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SWMU 10 is a former oil-water separator system near Building 363. The OWS system began
operation during or before 1968 and consisted of a 6,000 gallon underground waste oil tank; a
10,000 gallon fiberglass reinforced plastic (FRP) oily waste holding tank; and the OWS pumps,
controls, and associated piping. Sampling performed at the OWS during a Contamination
Assessment in 1992 confirmed the presence of chlorinated solvents in soil and groundwater.
An RF| for SWMU 10 was completed in January 1996, and an RFI Addendum was completed in
May 2003. Following completion of the investigation, the RCRA permit required the facility to
develop a Corrective Measures Study (CMS) to identify and discuss various remedies for
addressing contamination detected at SWMU 10. The original CMS was completed in April
1997 and a CMS Addendum was completed in January 2004.

A Statement of Basis has been subjected to public scrutiny and was approved by FDEP in
2008. The Statement of Basis identifies proposed corrective measures to address the
contamination, provides an explanation for the particular choice of corrective measures, and
describes alternative corrective measures considered during the selection of the corrective
measure .

The selected corrective measure for SWMU 10 is Monitored Natural Attenuation (MNA) and
Land Use Controls designed to prevent unacceptable exposure to potentially contaminated soil
and groundwater. In the late 1990s and early 2000s multiple fuel-related semivolatile organic
compounds (SVOCs) were detectable at concentrations greater than FDEP groundwater and
surface water target cleanup levels (GCTLs and SWCTLs, respectively). After approval of the
Statement of Basis, a Corrective Measures Implementation Plan (CMIP) was written, approved
by FDEP, and implemented. The most recent LTM data have shown all targeted groundwater
Chemical of Concern (COC) concentrations to be less than the FDEP GCTLs and SWCTLs.
Arsenic (a non-COC) was noted to have elevated concentrations compared to the arsenic GCTL
but the elevated arsenic concentrations were attributed to geochemically reducing conditions
created by the presence of organic contaminants that cause leaching of naturally occurring
arsenic from soil to groundwater. Over time, as organic contaminant concentrations decrease,
the geochemical conditions are expected to become less favorable to leaching.

Under current land use no unacceptable human health or ecological risks are anticipated. No
future ecological risks are anticipated, either. Based on data obtained prior to 2008, cancer
risks were estimated for a hypothetical future residential land use that involves drinking the
groundwater, dermal contact with soil, and incidental soil ingestion. Cancer risks of 8 in
1,000,000 from exposure to surface soil, 5 in 1,000 from exposure to groundwater, and 7 in



1,000,000 from exposure to surface water were predicted. Because COC concentrations have
decreased since 2008, the cancer risks are expected to be less today but these risks have not
been re-estimated. A non-cancer Hazard Index under the hypothetical future residential land
use was estimated to be 10.4 (as compared to a maximum acceptable HI of 1). Because of the
decreased COC concentrations, the HI estimate would be expected to be less if estimated
today.

Routine LTM has ceased because COC concentrations have decreased to less than GCTLs
and soil is largely covered with pavement to prevent exposure to soil. Groundwater and soil
LUCs remain active. Current human health and ecological risks are acceptable. Before the
SWMU 10 land use could become unrestricted, however, additional monitoring would be
required to determine whether site conditions have changed sufficiently to cause arsenic
concentrations to decrease to acceptable levels. The additional monitoring would include soil
verification samples to verify whether soil meets SCTLs, especially in the former UST area.
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