
for the site. i

ALTERNATIVE NO. 9 - OFF-SITE INCINERATION, ON-SITE LANDFILL,
REGRADE, AND REVEGETATE

1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment

This alternative would provide a high level of protection of
human health by partial removal and destruction of the affected
soils by incineration. The landfill portion would protect human
health to the extent that it eliminates unacceptable risks with
respect to direct human contact and airborne emissions. 1In
addition, encapsulation of the affected soil significantly
reduces the potential for infiltration of pesticides into the
vadose z2one.

Routine O&M would ensure long-term performance of this
alternative. The required S-year public health and environmental
evaluations would continually evaluate risks and any necessary
actions could be taken.
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2. Compliance with ARARSs

The ARARs associated with this alternative are related to
excavation and the siting of a landfill for on-site disposal.

For on-site activities, fugitive dust and particulate emissions
from the excavation, stockpiling, and placement in the Subtitle C
landfill would be of concern. During implementation of this
alternative, OSHA health and safety requlations would be followved
by 'workers during all phases of site work. Federal CAA National
Air Quality standards and State of Colorado Air Quality
regulations would be applicable in controlling vapor emissions
during construction and excavation activities.

For off-site incineration and on-site Subtitle C disposal,
additional requirements must be met. In addition to ARARs for
the on-site landfilling governed by RCRA, the off-site treatment
involves waste notification, manifesting, pre-transport.
requirements, and transportation restrictions. Waste
notification is required under 6 CCR 1007-3, Part 99, for off-
site disposal of hazardous waste. Because affected soils would
be excavated prior to transport to an off-site disposal facility,
a Notification of Hazardous Waste Activity form (Form 8700-12)
must be completed. Waste manifests would also be required under
6 CCR-1007-3, Part 262, Subpart B, indicating the content of the
wvaste, mode of transport, and disposal facility. All waste must
be packaged and transported in accordance with DOT regulations in
addition to requirements for the disposal facility and
transporter. These ARARs and requirements are attainable with
this alternative.

3. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

The off-site incineration portion of the alternative would result
in elimination of toxicity and mobility and a small reduction in
volume. It is anticipated that most pesticide contaminants woculd
be completely destroyed through incineration.

The soil and rubble not sent off-site fcr disposal by
incineration would remain untreated; therefore, no reduction in
toxicity or volume is anticipated. The Subtitle C landfill
reduces the mobility of the affected soils via complete
encapsulation and would result in significant reduction or
elimination of risks from direct contact and infiltration into
the vadose zone. The reduction in mobility is directly related
to the effectiveness of the site cover CsM performed over the
life of the facility. '
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4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Off-site incineration of soils containing HOCs from the site
would provide long-term effectiveness by significantly reducing
or eliminating the toxicity and mobility of pesticides. With
proper maintenance, no potential for direct human contact or
infiltration to the underlying ground vater would exist from
these soils and rubble. By encapsulating the remaining affected
scil, the potential for human exposure would be greatly reduced.

5. Short-term Effectiveness

This alternative would take approximately 4 years to implement.
During this period, risks to construction personnel would be from
the excavation and stockpiling activities. The use of water and
chemical dust suppressants, covering the stockpiles, and personal
protection for site personnel would reduce these risks. An air-
monitoring program (described in previous alternatives) would be
implemented before, during, and after the remedial effort, as
required. Additional short-term risk would be posed by off-site
transportation of soils to the incinerator.

6. Implementability

The Subtitle C landfill would be constructed on the site using
conventional construction equipment and is technically feasible.
Construction of the landfill i{s anticipated to take approximately
1-1/2 years in addition to the 3 years required for design and
contractor selection.

7. Cost

The estimated present-worth cost for this alternative is
approximately $10,331,400. This cost includes capital, O&M, and
periodic monitoring. Capital costs are estimated to be
$8,339,300, and annual operating costs are expected to be
$31,400, plus $37,000 every five years for a public health
assessment. '

8. State Acceptance
No comments were received from the State regarding this
alternative. Since the State has concurred on EPA's preferred

alternative, it is assumed that Alternative No. 9 is not
acceptable to the State.
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9. Community Acceptance

Comments received during the public comment period indicate that
the community is opposed to on-site containment of the
contaminated soil. Therefore, this alternative is not considered
to be acceptable to the public.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 10 - OFF-SITE INCINERATION, SOIL WASHING/

BIODEGRADATION, REGRADE, AND REVEGETATE

1. Protection of human health and the environment

This alternative most closely fulfills the intent of SARA by
providing a remedy that reduces toxicity and mobility of the
contaminants for long-term, permanent protection of human health
and the environment through reduction or elimination of potential
exposure routes (i.e., migration into the vadose zone and direct
human contact). However, this alternative does not meet the
remedial response objectives for the site since action levels
could not be attained during treatability studies.

2. Compliance with ARARSs

The ARARs associated with this alternative are related to
excavation, soil washing, disposal, and transportation of

affected soil.

For on-site activities, fugitive dust and particulate emissions
would be of concern. During implementation of this alternative,
OSHA health and safety regulations would be followed by workers
during all phases of site work. Federal CAA National Air Quality
standards and State of Colorado Air Quality regulations would be
applicable in controlling potential vapor emissions during
construction and soil-washing activities.

For off-site incineration and land disposal, additional
requirements must be met, as off-site transportation involves
waste notification, manifesting, pre-transport requirements, and
transportation restrictions. Wwaste notification is regquired
under 6 CCR 1007-3, Part 99, for off-site disposal of hazardous
waste. Because affected soils would be excavated prior to
transport to an off-site disposal facility, a Notification of
Hazardous Waste Activity form (Form 8700-12) must be completed.
Waste manifests would also be required under 6 CCR-1007-3,

Part 262, Subpart B, indicating the content of the waste, mode of
transport, and disposal facility. All waste must be packaged and
transported in accordance with DOT regulations in addition to
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requirements for the disposal facility and transporter.

For the soil-washing process, discharge from the wash-wvater
treatment process must meet the requirements set forth in the
State of Colorado Pretreatment Regulation 4.3.0, effective

July 1, 1989, prior to discharge of the treated wvash-water to a
POTW. '

3. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume

Alternative No. 10 would result in partial elimination of
toxicity, mobility, and volume of the affected soil above action
levels at the site after implementation is completed. With
respect to soils containing high levels of pesticides (HOCs), it
is anticipated that most would be completely destroyed through
incineration, thereby eliminating their toxicity. With respect
to soil washing, the toxicity would be greatly reduced, although
results from treatability tests indicate that soil washing would
not mee: the health-based action levels developed for the site.

Soil washing tests indicate that with regard to the distribution
of metals, pesticides, and arsenic in the soil matrix, the
highest concentrations are found in the fine silts and clays
(-200 mesh fraction).

The initial trials provided an overall reduction in pesticide
concentrations of approximately 66 percent. The washed scil met
EPA action levels for DDT but did not attain the action levels
for chlordane, dieldrin, or aldrin. Additional tests such as
gravity separation on the washed soil product indicated an
additional S0 percent reduction of pesticide concentrations.
Soil action levels wvere still not attainable. The surfactants
evaluated during this study appeared to have no significant
effect on the reduction of pesticide concentrations during the
soil washing process.

4. Long-term effectiveness and permanence

This alternative would result in complete destruction of HOCs but
not a significant detoxification by the soil-washing process of
the remaining contaminants. Therefore, this alternative is not
effective in the long term.

5. Short-term effectiveness

Alternative No. 10 would take approximately two years to '
implement. During this period, risks to construction personnel
would be from the excavation and stockpiling activities. The use
of wvater and chemical dust suppressants, covering the stockpiles,
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and personal protection for site personnel would reduce these
risks. Due to the extensive nature of on-site treatment
activities, this alternative is one of the least effective in the
short term. An air-monitoring program (described in previous
alternatives) would be implemented before, during, and after the
remedial effort, as required. Additional short-term risk would
be posed by off-site transportation of soils to the incinerator.

6. Implementability

From an engineering standpoint, this alternative would be
implementable. This alternative would be the second most
difficult to implement due to the complex phasing requirements.
Because of the limited space within the site, several activities
must be conducted concurrently. From a technical standpoint, the
soil washing process cannot attain action levels developed for
the site. Therefore, this alternative cannot be effectively

implemented.
7. Cost

The estimated present-worth cost for this alternative is
approximately $9,925,985. This cost includes construction, O&M,
and periodic monitoring. Capital costs are estimated to be
$8,059,900, and annual operating costs are expected to be
$31,400, plus $37,000 for a public health assessment every 5

years.
8. State Acceptance

While a long-term, permanent alternative that reduces the
toxicity and mobility of site contaminants is highly desirable,
the inability of the soil washing process to achieve action
levels prevents acceptance of this alternative by the State.

9. Community Acceptance
No comment was made by the public reqardiné this alternative,

though, it is assumed that this altesrnative is not acceptable tc
the community since action levels could not be achieved.

ALTERNATIVE NO. 11 - ON-SITE INCINERATION, ON-SITE LANODFILL,
REGRADE, AND REVEGETATE

1, PrSEection of Human Health and the Environment

This alternative fulfills the intent of SARA by providing a
remedy that reduces toxicity and mobility of contaminants for
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long-term, permanent protection of human health and the environ-
ment through reduction or elimination of potential exposure
routes (i.e., migration of pesticides to the vadose zone and
direct human contact). Routine maintenance and the five-year
public health and environmental evaluations would ensure
continued protection.

2. Compliance with ARARs

‘The ARARs associated with this alternative pertain to excavation,
stockpiling, screening/ size reduction, incineration,
construction, and monitoring of the Subtitle D landfill. The
construction and excavation activities, excluding monitoring,
would result in fugitive dust generation and particulate
emission. During implementation of this alternative, OSHA health
and safety regulations would be followed by workers during all
phases of the site work. Federal CAA National Air Quality
standards and State of Colorado Air Quality regulations are
applicable in controlling vapor and particulate emissions during
excavation, stockpiling, treatment, and disposal activities.

3. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

This alternative would result in significant reduction of
toxicity and mobility with a slight decrease in volume.
Incineration would yield complete destruction of nearly all
contaminants in the soil and rubble, thereby reducing the
toxicity. - The residual generated by the incineration process
would be placed in an on-site Subtitle D landfill, further
reducing its mobility. With the toxicity minimized and all
residuals immobilized with the Subtitle D landfill, risks
resulting from potential pesticide migration to the vadose zone,
air emissions from the residuals, and direct human contact would
be negligible.

4. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

This alternative would result in significant detoxification of
contaminants in the soil and rubble. Upon completion ¢f the
incineration process, the treated so2il and rubble placed in an’
on-site Subtitle D landfill would present negligible risks from
direct contact or contaminant migration into the vadose zone.

S. Short-;erm Effectiveness

Alternative No. 11 would take three to four years to implement.
During this period, stringent engineering controls on air
emissions wvould be in place to minimize adverse impacts to human
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health and the environment. Risks related to direct contact and
inhalation of the indicator chemicals would be elevated slightly
over present conditions as a result of the excavation process.

An air-monitoring program (described in previous alternatives)
would be implemented before, during, and after the remedial
effort, as required. This program would commence prior to any
construction removal activities to obtain a baseline analysis of

air quality.
6. Implementability

The crucial component to successful implementation of this
alternative is phasing. Because of the limited space within the
site, several activities must be conducted concurrently. Imple-
mentation, which includes engineering design, contractor
selection, landfill construction, mobilization and
demobilization, and treatment, is expected to take three to four

years.
7. Cost

The estimated present-worth cost for this alternative is
approximately $10,912,700. This cost includes construction, 0&M,
and periodic monitoring. Capital costs are estimated to be
$8,617,600, and annual operating costs are expected to be
$31,400, plus $37,000 for a public health assessment every 5

years.
8. State Acceptance

No comment for this alternative was made by the State. It is
presumed that the State would not support Alternative No. 1)

since the public is strongly oppcsed to on-site incineration
alternatives.

9. Community Acceptance

In general, the community is strongly opposed to on-site .
incineration and, therefore, does not support this alternative to
remedy the site.

IX. The Selected Remedy

Based on consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, the
detailed evaluation of the alternatives, and public comments,
both EPA and the State of Colorado have determined that
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Alternative 8: Off-gite Incineration, Off-site Landfill,
Regrade, and Revegetate is the most appropriate remedy for the
Woodbury Chemical Site in Commerce City, Colorado.

Alternative No. 8 involves excavation and incineration of all
affected soils exceeding the California List HOC levels from the
site and soil containing the 2,3,7,8-isomer of PCDD above EPA
action levels (if encountered). This material would be trans-
ported to an off-site incineration facility for treatment and
disposal. This alternative also involves excavation of affected
soils between the action levels and the HOC levels for disposal
in an off-site RCRA-permitted landfill. The volume of soil that
would require incineration has been estimated at 800 cy from the
First Study Area and S0 cy from the Second Study Area. The
remaining 11,520 cy of soil, rubble, and the paving slab would be
excavated and transported directly to an off-site RCRA landfill.
After all affected soil vas removed, the excavated area would be
backfilled with clean fill, compacted, and vegetated.

Altenatives No. 8, 9, and 1! would provide approximately the same
level of risk reduction and protectiveness. Of these,
Alternative No. 8 is the most cost-effective with an estimated
present-worth cost of $6,962,600. Additionally, the community
does not prefer Alternatives No. 9 and 11 because the hazardous
wastes would not be repoved from the site.

Response Objectives

The response objectives for soil remediation at Woodbury are to
control exposure through direct contact to an acceptable level
and to ensure that the migration of contaminants to ground water
is minimized. Target clean-up objectives vere developed based on
(1) concentrations which correspond to carcinogenic health risks
from 1E-7 to 1E-4, (2) ARARs, and (3) background levels.
Acceptable contaminant levels for the chemicals of concern are
generally the 1E-6 risk-based action levels derived in response
to the Endangerment Assessment. Background concentrations in
some cases, however, were higher than the risk-based cleanup
goal. 1In these cases, remediation to the background level was
considered protective.

It is anticipated that minor changes may be made to the remedy as
a result of the remedial design and construction process. In
general, these changes would reflect modifications resulting fror
the engineering design process and would not encompass a
signigicant change to a component of the remedy or the remedy
itself.
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X. Statutory Determinations

EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites addresses
remedial actions that are protective of human health and the
environment. In addition, section 12! of CERCLA provides several
other statutory requirements and preferences. These statutes
specify that the selected remedial action for the site must
comply with applicable or relevant and appropriate environmental
standards established under Federal and State environmental laws
unless a wvaiver is granted. The selected remedy must also be
cost effective and utilize permanent treatment technologies or
resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable.
The statute also contains a preference for remedies that
permanently or significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or
mobility of hazardous substances. The following sections discuss
how the selected remedy for contaminated soils at Woodbury meet

these statutory requirements.
1. Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy protects human health and the environment
through destruction of contaminants with off-site incineration
and removal of contaminants from the site to a RCRA Subtitle C
landfill. This remedy would permanently eliminate the direct
contact threat currently posed by soils and would minimize future
adverse effects on ground-water quality by eliminating the most
concentrated sources of waste above the water table. The cancer
risks associated with source areas would be reduced to an
acceptable level of 1.0 E-6. There are some shcr=-term risks
associated with the selected remedy during soil -:andling
operations, but these can be minimized with protective and
preventative measures. The majority of risk present at the site
would be transferred to an off-site Subtitle C landfill. Of all
the alternatives, the selected remedy provides the highest degree
of protection to human health and the environment. :

2. Attainment of ARARs

The selected remedy would address and comply with all ARARS for
worker protection, on-site dust emissions, and other on-site
activities. All ARARs are attainable for the selected remedy.

3. Cost Effectiveness

EPA believes the selected remedy is cost effective in mitigating
the risk posed by contaminated soils in a reasonable period of
time. The selected remedy effectively and permanently reduces
contamination to acceptable levels. Present net worth costs
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associated with Alternative 8 are approximately $6,962,600.
Other alternatives were either more expensive or achieved a
significantly lower level of protectiveness and permanence.

4. Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Technologies or Resource Recovery Technologies to the
Maximum Extent Practicable

EPA analyzed the alternatives to determine which would utilize
treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable. The
selected remedy would achieve the response objectives of
controlling direct contact exposure to contaminated soils and
minimizing adverse impacts on ground-water from soil
contamination. '

By employing off-site incineration and off-site disposal, the
selected remedy uses permanent treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. This remedy involves destruction and
removal of contaminants and an overall reduction in contaminant
toxicity, mobility, and volume. Therefore, a permanent solution
for the site is achieved and it can be returned to productive
use.

S. Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

By incinerating highly contaminated soils, the selected remedy
addresses the principal risks at the site through the use of
treatment technologies. Therefore, the statutory preference for
remedies that employ treatment as a principal element is
satisfied. The remaining soils would be contained in an off-site
RCRA Subtitle C landfill rather than undergo a treatment process.
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WOCDBURY CHEMICAL COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE
RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
September 25, 1989

The Woodbury Chemical Company Superfund Site is located in
Commerce City, a northern suburb of Denver, Colorado. The site
is surrounded by light and heavy industry including automobile
salvage yards and a petroleum refinery. The nearest residential
area to the Woodbury site is a mobile home park approximately
one-third mile to the southwest. The residential and commercial
population within a one-mile radius of the site numbers
approximately 3,000 persons. The majority of this population
lives in the residential areas to the southwest of the site.

A. OVERVIEW

At the time of the public comment period, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) had already selected a preferred
alternative for the Woodbury Chemical Company site in Commerce
City, Colorado. EPA's recommended alternative addressed
environmental concerns presented by soils contaminated with
pesticides, volatile organic chemicals, and metals, and would
eliminate the principal threat of contaminated soil to ground
water, on-site workers, and the surrounding residents. The
selected remedy specified in the Record of Decision (ROD)
involves off-site incineration of approximately 2,050 cubic yards
of soils prior to disposal in an off-site landfill and off-site
disposal of approximately 10,635 cubic yards of soils above
cleanup levels.

Based on comments received during the public comment period, the
nearby residents, the city council of Commerce City, and the
Colorado Department of Health support the off-site incineration
and landfill alternative for cleanup of soil contamination at the
Woodbury site. The McKesson Corporation, a potentially
responsible party (PRP) for the site, has submitted written

comments which state that the cleanup levels are too
conservative. In general, the community is strongly opposed to

-on-site incineration and prefers a cleanup alternative which can
be implemented as quickly as possible.

These sections follow:
° Backgréﬁhd'on Community Involvemerm

© Sumﬁary of Comments Rerceived during Public Comment
Period and EPA's responses, B

© Remaining Concerns, and
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© Community Relations Activities at the Woodbury Chemical
Company site.

B. SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Since the September 1983 addition of the Woodbury site to the
National Priorities List of hazardous wastes, community interest
has been minimal. During the 1985 public comment period for the
First Study Area, no comments or inquiries were received. The
recent 1989 public comment period resulted in marginal community
participation as well. While there are several local community
groups active in other Superfund activities, no specific concerns
regarding the Woodbury site have been presented to EPA.

cC. SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

EPA solicited written and oral comments from the public during
the public comment period that began September 1, 1989, and ended
on September 22, 1989. Comments received during that time are
categorized by subject and summarized, with EPA's response,
below,

Commehts on the Preferred Alternative

1. Comment: A resident at the public meeting expressed the
opinion that EPA's preferred alternative was acceptable to
the community. It was also stated that the Woodbury site
should be cleaned up as soon as possible, because the
residents are overvhelmed with other concerns (i.e. the
Rocky Mountain Arsenal Superfund site, the Sand Creek
Superfund site, a medical waste incinerator, etc.)

EPA Response: EPA will continue to keep the residents
informed of activities at the Woodbury site. In addition,
addresses for residents in the Woodbury community will be
added to the mailing lists for other sites in this area, so
that the residents can receive accurate and timely
information regarding Superfund sites in their community.

2. . Comment: A resident questioned how the contaminated soil
would be transported and how the dust resulting from
remedial action at the site would be controlled.

EPA Response: Both of these concerns will be addressed in
greater detail during the upcoming remedial design phase for
the Woodbury site. During remedial activities, the air
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quality on and near the site would be monitored to assess
the resulting potential health risks due to the release of
volatile organic compounds or dust containing pesticides.

Comment: Cogswell and Eggleston, P.C. submitted written
comments on behalf of the City and County of Denver.
Cogsvell and Eggleston stated that insufficient information
had been developed by EPA to support the selection of a
remedy that addresses and adequately protects the health,
velfare, and environmental concerns in surrounding areas
that may be affected by the Woodbury Chemical Company site.
Specifically, 1) no sampling was conducted along 54th Avenue
to determine the southern extent of contamination, 2)
sampling and analysis for dioxins and furans was not
conducted as part of the RI, and 3) airborne migration of
contaminants to the south and south - southwest was not

evaluated.

Response: Samples taken from along 54th Avenue did indicate
the presence of pesticide concentrations in excess of action
levels developed for the site. Howvever, these areas are
directly associated with rubble piles. Extensive efforts
vere made to determine the exact boundary of the
contamination due to buried rubble at the S4th Avenue border
to the site. 'Samples were analyzed for dioxins and furans
as discussed in Chapter 4 of the RI. These results are also
visually displayed in Figure 4.8. Sampling of soil at the
0.1 foot depth was conducted throughout the site. Areas
directly to the south and south - southwest of rubble piles
do not indicate contamination due to airborne migration.

The quality and amount of data, and the interpretation of
the data, are sufficient to select appropriate technologies
and alternatives. The chemicals of concern and their
approximate areal and vertical extent are known so that a
decision to remedy the site can be made.

Comments on the Development of Action Levels

4.

Comments: Harding Lawson Associates (HLA) submitted written
comments on behalf of the McKesson Corporation. HLA
questioned the use of a 30-year duration period for exposure
vhen the Sand Creek site used only 20 years. HLA believes
that this discrepancy has resulted in the development of
overly conservative values for the industrial nature of the
site. Also, HLA recommends that an average exposure value
should be used instead of the maximum plausible exposure

values.
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EPA Response: Guidance for Public Health Evaluations such
as the "Superfund Public Health Evaluation Manual"” provide
standard assumptions to determine risk and, therefore,
action levels, at Superfund sites. However, if more
accurate site-specific information is available, these
assumptions are to be modified to give a better
representation of risk at the site. With regard to
Woodbury, a residential community exists within one-third
mile of the site. This community possesses unique
attributes which required a more conservative approach to
the determination of risk and the resulting action levels.

While the action levels may be conservative considering the
present industrial nature of the site, it is EPA policy to
consider future residential use, recreational use, etc. EPA
cannot rely on current use or zoning to limit future
scenarios. Since few restrictions can be imposed in
perpetuity, EPA feels that it is reasonable to consider
these possible future uses.

Public Participation Process

5.

Comment: A resident commented that more residents would
have attended the public meeting had they been provided more
advance time to plan their attendance.

EPA Response: EPA used several different methods to notify
residents of the September 15, 1989, meeting. A notice wvas
published in the August 31, 1989, Commerce City Sentinel in
addition to the distribution of approximately 500 fact
sheet/Proposed Plans within the 54 block residential area to
the southwest of the site.

Superfund Process and Policy

6.

Comment: A resident questioned vhy the McKesson Corporation
was responsible for cleanup of the Woodbury site, if other
PRPs would also be responsible for cleanup, and vhy the
Woodbury Company was not being made to pay for the cleanup.

EPA Response: The Superfund law, as written in 1980, states
that anyone wvho has generated a hazardous substance found at
a site, present and former owners of a site, and certain
transporters who disposed of hazardous substances at a site,
are liable for payment of Superfund cleanup costs. As a
current owner of part of the Woodbury site, the McKesson
Corporation may be liable for payment of cleanup costs. An
additional three PRPs have been identified, including the
Colorado and Eastern Railroad, Farmland Industries, and the

4
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Maytag Corporation. With regard to the Woodbury Chemical
Company, a formal search was conducted to determine if the
Woodbury Chemical Company is able to fund cleanup costs at
the site. It was discovered during the search that the
Woodbury Chemical Company, whose name had been changed to
the Missouri Chemical Company several years earlier, had
been dissolved in the late 1970's.

7. Comment: A resident asked how Superfund sites were ranked
(i.e. how did the Sand Creek site acquire a ranking of 38)?

EPA Response: The value of 38 which is given to Sand Creek
simply identifies the site as the 38th site to be added to
the National Priorities List. It is not a comparative
ranking of the potential danger present at a site.

D. REMAINING CONCERNS

EPA was unable to address one additional concern during the
remedial planning activities. Several residents asked how and
where the contaminated soils would be transported for
incineration and landfill. EPA was unable to address this
concern because this information will not be developed until the
details of the remedial design are established. Several options
are available and EPA will inform thd residents of these
decisions as soon as the remedial design is complete.
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COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES

WOODBURY CH;MICAL'COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE

July 19?3

March 198§

August 1989

September 1
to

September 22,
1989

A Community Relations Plan, as required by CERCLA,
was developed by EPA. The goals of the community
relations efforts is to involve the public in
activities and decisions regarding the Woodbury
site.

EPA distributed a fact sheet to residents and
businesses in the area as vell as the Commerce
City government and the Colorado Department of
Health. The fact sheet presented the Proposed
Plan for the First Study Area, as wvell as six
other remedial alternatives that had been
evaluated.

Comments were solicited from the public during a
three-week public comment period from March 11,
1985 to April 1, 1985.

EPA distributed an information notice to residents
in the vicinity of Woodbury. The poster,
published in English and Spanish, addressed
concerns about potential exposure of local
residents to contaminants.

The RI and draft FS were completed and an initial
remedial alternative (the Proposed Plan) was
chosen. EPA took several measures to announce the
Proposed Plan and to seek comments and questions
from the public.

EPA published a press release and a public notice
in the Commerce City newspaper, The Commerce City

Sentinel, announcing all of the activities listed

above.

Copies of the Proposed Plan, and the remedial
investigation and feasibility study reports

vere made available to the public in the Adams
County Public Library, the Colorado Department of
Health, and EPA's own Records Center in downtown
Denver.



September 15,
1989
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EPA mailed a third fact sheet, which described the
Proposed Plan as well as six other remedial
alternatives that had been evaluated.

EPA announced a public comment period during which
all interested persons were invited to submit
comments and questions.

EPA conducted a public meeting to describe the
results of the RI/FS, present the Proposed Plan,
and answver questions from the public.
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