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COMMENTS ON DRAFT REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN, MARCH 12, 2009 BENTON
BURN DUMP SITE, ESCONDIDO, CALIFORNIA
DTSC LETTER OF APRIL 3, 2009

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

COMMENTS RESPONSE

1. We were not provided with the report prepared by the [ None.
California  Integrated Waste Management Board
(CIWMB) titled, "Final Report, Site Investigation,
Benton Dump, Escondido, California," dated May 31,
2007. However, this report concludes that the site fails
to meet the following requirements:

e The site is not secured.

e Burn ash-containing waste is present on the
ground surface in many locations; therefore,
the site fails to comply with requirements for
grading of fill surfaces.

e The presence of glass and debris on the
ground surface is a threat to human health
both as a physical and chemical hazard, as the
site is not maintained.

e The exposed burn ash-containing wastes fail to
meet the requirements for drainage and
erosion control.

The investigation indicates that the site does not meet the
state minimum standards (SMS). We concur with these
conclusions.

The Draft RAP indicates it was prepared in general accordance | None.
with the process described in DTSC's "Remedial Action Plan
(RAP) Policy," (EO-95-007-PP), dated November 16, 1995 and to
comply with state minimum standards appearing in the applicable
Articles and Sections of California Code of Regulations Division 2,
Title 27, Chapter 3 and Subpart 4 related to: site security, grading of fil
surfaces (cover), site maintenance, drainage and erosion control
and gas monitoring during closure and post closure. We understand
that the CIWMB, along with the County of San Diego Solid Waste
Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) are the lead regulatory agencies
for this site.

2. We were not provided with project documents that would | The CIWMB is not implementing the RAP. The
be necessary to comply with the Califormia Environmental | RAP may be implemented by the property owners.
Quality Act (CEQA). We note that Section 4 indicates that it may | Therefore CEQA documentation is not provided at
be possible to complete the remedial activity under a Notice of | ;s time.

Exemption. In accordance with the DTSC RAP Policy, a
draft RAP is circulated for review concurrently with the
applicable CEQA document(s).
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN, MARCH 12, 2009 BENTON

BURN DUMP SITE, ESCONDIDO, CALIFORNIA
DTSC LETTER OF APRIL 3, 2009

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

COMMENTS

RESPONSE

We note that additional sampling is proposed to further
delineate the extent of the burn ash-containing wastes and
determine whether the wastes are hazardous. We
recommend that the results be included and addressed in the
final RAP since the area of proposed excavation and capping
may change based on the sampling results.

The additional sampling was conducted in May
2009 and the results are included in the Final RAP
in Section 2.4. The additional sampling was
conducted to identify whether lead is present in soil
within 2 feet of the ground surface at
concentrations above the cleanup objective in the
western portion of the burn site footprint. The
objective was not specifically to identify if the soil is
hazardous. A copy of the laboratory analytical
report has been included as Appendix A.

We note that the parcel number (APN 224-190-42)
identified in Section 1.1.1 is not the same as that listed in
the Executive Summary. Also, please identify parcel
number 224-190-47 on the figures. We note that parcel
number 224-190-52 is shown, but this is not one of the
three mentioned in the text.

The APN has been corrected and is included on
the figures.

The summary of site risks, described in Section 3, should
include a more detailed discussion of complete and potential
exposure routes, quantify the human health risk, and describe
any ecological risk associated with this site.

Itis recognized that there is a level of health risk
based on the current conditions at the site. Both
human health and ecological risk will be mitigated
through implementing the alternative to consolidate
and cap burn ash at the site.

There are no aquatic habitats on site as the
drainage is dry except during occasional rain
events. Lead and other metals in burn ash are of
low solubility and are not likely to be bioavailable.
Therefore, the potential ecological risk at the site is
relatively low.

The text, Section 4.2, indicates that a "flag” is currently on one of
the properties and that another should be initiated for
another. It is not clear whether these "flags" are equivalent
to formal deed restrictions attached to the property deed
and recorded by the County of San Diego. Deed restrictions are
necessary since bum ash-containing wastes may remain on the
site following remedial activities.

The “flag” is filed with the County Building
Department and limits subsurface construction
activities on each property.

Please clarify whether all of the activities described in
Section 4.2.2 (such as the addiional sampling activifies and the
placement of a geotextile cap) would be performed by the property
owners or the CIWMB and/or LEA.

The sampling activities have been completed by
the CIWMB and the results are provided in Section
2.4. For clarification, the geotextile serves as a
delimiter marking the depth of burn ash-containing
materials and is not a cap. The clean soil placed
above the geotextile will serve as the cap.
Implementation of the corrective action is likely to
be done by others and not the CIWMB or LEA.

Page 2 of 4
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN, MARCH 12, 2009 BENTON
BURN DUMP SITE, ESCONDIDO, CALIFORNIA
DTSC LETTER OF APRIL 3, 2009

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

COMMENTS RESPONSE
8.  We recommend that the burn ash-containing wastes not | Burn ash containing materials are already present
be placed and capped within the 100-year flood plain. in this very limited area that drains a very small

watershed (approximately 60 acres). Placement of
a geotextile and gravel in this area will limit the
potential for burn ash to be mobilized during
infrequent storm events. The condition of the site
will be monitored by the County LEA following
implementation of the remedial alternative in
accordance with Title 27. If erosion of the cap or a
breach is identified, it will be repaired.

9. The imported fill soil should be tested to verify it is "clean”. | Imported fill will be analyzed to confirm that it does
Also, confirmation samples should be collected following | not contain constituents above applicable California
soil excavation. Human Health-based Screening Levels (CHHSLS)

and Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) in

accordance with DTSC guidance. This is noted in
the text for Alternatives 2 and 3. Because burn ash
will not be removed from any portion of the footprint
in entirety for Alternative 2, no confirmation
sampling is anticipated. However, confirmation
sampling will be conducted as noted for Alternative

3, since it would be necessary to confirm that all

burn ash-containing soil above the cleanup

objectives had been removed.

10. It is not clear why Alternative 3 would require a | Alternative 2 disturbs an area that will be less than
construction storm water pollution prevention plan |1 acre. A construction SWPPP is required for sites
(SWPPP), but Alternative 2 would not. greater than 1 acre. If Alternative 3 were

implemented, the area disturbed would be greater

than 1 acre and a construction SWPPP would be
needed.

11. Please describe in Section 4.3.3 the controls and how they | The text in Section 4.3.3 has been revised to
will mitigate potential health risks associated with | address this comment.
breaching the cap.

12. Please describe how the burrowing of animals around and | The degree of burrowing will be monitored by the
beneath the proposed cap will be prevented and/or [ LEA during its monitoring of the site. If there is a
controlled. high degree of burrowing, additional action will be

implemented to control this activity. The action

could include rodent control.

13. The title for Table 5 should be checked for accuracy. The heading for Table 5 has been revised
accordingly.
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT REMEDIAL ACTION PLAN, MARCH 12, 2009 BENTON
BURN DUMP SITE, ESCONDIDO, CALIFORNIA
DTSC LETTER OF APRIL 3, 2009

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL

COMMENTS RESPONSE
14. Please provide the basis and rationale for relaxing the | Statement has been revised.
universal treatment standard by a factor of ten (10) as
identified in Table A-1 of Appendix A.
15. The existence of critical habitat in the immediate vicinity of [ An evaluation of critical habitat will be done prior to
the site should be verified and evaluated (Table A-3 of | any remedial action.
Appendix A).
16. The cost estimate (Table B-3 of Appendix B) should | The inconsistencies between the cost estimate and
include: security, fencing, and signage. Also, we note that | Appendix C have been corrected.
Section 5 of Appendix C recommends the use of a
minimum gravel diameter of 1 to 2-inches rather than the
listed 3/4-inch, and the recommended use of larger rock
(> 12-inches) is not included.
17. The hydrological analysis should consider the more | Per San Diego County Hydrology Manual

conservative 24-hour event scenario.

recommendations, we used the Modified Rational
Method with a 6-hour storm because the size of the
watershed is only approximately 60 acres. The
Rational Method (which uses the 6-hour storm) is
recommended to be used for drainage areas
covering up to 1 square mile (640 acres). The Unit
Hydrograph Method that might utilize a 24-hour
storm is for watersheds of 640 acres and greater.
Therefore, the 24-hour storm was not utilized.
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Executive Summary

This Remedial Action Plan (RAP) has been prepared by URS Corporation Americas (URS) for the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) for the former Benton Burn Site (the site)
located near the intersection of Still Water Glen and David Glen in Escondido, California (see Figure 1).
This RAP has been prepared to comply with state minimum standards (SMS) appearing in the applicable
Articles and Sections of California Code of Regulations (CCR) Division 2, Title 27, Chapter 3 and
Subchapter 4 related to: site security, grading of fill surfaces (cover), site maintenance, drainage and
erosion control and gas monitoring during closure and post closure. It has also been prepared in general
accordance with the process described in, “Remedial Action Plan (RAP) Policy”, document EO-95-007-
PP issued by the California EPA/Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC), dated November 16,
1995.

This RAP identifies alternatives that will be implemented to remediate areas where waste containing burn
ash was identified in soil at the site. The findings of a previous investigation conducted by the CIWMB
in 2007, recent additional sampling and analyses conducted in May 2009, and other sampling information
provided by the San Diego County Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) serve as a basis for
this RAP.

The site is located approximately 2 miles northwest of downtown Escondido, west of Interstate Highway
15 (I-15) near the intersection of Still Water Glen and David Glen in the unincorporated portion of the
County of San Diego and the City of Escondido. The site lies primarily in a ravine where the surrounding
areas have been developed with residences. Based on information appearing in the CIWMB report, the
former burn site is located on three parcels. One parcel is undeveloped, and part of a subdivision
belonging to the Country Club Homeowners Association (HOA; APN 224-163-42). The two other parcels
are residential properties owned by Jesse and Charlene Longacre (APN 224-190-36) and Joel and Kathie
Phillips (APN 224-190-47). The Longacre and Phillips properties are located at 2346 and 2374 Sleepy
Hill Lane, respectively.

Samples of fill, native soil and burn ash-containing materials were analyzed for the chemicals of potential
concern (COPCs) associated with burn ash. These included lead and other metals and organic compounds
such as polynuclear aromatic compounds (PNAs), organochlorine pesticides (OCPs), polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs) and dioxins and furans. The majority of the samples were analyzed for metals and a
smaller subset was analyzed for the organic compounds. In general, lead was found to be present at
concentrations that would characterize the materials as California hazardous. In addition, lead
concentrations were present in some samples above its residential California Human Health Screening
Level (CHHSL). Select samples were also subjected to the Waste Extraction Test (WET), the Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) and the Deionized Water (DI) WET for lead and other metals.
Copper was found to exceed regulatory limits in one sample to characterize the materials as California
Hazardous. None of the TCLP results indicated that the burn ash-containing waste is a Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste. The DI WET results indicate the lead present
in the soil does not exceed the Soluble Threshold Limit Concentration (STLC) of 5 mg/l. As such, this
indicates that the lead present in the soil/waste is of low solubility and does not pose a significant threat to
groundwater quality. This is supported by similar results at other burn sites investigated throughout
California.
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Executive Summary

Additional sampling and analyses were conducted in May 2009 by Ninyo & Moore in the western portion
of the burn site footprint to refine the extent of the area where burn ash is present at depths shallower than
2 feet bgs. Five samples collected from four of the 11 borings contained lead above the CHHSL of 150
mg/kg. None of the samples analyzed contained lead above the TTLC regulatory limit, but eight samples
contained lead at concentrations above 10 times its STLC regulatory limit (50 mg/kg). Of the eight
samples subjected to the DI WET, none contained lead above the STLC regulatory limit of 5 mg/I.

This RAP has been prepared to address burn ash-containing waste present within the burn site footprint
that is located on the three parcels previously indicated. Based on the investigation conducted by the
CIWMB, the burn site occupies approximately 1 acre. Remedial action alternatives were individually
evaluated based on the nine criteria established under the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and
Liability Act (CERCLA) (U.S. EPA 1990) as modified by the State of California as described below.
The three remedial action alternatives evaluated included:

e Alternative 1 — No Action.
e Alternative 2 — Consolidation, Capping and Institutional Controls (Consolidation and Capping).
e Alternative 3 — Excavation and Off-site Land Disposal and Fill Replacement (Excavation).

The No Action alternative must be considered for baseline comparison to the other alternatives. The
Excavation alternative involves the excavation of burn ash-containing waste soil within the site footprint
and backfilling with clean soil to an acceptable grade. The Consolidation and Capping alternative
considers consolidating burn ash-containing waste within the burn site footprint and capping it with clean
soil, asphalt or concrete. The thickness of the soil surface cap will be a minimum of 2 feet to meet the
SMS. Since the burn ash-containing waste will remain on the site, there will be a requirement that
activities that could disturb and expose receptors to the underlying burn ash-containing waste be
restricted. There is currently a flag on the Longacre and Phillips properties at the County Building
Department (Department of Planning and Land Use), and one should be initiated for the HOA property
with the City of Escondido Building Department. Based on the results of investigation conducted by the
CIWMB and the evaluation of remedial alternatives, the preferred remedy is Consolidation and Capping.
The area that will require this action covers less than 1 acre.
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SECTIONONE Introduction

SECTION1 INTRODUCTION

This Remedial Action Plan (RAP) has been prepared by URS Corporation Americas (URS) for the
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB) for the former Benton Burn Site (the site)
located near the intersection of Still Water Glen and David Glen in Escondido, California (see Figure 1).
This RAP has been prepared in general accordance with the process described in “Remedial Action Plan
(RAP) Policy”, document EO-95-007-PP issued by the California EPA/Department of Toxic Substances
Control (DTSC), dated November 16, 1995 and to comply with state minimum standards (SMS)
appearing in the applicable Articles and Sections of California Code of Regulations (CCR) Division 2,
Title 27, Chapter 3 and Subchapter 4 related to: site security, grading of fill surfaces (cover), site
maintenance, drainage and erosion control and gas monitoring during closure and post closure.

This RAP identifies alternatives that will be implemented to remediate areas where waste containing burn
ash was identified in soil at the site. Remedial action alternatives were individually evaluated based on
the nine criteria established under the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan
(NCP) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA)
(U.S. EPA 1990) as modified by the State of California. The findings of a previous investigation
conducted by the CIWMB in 2007, additional sampling and analyses conducted in May 2009, and other
sampling information provided by the San Diego County Solid Waste Local Enforcement Agency (LEA)
serve as a basis for this RAP.

1.1 SITE DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND

The CIWMB and LEA have conducted previous investigations to evaluate the condition of the site and
identify whether further action is needed to comply with the SMS for former landfill sites. The site is
located approximately 2 miles northwest of downtown Escondido, California at 33.16532° North latitude,
117.11882 West longitude. The former burn dump operated in the eastern 300 feet of Lot 1, Section 6 and
part of Lot 4 Section 5 of Township 12 South, Range 2, San Bernardino Base Meridian (SBBM). The site
occupies approximately 1 acre near the intersection of Still Water Glen and David Glen. Ground surface
elevations at the site generally range from approximately 820 to 870 feet above Mean Sea Level datum
(MSL) and topography is shown on the map provided as Figure 2. The site lies within a ravine that serves
as a drainage for a very small watershed of approximately 60 acres. There is no perennial stream in the
ravine; however, some surface flow was observed during a site visit during a major rainfall event in
December 2008.

1.1.1  Current Land Use/Property Ownership

The land uses for areas considered in this RAP are primarily open space and residential. One parcel is
owned by the Country Club Woods Homeowner Association (APN 224-163-42) and is maintained as
open space. The two other parcels are privately owned by Jesse and Charlene Longacre (APN 224-190-
36) and Joel and Kathie Phillips (APN 224-190-47). The Longacre and Phillips properties are located at
2346 and 2374 Sleepy Hill Lane, respectively. The perimeter of the ravine have been used for dumping
of residential green waste (brush and other debris). Access to the site by trespassers is unrestricted.
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1.1.2 Future Land Use

The current land uses of the site will remain in the future.

1.1.3 Surrounding Land Use

Adjacent property uses are primarily single-family residential. The area immediately west of the site is
undeveloped and part of open space that is part of the Escondido Master Plan.

1.2 SITE HISTORY

URS reviewed the site investigation report prepared by the CIWMB in May 2007 and other documents
provided by the LEA. The summary below has been prepared based on this information that has been
provided to URS.

The Benton Dump was owned and operated by Mr. Jesse Benton from 1948 to 1953. Eugene W. and
Beulah E. McFeeters owned and adjacent property and assisted Mr. Benton in operating the dump. The
site reportedly accepted residential and commercial waste. The volume of waste accepted at the dump is
not known. Information appearing in a Garbage and Trash Disposal Survey for the City of Escondido
(City) indicated that approximately 84 tons of trash and rubbish was collected on a weekly basis. The
waste was disposed in a ravine where it was burned.

Mr. Benton leased the dump to the County of San Diego for a short period between January and July
1950, when the lease was terminated. The dump remained open until May 1953, when it was ordered
closed by a judgment through an injunction of the State Superior Court (County of San Diego,
Case 165725). The site was ordered closed as the smoke and odors from burning refuse were considered a
public nuisance.

The area to the south of the former burn dump was developed with a residential development sometime in
the 1980s. The site has remained relatively undeveloped as part of two residential properties and a portion
of open space associated with the residential development.

1.3 PURPOSE

The primary objective of this RAP is to provide basis for an evaluation and selection of remedial
alternative(s) that will be implemented at the site to meet the SMS for former landfill sites, and also
reduce the potential for human exposure and health risk related to burn ash-containing waste. The primary
constituent of concern in burn ash-containing waste is lead along with other metals (arsenic, antimony,
cadmium and copper) and organic constituents [polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PNAs) and dioxins
and furans]. Each of these other constituents is collocated with the lead in the burn ash-containing waste
and therefore, will be addressed similarly to mitigate possible human health risk. In addition, lead
concentrations were present in the waste at levels that would indicate that it could be considered a
California hazardous waste.
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SECTION 2 PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS

URS reviewed the site investigation report prepared by the CIWMB in May 2007 and other documents
provided by the LEA. The summary below has been prepared based on this information that has been
provided to URS.

2.1 SOIL INVESTIGATION: SEPTEMBER 1982

In September 1982, a preliminary soil investigation was conducted by Soil and Material Testing
Laboratory for the construction of a proposed subdivision on Escondido Tract 533, which includes the
Homeowner’s Association (HOA) and Lot 42 on the south and west of the burn dump. Ten test pits were
excavated to a depth of approximately 11 feet. Based on the logs, no fill materials were encountered and
the logs did not indicate any characteristics that were suggestive of the presence of burn ash-containing
soil.

2.2 DEH STUDY/SITE RECONNAISSANCE: 1995

In 1995, the San Diego County Department of Environmental Health (DEH) prepared a report of a
desktop study, similar to a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA). It summarized the
results of a site visit, research of available data and documents including topographic maps and a San
Diego Superior Court Case (#165725). The extent of the former burn site was estimated based on ground
surface observations of burn ash indicators (dark soil, melted glass). It also cited the presence of a stream
bed in the bottom of the ravine.

In March 1999, the LEA conducted soil sampling of the burn dump as there were food crops observed
growing in burn ash-containing soil during a site visit. A children’s play area was also present in this area.
Seven surface samples were collected and analyzed by the LEA for Title 22 metals by various U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) methods to identify whether the levels of constituents in
the soil were present at levels that could be a threat to public health and safety. Of the 7 samples analyzed,
two contained lead at concentrations that are above the current California Human Health Screening Level
(CHHSL) of 150 milligram per kilogram (mg/kg) for lead. Sample A3 was one of these samples that was
collected in the garden area. The concentrations of lead detected in samples A3 and A4 were 1,240 and
490 mg/kg. Sample A3 contained lead at a concentration above the Total Threshold Limit Concentration
(TTLC) of 1,000 mg/kg indicating that the materials could be considered a California hazardous waste.
Because the samples were present on the ground surface and the site was unsecured, the LEA
recommended that some corrective action, such as consolidation and capping be conducted to obtain
compliance for the site and reduce potential for exposure to the burn ash-containing material.

In March 2003, The DTSC conducted a preliminary assessment for the U.S EPA under Section 104
(CERCLA; also known as Superfund). The assessment was to identify whether the site qualified for
placement on the National Priorities List (NPL).

Nine surface soil samples were collected and analyzed for Title 22 metals, four of which were collected
outside of the footprint of the former burn site that were used to evaluate background metals
concentrations. Lead was detected in three samples collected within the burn site footprint (SS-1-0, SS5-0
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and SS-6-0) at concentrations of 350, 440 and 100 mg/kg. The concentrations of lead detected in samples
SS-1-0 and SS-5-0 were above the current residential California Human Health Screening level (CHHSL)
of 150 mg/kg established for lead. Samples were also analyzed for dioxins and furans. Reported 2, 3, 7,
8-Tetrachlordibenzo-p-dioxin (dioxin) Toxicity Equivalent Quotients (TEQs) ranged from 7.47 to 19
parts per trillion (ppt). The current CHHSL for dioxin TEQ is 4.6 ppt. Based on the sample results, it was
found that the site did not qualify for further assessment under CERCLA.

2.3 CIWMB INVESTIGATION: 2007

At the request of the LEA, the CIWMB conducted a site investigation in 2007. There were 26 borings
advanced and three surface soil samples collected during the investigation. In addition, a geophysical
investigation was conducted to assist in identifying the extent of the former burn site. In addition to soil
sampling and analyses, methane gas and radiation surveys were conducted at the site during the
investigation. No methane was detected where monitored at a limited number of boring locations.
Radiation monitoring results indicated that levels were within background. Organic vapors were also
monitored during the field program and were not present at levels of concern.

Of the 26 borings advanced, 20 were accomplished using a direct-push rig and nine were completed with
a hand auger. Samples were collected and analyzed from the waste and underlying native materials. The
analyses were conducted by Creek Environmental Laboratories for Title 22 metals, PNAs, petroleum
hydrocarbons organochlorine pesticides (OCPs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and metals by various
leaching procedures. Tables 1 through 5 summarize the results of the analyses.

As a result of the investigation, it was found that site fails to meet the following requirements:

e The site is not secured.

e Burn ash-containing waste is present on the ground surface in many locations; therefore, the site fails
to comply with requirements for grading of fill surfaces.

o The presence of glass and debris on the ground surface is a threat to human health both as a physical
and chemical hazard, as the site is not maintained.

e The exposed burn ash-containing wastes fail to meet requirements for drainage and erosion control.

The investigation indicates that less than one acre of the site does not meet the SMS. In addition, sample
analytical results indicated the following with respect to hazardous waste and human health screening
criteria:

Waste Characterization

Of the samples and constituents analyzed, only some specific metals were present at concentrations that
indicated that the burn ash-containing waste could be considered hazardous waste. Four contained lead at
levels above the TTLC of 1,000 mg/kg indicating that the waste containing material could be considered a
non-Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) hazardous waste. Samples were additionally
subjected to the Waste Extraction Test (WET) and compared to the Soluble Threshold Limit
Concentration (STLC) regulatory limits in instances where a TTLC metal concentration exceeded 10
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times the respective STLC regulatory limit. There was one sample that contained TTLC barium, two that
contained TTLC chromium, five that contained TTLC copper, 31 samples that contained TTLC lead and
two samples that contained TTLC zinc at concentrations above 10 times their respective STLC regulatory
limits. These samples (with the exception of those containing lead) were subjected to the WET and
analyzed. The results for STLC barium, chromium and zinc were all below their respective regulatory
limits. One sample contained copper at a concentration above its STLC of 25 mg/l. The two samples
containing the highest detected lead concentrations were also subjected to the Toxicity Characteristic
Leaching Procedure (TCLP) and analyzed for lead. None of the eight RCRA metals were present at
concentrations above their regulatory limits. Based on these results, the burn ash-containing waste does
not appear to be RCRA hazardous. Similar to investigation results at other sites, burn ash-containing
waste at the site is primarily a non-RCRA (California) hazardous waste.

Human Health Screening

The data from the investigation were compared to residential CHHSLs. Of the metals present, lead
concentrations in the samples were most frequently detected above its CHHSL of 150 mg/kg (20
samples). Arsenic was also detected above its residential CHHSL of 0.37 mg/kg; however, the
background concentration of arsenic in native soil from the site appears to range from approximately 1 to
2 mg/kg which is above the CHHSL. Antimony was present in one sample above its residential CHHSL
of 30 mg/kg. None of the other metals were present in soil at the site at concentrations above their
respective residential CHHSLs.

Of the other constituents analyzed, low levels of petroleum hydrocarbons were detected in some samples.
There are no human health screening levels for petroleum hydrocarbons. None of the PNAs or PCBs was
present at detectable levels; therefore, none contained these constituents at concentrations that was above
its respective residential CHHSL. Low levels of some OCPs were detected in some of the samples
analyzed, but the concentrations were not above their respective residential CHHSLs.

Leachability

The samples containing lead at concentrations above 10 times the STLC were also subjected to the WET
using a deionized water extractant. This is typically conducted to evaluate the potential leachability of the
burn ash-containing waste and its ability to affect groundwater quality. The concentrations in the extract
resulting from the extraction are compared the STLC regulatory limit. The deionized (DI) WET lead
concentrations ranged from not detected (<0.04 mg/l) to 1.4 mg/l, well below the STLC regulatory limit
of 5 milligrams per liter (mg/l). Based on the results, it appears that there is a low likelihood that the lead
in the burn ash-containing waste has the potential to affect groundwater quality.

2.4 ADDITIONAL SOIL SAMPLING: 2009

Ninyo & Moore conducted additional soil sampling on behalf of the CIWMB. Based on URS’ review of
the existing data, additional sampling and analyses were recommended in the western portion of the burn
site footprint to refine the extent of the area where burn ash is present at depths shallower than 2 feet bgs.
The additional sampling was conducted in 11 shallow borings on May 19, 2009. The findings of Ninyo
& Moore’s additional sampling were summarized in a report dated May 29, 2009 that was submitted to
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the CIWMB. Analyses were conducted by EXCELCHEM Environmental Labs, a state-certified
laboratory located in Rocklin, California. Since the laboratory report was not included in the Ninyo &
Moore report, it is provided in Appendix A.

The borings were advanced using a hand auger to a depth of 2 feet bgs or refusal as directed by the
CIWMB. Samples were analyzed for lead by EPA Method 6010B/6020. A subset of the samples was
subjected to the DI WET and analyzed for lead by the method previously indicated. Analytical results are
included in Tables 1 and 5. Five samples collected from four of the 11 borings contained lead above the
CHHSL of 150 mg/kg. None of the samples analyzed contained lead above the TTLC regulatory limit,
but eight samples contained lead at concentrations above 10 times its STLC regulatory limit (50 mg/kg).
Of the eight samples subjected to the DI WET, none contained lead above the STLC regulatory limit of 5
mg/l. The extent of the burn site footprint where burn ash-containing materials are present at depths less
than 2 feet, based on the results of the additional sampling and analyses, is shown on Figure 2.
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SECTION 3 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Lead is typically the primary chemical of potential concern (COPC) in burn ash-containing waste that has
the greatest potential to pose an adverse human health risk. The primary exposure pathways are through
direct exposure by ingestion or inhalation. Other COPCs are collocated with lead such that receptors can
be exposed to these through the same exposure pathways as lead. Eliminating complete exposure
pathways between lead-containing burn ash and site occupants, users and workers and the surrounding
community can mitigate the level of risk. Response actions that accomplish this include constructing a
barrier, such as physical controls or removal.

There are no aquatic habitats on site as the drainage is dry except during short periods following
occasional rain events. Lead and burn ash are of low solubility and are not likely to be bioavailable.
Therefore, the potential ecological risk at the site is relatively low.
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SECTION 4 SUMMARY AND EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

41 REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

Remedial action objectives (RAOs) are established to protect human health and the environment. RAOs
focus on site-specific characteristics and may include site-specific media of concern, COPCs, exposure
routes and receptors, acceptable contaminant level for each exposure route, and/or range of contaminant
levels for each exposure route. For the Benton Burn Dump, the media of concern is limited to soil and the
COPCs associated with burn ash-containing waste. Based on the results of the investigation conducted by
the CIWMB, groundwater is not included in the RAOs as it is an incomplete exposure pathway. Surface
water is a potential exposure pathway resulting in possible off site migration of burn ash-containing waste
through sediment transport during storm events when it intermittently flows in the bottom of the ravine.

The cleanup objective for lead at residential sites is 150 mg/kg, based on the default input parameters to
the LeadSpread 7.0 model. Figures 2 and 3 show the footprint of the burn site and the depth and thickness
of materials that contain burn ash-containing waste. Cleanup levels for other collocated COPCs will be
the residential CHHSLs, Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs), or background levels (in the case of
arsenic), as appropriate. The cleanup levels apply to the upper 2 feet of soil below the ground surface,
with lead serving as the surrogate.

The overall RAOs described in this RAP include the following:

e Perform a remedial action that results in a condition of the site that meets SMS appearing in the
applicable Articles and Sections of CCR Division 2, Title 27, Chapter 3 and Subchapter 4 related to:
site security, grading of fill surfaces (cover), site maintenance and drainage and erosion control.

¢ Limit the potential for exposure to burn ash-containing waste and the associated COPCs to property
owners, users, maintenance workers, construction workers and community residents.

e Limit the potential for exposure to burn ash-containing waste through off-site migration via surface
water sediment transport.

4.2 EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES

There are several proven technologies that have been used to meet the SMSs and reduce potential human
health risk associated with burn ash-containing waste materials throughout California by eliminating
exposure pathways to receptors. As indicated in the CIWMB’s LEA Advisory No. 56, risk can be
mitigated through physical controls such as fencing, eliminating the burn ash exposure pathway through
removal and or capping. Institutional controls are also needed in instances where burn ash-containing
waste remains on a site. This typically includes maintaining the site in a condition that reduces the
potential for human exposure and a restriction to use of the affected area, attached to the property deed so
that future owners are aware of the site conditions. There is currently a flag on t the Longacre and Phillips
properties at the County Building Department (Department of Planning and Land Use), and one should be
initiated for the HOA property with the City of Escondido Building Department.

The three remedial action alternatives considered for this site include:
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e Alternative 1 — No Action.

e Alternative 2 — Containment through Consolidation and Surface Cap and Institutional Controls
(Consolidation and Capping).

e Alternative 3 — Excavation with Off-site Disposal, Fill Replacement (Excavation).

Each of these alternatives was individually evaluated based on the nine criteria established under the
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP; 40 Code of Federal
Regulations, 300.400 et seq.) and modifications by the State of California. The NCP and CERCLA
require consideration of the No Action alternative.

This section provides a description of each remedial alternative selected for evaluation for the site as a
whole. Each alternative is considered individually and not comparatively. Rationale for the selection of
each alternative for evaluation and a description of the technology as it applies to this site is also
provided. This section also provides an evaluation of each remedial alternative compared to nine criteria
defined in Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) of the U.S.EPA or NCP (USEPA 1990) and modifications by the
State of California. These criteria are identified and described as follows:

e Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment — This criterion evaluates whether the
remedial alternative provides adequate short- and long-term protection to human health and the
environment.

e Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) — This criterion
addresses whether or not a remedial alternative will meet Federal, State, and local environmental laws
and regulations and guidelines. The ARARs are provided in Appendix B.

e Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence — This criterion addresses issues related to the management
of residual risk remaining onsite after a remedial action has been performed and has met its
objectives. The primary focus is on the controls that may be required to manage risk posed by
treatment residuals and/or untreated wastes.

e Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume — This criterion evaluates whether the remedial
technology employed results in significant permanent reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume of the
hazardous substances.

e Short-term Effectiveness — This criterion evaluates the effects of the remedial alternative during the
construction and implementation phase until remedial objectives are met. It accounts for the
protection of workers and the community during remedial activities and environmental impacts from
implementing the action.

e Implementability — This criterion evaluates the technical and administrative feasibility of the
alternatives, as well as the availability of the necessary goods and services. This includes the ability
to construct and operate an alternative; ability to obtain services and equipment, ability to monitor the
performance and effectiveness of technologies; and ability to obtain necessary approvals and
regulatory case closure from agencies, if applicable.

e Cost (30-year present worth) — This criterion involves estimation of capital, operation and
maintenance cost (O&M) (30-year) and is based on a variety of information. The actual costs will
depend on true labor and material cost, competitive market conditions, the final project scope, and the
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implementation schedule. Cost does not include permitting and agency approvals that may be
required to implement the alternative. A comparative summary and detailed breakdown of
preliminary estimated costs for each alternative are provided in Appendix C.

e Regulatory Agency Acceptance — This criterion indicates whether, based on its review of the
information, the applicable regulatory agencies would agree with the preferred remedial alternative.

e Community Acceptance — This criterion evaluates the degree to which it is perceived that a remedial
alternative will address community concerns. Community acceptance will be evaluated through
receipt of public comments.

4.21 Alternative 1 - No Action

As required by the NCP and CERCLA, the No Action alternative must be included to provide a baseline
for comparisons among other remedial actions. This action includes no physical or institutional controls,
no treatment of soil, and no monitoring. Consideration of this alternative with respect to the evaluation
criteria is provided below.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

This alternative does not meet the RAOs or the overall protection of human health as there is no reduction in
the potential human health risks in areas where burn ash-containing waste is present.

Compliance with ARARs

The No Action alternative does not comply with State and Federal requirements where burn ash-
containing waste is present on the site.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

The potential for exposure to surface soil would continue, and the long-term risks to park users, site
workers and the community would be unchanged.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

The No Action alternative does not result in a reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume of the COPCs
present at the site.

Cost
There is no construction cost associated with the No Action alternative.
Short-term Effectiveness

The potential for exposure to surface soil would continue, and the short-term risks to residents, site
workers and the community would be unchanged.
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Implementability

The No Action alternative is implementable, but it does not meet the RAOs for areas where burn ash-
containing waste are present on the site.

Regulatory Agency Acceptance

Since the No Action alternative does not address the evaluation criteria satisfactorily, it would not be
acceptable to the regulatory agencies for areas where burn ash-containing waste are present on the site.

Community Acceptance
Community acceptance will be assessed during a public meeting.

4.2.2 Alternative 2 - Containment through Consolidation and Surface Cap and Institutional
Controls

This alternative would consist of consolidating waste and capping the surface with an engineered soil
cover. The cap could include clean soil to meet the SMS and minimize the potential for human exposure
to burn ash-containing waste present on the ground surface and in shallow soil (less than 2 feet). In the
areas where burn ash-containing waste is present, a suitable cap consisting of at least 2 feet of clean soil
will be constructed. This alternative would be implemented by the property owners. The area of the site
that does not meet the SMS and would be included in Alternative 2 covers less than 1 acre. A
consolidation and capping plan and profile of this alternative is provided in Appendix E.

Burn ash-containing waste present near or at the ground surface on the steep side slopes of the ravine will
be excavated (shown with red hatching on Figure E-1) so that the grade will be similar, once a 2-foot soil
cap is placed in these areas. The excavated material will be spread thinly across the floor of the ravine
(blue hatching, Figure D-1), where it will be capped with clean soil. Prior to excavation and placement of
burn ash-containing materials, vegetation present in the areas where the remedial action will be conducted
will be removed. Other areas along the eastern portion of the burn site on the Longacre Property may be
spot excavated or covered with two feet of clean soil to meet the SMS (shown in yellow, Figure E-1).
Excavated materials will be spread thinly on the floor of the ravine. Once the areas of burn ash have been
excavated where it is shallower than 2 feet and placed in the ravine, the sides of the ravine will be
backfilled with clean soil at no more than a 2:1 slope and compacted. The burn ash-containing waste on
the floor of the ravine will be covered with a geotextile within the approximate area of the 100-year flood
plain (blue hatched and yellow areas between the purple lines, Figure E-1). Two feet of clean soil will be
placed above the waste placed on the floor of the ravine, with the exception of the width of the former
stream channel and its floodplain. This area will be backfilled with 2 feet of rock and gravel, so that
future storm flows will not result in the mobilization of sediment that could be carried downstream of the
former burn site.

As a result of these earthmoving activities, the site would be regraded using track hoes and other
relatively small construction equipment. Excavation will occur up to the brow ditch, but the structure will
not be removed. Excavation would be conducted only that distance from the brow ditch where there is
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little or no vegetation in the footprint. No confirmation sampling is anticipated following excavation for
this alternative since the existing site footprint will be capped with a minimum of 2 feet of clean soil.
There are no areas that will remain uncapped following excavation. The cap will consist of clean soil that
would contain lead at concentrations below 150 mg/kg and other regulated chemicals at concentrations
below their respective residential CHHSLs or PRGs. This will be confirmed by analytical testing that
will be conducted in accordance with DTSC’s guidance on analyzing imported fill soil. It is estimated that
approximately 500 cubic yards of burn ash-containing soil will be removed and placed elsewhere within
the former burn site footprint. Approximately 2,000 cubic yards (2,600 tons assuming 1.3 tons/cubic
yard) of imported clean fill (soil and gravel) will be needed for the cap.

Fugitive dust can be generated during the handling of soil and burn ash-containing materials after it has
been excavated or disturbed. Fugitive dust control measures will be implemented at the site to mitigate
dust migration outside of the work area (exclusion zone) and off site; so that there is limited potential for
exposure to site workers, visitors and residents in the neighborhood. Light spraying of soil with water
during excavation and grading activities is an effective control measure that has been implemented during
removal actions at other burn sites. Site activities are not likely to generate excessive fugitive dust and
the potential for exposure to COPCs in burn ash is minimal provided that controls are implemented;
however, laborers/construction personnel will be required to keep dust generation to a minimum. Potable
water will be lightly sprayed at the time of excavation and grading to control dust. Dust control may be
accomplished through use of a water truck or a spray nozzle, depending on the activity. The volume of
water sprayed will not be such that it results in surface water runoff or standing water.

Airborne dust monitoring will be conducted by a contractor to verify and document dust suppression
efforts described above. Air monitoring for total particulate concentrations will be conducted in the work
zone to monitor worker exposure and downwind of daily excavation and grading activities along the site
perimeter, to monitor potential fugitive particulate concentrations and dust suppression effectiveness.
Periodic meteorological monitoring will be performed on-site away from trees, buildings, or other
structures that could influence the measurements. Wind speed and wind direction will also be measured
during excavation and grading activities using an anemometer.

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) Permissible Exposure Limit (PEL) for dust,
or Particulates Not Otherwise Classified, is 15 milligrams per cubic meter (mg/m®) for total particulates
and 5 mg/m’ for respirable dust. The OSHA PEL for lead in air of 0.05 mg/m’. The action level for dust
monitoring will be 50 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m’) (measured as the difference between the
upwind and downwind monitoring stations).

Institutional controls are currently in place for the Longacre and Phillips properties. The existing
institutional controls include provisions to limit the potential for future breaching of the cap and potential
exposure of receptors to COPCs in burn ash-containing materials/waste. Use of the areas within the HOA
affected by burn ash-containing waste would be limited to open space. Some type of institutional control
is needed by the City of Escondido for the HOA property. In accordance with California Code of
Regulations Title 27, future activities that could involve breaching of the cap and exposure to burn ash-
containing waste would require LEA notification and oversight. A summary of the assessment of this
alternative for each of the screening criteria is provided below.
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Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The overall protection of human health and the environment for containment treatments is good, provided
that long-term monitoring and maintenance is conducted. Such monitoring and maintenance oversight
would continue to be provided by the LEA.

Compliance with ARARs

There are several state and Federal regulatory requirements that could affect the implementation of this
alternative (see Appendix B). Because the site is a former solid waste facility, it must comply with CCR
Title 27. This will require regular monitoring, maintenance and reporting by the LEA or Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB). The placement of the cap and grading activities would not require a
Construction Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) because the affected area covers less than
1 acre. It is possible that the intermittent drainage could be considered Waters of the U.S. It may be
possible to complete this remedial activity under a California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Notice
of Exemption (NOE).

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

The installation of a cap would require long-term inspection and maintenance to meet ARARs and to
provide long-term effectiveness. Periodic inspections for settlement, ponding of liquids, and erosion
would be required. Additionally, precautions would have to be taken to ensure that the integrity of the
cap is not compromised by land use activities. Based on these factors, the effort required ensuring long-
term effectiveness is considered relatively low.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

Containment through capping would not lessen toxicity or volume of the COPCs, but would limit
mobility through erosion and surface accessibility to receptors.

Cost

Containment/capping technologies are typically a low to moderate cost treatment group. For cover
material located onsite, cost estimates for cut, fill and compaction range from $10 to $15 per ton
depending on distance material is moved. Landfill caps are generally the least expensive way to manage
human health and ecological risks effectively; however, burn ash-containing waste remaining onsite will
require some type of institutional controls and long-term maintenance and monitoring that may result in
significant long-term costs. A summary of the estimated costs to implement this alternative is presented
in Appendix C, Table C-1.

Short-term Effectiveness
Potential short-term risks to onsite workers, public health, and the environment could result from dust or

particulates that may be generated during these activities. The Consolidation and Capping alternative
would involve only minor disturbance of the waste that could include the generation of fugitive dust
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during placement of materials consolidated from other areas onsite and placement of the first lift of soil
for the surface cap. Short-term risks can be effectively mitigated through the use of personal protective
equipment for onsite workers and engineering controls, such as dust suppression and additional traffic and
equipment operating safety procedures for protection of the surrounding community. The short-term
risks associated with this alternative would be low to moderate.

Implementability

Capping is a relatively simple technology that is easily implemented and offers quick installation times.
Due to the permanence of leaving the COPCs onsite, obtaining permits and regulatory approval can be
difficult in some situations. There are no structures within the footprint that would need to be removed or
that could complicate grading. A hydrology evaluation was conducted to evaluate whether changes to the
geometry of the ravine resulting form consolidation, capping and grading could affect surface water flow
downstream of the site during storm events.

The results of the study are provided in a report that is included in Appendix D. Based on our evaluation,
the proposed Consolidation and Capping alternative should not affect surface water flow on up and
downstream properties, provided that it is implemented as described in this RAP.

Regulatory Agency Acceptance

This alternative would be acceptable to the regulatory agencies, since it will meet the SMSs for landfill
sites and it is a common practice to mitigate health risks associated with burn sites by creating an
incomplete pathway for the potential exposure to COPCs. This remedial alternative will result in leaving
the burn ash-containing waste onsite, and it also eliminates the potential for exposure to the community
that could result from hauling the materials off site.

Community Acceptance
Community acceptance will be assessed during a public meeting.
4.2.3 Alternative 3 - Excavation with Off-site Land Disposal and Fill Replacement

This alternative would include excavating the burn ash-containing waste within the footprint of the
former burn site until concentrations of lead are below unrestricted levels, transporting these materials to
a permitted off-site disposal facility, and replacing the excavated soil with clean fill material of equal
thickness. It is assumed based on the level of complexity and invasive nature of this alternative, its
implementation would not be performed by the residents, but by subcontractors.

Based on the results of the investigation conducted by the CIWMB and other limited data, the burn ash is
mixed with fill soil and occurs as thin discrete lenses in fill. However, it would be impractical to remove
only those materials containing burn ash for disposal. As such, it is estimated that the total volume of
burn ash-containing fill (including overburden) to be removed is approximately 7,500 cubic yards. It is
possible that more or less soil could be placed on the site following excavation. It is possible that less soil
may be needed to restore the ravine, as the final configuration will represent the pre-dumping natural
topography. However, some grading and sloping of placed fill would be needed particularly along the
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southern side slope of the ravine where there are residences in close proximity to this area. If fill is
imported to the site to restore the site grade, it will be analyzed in accordance with DTSC’s guidance for
analyzing imported fill. Once placed, the backfill would be compacted and graded. Prior to excavation,
brush within the affected areas would be removed.

Measures would be performed to control and monitor fugitive dust generated during excavation activities
as previously described in Section 4.2.2. Also, excavated soil loaded into end dump trucks would be
lightly sprayed with water to minimize dust and each truck would <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>