THIS FACT SHEET WILL TELL YOU ABUT:

@ 'The North Cavalcade Street Superfund
‘site in Houston, Texas

e Contamination at the site

o Alternatives for cleaning up the site
¢ EPA’S proposed plan of action

o Opportunities ‘for public involvement

@ How to get more information

SITE BACKGROUND

The North Cavalcade Street Superfund site
is located on Cavalcade Street in northern
Houston approximately 1.5 miles east of
of the intersection of Interstate Highway
45 andd Spur 137 {(see Figure 1).

In 1346, a small woodgreserving business
named Houston Creosoting Company, Inc. was
established at the site. The company used
Creosote and pentachlorcopheno) (PCP) in its
operations.

Later, the property was used t0 secure
a4 loan from the East End Bank of Houston.
Subsequently, the loan was defaulted and
the bank toock over the property in 196l.
Somstime between 1961 and 1964, the Hous-
ton Creosoting Company ceased operations.
Since then the site has been used for light
coamercial purposes,

In early 1983, the Houston Metropolitan
Transit Authority investigated the site
for mass transit use and found evidrmce
of uried contamination. ‘The Texas De-
partment of Water Resources (now the Texas
Water Cammission) conducted a further study
and determined that the site may pose a
threat to public health or the enviroment.
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InOctober 1984, the North Cavalcade site was proposed to the National Priorities
..Bdst for hazardous waste sites and the U. . Envirammental Protection Agency
“=(EFA) began an extensive site study. This study, called a Remedial Investiga-

tion and Feasibility Study (RI/FS), identified site problems and evaluated

possible cleanup methods. The RI report was canpleted in October 1987, and
the FS was just recently completed.

SITE CONIAMINATICN

During the Remedial Investigation, EPA sampled swrface water, ground vater,
and sgliments to determine the location and extent of contamination.
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$o0ils and Ground Water

Findings fram this study showed contamination by crecsote-type chemicals in
s0ils and grouryd water; other wood preserving chemicals were not found. The
contamination is located just below the surface in soils less than 10 feet
deep in two areas covering approximately one acre, and in the ground water

at a depth of 10-20 feet over an area approximately four acres (see Figure
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The contamination was also found in subsurface soils at a depth of
greater than 20 feet ¢ver an area approximately six acres; however, this
contamination is not exposed nor is it likely to spread or move.

Surface Water and Sediments

Wood preserving chemicals were fourd in the drainage ditch on the east side
of the site. However, similar chemicals were not fourd in any surface water.
Contamination from polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) was also found in sedi-
ments in one aréa near the railvoad track on the east side of the site. EFA
is continuing to gather data to irnvestigate this area, and will address this
contamination with a separate Feasibility study.




HEALTH ASSESSMENT

Contamination from creosote-type chemicals is of particular concern hecause
several of the chemicals, some polymuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PRHs) ard
enzene, are known or suspected to cause cancer in humans. 2 health assess-
ment was developed for the site to evaluate the potential threats to health
from these chemiczls. This assessment found that, while workers on the site
and nearby rvesidents are not presently exposed to these chemicals, any
develomment. of the site or movement of contaminants in the ground water
could cause same increased rlsk to health
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Routes of exposure

The principal ways in which people could come into contact with the contamin-
ants are through inadvertent ingestion or touching of surface soils, through
breathing of chemicals released *ram surface soils in building or utility
excavations, or thru ingestion .f water at off-site wells. The subsurface
s01ls do not pose a threat to public health because they are not and will

Likely naver be exposed contaminants are not likely to rove out from these
s0ils. -
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ALTERNATIVES FOR. CLEANING UP THE SITE

EFA has examined five options for cleaning the site in accordance with the
criteria required by the recently amended Superfund law. ‘These options,
called remedial alternatives, are described in the Feasibility Study and are
sumarized below. These options were subjected to an extensive examination
as to their ability to permanently and significantly reduce the volume,
toxicity, and mobility of site contaminants, and to protect public health,

All of the remedial alternastives (except No Action) include pumping and
treating the shallow ground water, and adding a deed notice to identify the
deeper subsurface contamination.

1. No Action
*NO treatment of s0ils or growyl water.

*Estimated cost: $300,000.

Under the No Action alternative, the contaminants would remain on the site
and could spread off-site, possibly exposing area residents to contaminants
in gromd water. The contaminants would also pose a threat to any utility
worker who may need to repair buried lines or pipes which cross the site.

Costs associated with this remedy cover future ground water monitoring for
30 years.

The Superfunx]l laws require that this alternative be considered only to serve
as a baseline for comparing other cleanup remedies.




On-site Lanafily

*Excavate contaminated mxface soila.

*Regtrict accees to the landf11l area with fencing. B
*Estimated cost and construction time:  $3.9 million and 24 months, _
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3. On-Site Incineration

*ExXCavate contaminated surface s0ils,

of the sif.e.

*Backfill, grade, and vegetate the excavated area,

*Estimated cost and construction times $10.5 mirlion and 24 wonths,
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ON-SITE INCINERATION

This alternative would protect public health and the enviromment to the
highest degree possibie. However, the costs for this alternative are subp-
stantially greater than those for any other alternative. lLocal workers and
residents could be exposed to the contaminants during the excavation,

4. On-Site So0il Flushing
*Inject solution into soils to move contaminants to growxl water,
*Estimated cost and operation vime: 4.8 million and 36 months.
This alternative would also protect public health and the envirorment. Tt
would not require excavation and the resulting possibility of short-tem

exposure to contaminants. Pilot testing is rneeded to identify the best
s0lution.

5. On-Site Biological Treatiment
*Inject nutrients into s0ils to allow degradation by soil bacteria.
*Estimated cost: $3.6 million.
This alternative would also protect public hea'.th‘ and the environment. It
would not require excavation and the possible short-term exposure to contamin-

ants. Pilot testing is needed to identify the optimal mix of mitrients to
accelerate degradation by natural soil besteria. S
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EFA'S FROPOSED PLAN OF ACTION

EPA has carefully considered all aspects of these alternatives and is now
proposing a plan for remedial action that uses treatment to reduce the volume,
toxicity, and mobility of the creosote chemicals. ‘The proposed plan of
action is Alternative #5, On~Site Biological Treatment.

Thig selection is based on the increasing amount of knowledge which EPA is
amassing on the success of natural bacterial degradation of wood preserving
chemicals, and the ability of this process to operate with a minimm of site
disturbance and public exposure to the contaminants.
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This altemative would involve digging a series of trenches over the area of
surface s0il contamination and adding water-carrying nutrients or fertilizer,
vitamins, and oxygen to these trenches. The water would percolate downwards
to ercourage the natural soil bacteria to degrade the contaminants. Approxi-
mately 38 wells would be installed in these areas to collect the percolated
vater and contaminated ground water with another 44 wells used to reinject
clean water. 'The water drawn fram these wells would be run through an oil-
wvater separator to ramve any free Creosote, and then through an activated
carbon filter to remove any remaining contamination.

The collected creosote would either be recycled or burned off-gite; nutrients
would be adjed to the ¢leaned water and it would be retuwrned to the percola-
tion trenches. The process would contire until soil test borings and ground
water samples indicate no contamination at health threatening levels.
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OPPORTUNITIES FOR CCMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

The Superfund program emnphasizes the importance of comurity involvement, A
final decision on the Cleanup option cannot be made until interested people
have had an opportunity to reviey and cament. on these alternatives and the

ot "Public Cament Period
The Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study reports summarized in this
fact sheet are available for public review at the EPA Regional Office in )
- Dallas amd the locations listed belgw: . ‘ :
Ryan Civic Assn Houston Central. Library Dept of Health
The "I Can" Center Texas & Local History Dept Enwv Control Div
4503 Elysion 500 McKinney 7411 Park Place
‘Houston, Texas Houston, Texas Houston, Texas
City Secretary’s Ofc Houstor-Galveston Area Council TX Water Commission
910 Baghy : 3555 Timmons, Suite 500 Stephen F. Austin Bldg
Houston, Texas Houston, Texas =~ ... .,4700 North Congress
) K . . L I T A D - mstin, Texas
Please submit your written camments by May 31, 1988, to:
Ellen Greeney =
Superfimd Commmity Relations
U, 5. EPA (6H-55)
1445 Ross Avenue
Dallas, Texas 75202-2733
Public Meeting
EPA will hold a public meeting to provide information, answer questions, and
receive written or oral conments on these remedial alternatives:
Wednesday, May 11, 1988
7:00 p.m.
Lirdale Park Civic Ciub
218 Joyce Street, Houston F
ADDITIG}F%L INFCRMATION i
1f you have additional quescions or need further information, please contact
Ellen Greeney pir, ,Jim Pendergast §
: 214-655-6720 = "214~655-6735 :
PG re ek :ﬁ.: t .- .,,“lw‘. é‘
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In 1980, Congress enacted the
Comprehensive Environmenta)
Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), more

commonly known as Superfund.

This act authorizes EPA to res-
pond to releases or threatened
releases of hazardous substances
that may endanger public
health, welfare, or the environ-
ment. The 1980 law set up a
fund of $1.6 billion to pay for
the investigation and cleanup of
sites where parties responsible
for the problems are unable or
unwilling to clean up the sites,
In October 1986, Congress
amended and reauthorized the
Superfund law increasing the
size of the fund to about $8.5
billion.

The figure above provides a
brief explanation of how a
Superfund response works.

The six steps shown
in the figure are discussed
below,

After a site is discoverad, it is
(1) inspected, usually by the
state, which then (2) ranks the
site, using a system that takes
into account:

+ Possible health risks to the
human population;  °

substances at the site;

* Potential for the substances
a&_the site to contaminate air or
drinking water supplies; and,

* Potential for substances at
the site to pollute or harm the
environment,

If the site’s problems are
serious enough, it will be listed
on the National Priorities List
(NPL), a roster of the nation’s
worst hazardous waste sites.
Sites on the NPL are eligible for
federal Superfund money.

Next, EPA develops a work
plan and conducts & (3}
Remedial Investigation (RI). The
RI assesses the type of con-

_ taminants present, identifies the
degree of contamination, and
characterizes potential risks to
the community. Following the
Rl, EPA do¢s a (4) Feasibility
Study (FS), to examine the
feasibility of various alternative
remedies. Upon completion of
the IS, a (3) public comment
period is held. A specific long-
term action is then chosen and
(6) designed. Once these plan-
ning activities are finished, the
actual cleanup begins,

EPA monitors the site during
remedial activities. If a site
becomes an imminent threat to
public health or the envirorunent
during the RI/FS, EPA may
conduct an emergency action,

.known as a removal.

e Community Relations,
Throughout the Superfund pro-
cess, EPA keeps area citizens
and [ocal officials informed
about site activities and provides
opportunities for the citizens to
participate in decisions made
about the site. Public comment
periods are held at certain key
points in the process to provide
EPA with information about
citizens’ questions and concems.
This information will be con-
sidered when making decisions
about cleanup activities at a site,

8 Search for Potentially
Responsible Parties (PRP’s).
Having initially designated a site
as an NPL site, EPA undertakes
a thorough Investigation to iden-
tify parties who may be legally
responsible for the waste con-
tamination { * blem. The search
for PRP*s cais and frequently
does continue throughout the
RI/FS process. Once identified,
these parties are asked to sign a
Consent Decres and to partici-
pate in the cleanup. If they
refuse, they may face various
legal actions,




GLOSSARY

Cleanup: Actions taken to deal with
a hazardous waste site that cowid
affect public health and the environ-
ment. The term "cleanup" is broadly
used to describe a variety of response
actions or phases or remedial action
such as drum removal, fencing, capping,
incineration, etc,

Feasibility Study: mn evaluation of
the possible long-term solutions to
protect human health and the environ-
mtt

Ground water: Water found beneath the
earth’s surface that fills spaces be-
tween layers of sand, soil, and rock.

National Priorities List: FEPA's list
of the most seriocus uncontrolled or
abandoned hazardous waste sites re—
quiring possible long-temm clearup.

Remedial Investigation: An extensive
Investigation conducted at a Superfund
site to determine the nature and extent
of contamination. "
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