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1.0 Introduction
This Analysis of Brownfields Cleanup Alternatives (ABCA) has been prepared for Our House 
located at 302 East Roosevelt Road in Little Rock, Arkansas (the project). The project consists of 
abatement of asbestos on a small storage building on the Our House property that is proposed 
for demolition. 

Our House has applied for a Brownfields Cleanup sub-grant from the Pulaski County Revolving 
Loan Fund for abatement of the storage shed prior to demolition.  This remediation project will 
allow Our House to safely demolish the storage shed without exposing workers and others to 
asbestos exposure, as well as support the goals of the Pulaski County and U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Brownfields Programs.  This ABCA report includes information regarding: 

The characteristics of the project and the environmental issues that have been 
documented, including identification of contaminants, potential exposure pathways, 
sources of contamination, applicable or relevant and appropriate laws, regulations and 
standards; 

Analysis of potential cleanup alternatives, including “No Action” as an alternative; 

A discussion of the proposed scope of cleanup activities and factors considered in 
evaluating and recommending the cleanup planned and 

A determination of what controls will be required to implement the cleanup. 
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2.0 Site Background
2.1 Location and Background

Our House was constructed on the site of the former United States Veteran Administration (VA) 
Hospital property in Little Rock, Pulaski County, Arkansas. Our House partnered with the Pulaski 
County Brownfields program to redevelop the grounds of former VA Hospital into a campus that 
would best serve the needs of the organization and the community.  Our House, Inc. provides 
Central Arkansas’ working homeless with housing, training, and youth programs to help them 
succeed.  The Our House site consists of a 1.42-acre tract located on the southeast corner of the 
former VA Hospital grounds in Little Rock.  The VA Hospital operated on the site from 1949 to 
1982, but the site was vacant from 1982 to 2013. Our House utilized a grant from the Pulaski 
County Brownfield program in 2013 to remediate an area of approximately one acre.  Figure 1 
below is a portion of an aerial photograph showing the site.

Figure 1 - Site Location Map

Source: Google Maps, 3/25/2022

Storage Shed
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FTN Associates (FTN) partnered with the Center for Toxicology & Environmental Health (CTEH) to 
conduct a Comprehensive Site Assessment (CSA) of the site.  The property contained a boiler 
house/shop building, a smokestack, and a laundry facility.  The CSA included a field investigation 
that included sampling and analysis of soil and groundwater, an asbestos survey and a lead-based 
paint survey. The CSA was conducted to determine the nature and extent of soil contamination 
and was summarized in a comprehensive report describing the site, its history, environmental 
setting, and analytical results, and the results of a human health risk assessment. 
 
Our House received funding from the Pulaski County Brownfields Revolving Loan Fund for the 
remediation of the site.  FTN subsequently partnered with The Land Recycling Company to oversee 
the remediation project.  The remediation area included an approximately 8,850 square foot 
single-story structure, which previously held the former hospital boiler plant and adjacent facility 
maintenance shops.  Asbestos-containing materials were identified throughout the project 
building.  Additionally, all painted surfaces in the project building yielded detectable levels of lead. 
 
Once the asbestos and lead-based paint were properly removed, the demolition of the site 
structures was conducted, and the site was graded to drain.  While preparing the site for final 
grade, the construction contractor discovered three underground storage tanks (UST) in the 
northwest corner of the property.   The USTs were removed from the site along with 576 tons of 
petroleum-impacted soils and 60,000 gallons of diesel fuel.  The excavation was filled with clean 
backfill and the site was finished to final grade.  Upon completion of the remediation work, 
construction of the new Children’s began in June 2013 and concluded in June 2014.   
 
The existing storage shed on the site is slated for demolition to provide space for expansion of 
Our House operations.  Our House has applied for a sub-grant for asbestos abatement from the 
Pulaski County Brownfields Revolving Loan Fund.   
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3.0 Site Assessment
Terracon Consultants Inc. (Terracon) conducted an asbestos survey of the Our House storage shed 
on November 5, 2021, in accordance with Arkansas Department of Energy and Environment, 
Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
Pollutants (NESHAP) requirements.  Federal and state regulatory agencies define asbestos-
containing materials (ACM) as any building material that contains greater than 1% asbestos. 

Interior and exterior building components were surveyed, and homogeneous areas of suspect 
ACM were visually identified and documented.  Suspect ACM samples were collected in general 
accordance with the sampling protocols outlined in the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) regulation 40 CFR 763, the Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act (AHERA).  
Samples were delivered to an accredited laboratory for analysis by polarized light microscopy 
(PLM).  The results of the survey confirmed the following types of ACM are present that need to 
be removed prior to proposed renovation activities: 
 

Bay door caulking (white) – 3% chrysotile 
 
 
  



Pulaski County Brownfields Program 
Our House Storage Shed Asbestos Abatement Analysis of Brownfield Cleanup Alternatives 

6 

4.0 Regulatory Considerations – Asbestos
Under federal EPA NESHAP, AHERA, OSHA and DEQ laws and regulations, before any renovation 
or demolition activities occur in commercial properties, it is mandatory to ascertain the presence 
of ACM (40 CFR, Part 61, Subpart M, Section 61.145, Paragraph (a)). This includes all Category I 
and Category II non-friable materials. 

ACM that is friable, or Category I and II ACM that is in poor condition, or Category I and II ACM 
that becomes friable during renovation or demolition activities and is found in quantities greater 
than 160 square feet, 260 linear feet or 35 cubic feet are considered to be regulated ACM (RACM) 
and all federal, state and local regulations are applicable to their removal, containerization and 
disposal. 

Also, during renovation or demolition activities that involve sawing, sanding, drilling or abrading 
ACM that will be rendered friable, those materials will then be considered regulated. DEQ and EPA 
AHERA require that these materials be removed prior to any such renovation or demolition 
activity. 

Removal of RACM from any public school, public building or commercial building is regulated by 
the EPA, DEQ and OSHA.  The removal of these materials must be performed by an asbestos 
abatement contractor licensed by DEQ who employs AHERA-trained and certified and workers 
that are licensed by the DEQ.  A written asbestos abatement design is required by DEQ prior to 
renovation, demolition, or response action that is not a small-scale short-duration (SSSD) activity 
or minor release episode that involves RACM. The project design must be a written document, 
specific to the job in question. A copy must be maintained at the job site and be made available 
to Department employees upon request. 

The abatement design for this project will be written by an Arkansas-licensed Asbestos Abatement 
Designer. Final clearance air sampling is required by DEQ for all contained work areas when 
regulated materials are removed. Final clearance air monitoring is to be performed by an 
Arkansas-licensed Air Monitor.  Appropriate 10-day notification of the project will be filed with 
DEQ. 

The disposal of RACM is regulated by the Solid Waste Division of DEQ and must be transported 
and disposed of as an asbestos-containing waste at a Class I licensed and permitted landfill.  
Disposal of Category I and II non-friable asbestos-containing materials in good condition can be 
disposed of at either a Class I or Class III licensed and permitted landfill. 
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5.0 Brownfields Cleanup Alternatives
ACM has been identified in the bay door caulking of the storage shed that must be removed or 
encapsulated prior to demolition.  Four remedial alternatives were identified for this project: 

Alternative 1: In-place management of the ACM 

Alternative 2: Encapsulation of the ACM 

Alternative 3: Removal of all ACM 

Alternative 4: No action 

The remedial alternatives were evaluated with consideration of the following factors: 

Feasibility 
Effectiveness 
Cost 

The feasibility of an alternative involves a determination whether the alternative is a practical 
solution for addressing the cleanup of contaminants at the site. Factors associated with the 
feasibility of the alternatives considered were: 

Technical feasibility 
Administrative feasibility 
Community and regulatory acceptance 

The effectiveness of an alternative involves its ability to meet the objectives of the overall project. 
Criteria considered in evaluating the effectiveness of the alternatives were: 

Protection of public health and the environment 
Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate regulatory requirements 
Long-term effectiveness and permanence 
Reduction of the hazard 
Short-term effectiveness 

The alternatives are further discussed in the following sections. 

5.1 Alternative 1 – In-Place Management 

Alternative 1 consists of in-place management of ACM.  This option does not include removal of 
any of the hazardous materials.  In-place management of ACM would include development of a 
written program to provide education, training, monitoring, and recordkeeping in regard to ACM. 

5.1.1 Feasibility 

This option is not feasible as the storage shed is slated for demolition and removal.  NESHAP 
regulations require that ACM is removed prior to demolition. 
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5.1.2 Effectiveness 

This alternative would not reduce the hazard and would not be protective of human health 
and the environment.   

5.1.3 Cost 

Development of management plan and periodic upkeep of the shed is estimated at $3,000 
– $4,000 annually. 

5.2 Alternative 2 – Encapsulation 

Alternative 2 consists of encapsulation of intact ACM.   

5.2.1 Feasibility 

This option would prevent exposure to the ACM but would not be in accordance with State 
and Federal requirements as the storage shed is slated for demolition and removal. 

5.2.2 Effectiveness 

This alternative would not comply with State and Federal regulatory requirements.  It would 
not effectively reduce the hazard to workers during the demolition project   

5.2.3 Cost 

Total cost to encapsulate the ACM is estimated to be $5,000.  

5.3 Alternative 3 - Removal 

Alternative 3 consists of removal of all ACM.   

5.3.1 Feasibility 

This option would prevent exposure to the ACM if the abatement is performed in accordance 
with State and Federal requirements. 

5.3.2 Effectiveness 

This alternative would be the most effective option as it complies with regulatory 
requirements and fully protects public health and the environment.  Work would be 
conducted by trained workers in accordance with applicable laws and regulations.  Further, 
this option would be most effective as the goal is demolition of the storage shed.   

5.3.3 Cost 

As the storage shed contains minimal amounts of ACM, the cost to fully remove the ACM is 
relatively minimal.   Total estimated cost to remove the ACM is estimated at $2,623.00.  

5.4 Alternative 4 – No Action 

Alternative 4 consists of no action related to remediation of ACM.  This option does not include 
any handling of the ACM. 
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5.4.1 Feasibility 

This option is not feasible as it would not allow for the demolition of the storage shed. 

5.4.2 Effectiveness 

This alternative would be ineffective as it does not adequately protect human health and the 
environment.  

5.4.3 Cost 

Total cost to manage the hazardous materials is estimated to be $0. The estimate does not 
include costs associated with on-going periodic re-inspection of the identified ACM.

5.5 Selected Remedial Alternative 

The selected remedial alternative for the Our House storage shed remediation Brownfield Project 
consists of Alternative 3, which includes removal of all ACM in the storage shed prior to 
demolition.  Specific tasks involved in the abatement activities include: 

Removal of all ACM. 

Costs developed by the sub-grantee for the selected remedial alternative total is $2,623.00. 


