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‘7' .. 110 -DECLARATION 'FOR THE'RECQRD:OFbeCISION:“nF-'iz‘

1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATION. Operable Unit (OU) 2 is located in an- undeveloped
area of ‘the westéfn part of. the ‘maim basée of- Néval AT Station’ (NAS) Ceeil
Field, Jacksonville, Florida. OU 2 consists of two sites, Slte 5, 0il Disposal

“Area Northwést, ‘and Site 17 Sludge Disposal Pit Southiest, SiteES‘ls located

approximately 1,000 feet west of Lake Fretwell and immediately east’ of Perimeter
Road. Site 17 is.located approximately 3,700 feet south of Site 5, approximately
1,600 feet west of Rowéll @reek, and immédiately edst of Perlmeter Road. These
sites are grouped as an OU because of their close proximity to each other and the

flightline and‘Because of the similarity of wastes and disposal practices.’

1.2 VSTATEMENT: OF : BASTIS: AND ' PURPOSE.- - This- decisiohTdocuﬁenﬁ“pfeseﬁts the

selected remedial actions for OU 2, whlch were chosen in accordance with the
Comprehensive Environmental Response; Compeénsaticn; and Liability At (CERCLA),
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA),
and the National 0il and Hazardous' Substahces 'Pollution Contingency’ Plan (NCP,
40 Code of Federal Regulat1ons [CFR] 300). This decision 'is based .on the

Adm1nlstrat1ve Record for OU 2

v TR
TR

: The U S Env1ronmenta1 Protectlon Agency (USEPA) and the State -of’ Florlda concur
w1th the selected remedles 7

1.3 ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE Actual or threatened releases of hazardous
substances from these sites, if not dddressed- by 1mplement1ng ‘the response
actions selected in this Record of Decdision (ROD)-: may: present an’imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

i

S % S . B SN £ T gl b

1 4 DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY Selected remedles‘address source

control and risk reduction. Remedlal activ1t1es Wlll address the follow1ng
medias:soil; sedlment :and groundwater : gt i RS LD

1.4.1 Source Control:: The' 'seélected - remedy’ for 'soufce ‘control at OU 2 was
addressed in two September 1994 interim RODs (IRODs). Both interim actions are

“eurrently’ ongoing and ‘are the fihal ‘actions £or soil 'at'each site: At Site 5

approximately 16,300 cubic yards (yd®) of contaminated soilfwill be' &xcavated and
biologically treated in an englneered biocell under controlled conditions (see
IROD, Oil Disposal Area Northwest “$ite 50U 2, NAS'Ceeil Field, ‘Jacksonville,

Florida, September 1994). - At Site 17, approximately 9,900 yd3 of contamlnated'

“soil has Been -eXcavated iand:is: belng thermally treated'on51te (ndt ‘flecessarily
~atrSite 17, but .with
‘desorption unit (seeIROD, 0il and Sludgs’ D1sPosal Area~SouthWest “§ite 17, OU

‘the 1limits-of the - facility) in’ a-lTow' temperdtire thermal

2, NAS Cecil Field, ﬁJécRsonVille ‘Florida, “September  1994) e

aThe interlm remedlal actlon (IRA) ‘at §ite 5 was initiated’ in-March 1995 will
:cost. approgimatsly $3,0005000, andiwill 'bé: ‘completed in:theé '£all¥of*1997. The

hinterim: remedial raction at Site 17 was. initiated in February 1995- will cost
approximately $l 900,000, and w1ll be” cbmpleted iax fall of 19957

CEC_OU2.ROD ' G
ASW.09.95 . |




1.4.2  Risk Reduction: k-1 iom: 3
include sediment excavatlon and treatment at Slte 5 and groundwater treatment at
both 51tes The selected alternatlves for each site 1nclude

i

._xédifn‘ént ‘atréva,tmenit - Ex

L excavate aPProxlmately 300‘
south of Site 5, |

., 'sample andx an yze the excavatlon area:; to- 1dent1M

excavation needed,

’nguﬁ$treat theusediment‘at,the’existipg;bi log

ical: treatment

Lo

Site -5, Groundwater treatment,
1Biolegical Treatment: ... -

. conduct a performance test of two alternatives, air sparging and in
situ air stripping and blologlcal treatment;

e 1nstall the'alternatlve that performs‘more effec
1nter1m remedlal .action. ig, completed e P g

. after the alternatlve is selected install remediation wells and
associated treatment units and hardware to treat organlc contaminants
.‘&;n the,. groundwater : e SR

11 temporary
! the contami -

‘/groundwater condltlonsnand thd‘contaminant,p;ume,jn;af’

+ .- -basedson: analytlcal groundwater results
»-modeling program.
~b10degradatlonx,i

westablrsh asmonltorlng and
i & ¥ -occurring
e contamlnant plume and

CEC_OU2.ROD ’ , ‘ , e
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'+ institute controls and restrict all usage of the groundwater from the
surflclal’aqulfer durlng the llfe of remedial action;

. evaluate, on a. scheduled basis, the effectiveness of natural attenua-
tion; and o ’ - )

. - if’needed ‘remediate within the contamlnant plume those areas where‘
contaminant concentrations are s1gn1ficantly higher than average
concentrations using air sparglng or in situ air strlpplng and blologl-
cal treatment :

(For this ROD, natural attenuation means intrinsic bioremediation. Groundwater

on the surficial aquifer at: Site 17 will be aggressively monitored: for the

degradation of contaminants by microorganisms:) The Site 5 sediment alternative
is estimated to cost $236,000 and-  take 4 months to implement.: The Site 5
groundwater alternative is estimated to cost $1,650,000 and take 4 years to
complete. The Site 17 groundwater alternative is estimated to cost $232,000 and
take 15 years to complete. The estimated 15-year period for Site 17 is based on

observed trichloroethene (TCE) concentrations and literature- baéed TCE
" degradation rates. Details of degradation tlme are presented in Appendlx H of

the OU 2 Feasibility Study (FS) .

1.5 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS. The selected remedies are protective of human

health and the environment and are cost-effective. The selected remedies for
Site 5 comply with Federal and State requirements that are legally applicable or
relevant and appropriate to the remedial actions. The nature of the selected
remedy for Site 17 is such that contaminant concentrations in groundwater may
remain above regulatory standards during the remedial action. ' As a result,
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements will not be met as a near-
term goal. Therefore, compliance with groundwater standards will be a long-term
cleanup goal These remedies utilize permanent solutions and alternative
treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable and satisfy the
statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that reduces toxicity,
mobility, or volume as a principal element. Because this remedy will result in

hazardous substances remaining onsite above health-based levels, a review will
be conducted within 5 years after the commencement of remedial actions to ensure
that the remedies continue to provide adequate protectlon of human health and the
environment.

1.6 SIGNATURE AND SUPPORT AGENCY ACCEPTANCE OF THE REMEDY.

d’yM qlzvl%’

Stephen M. Wllson, P.E. ,}/ o e Date.
Base Realignment and Closure Co
Environmental Coordinator

CEC:GUZ.ROD
ASW.09.95 o S 1-3
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:»2 1 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION ,.NAS:Cécil Pield is located 14 miles

f SLte 5. S1te 5 is located approx1mately 2*tw
: Perlmeter Road and the Lake Fretwell access road
;:Western boundary of the site. It is . an undevel
'5water,‘stormwater or sewer fac111t1es or 4ac
. northern and eastern bo ndaries of the site are'forested and are not defined by
. physical«fe
| site “THe
. on Figure 2-3.

. the south sld’”o
" and evéntuall

2.0 DECISTON SUMMARY

i
F

southwest’ of Jacksonville, Florida. ! The maJorlty of Cecil Field is located

within Duval County; the southernmost part of the facility. in located in northern

Clay County (Figure 2-1). e - .

H

Land surroundlng NAS Cecil Fleld 1s used primarily for forestry w1th some llght

agrlculture and ranching. Small communities and scattered dwellings.are in the -

vicinity of NAS Cecil Field; the closest abuts the western edge of the facility.

The - closest incorporated mun1c1pa11ty, Baldwin,. is: approx1mately 6.4 mlles,

northwestof the main facility entrance. = The nearest base hou51ng to OU 2 1s

wlocated approx1mately 3 000 feet northeast of Site 5.

-~ NAS Cec11 Field was established in 1941 and P vides fac111t1es servidés; “and
g materlal support for the operatlon and mai

ance of naval weapons, aircraft,
and ‘other " units of the éperation force >
Operations (CNO) ““Some’ of the tasks requlred to accomplish this mission over

' past years 1ncluded operatlon of fuel storage facilities, pérformance of aircraft

maintenance, maintenance ‘and operat1on.of englne repair facilities and test cells
for turbo -jet englnes and support of speclal weapons systems. ~

ou 2 consisting of Site 5 0il Dlsposal Area Northwest, and Site 17 Sludge

f Dlsposal Pit:Southwest, 1is. located in: the, western part of NAS Cecil Field. The

Fretwell: Site 5)-and Rowell Creek (Site 17)
neter’ ‘Road (Figure  2-2). This
'ranglng from open grassy

sites are located west: of- the Lﬁ
and immediately east of the western part of %
area is primarily flat and covered w1th veg

g f1e ds to heavily wooded areas. 3 i apprOXLmately 3 500 feet north of Slte
L7 . =Y o

< Two other sites, 3 and 4;'

i

inorth of the intersection of
Perimeter Road forms the
ite, having no electr1ca1

‘the immediaté“a¥es. The

da

ures. A small dralnage ditch forms the southern boundary of the
éation of the former plt used for disposal of waste oill, is shown

; The former dlsposal area was approx1mately 0.5 acre, which included the unlined

pit and the adJacent access areas. The pit was reported to be approximately 100

: feet by, 200 feet or approximately 0.2 acre in size. The pit area is now filled
" in and: covered with grass and some; 'sapling trees. The area of inve tigatlon is
l(approx1mate1y 7 acres and includes areas north and south of

- and’ west of Perimeter Road Fed

3%Roa¢eand
Ward to Normandy Boulevard Water in 'the
4 (from the west side of Perimeter Road) along
‘the ‘site; mpties 1nto another wetland area (east of Site S)
ﬂLake Fr >twe 1“‘ \

o ks

CEC_GU2.ROD

~ASW.09.95 ) . RO |
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Site 5 is relatively flat with no promlnent hllls or depreSSLOns ~ The ground
surface slopes primarily to the south toward the drainage ditch. "’ The*eastern
ﬁl ‘side of the s;te slopes toward- ‘the eastern wetland. The area 1mmed1ately west

of ‘Perimeter Road slopes toward the dralnage dltch to the south. :

Vertical
, becoming
Groundwater from Site 5,

whlch ist topographlcally and-

(]
:17 is located approx1mately 1, 000 feet south of the 1ntersectlon
M
3 Perimeter Road forms “the western boundary of the s1te
’ astern and southern boundarleSsof the ol
- ‘hy31ca1 fedtures. The locat1on ‘of the former t, used for dlsposal
B , [is"shown on Figure 2-4.° Aerial photographs show the disposal pit
- square; ‘being approx1mately 130 feet long on 1ts northern eastern»
) ' : 1 The,
f} Thel
| \g the 1nvest1gat10n 1ncluded approx1mately 3. 8 acres centered
on the former pi' ocation. ; i ;
l The area of Sr . 1is relatlvely flat w1th no promlnent hlllslor depressions

Slte 17 is cove ed:by grass and trees. A wetland is located east of the site

(approx1mately 420 feet east of Perlmeter Road) /

- Runoff of surface water from Site l7 is prlmarlly to. the, easteand south follow1ng
the topography Runoffﬁls directed'to a low area, the wetland east of the site.

-

#from this low" area entersERowell Creek A ; ;

ST RV B o
1y

-;

At Slte 17 the groundwater flow dlrectlon is east«to southeast The Verticali

2 2 SITE. ISTORY AND_ ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES A-vbrgefvhis”t“bry of Sites 5 and 17,

it was an: unllned shallow excavatlon and as reported in
- the IAS 1985 ‘used in the 1950s for the dlsposal of waste oil. Oilsstained soil’
[} ‘ and a petroleum odor were noted at Site 5 in 1985 and :again in 1988 indicating:
that‘the site may have been used some tlme after, the 19503 The 15- by 20-foot
area’ 0of o0il- stalned soil, wvoid of vegetation, was noted during :the remedlal
’ ”’1gat10n (RI) and is locatedjln the southern half of th mer pit area.

7

1ve hlstor1cal,1nformat10n concernqng waste dlsposal practlces ‘at-the 51te,

-
h in ud1ng spec, e source(s) and volumes férithe waste material dumped there, the:
- actual period ;operatlon of the site, or the exact operation processes, is not;
. avallable bOWSers (small traller mounted tanks) of drums: were.
; d o : were allowed to'
e evaporate or perco E

paints, and strlpp‘ I y‘have been ‘mixed w1th the 011 prlor to dlsposal
thls was a common practlce at the time. 7 , “ }

: CEC_OU2.ROD '
{ J ASW.09.95 2:5
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eiSite 17.

A review of “dvailable” hlstor”cal ‘aerial photographs lndlcates'that a p1t

gcontalnlng liquld was“present‘ln November ‘1969. = The outlipe of this disturbed

area remains ‘fairly c 'etant in 1970, 1972 and 1973 . photographs but- the
; "’-nger v1slble In 1972 71973 the site had

551ze lee the Site 57di f, ‘ it 2 it as’ Q‘i’fi The llqulds
;reportedly waste d ts, paints, and/or
;palnt thlnners w‘ 'allon drums and

the ground.
1nvest1gationfu

uSrte 17 was used for a 2- er 3-year perlod in the late 1960s of early 1970s for

. the disposal of waste llqulds A review. of available hlstorlcal aerial
zp@otographs 1ndicates that ng v151b1e dlsturbance is ev1dent at the Slte 1n

?Irvestlgatlon of the disposal areas at Sites 5 and 17 began in ' the 19805 f@ach
élnvestlgatlon 8 - findings, conclusions, and grecommendatlons ‘are given in
: order in Table 2-1, Findings ‘ar ) s .from Previous

*1np1ude ‘soil: removal and treatment The maxlmum areal extent of soll to be
sremoved at each site is shown on Figures 2-5 and 2-6. :“j"f‘ a ic1pated that the

,nmax1mum depth of excavatlon will be about 8 feet be

CEC_0U2.ROD o
ASW.09.95 : : 2 o7
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Table 2-1 (Continued)

Findings and Conclusions from Previous Investigations-

E Record of Decision
Operable Unit 2

- * Naval Air Station Cecil Field

~Jacksonville, Florida

Tasks Compteted

Findings

Recommendations

1 Summanzed existing data.
Defmed
Develope‘ sampllng approach to
,achleve RI/FS objectives.

‘Comp!eted 1991 field program.
,,~Summar|zed contamination detected.
‘in sonr sedlment surface water, and
groundwater. : )

- Identified.additional information re-
quired to characterize site contami-:
nation. ' ;

Findings are summarized in Chapter 4.0 of
Remedial Investigation Report.

1. Findings are discussed in Chapter 4.0;
Nature and Extent of Contamination,. B

Remedial-investigation Report. *
2. Hazardous constituents detected in
soil And groundwater at both sites.
3. Horizontal- and vertical extent of con-
" taminants.nof fully charactenzed at
either site.

" 4.. Data gathered not suffnment to

complete a Basehne Risk Assessment,
5. Free product detected in area of
former plt :

N‘_A

Weli installation and sampling at Sites. 5 and 17,
Soil sampling at Sites 5 and 17.

Surface water and sediment sampling at Site 5.

Complete screening program to characterize extent |
of detected contaminants in soil-and groundwater. = |

Complete confirmatory.sampling, based on results

: of ‘screening program.

Finalize number and location of confirmatory sam-
ples (per media) with agency approval. ‘

L

Notes: RCRA = Resource c

Mafe = mlcrogram

ug/kg = mlcrogram
PCBs = polychlorir

stigation and. Feasublhty “Study.

ABB—ES ABB En onmental Services, lnc
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o transport of "free product and formerly free-product-saturatéd soil to
‘ an off51te treatment and disposal fac111ty, ) gk '

. "treatment of. petroleum- and solvent contaminated 5011 onsite in an
engineered biological treatment cell,

J collection and analysis of samples from the ~open excavation to verify
the attainment of the cleanup crlterion of 50 mg/kg total recoverable

petroleum hydrocarbons (TRPH),

»  backfilling the»excavatlon with the treated soil. . i

. Site 17:

5c-" excavatlon of contaminated 5011 to a depth 8 feet bls and at

rog%mate-
ly 7 feet below the current ‘water table, & :

. processing ‘the contaminated 5011 through an on51te thermal desorptlon
treatment unit, i : A

. stockpiling treated soil while soil excavation is id ‘process,

. analyzing samples collected frem the fito verify tﬁe
“attainment of the cleanup criterion of 50 mg/kg TRPH' nd :

*  backfilling the excavated area: with- the treated sorl

'

The interim remedial action at Site 5 was initiated in March 1995, will cost

- approximately $2,000,000, and will be completed in the fall of§1997 The interim

' 2.3 HIGHLIGHTS OF _COMMUM
_‘completed;and rele

¢ remedial action at Site 17 was initiated in Februaryi 1995, will cost
approximately $1,900,000, and will be completed in fall of 1995 These cost
estimates reflect costs to date. Iy '

ITY PARTICIPATION.

The félloWingfldocuments weﬁe
o the public: ; ' ‘

DOGUMENT.. . - RELEASE DATE

. e : May, 1995 ’ , :
VU pinal Basellne’Risk Assessment Report May, 1995 P i
+  Final Feasibility Study July, 1995 = | j
. Proposed Plan » August 1995 R {

alternatives and to s comments from the community A 30 day comment period
.was.held. from-July 17 through August- -175-1995. ~No “comment:s Were~rece1ved during
the public ;

Public noticés of the avai ;the Proposed'Plan w

section of the Florlda T1
placed in theff"
Southsid

,hel Florida Times Unlon (i e. ’the élay;

e

CEC_OU2.ROD ; :
ASW.09.95 2:12

n July 19 1995 These 1ocalveditionsutarget'
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2.4 SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT | Investlgatlons at Site §

.product... Contaminated ssurface soil" was detected over: much ffathe”‘

~contam1nated soll'ln and adJacent to the plt 1s the sourCe.

the communitiess ¢losest 'to NAS:»Céeil Field.: YL'The"'Propos:‘e'd"Plén"a‘nd"othe’r
..documents. .are available to’the public at”the”Infermation” Reposltory, Chatrles D.

Webb Wesconnett ‘Branch of- the Jacksonville ™ lerary,» 16887 103rd Street
Jacksonv1lle Florlda '

ndicated the
presence of ‘free’ product so0il; sediment, and groundwater contamihation from past
disposal practlces The Site’ 5~ 1nter1m«remed1al ‘action is addressing soil and

~free product:. The purpose of ‘this remedial aection is to remediate" sedlment and
groundwater that pose a risk to. human health and the environmént. 1

ANA A

Investlgatlons at - Slte l7 1nd1Cated the presehce of soil and® groundwater
contaminatien:from past dlsposal practices.  The'Site.17. 1nter1m refedidliaction
is addressing soil. The purpose:rof: thig: iremediial “action is to- remediate
groundwater that poses a risk to human health and the env1fonment

i

The following remedial action obJectlves (RAOs) were: establlshed for OU 2,

'RAO.1: Protect human health from potable water use of groundwater At Sités’s and

17 that: ¢éntains . conéentrations of volatile"orgaﬁié“COMpounds“(VOCs),
' -semivolatile:. organic compounds:i(SVOGs), pesticides, ahd" lnorganlcs above
i drinking watet+based applicable ory relevant and appropriate requlrements
i (ARARs) or= rlsk assessment RAOs o BEEE =

-RAO 2: Protect ecologlcal receptors from ‘exposure  to: sedlment that" contalns
concentrations of PCBs:above guidance concentratidhs ‘and TRPH" that are

demonstrated to pose a tox1c effect at Slte 5.

ot ;

.Remedlal actlons proposed by thlS ROD w1ll address the pr1nc1pal threats posed

by condltlons at the sites.

2.5 -SITE CHARACTERISTICS _ Contaminant sources, detectithg:fatefand’transport
contaminated ‘media, and geologie¢ and hydraulie condl are discussed

- in Chapters 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 of the OU 2 RI report. These site charac'erlstlc

data are'summafized 4An: the folLOwing paragraphsj‘

-Contaminant Sources. «The 0U/2 contaminant” solirces ‘are+the - waStes deposlted’in

dlsposal pits :and areas. adjacent to the pits. At Site 5, ‘the source’geherally
consists of the contaminated soil in the pit and adJacent areas and the free

investigation,::including.areds away from thé dlsposal*plt

;~S~urofacer 501L

romatlc hydrocarbons (PAHs), TRPH pesticides one o\yc'

were: detected over much of the are4: of-r stiga erost detectlons

.and: the: highest concentration§; however »were ‘detected in "da ‘riorth of’the
disgposal pit.-and not ‘in. ‘thepit properi:.TRPH was detE‘ted over most of the -aréa
~of investigation. ““Arochlor=1260 was’ detected primarily in-the pit and’adja ent
Aaress, w1th the greatest concentration: belng detected at ia location: Just north

CEC_OU2.ROD
ASW.09.95. ) 0:13




_part of the/a

of .the drainage ditch, - The:distyibution of .surface: soil:.cohtamination:is shown
on: Flgure 2-7, Maxlmum and average contaminant. concentratlons lllustrated on

Flgure 2-7: were as,; shown below. . bt e
‘Parameter i Maximum pyg/kg Average Max. Conc Sample
. Total .VOCs-.. 3 : d e 8 ;;CEF 5- SS7 e

5 l‘otal SVOCs:. 0t S
. .TRPH, .- Q: (mg/kg) o k440 2 i) CEF-5£SS’4
LDDT . e 48:J. sttt o A7 o v S CEF=5-8SL1 o oo
Aroclor- 1260 Tt ta s cemenGGl a0 9 QEE-92 884 ni vt
Beryllium - 280 CEF-5-8827
Lo Cadmium 5o 8105« o s 785 Ui+ CEF-5-S819::
. Manganese«e;, s 75 300 519 700 anf‘ L CEF-=5+8820" i voin i
.. Notes: upg/kg = micrograms: per kllogram Ll ,
WJ.w=oestimateds g i ST n sl BEINT U o IAWRRT UL

mg/kg milligrams per kllogram
o DT = chhlorodlphenyltrlchloroethane ,QV'FLV%?‘Tj,“WZ e

At Site 17 VOCs Meredetected An s:.u»:ﬁace ;s0il east and south of:the piti’ Highest

.concentrations were: he solvents acetone and: 2=hbutanoné: :.SVOCs.wereidetected
\\\\\ * the’ area of . investigation, though-many detections were-of:phthalate
esters, w_lch .are .. common;;laboratory .contaminants’. . Phenolic: compounds were
detected in the eastern part of the pit.andi:the eastern'part ofiithe area of
investigation. TRPH was detected in the p1t and immediately adjacent areas,

.PCBs .were not detected in:the surface:.soil.- ~~Inorganics were detected ovetr most
‘of the: area;of 1nvest1gat10nkand appear to: be.naturally occurring

o A E s'v“_’”w_j H B H 3 :i‘,uf:ﬁ M ERAH R S
The distribution of surface 5011 contamlnatlon is shown on Flgure 2 8. Maximum
;and average contaminant. concentratlons Allustrated on: Flgure 2+8 were ‘as’ shown

below. » TR ST SRR S = S g I A S TR
}1)2arameter;~¢Maximumn(ug/kg)».,._ _ocuAverage:: . MaRi .Conc.: Saf pl B
._%“Iqtaleystzv}li"_ 65600.F il 13420cyQ'nq; ‘CEF-17:588
-TRPH ’ 210 (mg/kg) -:a;»76-' i1 CEF#L7:=888x

»the subsurface soil at Slte 5 1nclude solvents and
. The greatest VOG.: sgoncentrations. were: detected
R’ 'an, west and morth of.the:-dispesal pit.’: SVOCs were
detectedv,m the dlsposal pity: :the ;areas; immediately.-adjacerit:tothe pity and
along the north. ~side of- the drainage ditch. SVOCs were also detected in the
\northernmost part ofthe area of lnvestlgatlon 4 hiS‘northern location ‘dppears

; TRPHewas detected over much;of the area of 1nvest1ga
TRPH concentratlons, however\1are assoclated w1th the dl“'

1 : , gatlon, extendlng from Just north of the dlsposalxplt
to..the.. dralnage d1tch v 'Conegntrations: greater “than!l part per million:were
detected in the western part of: the disposal jplit-andat one: location nbrth .of the

CEC_OU2.ROD ‘ ‘ . ‘ 7 S
ASW.09.95 o 2:14 PR
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; *CEND CEF-5-554 s '
_ LEGEND V@ _Surface’ soil: sample and designation
. . > ,: :
. : % * Polychiorinated biphenyls, Aroclor=1260 |
= Tra line ; a7« grealer than 100 micrograms per. kilogram
! Total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons r o L o
: 4 .greaier?han 50. milligrams ilogram 7 g,e?edlzl(ti;hlorophen{l‘::Irichloroefhane
- f -Semivolatile organic compol e e T
f - ;,;_reuief fh“? @-9Q9:'mic.r%sn " A dmi ) :,:::: '}yolat'ile ﬁ{ganilco co?jpounds g
; norganics. (manganese, beryllium, ‘and -cadmium) K>XX] - greater than- 10-micrograms per_ kilogram;
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, o !
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© area soutHitds
" tions in sampl

, concentratlons'we
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‘dralnage ditchTiiorganics were detected throughout ‘the area of 1nvest1gat10n
“at concentrations not 31gn1f1cantly different from background concentratlons

The distribution of subsurface soil contamination at Site’5 is shown on Figure
2-9. Maximum and average concentrations of contaminants 1llustrated on Figure
2 9 were . as shown below. '
: S i b
Parameter Maximum (up/kg) Average =~ Max Conc Sample,

Total VOCs = - 72,900 J ‘. 12,200 . . BOR:5-6

Total SVOCs - - 122,000 ’ 23,300 - BOR-5-6

TRPH 28,000 J - 5, 320(mg/kg) CF-$-BR10S

DDT. - P11 g 7.8 CF-5- MSl9S |
Aroclor-1260 : 1,500 J i 622 BOR-5-1

P
VOCs in' the subsurface soil at Site 17 include solvents and petroleum related
contaminants, with the greatest concentrations being detected within the disposal

;’plt and immediately east of the disposal pit. The distribution of SVOCs and TRPH

is similar to that of .VOCs . with greatest contaminant concentratlons generally
occurring in the eastern area of the disposal pit. Pesticides’ were detected at
relatlvely low: concentratlons and appear to be rand ilv-d ’trlbuted PCBs were

‘ ids were jdetected
'_ed ‘a4t céncentra-
(Thalllum was not

detected in backgrou;
tlon is shown on Flgure

Parameter Maximumgzﬂg/kg) :inf
Total VOCs 78,000 o
Total $VOCs - 87 600
TRPH: . 25,000 (mg;kgk-
‘%Peetic S .EwlO e ;

<

5011 at. Ol 2 areadlscussed in Sectlon 2 6 Summary of Slte Rlsks

ntamination at Slte 5 and 17 is limited to the surf1c1al aqulfer
’ 25 feet.of the aquifef““'"“”” D R

e product were detected at Slte 5 ‘The free
stern part of the dlsposal plt (Flgure 2-11).
Ana1y51s

ASW.09.956 _ . ) P 74
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 NOTES: - Chitours
on_confirmatory. soil- samples collacted
from:2-10-6 faet below land surface.

: ﬂq.inof&anlcs,ol,co?\cpm,vq re g;tocfod 50

in=stibstrface - soil o’ gre
; shackground value. ;

e dovalopd based

Total reéoverable” patrola

Polychlorinated biphenyls, Aroclor-1260

gregter, than 100 micrograms: per: ilogrqm.

,,f 74 4#=Dichlorophehyl- trichioroethians-
! /411 djalqcied . i

um hydrocart

' greater; fhan 50ymilligrams . per: kilogrami: :
. Semivoldtile-organic.compoun

gredfer than 6,000 micr
n o me i mn Volofile orgq’nli% compou

ograms’ per
nds. .
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LEGEND

N Y N Tree-line
A\ s-sw/sp-7  Surface water ‘and sediment somple designation
(13))  Reported concentration of compound

A

120 Repprfed tration of
in duplicate sample

ND not detected

P

J estimated value

A acetone
MC methylene chloride
2-B  2-Butanone

i T foluene

! E ethylbenzene

| X xylene

1 PAH  polynuclear aromatic

hydrocarbons (nonphthalate)
| PHT  phihalate esters
PEST - pesticides

PCB  polychlorinated biphenyls
TRPH  total recoverable pefroleum hydrocarbons

NOTES:

TRPH reported in mllhgroms per kilogram (mg/kg).
All other compounds repoded in micrograms

per. kilograms (.g/kg).

Survey points - for surface water sampling:
i locations are located -on- the north. bank
! of the sfream; snmples were collected from the stream.

| * SW-DUP3 is a duplicaté sediment sample.
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| FIGURE 2-13
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: CEF 17 Monnonng well designation
A\ cer-17-sv/sp-1  Surface water and sediment sample designati
@7 Reported concentration of compound
(87) Reported -concentration of compound in
duplicate sample
ND Not defected
J Estimated value
2-B 2~butanone
P phenol
2MP 2-=methyphenol
4MP 4-methyphenol
DDE 4,4’~dichlorodiphenyldichloraethene
PHT phthalate esters
PCP pentachlorophenol

! NOT S;
; Sedlmen' concentrations reported in mlcrogrums per kilogram {ug/kg).

Surface waler conceniralions reported in micrograms per
per liter (ug/0).
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SCALE: 1 -INCH = 80  FEET

,FIGURE 24
SITE 17, ORGANIC COMPOUNDS IN SURFACE

'WATER AND SEDIMENT
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: Potentlal rlsks for ecologic lgreceptors at Site Szwere evaluatedif
r—w———A*~'contamluante‘“‘t potential copcern (ECPCs) in ssugface soil,

t surfacey,

2.6. §ﬁﬁMA§Yﬂ6f”§ITE'RISK§w“*The“fi"h jsessment completed for OU 2 1dent1f1ed
human healthurlsk at hoth 31tes»and ecologgcal’r&sks @Sl te s al

At Site S the calculated 1ncremental cancer rlsks and noncancer hazards
associated w1th surface soil, subs il ,surface water, and sediment were
all acceptable per USEPA guidanc‘ 0 QQO to 1 in 1,000, 000 (107 to lO
for car01nogen1c endpoints and“% ] of less than 1 for noncarcinogenic
‘he--¢ : : 'ﬂ"of the groundwater from the

‘1y to ﬂ HCH
of grouridwater by an adult..”
ingestionvof the SVOCs 4- methylphenol and naphthalene and the VOC acetoh
posed; by.iinerganics indicated only arsenic from the groundwater sample friom
CEF 5 l4l ‘peses a human health sincremental cancer.risk of 8 in 100,000 ¢8XL
S detected at aig neentration of 4. 4~Hg/£ well below.the:,
Monltorlng well CEF-5-MW-141 is loc

surfaceuwater
sedlment apd groundwater. A summary of these risks is presented in Tab]
Site 5 Ecologlcal Assessment Summary

B

(Elsenla foetlda) and one planﬁ spec1es, lettuce (Lactuca sativa). With“the
exception;of soil from stationiCF5-SS-4, no riskg§.dssociated with exposufé’ to

il were 1dent1f1ed for terrestrlal wildlife, soil. 1nvertebnates1fdr
plants. At station CF5-8S-4, significant worm mortality and reduced lettuce seed
germlnatlon rates were observed,, It is likely thatwelevated TRPH or Aroclor:,

concentrations (28,000 and 2. 2 mllllgrams per ki logram [mg/kg], respect
contrlbuted to the .observed effects in the surface _soil laboratory texrefgy

S P R * VS, R

Evaluat1on of contamlnatlon in sUrface water and gediment is based on collectl n
; of ana;yq1cal samples from theivdrainage ditch and wetland adjacent to rSiites), -
| At each sampling station, surface water and sediment samples were analyzed”to

;determlne ;he ‘extent and type of contamlnation addltlonally, sedlmentusamples

H

gbe affected by exposure to sediment.

i s

i associated with eleVated concentratlons of Aroclor 1260

“emanating from Site 5.

CEC_OU2,ROD - E e
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El .

Cancer and Noncaneer Rlsks Posed by Domestlc ‘Use ‘of Site’ 5 Groundwater
to an Adult Remdent

P Potassi m..,

Naphthalene S e - g A bubl s 2x10R (<¢1%) ) g!
Alpha-chlordane . 2x10° (<1%) 7 x 107 (<1%) _
. .y - o o omea ¥ amian B ;P L ‘

l=3ebta-hlsxachlonoeyx:lohexane‘I i B EAB L1 LE
Alumlnum

i Antlmony
Arsenic®

xf“—/ Mglﬁﬁganése \' P '.,571. Rt e g [ 68 Pt LR Thos » NA £ PE 4x10 (14%)

Mercury - NA 3_x1o (< 1%)

after the field phase of the remednal mvesngatlon
VExampIe 2'X10™ is:équal to 2 in 10,000;

CEC_OU2.ROD _
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‘Notes?

Nonia
NA = _not applicable.

. PCB.= polychlorinated biphenyl.
‘TRPH =:total recoverable petroleum: hydrocarbon

PDT duchlorodlphen I-trichloroethane; -

CEC_0U2.ROD
ASW.09.98




At Site 17, the calculated cancer risks. and - noncancer hazards associated with
surface soil, subsurface, soils surface water . and;sediment were all acceptable
per USEPA guidance. The cancer risk derived for domestlc use of the groundwater
" from the surficial aquifer by an.adult-was:2 in 1,000 (2 X 107%), greater than
90 percent of which is due to theEVO lene chlorlde A -hazard index of: 30
was associated with domestic usé’ 'ter by an adult. Approximately 37
percent of . the. hazard. index. .can. buted--to--the presence- of" the ~VOC
methyl ne chloride. _Other ¢éhtaminants contributing to the hazard index are the
2-methylphenol; 4- methylphenol and phenol and the VOC
.assessed. as.. p051ng rlsks Evaluatlon of~1nor aplc

Eotentlal Tisks - for ecologlcal ‘rfeceptors were ‘evaluated foerC ~ ace
~soil, surface water, and sediment at Site 17. A summaty of ‘thes ks i is
presented in Table 2-5. Results indicate that there are no ecological risks; at
Site 17. e ' ' ' A

Gl cyepned

2.7 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES. This sectio & of each
altefnative evaluated. A detailed tabular assessment of each alternative can be
found in Table 8-1 of the FS. Alternatives were developed for sediment at Site

5 and groundwater at Sites 5 and 17. Soil at both sites is-being addressed by
ongoing interim remedial actions that are intended to be the final actions for
soil at each site. No other media contain contaminants above risk-based levels.

2.7.1 Sediment Alternatives Analyzed Three sediment alternatives were analyzed
for Site 5.  They include SD-1, No Action; SD-2, Excavation and Biological
Treatment; and SD-3, Excavation and Offsite Dlsposal No sediment alternatives
were developed for Slte 17. ' :

SD-1 No-Action. Evaluation of the no action alternative is reqdired by law.
This alternative will leave the site the way it exists today. Ecological risks
from the sediment would not be immediately improved as SD-1 relies on natural
degradation and dispersion processes that will occur over several years.
. Contamination would be left. in place with potential for movement to other surface
water bodies, sué¢h as Lake Fretwell. §Site conditions would be reviewed once
every 5 years, and future remedial actions would not be prevented.

Capltal costs to implement SD-1 are $0. The present worth of operations and-

maintenance ' (0&M) cost, based on 5 percent for 30 years, is $154,000.

SD-2 Excavatlon and Biological Treatment. This alternative involves excavatlng
approximately 330 yd® of sediment and treating it in the biological treatment
cell constructed for the interim remedial action for Site 5 soil. Up to the top
2 feet of sediment would be removed along the length of the drainage ditch.

Sampling would be used to identify the .extent of excavation needed. Once in the
treatment cell, the sediment will be placed in windrows and monitored for
biological activity. Nutrients will be added, the proper moisture content
maintained, and the optimum oxygen level will be kept by mechanically turning the
windrow when necessary. The treatment goal is to reduce TRPH concentrations in
the sedlment from the current average concentration of 490 mg/kg to 50 mg/kg

CEC_OU2.ROD .
ASW.09.95 9508
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g Table 2- ‘
& Cancer and Noncancer‘ RisksiPosed by Domestic Use of Site 17 Groundwater
( ’ ‘to an Adult Resident _ : _
: ‘ ' i
: /
; Total Noh&aiiéer Hazard !ndex’é
_.{Percent of Total)
; | Bonzshe . mA - s
nE i 12-D|éhloroethene ' : 12
J Meth?vlene chiloride ° i 24,000
N i I'biseEthyhexy)phthalate 6 o %10 (< (<1%)
LT | 24Dimethyiphenol 953 : NA
- { | 2-Methylphenol 3,830 v " NA l
r Lo ; a-‘4-MethyIphen6|~-f~~~«~ B i AR 4 (135%)
R Naphthalene o 21.1 . NA %107 (<1%)
(- Phenol 5,550 - NA 3% 10" (1%)
J beta-Hexachlorocyclohexane 0.03 - 6x 107 >(<1%) NA
, “Aluminum ' " 201,000 . NA 7 6 (19.5%)
( Arsenic ' : ‘ 6.2 . 1x10* (5.4%) o oex10" (2%)
| Caloium 62,900 N ' NA
Chromlum » : 104 - NA ' o 6x 10" (2%)
B ‘Iron - 9,050, ' . NA , © NA
Lead ' 389 7 - NA : NA
f 1 Magnesmm : : v 3,330 I 7 NA ’ NA
= Manganese ‘ 221 NA ' 1 (4.2%)
| o Potassium ' : 3,230 » NAi : NA
‘j Sodium , B 20,500 | NA | o Na
Vanadium . BT 54.6 NA 2%107-(1%)
B Total Route-Specrf' ic Cancer and Noncancer Rrsk- 7 ‘ 2x10% o : . . 40
& ! Cancer risk values are rounded to one 3|gn|f|cant flgure Percent was calculated before rounding. e
% Hazard index values are rounded-to one significant figure. Percent was calculated before roundmg
Example 2X10%is equal to 2:in 10,000.
IS Notes: pg/l micrograms per liter.
‘ = less than, ‘ .
e NA = not applicable.”
: ; ) % = percent of total risk or hazard:
L

, CEC_OU2.ROD : : ' v
] [ L ASW.09.95 v 2:29




-Site17- Eeologicalf

= Table 2-5
ssessment Summary),

Record of Decns:on
. Operable Unit 2 -
Cecn Fleld
). Florida

Medium

*. Sediment

Surface Wa r

Future Groundwater
Dlscharge I

Terrestrial wildli

'Terrestnal plant ,
Soil mvertebrate :
‘I Benthic macromvertebrates

NE =g NE
NA NA
NAC o NA
NE None

NA-

NA

'Slight! re&uctlon of Iettuce seed germlnanon beheved to be associated with a nonecologlcal contammants of pbtentnal concern :

(ECPC);§treS$e |

) ol
Notes: . NA’ =

Nor)e = no effect. B )

not evaluated !

: :’

Sy - " L A

CEC_OU2.ROD
ASW.09.95
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Treatment ulme}”fgestlmated torbe 90: day'fé Therdfainage ditch will berbackfilled

f1199o§,4o CFR. Part

v, Some: wetland habltat :

);T"Iive’ 5 ~~ s X
«The :est; mated cfapital ccsts are $199L,®OO, and theJes,tl ated O&M€ ‘gost!
The estimated total:costiis} +$236 ;000 overian‘estimated 4xmorthsfield ].mp-lementa-

- tion period. The cost to construct the treatment cell (currently und r

‘est_matlngapurpo es,

Le G facildty; ExcaVatlon and backf'
in SD-2. The major ARAR associated. with 8D =3
Part 6, Protectlon of Wetlands

iig Executlve @rderk 199040
The same issues descrlbed in SD-2 apply.

j’disposal ‘plt (source) area: At Slte 17{, contan
- approximately 130;. from the. edstern. edge of’ theuplt».m :
tives evaluated 1nclude GW-1, No Actlon GW 2, Natural Attenuation GW- 3 A1r

GW 2 Natural Attenuation ThJ_s alternatlve consa.zsts' of asmonitoritg andf'modellng'
program to determine the - effectlveness of naturally occurrlng blodegradatlon

A serjes; of monltorrnguwells woul
iSome . monitoring..wells; .will . be.

CEC_OU2.ROD ) L
ASW,09.95 : 2:31 -




gcontamlnant concentrations. :-Qthers will:beflocated downgradient of the:plume,

‘beginning at the plume’s leadlng -edge. and’outward to monitor possible contaminant
migration and to help determine if additional enhancement 'is needed.:Analysés
will be performed'for'chemicals of concern (to monitor degradation rates) and
-otherparanmeters (to:monitor:for bibdlogical activity) including diséolved oxygen,
sulfate/sulfide;; total andi.dissolyed:iron, émethane/ethéné”‘oxidation/reductron
potential,: pH;i temperature,conductivity, alkalinity, hitratey carbon dioxide,
.and .chloride.. GW-2.would-also iriclude/implementation of-land-use’ restrictidns
.or jother -institutional. controls ‘to-preventi exposuré-tecand use ofi groundiWatér-4s
.a ;potable -water supply. [ In the short term, "this'alternative would not coemply
(WLth chémical speéific ARARs however} GW=2 1§ expecited to.comply!withall ARARs
ruse ofégroundwater w111 be restrloted

T

The estimated time for design and constructlon is 6 months The estlmated time
'.ofzoperatlgn idsi 19 years:  The :estimated ~capital:icosts are $204 000 The
estimated: present worth: jof: . O&M: costs, ibased: oni 5:'percent ﬁor 15~years N1
$2 2"000.¢ The i éstimated present worth: total cost s $232 OOO B

haerid ./:: foan BT SYie il

va 3 A1r Sparging This alternative‘would'reduée riSks‘bY“treating'groundwater

in situ. ' Air sparging involves pumping air through wells into the groundwater
‘Qrganic. compounds are-removed: from:the groundwater by transferr ‘g themsfn

‘gas ‘Phase .. etgas:- issithen extracted: fiom: y (ig :
‘tablﬁ)sdpa§§§drthngugh_granularraetmvatedaearbon,rand_yentedrtortheratm phere

fRemedlatlorxunder thls;alternatlve would.proceed.untllﬂremedlal actlon»obJectlves
(including target cleanup levels) are met. The target cleanup levels idertified
would be in compliance with chemical-specific ARARs. It is possible that health
risk-based RAOs will beimet: befére-all.of the :individual:target’ cleanup ‘levels
have  been reached.::iThe: alternative would comply with locdtion’ and “aétion-
'spec1f1c ARARs .

The estlmated tlme for deslgn and.constructlon ¥
,of oper tlonxls iy yearsh: The estlmated cap1tal costs“are $1 083

Groundwater would:i :
extraction wells. Extracted groundwater would be'. treated wit i
to. remove volatile organic compounds. Semivolatile organic compounds and
- pesticides:would be removed using carbonvadsorption: . Treated groundwatéf would

be: dischargediinto a‘specially: designed infiltrationbasin, Whlch would dllow ‘the

«clean. groundwater: to eventually filter: back into’ the‘aquifer." Compwlance with
ARARs is the same as GW-3.- , AR S N

- The: estimateditinme  foridesign:and conistruction is'8 monthsi The estimated time -

of operation is 6 years. The estimatéd ‘capital costs ‘are $1,533:000. ' The
estimated present worth of O&M costs, based on 5 percent for 6 years is
‘$1,482”000 The estlmated present worth total cost is: $3 015000, 05

frbmuthe shallow aquifer using three : torﬁlve extraction»wells. ‘E&tracted

CEC_OU2.ROD ‘ E g s
ASW.09.95 _ 2:32 b o
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groundwater would be~ treated with Ultraviclet llght (UV) "and an oxidant (0X)
. (e.g., hydrogen peroxlde) to destroy contaminants. Treated groundwater would be
dlscharged into 'a specially desig d” ion basin, which would allow the
' clean groundwater to filter'back ompliance with ARARs is the
%same as GW-3. S

n.,is 8 months The estimated tlme
. The

The estimated time for de51gn an ue
aof operation is 6 years., The estimated.capltal costs .are $1,575,000
~estimated- present-worth-of -0&M costs; based~on 5 percent for™ 16 ye
$l,304,000. The estimated present Worth total cost is $2,879, 000.;

¢

’GW 6 TA STET Strlpplngﬁand Bio oglcal Treatment Vertlcal ‘wells would be 1n
stalled that c1rculatewgroundwater through the well,’ and . 1r‘would‘be 1ntroduoe

; of the well and treated as necessary prlor to release@toathe atmosphere Thls
fis an innovative technolog which poses the risk of not. reachlng cleanup goal@
‘ ; ¢

as benzene and”methylene chloride through ln situ air strlpplng It would
further achleve removal of SVOCs through blodegradatlon in groundwater Th1s

jdegradatlon to assess compl‘a” e, with ARAR 4B10log calymonitoring will lnclude

,dissolved oxygen, carbon dioxide, sulfate/sulflde, total and dlssolved lron

12 8 SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES This sectlon evaluates and
(compares each of the alternatlves‘w1th respect to the nine criteria outlined ln
l ‘ - s thresho di

rprimary’abalanc ng, or modifying. . Tal
;evaluatlon criteria. ‘

icriteria in order to select a slte remedy

cotiparigon of ‘each alternative’s strength and ‘weakness with respect to “the nine

evaluation criteria. Table 2-7 presents the evaluation of contaminated sediment
remedial alternatives. Table 2-8 presents the evaluatlon of contaminated

7 groundwater remedlal alternatlves

2.9 SELECTED REMEDIES. Three remedies were selected to supplement the ongoing

interim remedial actions at OU 2: ore for the sediment at Site 5 and “one each_

for the groundwater at Site 5 and at Slte 17..

CEC_OU2.ROD .
ASW.09.95 . : ' B 2-38
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Y L0
; . Table 2- R
. Explanatlon of Evaluatqo Crlterla j
Record of Decision
Operable Unit 2
“Naval-Air-Statioh ‘Ceeil Fleld
Jacksonwlle Florlda
7
i
.’iij
B
§Compllance wnth State and Federal Regulatlons‘ The alternatlves are e\}aluated ‘ !
.. for compliance with environmental protection regulaﬂons determln d to be appl'
! nd"appropnate to the slte condltions -
: 3 1 ln)".-\.“; T
-
Bl
' Short-Term Effect yeness ;;ljhe ris
nearby resudents (6.9., whether cont tec b o] n_g ex ya’n I!
B reduction in risks that results by controllmg e contam ants, is asses d. The |ength of time needed to
|mplement each alternatlve is also consndered i .
s . - s R ';‘:4: e T I »IJ"
Cost. The benefits of |mplement|ng a particular alternative are welghed against the cost of implementa-
tion.
Community Acceptance. The Navy assesses community acceptance of the preferred alternatlve by givmg .
» .-the. pypllo an oppqn;tunlty to comment on the remedy selecthn process and the preferred. alternatlve and - -
L
o
"
e
).
07 ]
‘. L)
i
CEC_0U2.ROD L
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~Jable 2- R PSS PR ————
"-Comparatlve““AnaIySIs of‘Contamma”ted’“Sedmient ‘Remedial Alterna“tnves R

i ‘Alterna{ive SD-3: Excévat_ion»_

Criterion - .,

ological
“ and Offsite Disposal

No:short-term:-or cross-media:
are expected.

. SD-1 would not comply with ARARs.

 isedto addreés sute contamination dunng the
lmplementatuon of the-no action alternatlve

Reliability of controls No control of contaminants is pi'o;nded

TN Based on past site investigations, site condi=:
tions are expected to remain unchangeds
Five-year site reviews would be used-to assess
change in site conditions over time to ensure.

Analysis is the same as that
for-Alternative:SD-2:: : -

ment:because risks via
f contaminants at the

Alternative S_D-2.

atamination:through’volatilization -
and handling may occur.

ermanent :

because contamllnated sediment would be i
_ﬂremoved and treated Actual nsk associated with

isolating wastes to prevent
migration and exposure but
requires perpetual mainte-
nance.

g ; ' glcal treatment is not expected to
_e*reluable for PCBs.

talysis isithe same as:for:. ..~

long-term effectlveness and permanenoe

See notes at end of table.
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25 i e . Tbl@ 2-7__(Contmued) o e i
ge Comparatlve Analysrs of Contaminated SlmEnt Remedral Alternatwes L s
85

=3
<]
-Alternative SD-1:'No Action
‘ ninant pe"éorﬁaine ;‘m'a per-
remedy would not be - provrded mrtted facrhty but not treated
' Amount of hazardous ma-  No hazardoﬂs’*matenal would'be
te_ngl destroyed or:treated.
nants m sedlment
captly treated. -

" No treatment ocours,
“No treatment residuals would be produced

it plain ;
be disposed of as flu on Naval Air Station (NAS)

wastewater‘ treatment plant.
Cecil Field property. i . .

»
@
)

ion-of he;pubhc,wouldmot-be‘necessaryr Dg;st eontrol would:be required-during-excavation:- AnalyS|s As the same- as for: Alternatrve
- SD- 2

if this alternative were implemented. No risk to of sediment Fact;sheets.and. poiters providing
" human heaith is posed by the sediment. i i

' same-as for ‘Alternative

approved health and safety plan

En\@ironmentel,e fe: . .The.existing. habrte[ttand.«po uletrons_rn and,adja— _MAnalysrs -is-the.same-as for Alternatrve

¥
o e fully festored. Releases o air ;
. are.expected. to.4 have minimal environmental
Tirie until- RAOSs are This alternative will not meet the RAOs in the . . ;Approximately 4 months are necessary to meet Approximately 1 month.is necessary

. achieved. : near-future. RAOs may be met after decades of  the RAOs for Site 5. : to:meet the RAOs for Site 5.

‘ . . -natural remedial processes. . ¢ " : n ~
| See notes at end of table. '

Y
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Table 2—7 (Contmued) - '
omparatlve Analysis of Contammated Sedlment Remedial Alternatives

Record of Declsmn
‘Operable Unit 2

Naval Air Station Cecil Fiel

Jacksonville, Florida %

" Mtgrnative SD-T: No Action

Excavatlon -and Onsne Blologlcal

Alternatlve SD 2
SEHES - Freatment:

Alternative SD-3: Excavation
~1"and Offsite Disposal- < if+*

- posal services. ;;

ility 1o construct technolo-  No construction necessary.

Reliability of teéhﬁ

: Ease of undert
- additional rem

ébility of technclo: #Monitoring ‘€quip

1. equipment,.and.specialists...-....personnel-are.readily.available. ... - -
1 Cost

Total present worth (includ- ' $154,000
ing contingency).

lng
during excavatlon[ Medical monitoring of workers
within the exclusion zone would be required.
Coordination with INAS Cecil-Field personnel re-
ired.for duration of remedial activities.  Coordi-

. ‘Availabifity of persiitted-FSD

Ava«lablhty of vendors who ac-

Materials for excavation, trans-
port, and disposal of sediment
.are readily a,vai‘lable.

- Alternative SD-2.

Ahalysis is the same.as.for
Alternative SD-2::

cilities- for treatment:of co
_mmated sedlmentwouw be

e nonhazardous wastes:only:;:

~Alternative -SD-2..

$327,000

| Notes: ARARs = applicable or relevant and appropnate requurements

- PCBs = polychlorinated biphenyls
RAO. = remediat action objective.”

.o..yd® = cubicyard. ... . .
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- Record of Deécision

Operable Unit 2
Naval Air Station Cecil Field

: ’”Alternatrve GW-
Natural Attenuahon

Jacksonvrlle Flonda

Air. Sparging -

Alternatlve GW 3- el

"‘“Air’

. Alterpative GW-4: .
Stripping and Car-

bon Adsorption

- How risks are
eliminated,

Chenijr:al—, loca-
tion-, and action-

speci%i’c"‘ARARs.’f“

Alternative GW-1-would

not provide an

increased. level of pro-
; tection to human #:
health: because risks.
wviaingestion of cons ¢
taminated' groundwater
would not be reduce:

" safety requirements
would be maintained

native.

- ,Ievels (MCLSYand™

Florida Petroleum Con-
tamination Site Clean-

up -Criteria until natural
mechanisms reduce

concentrations or

. Analysis.
same as

Overall Protecuon of Human. Health and the Environment -
Risks via ingestion
of contaminated -
_groundwater would
«:be reduced over

hative GW:1."

groundwater is reclassi.
- fied as GW-IIL.

Worker health and
:safety require-
ments.would.be ..
maintained.

:=Worker health:and :::

. would be m:

soil vapor; however,

‘Risks via ingestion of

contaminated:ground-
water would:be:re-
duced through:air
sparging treatment

safety requir

vapors would:be
lected and tréated:

GW-3 would comply

Analysus is-the same as

Eb
a Alte‘ native GW-3.: Risks:

aseSonul

sthian:that for

:s;ping;and4scarbonﬁreat=L

o

grou
stnppmg, however off-
Hect:

4 would' omply

Analysis is the: éame @S
or less thamsthat or. Al

g and- biot
. egradatlon Worker
health and safety re-
«quirements wouid be
maintained.

Noshortterm ad:
verse effects are ex-
occur dur-

would'be cap-
tured and treated:

" GW-5 would comply; s:would comply. |

See notes at end of table.
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Table 2-8 (Continued

Rgcgrd of Demsnon
Qperable Unit 2

Jacksonville, Florida

‘Al Station’ Cecil Field "

Comparative Analysns of Groundwater Rﬁmedlal Alternatlves

Critérion

Alternative GW-1:-
No Action

Alternative GW-4:
Air Stripping and
Carbon Adsorption

Alternative GW-5:
UV/0X

Alternative GW-6:

- iIn Situ Stripping-and

Biological Treatment

- Redic
| Treatment process and

] Long-Term:Effectiveness and Permanence

Magnitude of residual
risk. ..

-of Mobility, Toxicity,
" No treatment occurs.

reduce risk to-accept-

If future residential land
use exposure scenari

excee& accébtable lev-
els. Natural processes
would eventually

able levels.

contaminants and
petroleum wastes.

and Volume

Groundwater:would::;

betreated by micro- |
“rorganisms:tos destroy‘
: orgamc contaml-

No treatment oc- : =%

curs.

vapor phase carbon
or incineration.

tion and treatment "
provides adequate

. Groundwater contam-

inants would be treat-
ed by air stripping
and carbon adsorp-

would be destroyed

...during vapor tceat- ... ...

ment or carbon re-
generation.

ter-

same as for Alter-
native, GW-4.

Groundwater con-
taminants would
be destroyed by
UV/OX.

Arialysis is the same

was-for Alternative

GW-3..:

and Blologlcal Treat- ]
ment is an mnova- '

adequate control for
remediation of sites

~ with volatile contam- |
inants and petro-

_Analysis is the same
as for-Alternative
GW-3.

See notes at end of table.

k]




, o . - - .
58
20
[=]
&5
o1
o]
o
' Naval Atr»StatmmCecﬂ:F eld
Jacksonville, Florida . . )
Criterion - Alternative GW-1: - . Alternative GW-2: Alternative GW-3: ;J:eé?:iwlenG\;V;ﬁ Alternative GW-5: - . InAgjLn;:Te (;W'gn d i
: :No Action’ Natural Atteniuation ‘ Air Sparging FOLIPRING Uv/0X pp 9 !
, : : , ‘ Carbo Adsorptmn :
‘ ous*materrai de R " L T sdm : gallons of contaminated wa: \ :
stroyed or treated. Natural- blologrcal ter would be treated by this natlve GW 3.
" mechanisms may ' alternative.
~ destroy some haz- » “
ardous materials.
_ Reduction-of mobil-. No reduction. " No reduction. Mobility, toxi Analysis is the
g . | ity toxicity, or vel- : same as for Alter-
" ume through: treat- i '
ment. :
I . Notreatmer Siological tr . as .
N : occurs. versible. Vapor treatment by | for Alternatwe GW-3. . UV/OX is irrevers- . as for Alternatlve
! g incineration is irreversible. . ible.: » GW-3..
‘apor treatment by carbon ) : '
| Type and quantity Analysis is the same as Treatment gener- Analysié is-the same
of treatment residu- ) for Altematlve GW-3, ’
- als. ‘ : : .
‘be handled by an offsnte be handled by an offs:te b;/ an offsite :/en-
. o vendor....Decontamination. ... _vendor ,,,,,, o (o O RRS RU
‘ Short-Term Eﬂegil-\;éness B e . .
L ‘ Protection of com- No effects-on the Analysis is the - ““I Analysis is the same as Analysis is the Analysis is the same
E munity during re- . " public would be an-  same as for Alter- for Alternative GW-1. same as for Alter- = as for Alternative
5 . medial action. ticipated.” Fact native GW-1. ’ native GW-1.’ GW-1.
S sheets and posters C
providing informa- &
B ) : tion to the public )
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In Situ Stripping and
Biological Treatment

No constructlon wouid
oceur onsite.- Workers
& wouldkfollemags approved’

" No erivironmental effects ™
would be expected.

Analyéis is the
as for Alter-

Analysis is the
same as for Alter-

- native GW-1.

‘Time untll remedlal

" No,construction neces- ...
sary.

oy

' Momtonng tectificlogy is
Blis ®e

GW-1 would not hinder
. additional treatment.if
neCeSSa;ry.

‘Ease of undertaking
a'ddvltlonal_ remedial.
action, if necessafy

Enforéement-and

“"nology is well ‘es-

No.construction ..

. necessary.

tablished.

Analysis is the

.same as for Alter- -
native GW-1.

i Materials for con- ...

safety plan. Dunng
construction, workers’
within the exclusion
zone would be:
dressed in modified \
Level D protection and "
would be on a special

Some disturbance of
existing vegetation

struction and services . |
are readily available.

..Materials for.con-.... ...

struction and-services
are readily available.

" native GW-3.

~.Materials for.con:. _....
struction and ser-
vices are readily-
available.

Analysis is the same
as for Alternative
GW-3.

. Analysis is the
same as:for Alter-

2

Four years
)

Matedials.for.con: ...}
struction and-servic-
es arereadi ily avail:

able.

traction sometimes
does not reach desired

| ‘remedial end points.

Analysis is'the sarme as

- for Alternative GW-1,

_._same as for Alter-

native

Analysis is the Analysis is the same .
.asfor Alternative |

native GW-1. GwW-1.

| See notes at end of page.
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Alternatives

Aher‘ ative GW-1 No
Ammn

A Spargmg

. ng
Carbon Adsorptlon

Aiternatlve GW—G:

regulatory agencies.

Availability and capaclty i
tm

- Availabili qf technolo-
H-gies; -equipment;- -and-
specialists.

Ability to: obtain
| approvals from other
agencies.

“Coordination with other.

Approval from State

i

Sampling and analysis .

would occur every 5

..years t to support the 5-.

Coordination with NAS
Cecil Field personnel
and the base reuse
committee. required
for long-term adminis-

tration. -USEPA, FDEP,
. county, and city would

S a eqmpment‘are o equupment ‘and-ad- =
. available.

and USEPA required
Lack of physical con:

proval more dlfﬂcult.

trols may make ap-

-Air monitoring

would be conducted
.. for the vapor treat-

‘ment system.
Groundwater would
be monitored to

Air monitoring would be
conducted for the vappr

Sampling and anal-

"ysis would occur:

. Quarterly for the first

“ye: annually
after the first year. '

alysis is the s;me
as for Alternative
GW-1.

1:Analy3|s‘isé?~iﬁe same
as for. Alternative
GwW-1.

2, ‘Capacity and facili-
iesare: available to
*-handlevaportreat-
ment system resndu-
v a' e +

n als .
4 'm \,Air.,u it ]

specialists are readi-

ly available.

ministrative servu;es §

are readily available. ‘exper-

Approval from State
and USEPA's

req

Analysis is the same

iculty

make approval more diffi-.
cult.

is not anticipated.

te progression-

“" Analysis is the
same as for Alter-
native GW-1.

m_obtamlng approval -

Groundwater
would be -moni-

...Jored to evaluate
> progression of

cleanup.

S it s

native GW-4.

Analysis is the
same as for Alter-
native. GW-4.

Analysis is the
' same as for Alter-
Fo n:atiye GW—3 ‘

" Analysis is the
same as for Alter-
native GW-1,

ities -are-available
v&to handie:vapor.
treatment system

types of wells.

‘Analysis is the
same as for Alter-
native GW-4.

s Capacity and facil-

ame as-for: Alter ~-syendors offer these ™| .

See notes at end of table.
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*$2,879,000°




- remediate the entire groundwater plume.  The Navy estimates that either of th

2.9.1 Site 5 Sediment The selected sediment alternatlve is.SD=2,, Excavation.and
Biological ‘Treatment. SD-2 is estlmated to cost $236, 000; and take 4 months to
lmplement SD-2 was selected because there will be a reduq,l” in the tox101ty,
mobility, and volume of contaminants through treatment tha foceur entlrely
onsite eliminating the need to transpoit untreated contam s off51te

2.9.2 Site5 Groundwater The selected Slte 5 groundwater alternatlve is elther
GW-3, Air Sparging, or GW-6, In Situ Air: Strlpplng and Blologlcal Treatment, The
soil. excavation sequence of the ongoing interim remedial actlon at Slt° 5
requires the groundwater remediation. system bé installed” in stages, A
combination of GW-3 and GW-6 provides an opportunity to evalu te the performance

of two similar innovative technologies.! Initially, an air s

performance and ease of operation and malntenance while the excavation proceeds.
Whichever technology performs the best will be installed in later stages to

preferred alternatives would cost $816 500 over 4 years

vent - the contlnued release of .contaminants from groundwa er to the
drainage ditch (GW-2 does not meet this ObJecthe) ©GW-i4 i
objective, but require aboveground facilities and‘assoc1atedff1nanc1al
and energy resources to treat both water and volatlllzed organlcs

glng well and an
-in situ stripping well will be 1nsta11ed These wells w111:be monitored for

will be installed.

‘groundwater would. inhibit. future resi

1

Natural Attenuatlon

conditions after the IRA.
plume to monitor possible plume mlgratlon Groundwater will :
results analyzed for several parameters; including, certalﬁ chemicals
to monitor degradation rates and other parameters to monitor
activity. These include dissolved oxygen, sulfate/sulflde
iron, methane/ethene, oxidation/reduction potent1a1 5
conductivity, alkalinity, nitrate, carbon dioxide, and chloride.
groundwater will be treated onsite at those locatlons where c
ex1st at concentratlons above the amblent levels of th

is currently active.
bioremediation will work at this. site.
evidence, the site will be aggresslvely z,ﬁalytlcal data to

The plume is not

tlbloremedlatlon

Whlle the goal of cleanup is to

pment and Fhe assoclated

potable ‘water supply
f the east west runway
In the event the

possibility of using contaminated gr
Addltlonally,,the s1te s locatlon, imm

site would be. developed for res1dent1a1 use,
system is located within 6,000 feet of $1te 17.

CEC_OU2.ROD ‘
ASW.09.95 o v )

y or- any other receptor, nor would

Th s system draWS water from a
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Table 2-9 (Continued)
Synopsis of Potential Federal and State Location-Specific ARARs

Record of Decision
Operable Unit 2
Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonvilie, Florida

Federal or State
Standards and
Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Process

Protection of Flood-
plains, Executive
Order 11988

Chapter 17-312, FAC,
Florida Dredge and
Fill Activities

Chapter 17-611, FAC,
Wetlands Application
Regulations

VA a4

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood loss, to
minimize impact of floods, and to restore and preserve the natural
and beneficial values of floodplains.

Establishes permit requirements for dredging, filling, excavating,
or placing material in or over waters of the State.

Sets requirements for discharge of domestic wastewater to
wetland.

Applicable. The potential effects of any action will be evaluated to ensure that the
planning and decision making reflect consideration of flood hazards and
floodplain management, including restoration and preservation of natural,
undeveloped floodplains.

To be considered. The substantive requirements of the permitting process should
be considered when developing and implementing remedial activities at OU 2 that
involve Rowell Creek or the drainage ditch that leads to Lake Fretwell.

Applicable. This rule addresses the discharge of domestic wastewater to wetland.
The discharge limits established are for carbonaceous biological oxygen demand,
total suspended solids, nitrogen, and phosphorus. This rule may be applicabie
for remedial alternatives that would result in discharges to wetland where these
limits may be approached.

Notes: ARARs = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements.
CFR = Code of Federal Regulations.
FAC = Florida Administrative Code.
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Table 2-10

Synopsis of Potential Federal and State Chemical-Specific ARARs

Record of Decision
Operable Unit 2
Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonville, Florida

Federal or State Standards
and Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Process

Clean Water Act (CWA),
Ambient Water Quality
Criteria (40 CFR Part 131)

CWA, Toxic Pollutant Efflu-
ent Standards (40 CFR
Part 129)

Occupational Safety and
Health Act (OSHA),
Occupational Safety and
Health Regulations (20
CFR Part 1910, Subpart 2)

Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA), Maximum
Contaminant Level Goals
{MCLGSs) (40 CFR Part
141)

SDWA, National Primary
Drinking Water Standards,
Maximum Contaminant
Levels (MCLs) (40 CFR
Part 141)

SDWA, National Secondary
Drinking Water Standards
(40 CFR Part 143)

Federal Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC) are nonenforceable,

health-based criteria for surface water used in setting discharge limits
for NPDES permits. AWQC provide levels of exposure from drinking
the water and consuming aquatic life that are protective of human
health. AWQC also provide acute and chronic concentrations for
protection of freshwater and marine organisms.

This regulation establishes the concentration of a toxic poliutant in
navigable waters and states that a discharge from a site to navigable
water shall not result in adverse impacts to aquatic life or to consumers
of aquatic life.

Establishes permissible exposure limits for workplace exposure to a
specific listing of chemicals.

Establishes drinking water quality goals at levels of no known or antici-
pated adverse health effects with an adequate margin of safety. These
criteria do not consider treatment feasibility or cost elements.

Establishes enforceable standards for specific contaminants that have
been determined to adversely affect human health. These standards
are protective of human health for individual chemicals and are
developed using MCLGs, available treatment technoiogies, and cost
data.

Establishes welfare-based standards for public water systems for
specific contaminants or water characteristics that may affect the
aesthetic or economic qualities of a public water supply.

Relevant and appropriate. Because of the potential discharge of surface
runoff and groundwater at Site 5 to the drainage ditch and Lake Fretwell,
AWQC are relevant and appropriate for consideration as criteria to evaluate
conditions in the Site 5 drainage ditch and possible drinking: water effects
as a result of leaching from soil to groundwater.

Relevant and appropriate. This rule is a potential ARAR for rernedial
alternatives that include discharge of treated groundwater or surface water
to a surface water body (e.g., Rowell Creek or the drainage ditch that leads
to Lake Fretwell). These standards may be incorporated into NPDES
permits where applicable for the proposed discharge of surface water.

Applicable. Standards are applicable for worker exposure to OSHA haz-
ardous chemicals during remedial activities. During implementation of
remedial alternatives for OU 2, these requirements are ARARs.

Relevant and appropriate. MCLGs greater than zero are relevant and
appropriate standards for groundwater or surface water that is currently or
potentially a source of drinking water. Currently, the groundwater at OU 2
is not used as a drinking water supply, and surface water near OU 2 is
classified as Class Il water for recreation and propagational uses only.
MCLGs may be used for evaluating leaching of contaminants from soil to
groundwater. MCLGs would not be ARARs under a future land use scenario
that prevents use of groundwater as a drinking water source.

Relevant and appropriate. MCLs established by the SDWA are relevant and
appropriate standards where the MCLGs are not determined to be ARARs.
MCLs apply to finished water of public water supply systems and are
considered relevant and appropriate for groundwater or surface water that
is currently or potentially a drinking water source. Currently, the ground-
water at OU 2 is not used as a drinking water supply and surface water near
OU 2 is classified as Class lll water for recreation and propagational uses
only. MCLs may be used for evaluating leaching of contaminants from soil
to groundwater. MCLs would not be ARARs under a future land-use
scenario that prevents use of groundwater as a drinking water source.

To be considered. Secondary MCLs (SMCLs) are nonenforceable limits
intended as guidelines for use by States in regulating water supplies.

See notes at end of table.
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Table 2-10 (Continued)

Synopsis of Potential Federal and State Chemical-Specific ARARs

Record of Decision
Operable Unit 2

Naval Air Station Cecil Field

Jacksonwville,. Florida

Federal and State Standards
and Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Process

Toxic Substances Control Act
(TSCA), Polychlorinated bi-
phenyl (PCB) requirements
(13 USC 2601-2629, 40 CFR
Part 761)

Chapter 17-302, Florida Ad-
ministrative Code (FAC),
Florida Surface Water Quality
Standards (FSWQS)

Chapter 17-520, FAC, Florida
Water Quality Standards

Chapter 17-550, FAC, Florida
Drinking Water Standards

Chapter 17650, FAC, Florida
Water Quality Based Effluent
Limitations

Authorizes USEPA to establish regulations governing chemical
substances or mixtures that present an unreasonable risk of injury to
human health and the environment.  Establishes requirements for
marking, storing, disposing of, recording, cleaning spills, and reporting
wastes containing PCBs.

Defines classifications of surface water and establishes water quality

standards (WQS) for surface water within each classification. The
State’s antidegradation policy is also established in this rule.

Establishes the groundwater classification system for the State and
provides qualitative minimum criteria for groundwater based on the
classification.

Established to implement the Federal SDWA by adopting the national

-primary and secondary drinking water standards and by creating addi-

tional rules to fulfill State and Federal requirements.

All activities and discharges, except dredge and fill, must meet effluent
limitations based on technology or water quality.

Relevant and appropriate. Because disposal of PCB wastes occurred prior
to TSCA, wastes at Site 5 are not specifically regulated by TSCA. If sail or
sediment containing PCBs is excavated for treatment, storage, or disposal,
then these regulations will be refevant and appropriate.

Relevant and appropriate. Surface water near QU 2 (e.g., Rowell Creek and
Lake Fretwell) is classified by the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection (FDEP) as Class Il water and as such is designated for recre-
ation, propagation, and management of fish and wildlife and is not used as
a drinking water resource. Remedial alternatives that address surface water
contamination or include an option for discharge of treated groundwater or
surface water to surface water will consider FSWQS. These standards may
also be relevant and appropriate for groundwater remediation if no MCL
exists, groundwater discharges to surface water and contaminants are
affecting aquatic organisms, or other health-based standards are not
available.

Relevant and appropriate. The ciassification system established in this rule
defines potable water sources. The groundwater at QU 2 is classified as G-
Il and is suitable for potable water use and has a total dissolved solids
content of less than 10,000 milligrams per liter (mg/£).

Applicable. Drinking water standards are commonly considered applicable
regulations for aquifers and related groundwater classified as a current or
potential potable water supply source. Drinking water standards should be
considered ARARs during a CERCLA cleanup for groundwater or surface
water that is currently or potentially a source of drinking water.

Relevant and appropriate. All activities and discharges, other than dredge
and fill activities, are required to meet effluent limitations based on
technology (technology based effluent limit) and/or water quality (water
quality based effluent limit), as defined by this rule. The substantive
permitting requirement established in this rule may be a potential relevant
and appropriate requirement for remedial actions where treated water is
discharged to a surface water body (e.g., Rowell Creek or Lake Fretweli).

See notes at end of table.
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Table 2-10 (Continued)
Synopsis of Potential Federal and State Chemical-Specific ARARs

Record of Decision
Operable Unit 2
Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Stan-
dards and Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Process

Chapter 17-770, FAC, Flori-
da Petroleum Contaminat-
ed Site Cleanup Criteria,
February 1990

Chapter 17-775, FAC, Flori-
da Soil Thermal Treatment
Facilities Regulations,

Establishes a cleanup process to be followed at all petroleum-con-
taminated sites. Cleanup levels for G-l and G-Il groundwater are
provided for both the gasoline and kerosene and mixed product
analytical groups.

Applicable. This is an applicable requirement because OU 2 includes
petroleum-contaminated sites discharging to G-Il groundwater.

Establishes criteria for the thermal treatment of petroleum or product-
contaminated soil. The rule further outlines procedures for excavating,
receiving, handling, and stockpiling contaminated soil prior to thermal

December 1990

Florida Groundwater
Guidance Concentrations
an established Florida MCL.

treatment in both stationary and mobile facilities.

Establishes risk-based groundwater concentrations for use as screen-
ing values and potential cleanup criteria for chemicals that do not have

Relevant and appropriate. The soil cleanup values established in this rule for
total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons (TRPHSs), volatile organic com-
pounds (VOCs), volatile organic halocarbons (VOHSs), polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs), and metals may be relevant and appropriate require-
ments for contaminated soil and sediment and may be applicable if thermal
treatment is used.

To be considered. These guidance concentrations are not promuigated
standards that must be met. The concentrations will be considered and
compared to site-specific, risk-based cleanup concentrations.

Notes: ARARs = applicable or reievant and appropriate requirements.
CFR = Code of Federal Regulations.
NPDES = National Pollution Discharge Elimination System.
OU = operable unit.
USC = U.S. Code.
USEPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.

CERCLA = Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act.
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Table 2-11

Synopsis of Potential Federal and State Action-Specific ARARs

Record of Decision
Operable Unit 2
Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Standards and
Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Process

Clean Air Act (CAA), New Source
Performance Standards (NSPS)
(40 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Part 60)

CAA, National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) (40
CFR Part 50)

Clean Water Act (CWA), National
Pollution Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) (40 CFR Parts
122 and 125)

CWA, National Pretreatment
Standards (40 CFR Part 403)

Department of Transportation
Rules for Transportation of Haz-
ardous Materials (49 CFR Parts
107, 171, 173, 178, and 179).

This regulation establishes NSPS for specified sources, including
incinerators. This rule establishes a particulate emission standard
of 0.08 grains per dry standard cubic foot corrected to 12 percent
carbon dioxide for sources.

This regulation establishes primary (health-based) and secondary

(welfare-based) standards for air quality for carbon monoxide,

lead, nitrogen dioxide, particulate matter, ozone, and sulfur oxides
emitted from a major source of air emissions.

This regulation requires NPDES permits specifying the permissible
concentration or level of contaminants in the effiuent for the dis-
charge of poliutants from any point source into waters of the
United States.

This regulation sets pretreatment standards through the National

Categorical Standards for the General Pretreatment Regulations

for the introduction of poliutants from nondomestic- sources into
POTWs to control pollutants that pass through, cause interference,
or are otherwise incompatible with treatment processes at a
POTW.

This regulation establishes the procedures for packaging, labeling,
and transporting of hazardous materials.

Relevant and appropriate. Because NSPSs are source-specific
requirements, they are not generally considered applicable to
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA) cleanup actions. However, an NSPS may be
applicable for an incinerator or may be a relevant and appropriate
requirement if the pollutant emitted and the technology employed
during the onsite cleanup action are sufficiently similar to the
poliutant and source category regulated.

Relevant and appropriate. Site remedial activities must comply
with NAAQS. The most relevant pollutant standard is for particulate

‘matter less than 10 microns in size (PM,,) as defined in 40 CFR

Section 50.6. The PM,, standard is based on the detrimental
effects of particulate matter to the lungs of humans. The PM,,
standard for a 24-hour period is 150 micrograms per cubic me-
ter (ug/m%) of air, not to be exceeded more than once a year.
Remedial construction activities such as excavation will need to
include controls to ensure compliance with the PM,, standard. The
attainment and maintenance of primary and secondary NAAQS are
required to protect human health and welfare {wildlife, climate,
recreation, transportation, and economic values). These standards
are applicable during remedial activities, such as soil or sediment
excavation, which may result in exposure to hazardous chemicals
through dust and vapors.

Relevant and appropriate. Onsite discharge from a CERCLA site
must meet only the substantive NPDES requirements; administra-
tive permit requirements are waived, consistent with CERCLA
Section 121{e}(1). Remedial alternatives for Operable Unit (QU) 2
may . include a provision for discharge of treated groundwater to
Rowell Creek or the drainage ditch leading to Lake Fretweil.
Applicable. if groundwater or surface water is discharged to a
POTW as a part of a remedial alternative for OU 2, the discharge
must meet local limits imposed by the POTW. A discharge from a
CERCLA site must meet the POTW's pretreatment standards in the
effluent to the POTW. Discharge to a POTW is considered an
offsite activity and is, therefore, subject to both the substantive and
administrative requirements of this rule.

Applicable. These requirements will be applicable for transport of
hazardous material from the site for laboratory analysis, treatment,
or disposal.

See notes at end of table.
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Table 2-11 (Continued)

Synopsis of Potential Federal and State Action-Specific ARARs.

Record of Decision
Operable Unit 2
Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonwville, Florida

Federal and State Standards
and Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Process

Occupational Safety and Health
Act (OSHA), General Industry
Standards (29 CFR Part 1910)

OSHA, Recordkeeping, Report-
ing, and Related Regulations
(29 CFR Part 1904)

OSHA, Safety and Health Stan-
dards, (29 CFR Part 1926)

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act (RCRA)}, Hazard-
ous Waste Management
System (40 CFR Part 260)

RCRA, Identification and Listing
of Hazardous Waste (40 CFR
Part 261, 261.1-261.33)

RCRA, Standards Applicable to

Generators of Hazardous Waste
{40 CFR Part 262, Subparts A -

D, 262.10-262.44)

RCRA, Standards Applicable to
Transporters of Hazardous
Waste (40 CFR Part 263,
Subparts A - C, 263.10-263.31)

This regulation requires establishment of programs to ensure worker
health and safety at hazardous waste sites, including employee
training requirements.

This regulation provides recordkeeping and reporting requirements
applicable to remedial activities.

This regulation specifies the type of safety training, equipment, and
procedures to be used during site investigation and remediation.

This regulation sets forth procedures that the USEPA will use to make
information available to the public, and sets forth rules that treatment,
storage, and disposal (TSD) facilities must follow to assert claims of
business confidentiality with respect to information submitted to the
USEPA pursuant 40 CFR Parts 261-265.

This regulation defines those solid wastes that are subject to regula-
tion as hazardous wastes under 40 CFR Parts 262-265. The applica-
bility of RCRA regulations to wastes found at a site is dependent on
the solid waste meeting one of the following criteria: (1) the wastes
are generated through an RCRA-listed source process, (2) the wastes
are RCRA-listed wastes from a nonspecific source, or (3) the waste is
characteristically hazardous due to ignitability, corrosivity, reactivity,
or toxicity.

These regulations establish standards for generators of hazardous
wastes that address: accumulating waste, preparing hazardous
waste for shipment, and preparing the uniform hazardous waste
manifest. These requirements are integrated with U.S. Department of
Transportation (USDOT) regulations.

This regulation establishes procedures for transporters of hazardous
waste within the United States if the transportation requires a
manifest under 40 CFR Part 262.

Applicable. Under 40 CFR 300.38, requitements apply to ali
response activities under the National Oil and Hazardous Substances
Poliution Contingency Plan (NCP). During the implementation of any
remedial alternative at OU 2, these regulations must be attained.

Applicable. These requirements apply to all site contractors and
subcontractors and must be followed during all site work. During the
implementation of any remedial alternative at the site, these regula-
tions must be attained.

Applicable. All phases of the remedial response project should be
executed in compliance with this regulation. During the implementa-
tion of any remedial alternative at the site, these regulations must be
attained.

Relevant and appropriate. This regulation creates no substantive

cleanup requirements.

Relevant and appropriate. Contaminated soil at OU 2 could be clas-
sified as an RCRA hazardous waste. Historical records do not
suggest soil would be a listed waste, and soil contamination does
not indicate soil would be characteristically hazardous; however,
specific testing must be conducted to evaluate this possibility.
Residuals from treatment methods may also be classified as RCRA
hazardous wastes and must also be tested for RCRA hazardous char-
acteristics.

Applicable. If an alternative involves the offsite transportation of
hazardous wastes, the material must be shipped in proper containers
that are accurately marked and labeled, and the transporter must
display proper placards. These rules specify that all hazardous
waste shipments must be accompanied by an appropriate manifest.

Applicable. If a remedial alternative involves offsite transportation of
hazardous waste for treatment, storage, or disposal, these require-
ments must be attained.

See notes at end of table.
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Table 2-11 (Continued)

Synopsis of Potential Federal and State Action-Specific ARARs

Record of Decision
Operabie Unit 2
Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Standards
and Requirements '

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Process

RCRA, Standards for Owners
and Operators of Hazardous
Waste Treatment, Storage, and
Disposal Facilities (TSDF) (40
CFR Part 264)

RCRA, General Facility Stan-
dards (40 CFR Subpart B,
264.10-264.18)

RCRA, Preparedness and Pre-
vention (40 CFR Part 264,
Subpart C)

RCRA, Contingency Plan and
Emergency Procedures (40
CFR Subpart D, 264.30-264.37)

RCRA, Manifest System,
Recordkeeping, and Reporting
(40 CFR Part 264, Subpart E)

RCRA, Use and Management
of Containers (40 CFR Part 264,
Subpart )

RCRA, Solid Waste Land Dis-
posal Requirements (40 CFR
Part 258)

This regulation establishes minimum national standards that define
the acceptable management of hazardous wastes for owners and
operators of facilities that treat, store, or dispose of hazardous

‘wastes.

This regulation establishes general facility requirements including
general waste analysis, security measures, inspections, and training
requirements. Section 264.18 establishes that a facility located in a
100-year floodplain must be designed, constructed, and maintained
to prevent washout of any hazardous wastes by a 100-year flood.

This regulation outlines requirements for safety equipment and spill-
control for hazardous waste facilities. Facilities must be designed,
maintained, constructed, and operated to minimize the possibility of
an unplanned release that couid threaten human health or the
environment.

This regulation outlines the requirements for procedures to be
followed in the event of an emergency such as an explosion, fire, or
other emergency event.

This regulation outlines procedures for manifesting hazardous waste
for owners and operators of onsite and offsite facilities that treat,
store, or dispose of hazardous waste.

This regulation sets standards for the storage of containers of
hazardous waste.

This regulation sets forth requirements for disposal of waste within a
solid waste landfill. It also sets forth construction and monitoring
requirements of Subtitle D landfills.

Applicable. If a remedial alternative for Site 5 sediment or QU 2
groundwater treatment residuals involves the management of RCRA
hazardous wastes, this rule would be applicable at an offsite
treatment, storage, or disposal unit. This regulation is relevant and
appropriate for onsite non-RCRA hazardous wastes.

Applicable. If a treatment facility is constructed onsite, these
requirements would be applicable for hazardous wastes and relevant
and appropriate for nonhazardous wastes.

Applicable. Safety and communication equipment should be
incorporated into all hazardous waste aspects of the remedial
process and local authorities should be familiarized with site
operations. This regulation is relevant and appropriate for any non-
hazardous waste work.

Relevant and appropriate. These requirements are relevant and
appropriate for remedial actions involving the management of
hazardous waste.

Applicable. These regulations apply if a remedial alternative involves
the offsite treatment, storage, or disposal of hazardous waste. For
remedial actions involving onsite treatment or disposal of hazardous
waste, these regulations are relevant and appropriate.

Relevant and appropriate. Remedial action implemented at QU 2
may involve the storage of containers that may contain RCRA
hazardous waste. The onsite staging of study-generated RCRA
wastes should meet the intent of this regulation. These requirements
are applicable for containerized RCRA hazardous wastes at CERCLA
sites and may be considered relevant and appropriate for wastes not
classified as hazardous.

Applicable. This rule stipulates that no free liquids, no hazardous
wastes, and no reactive wastes may be disposed of within a Subtitle
D landfill. These requirements are applicable if soil and wastes are
disposed of at a Subtitle D landfill.

See notes at end of table.
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Table 2-11 (Continued)

Synopsis of Potential Federal and State Action-Specific ARARs

Record of Decision
Operable Unit 2
Naval Air Station Cecil Field
Jacksonville, Florida

Federal and State Standards
and Requirements

Requirements Synopsis

Consideration in the Remedial Response Process

Chapter 62-2, Florida Adminis-
trative Code (FAC), Flosida Air
Pollution Rules, September
1990

Chapter 62-4, FAC, Fiorida
Rules on Permits

Chapter 62-522, FAC, Ground-
water Permitting and Monitor-
ing Requirements

Chapter 62-532, FAC, Florida

Water Well Permitting and Con-
struction Requiremnents

Chapter 62-660, FAC, Florida

industrial Wastewater Facilities
Reguiations

Chapter 62-730, FAC, Florida
Hazardous Waste Rules

Chapter 62-736, FAC, Florida
Rules on Hazardous Waste
Warning Signs

Chapter 62-775, FAC, Florida
Soil Thermal Facilities Regula-
tions

This rule establishes permitting requirements for owners or operators
of any source that emits any air pollutant. This chapter also estab-
lishes ambient air quality standards for suifur dioxide, PM,,, carbon
monoxide, and ozone.

This rule establishes procedures for obtaining permits for sources of
pollution.

This rule establishes permitting and monitoring requirements for
installations discharging to groundwater.

This rule establishes the minimum standards for the location, con-
struction, repair, and abandonment of water wells. Permitting
requirements and procedures are also established in this rule.

This rule sets minimum treatment standards for effluent based on
water quality considerations and technology.

This rule adopts by reference appropriate sections of 40 CFR and
establishes minor additions to these regulations concerning the
generation, storage, treatment, transportation, and disposal of
hazardous wastes.

This rule requires warning signs at NPL and Florida Department of
Environmental Protection (FDEP)-identified hazardous waste sites to
inform the public of the presence of potentially harmful conditions.

This rule establishes criteria for the thermal treatment of petroleum-
or petroleumn product-contaminated soil. Guidelines for management
and treatment of soil to levels that prevent future contamination of
other soil, groundwater, and surface water are provided. Chapter 17-
775.300, FAC, provides permitting requirements for soi! thermal
treatment facilities. This section states that soil must be screened or
otherwise processed in order to prevent soil particles greater than 2
inches in diameter from entering the thermal treatment unit. This
rule further outlines procedures for excavating, receiving, handling,
and stockpiling contaminated soil prior to thermal treatment in.both
stationary and mobile facilities.

Applicable. Standards for PM,, would be applicable during remedia-
tion. Engineering controls and monitoring to control dust would be
required.

Applicable. The substantive permitting requirements must be met
during a CERCLA remediation.

Applicable. This rule should be considered when discharge to
groundwater is a possible remedial action. The administrative
permitting requirements would be waived under a CERCLA cleanup.

Applicable. The substantive requirements of this rule are applicable
for any remedial alternative at OU 2 that involves the construction,
repair, or abandonment of monitoring, extraction, or injection wells.

Relevant and appropriate. This rule may be a relevant and appropri-
ate requirement for any remedial alternative at OU 2 that involves
discharge of treated water to surface waters of the State if surface
water standards are not available or are not sufficiently protective.

Relevant and appropriate. The substantive requirements of this rule
are relevant and appropriate requirements for any remedial alterna-
tive that involves treatment of nonhazardous waste at OU 2. This
rule is applicable for hazardous wastes at OU 2.

Applicable. This requirement is applicable for sites which are on the
NPL or which have been identified by the FDEP as potentially
harmtul.

Applicable. This requirement is applicable to treatment alternatives
that employ thermal treatment technologies. It may be relevant and
appropriate for other treatment alternatives.

Notes: ARARs
POTW

applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements.
publicly owned treatment work.

USEPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.
NPL = National Priority List.
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