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This is the fifth masmesoffaashemufammg interested citizens about the
mwmnnwntalmmugauommdmudmlacuomatNAs Pensacola. Other fact

sheets will be written at appropriate points in the program and in response to

Pensacola, (904) 452-2311.

FACT SHEET 5: U.S. Navy Proposed Plan
Operable_ Unit 10, Naval Air Station, Pensacola

INTRODUCI’ION ,
The U.S. Navy, as the lead agency cleaning up Naval Air Station (NAS) Penueoh,ulmmgthul’roposed Plan
for Operable Unit (OU) 10, ﬂxemdumdwutewwttuunentplmt(IWTP)onMumeomt, to provide an

opportunity for public comment on cleanup alternatives. The Navy, in consultation with the U.S. Environmental |

Protection Ageacy (USEPA) and the Florida Depuhnentoflinvnmnmenhl Protection (FDEP), wxllnot selecta final
alternative until public comment is conndered

The Navy issues this pmpooed plan as part of its public participation program as defined by federal law and to
encourage community involvement in the remedial alternative selection. This plan provides background information
on the site, describes the alternatives evaluated, and preseiits the preferred alternative and its rationale. Also, this

plan outlines the public’s role in helping the Navy make a final decision. Words that first appear in bold print are. -

defined in the glossary, starting on page 8.

This plan summarizes information described in the Final Remedial Investigation (RI) ReponandtthFacuud '
Feasibility Study (FFS) and other documents contained in the AdministrativeRecord. The Record and Information -

Repositories for NAS Pensacola may be found at the following locations:

NAS Pensacola Library _ John C. Pace Library " . West Florida Regional Library

Building 633 T - , University of West Florida 200 West Gregory Street
Hours of Operation: * . . Hours of Operation: _ Hours of Operation:
M-F8am. to6p.m. : "+ M-Th8am. to 10 p.m. T-Th 9 a.m. to 8 p.m.

Sat 9:30 a.m. to 5 p.m. Fri8am. to5 p.m. " Fri,Sat9am to5p.m.
Sat 9 a.m. to 5 p.m. =
Sun 10 a.m. to 9 p.m.

- COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
'IheUS Navy mhumpubhceommenhhmmthﬂﬂwnlechddt«mhvumﬁaﬂymdemoodandthn
community concerns have been considered. The U.S. Navy will be accepting written comments from February 19
_to April 4, 1996, to encourage public participation in the selection process. The comment period includes a public
- meeting at which the Navy will preseat the RI report, FFS report, and Proposed Plan, answer questions, and receive
comments from the public. The public meeting is scheduled for 7 p.m., Tueaday, February 27, 1996, at Peasacola
Junior College, Building 3000, Warrington Campus. Comments will be summarized and responses provided in the

responsiveness summary section of the Record of Decision (ROD). The pubhccan aend written commeats to the

following person, from whom they also can request additional information:

Commandmg Officer

NAS Pensacola, Code 00500
Attn: Ron Joyner

190 Radford Bivd.

Peasacola, Plorida 32508-5217

Pagel
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public interest. Distribution is coordinated through the Public Afjairs Office at NAS ‘
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. SITE BACKGROUND
NASPwhw-pbdeSEPA’swmw(NPL)memlm The Comprehensive
Eavironmentsl Response, Compensation, and Liabllity Act (CERCLA) govemns cleanup for sites on the NPL.
In addition, am eavironmental permit was issued in 1988 under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA). Mpummummmhummnmhﬂymdmd&nmyupdhorluhof
wmwammmwdndchmdq ‘The Pederal Pacilities Agreement (FFA),
signed in October 1990, MmNASMuMpﬂWMwmplexfedenlhws

OUlOoemmnﬂdy%muMumﬂﬁNASMmMmComty Florida.
OU 10 comprises three sources of contamination: the former Industrial Sludge Drying Beds (ISDBs) at Site 32, the
‘former Wastewater Treatment Plant Ponds st Site 33, and miscellancous IWTP-related sites at Site 35. Figurel
lhowlthegen-alumuumdloaum. )

Various facilities at
wastewater sinoce 1941. The -
current wastewater
treatment plant was
constructed im 1948 o
process primaily domestic
wastewaler: It was
upgraded in 1971 to treat
wastewater separately.’
Site 32, the drying beds,
-operated from 1971 wumtil
1984 and was closed inm
1989. Site 33, the three
ponds, makes up the

These ponds operated from
1971 until 1988, when they
were cleaned up and closed
under the cxisting RCRA
permit. Both Sites 32 and
33 are knowa sources of
0il and growndwater
contamination st OU 10.

A‘mw
986

PR EE | e

Temporary.
Permit (No. HT17-68087) ‘
uwumwwww(mmm The system installed in the shallowest
portions of the underlying aquifer began operating in February 1987. Soven recovery wells along the north-south
amofllnnﬁe?oﬂmwmfmmﬂnfom&npm Extracted groundwater is
MMW&&MMWM :

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTION

- MWH&MMMJ&“MM The purpose of this Proposed Plan is

to set forth the alternatives from which the Navy, with regulatory approval, mllaelecumdytoptcventﬁmm
wbmu&eubﬁmnﬂmm

h;ez
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Remedial Investigation Summary o

Between December 1992 and October 1995 an envuonmnl investigation was conducted The final report
identified soil contaminants. Areas with contaminants at higher levels appear to be isolated 'hot spots” near the
former IWTP units. Theareumdenguwdu.\ B, CandDonFigute2.

The final report also identified contaminants in the -ime'- grotmdwatu. The RI mdlutatlutthemamaru of
groundwater contamination beneath Site 32 is outside the area of clean up of the existing groundwater treatment
system. The approximate area of groundwater contamination is shown on Figure 2.

\_‘ ‘ v BAYOU GRANDE -

-

Bay

Figure 2 Areas of Concern

Summary of Site Risks

Human Health ‘ '
CERCLAdlrecutha!nBuelineRIskAmmt(BRA)bedonetodetermmclfmNPLmepomm
unacceptable current or future human health or environmental threat if po cleapup measures are taken. ‘This study
provides a basis for determining whether cleanup is needed and what the cleanup levels should be. In the OU 10

Page 37
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m&chmmnklmm&mbmummtsmmrﬁund groundwater, and sediments
was assessed for current and future site workers under industrial 1and use, as well as for future site residents. This

mmummuwmhmmm

AMMuMthMMmMNof&eM&uMM
its strength as & cancer-causing agent. The risk range USEPA set for protection of human health is represented as
104 for industrial areas to 10¢ for residential arcas. This range would mean an increased chance of no more than
- one additional case of cancer in 10,000 people (10-) to one in 1 million (106). The State of Florida considers less
than 10¢ acceptable. Chemicals producing other harmful effects were compared with reference doses (highest levels
' not causing barmful effects) to calculate 2 Hazard Quotient (HQ). An HQ sbove 1 indicates if cleanup may be
needed to reducs potential exposure to a safe level. For groundwater, onsite contaminant levels are also compared
" with state and federal drinking water standards. Cleanup levels are then established based on health-based levels
uexphmdwwemmﬁﬁdud&mhngmmwmmeymmdammmemumdclwup
myumNPLnte.

Uﬂu-mﬁﬂﬂhﬂmeﬁmﬂdwformmtmdpﬂmﬁdfuﬁmworkmdoundmﬂtin
unacceptable risks. Under residential land use, which is unlikely for this site, two masterials in the surface soil
" preseat an unacceptable risk above 10 to a future potential resident child. Several chemicals in site soil exceed
Florida levels that protect groundwater. These levels were used to develop cleanup goals for the site.

Mhap&dﬂwﬁeﬁi‘ﬁmwbm&tﬁmdwmﬁdﬂu The risk estimated
for unlikely potential residential use exceeds the acceptable risk threshold of 10+ and the HQ of 1.

Ecological

Ecological risk also was assessed for the actual or potential effects of contamination at OU 10 to ecological receptors
such as plants sad animais. This assessment focused on both land at OU 10, and contamination in groundwater that
travels to nearby surface water bodies. Potential impacts to wetlands near OU 10 and the southern drainage ditch
will be evalusted during the Site 41, NAS Pensacola Wetlands remedial investigation. Potential impacts to
Peasacola Bay (Site 42) and Bayou Grande (Site 40) from groundwater contaminants will be assessed during
remedial investigations at those sites.

Risk from the soil north of the IWTP is limited to metals in the surface soil. Rukaaocutedwuhlevellpreaent
is most likely minimal. Becsuse the IWTP is industrial and there is considerable human activity, wildlife habitat
is absent. Contact with soil would be limited to animals traveling across the area only. Therefore, the contaminant
levd:prembmtm-:mneeepnbknktohmm

MmMWMwahMM:fmlogdeﬁe&mﬁommummudymmdwm
discharging inte surface water bodies. The only orgamic compound detected in shallow groundwater which may
possibly impact ecological recoptors in surface water was dieldrin. Metals that could potentially effect ecological
receptors include: cadmium, chromium, lead, mercury, and zinc. Harmful effects to surface water receptors, based

oa the levels present, are considered unlikely. All of the contaminants will be studied further during the Pensacola
Bay, Bayou Grande, and NAS Peasacola Wetlands investigations. .

Remedial Objectives

lfOUlOnuﬂamMid no further action for soil is required to protect buman health. However, to address
an unlikely potsntisl residential land use st OU 10, cleanup goals for 20il have been established to protect future
. residents. These are presented in Table 1 below. Tablolalnomclﬁuclmnpgoalsmpmnngeonummm

levelamsodtllpmteam and cleanup goals for groundwater.

Page 4
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. ' Tablel
‘Cleanup Goals for Soil and Groundwater

Notes:

8 - Calculated valus based on an acceptable risk or s Hazard Quotient of 1 assuming combined ingestion and skin contact with the soil.
Tt is assumed that a resident child eats 200 milligrams per day of s0il and has 2,000 square centimeters of exposed skin and is exposed

for 350 days a year for six years and weighs 33 pounds (15 kilograms).

b— Exeudnmofnondawduynhnpmdmndwdubhbwﬁ.dnnhngwmm

¢— Florida Primary Drinking Water Standard or Maximum Contaminant Level, whichever is lower. .

4 — MMWWWMSMMWMMWW whichever is lower. : -

°— Florida Guidance Concentration bantloncamnopnkﬂy

N/A — * Not applicable '

Scope of Remedisal Actions

Soil — The soil compounds identified in Table l were fmmdmthreelocahomnmSnteSZ and one location at
Site 35, as Figure 2 shows. Table 2 lists remedial objectives developed from the analysis of soil cleanup goals
described above. Cleanup levels for s0il are either calculated values based on an acceptable risk or a Hazard
Quotieat of 1 assuming combined ingestion and skin contact with the surface soil, or Florida leachability values
protective of groundwater for subsurface soil. Florida leachability levels are used becsuse they are lower than
USEPA levels.
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Table 2 .

OU 10 — Soil Remedial Objectives
Contaminated Media
Location ~ Estimated Volume (CY) Rationale

Protect groundwater from s'llo(AmB) : A 130 Chlorinated benzenes and
leachable compouads. Swale (Area C) . 270 naphthalene above cleanup
: . Na&ofmbuilch‘ . 3l goals
(Area D) .
Nete:

CY = Cubic yards .
M-wum-dmw

m—mmmmemMMum@m;mm,
whichever is lower. Background (groundwater not contaminated by the site) levels for metals may actually be
-mwmwmmm Contamination does not have to be cleaned up to below

beckgrouad lovels.

_ SUMMARYOI’ALTERNAT]VES .
mwmmmmmmmw 10 FFS for cleaning up soil and groundwater
at this site; for a detailed analysis of these alternatives, please refer to the OU 10 Final Focused Feasibility Study.

Alternative 1: No Action
mwmumwwmm.-m-mamunummm
scrve as & baseline against which other alternatives are compared. In the no-action altemative, no remedial actions
will be taken ® contain, remove, or treat soil. The RCRA groundwater treatment system is operating and will
mhmhmﬁﬁhkmm No cost is associated with this alternative.

Alternative 2: Enstitutional Controls
’l'hulm‘mlldmtbOUlOamhMmmlythmMPhnmdpmhbﬂMagxnm
Point from being weed for residential use. A leachability study will be conducted to demonstrate whether
contaminants found in s0il above Florida levels are coatributing significantly to groundwater contamination onsite.
The leachability study will be conducted during the Remedial Design/Remedial Action period after the ROD is
issued. This altermative eliminates the risk t0 potential child residents by not allowing the site to be residential.
If the leachability study demonstrates that groundwater is being impacted by contaminants in soil, Alternative 4
wmldhalhceo&nmmdy In addition, the Navy will meet the RCRA requirements by modifying the
existing recovery system to comtain the contaminated groundwater. Because the RCRA system is operating and can
be modified to meet the remedial goals for groundwater at the site, no other alternatives for groundwater are
" ovaluated. Costs for groundwaler treatment, therefore, are not included in this estimate. The cost of this alternative
is estimated at $100,000. Amgn”ieonnnm total direct and indirect costs are $130,000.

Alternative 3: Cappll'

hmmdmmmm“mnhwmm Theapsmllmdnectbemkofeonnctwlth
contaminated soil and reduce the quantity of leachate generated when rainwater filters through contaminated soil.
mmmofm-dmveummuaﬂ&'om u-umngSOymofmntenmee

Altermtlve‘. Exuvdiuwithomm —

hhemvmudoﬂnudispoddm”,nﬂamdmgclampgmhwm&mvedﬁomOU 10 and
disposed at an approved Subtitle D landfill to remove all current and future threats to human health and the
- - eavironment posed by soil contamination. Soil would be sampled at the extent of the excavation to verify that soil

Page 6.




NAS PENSACOLA OPERABLE UNIT 10 .
PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET
Y

USE THIS SPACE TO WRITE YOUR COMMENTS

Your input on the Proposed Plan for Qperable Unit 10 at NAS Pensacols is important in helping the
Navy select a final remedy for the site. You may use the space below to write your comments, then
fold and mad. Admmmyuwmmm AN comments must be

postmarked byApri4, 1996.

Address

- Phone # |
NAS PENSACOLA OPERABLE UNIT 10

P
i



PUBLIC COMMENT SHEET

Feli en dashed Nams, stagle, stamp and mell

- | |
Address .

NAS Peasacola, Code 00500
Atta: Rea Joyner

Pessacols, Florids 32508-5217 -
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mmnmgmeeuthccleanupgoda mmvahonwouldbemﬁlledwxﬂ:clunml The preseat cost of this
alternative is estimated at $90,000, excluding dewatering; dewatering will cost nppronmtely $10,000 per week.
Indirect costs, including engineering services/report preparation cost, and contingencies (30%), are expected to
increase the Alternative 4 total project costs to $247,000. Opeutmg nmnhnmng,mdumphngcomwdlnotbe
requued under this lltermtlve )
COMPARISON OF ALTERNATWES

TheNavy evaluated each alternative by thecntem-lwwnbelowtodetermlmwhchwonldbutmducemkpond
by OU 10.

Criteria for Evaluating'
Remedial Alternatives

In selecting a preferred cleanup
“alternative, the Navy uses the
following criteria to evaluate each
of the alternatives developed in the
Feasibility Study (FS). The first
two criteria are essential and must
be met before an altermative is
considered further. The next five
are used to further evaluate all
options that meet the first two
criteria. The final two criteria are
used to further evaluate the Navy’s

proposed plan after the public

comment period has ended and
commeats from the community,

USEPA, and FDEP have been

received. All nine criteria are

" «Overall Protection of Human Health and the Eavironmsent — Assssses

degres to which slternative eliminates, reducss, or controls hesith and
environmental thrests through trestment, onzmnthc methods, or
uummonlleoumh

«Compliance with Applicable or Relevant ujm'

«Implementability — Rofors to the tachnical feasibility and edministrative
oase of & remedy. _

+Short-Term Effectiveness — Loagth of time for remedy 1o achieve
protection and potential impact of construction and implementation of the

oLong-Torm Effectivences and Performance — Degree to which a
MNMMMMMWMM

~ goals have been mat.

sReduction of Toxicity, Mollﬁy or Volmme Through Treatment —

" Refers to expectsd performance of the treatment technologies 10 lessen

hrmﬁﬂmmm“nmofm

explained in more detail here.-

+Stats Acceptance — Consideration of state’s opinion of the preferred
Inlml.“"ll - -
: M)m—bow&uionofwbﬁemuh

Overall Protection of Hunan Health and the Environment

Alternative 1 would not treat or monitor the site and, ﬂlerefom,wouldnotprobcthnmhellthmdthe
eavironment. Alternative 2 would designate the area for industrial use only, which would prohibit Magazine Point
from being used for residential use. In addition, a leachability study would be conducted to assess whether site soil
contaminants are causing groundwater contaminant levels to exceed drinking water standards. If threats to
_ groundwater are identified, the soil may be removed. After the RCRA system is modified, this alternative will be
effective in protecting human health and the eavironment. Alternative 3 would limit both leaching and the risk to
human health by covering the areas with asphalt. Alternative 4 would remove the soil and replace it with clean fill.
'Altemuve4pmduthemouimmedutepmtecﬁmofhumhulﬂundthcmvimnmt .

Complianee with Federal/State ARARs

: Theapphcableorrelevmtandupptopﬁmnquiremuﬂm:pply include chemical-, location-, andncuon-lpeclfic
- state and federal standards. Alternative 1 does not meet these standards for the protection of human health or
groundwater because exceedances of the cleanup goals exist. Alternative 2 protects human health by restricting land
use and provides & mechanism to check that groundwater is protected from soil contaminants. Groundwater ARARs

\

- rPage‘l
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wsllbemetbymdlfymgﬂnRCRApumtwthonbvdl. AltemahveSmeeuthereqmmmubyhmmng
Ie.chablhtyandmmve4meeuthemdndsbyrmvmgthcsollmdrephcmgntwmxclanﬁll.

. Long-Term Effectivencss and Permanence
V-Almmnve4mﬂmvﬂeeﬂb&nndp«mtmdmemﬂbyremomgmcmmwdm
Alternative 3 would also be effective and permancat by capping the areas ideatified. It would required long-term
cover maintenaace to ensure continued effectiveness. Alternative 2 uses institutional controls to cnsure that the area
" remains industrial and would not pose a risk under residential land use and that the RCRA recovery system is
" modified to contain the contaminsted groundwater. Although this alternative would require additional time to meet
the cleanup goals, it would be effective from a long-term standpoint. A leachability study of the soil would ensure
that groundwater is protected from contaminants detected in the soil. Alternative 1 is not effective or permanent.
. Treatment to Reduce Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume

Toxicity, mobility, and volume are reduced under Akternative 4 by removing the soil. Alternative 3 reduces
thudmybymm&mm;mmm&hmwm Contaminant
levels in grousdwater would likely reduce over time. Altemnative 2 will verify whether soil is impacting
groundwater. If groundwater will not be impacted by the soil, natural processes should reduce existing
contamination. Alternative 2 also requires the RCRA process to contain and treat contaminated groundwater.

. Short-Term Effectivences

Alternative 2 is expected to have the greatest short-term effectivencss because mmq)lemeuunonpments little risk

to workers, the community, and the eavironment. Alternatives 3 and 4 also are effective in the short-term.
Capping the contaminated soil or removing it may impoee risks by disturbing the contamination there; however,
itisnotexpecﬁdbp@mephbhﬁod—htmmhmmhlmbulﬂ:hmdswhichwﬂdn«becon&oﬂed.

lmplanmb‘ty o

Alternatives 1 and 2 are the simplest to implemient. Alternative 3 is the most difficult to implement and requires
periodic maintenance to ensure that it provides reliable protection. Altemluve4:eqmmaddmmnltesungfor
disposal of the material.

Cost - )
Alternative 1 is the least expensive, but is not protective. Altemative 2 is inexpensive and is fully protective.
Alternatives 3 and 4 attain the same protectivencss at a much higher cost. :

SNeAeeqn-ec
mmhbenmvolvedmﬂnRCRAndptmomCERCLAmvmu 'leavywnllobumeonc\menee from
Florida on the selected alternative.

Cmuﬂym
mcmmq-mwmbewwwmglbpubhceomm

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE
Muhmﬁhdm:nhm the Navy has identified Alternative 2 as its preferred course
of action for semediating so0il and groundwater at OU 10, with Alternative 4 as a contingency remedy if the
leachability anglysis indicates groundwater is at risk. Alternative 2 will reduce risk from soil to the potential
resident by designating the area as industrial on the Bass Master Plan. Groundwater would be treated by modifying
the existing RCRA groundwater treatment system. This alternative would be protective, cost-effective, and would
attain all fodersl and.state requirements. Howwu,therywnllnlectaﬁmlmdyonlyaﬁercomdenngpubhc
WMMMMUSEPAW.

GL(BSARY

mmuﬁmwwmﬂmpmpooedphndacnbmgmcm activities. Thedeﬁnitionsapply
spaclﬁu.llytoﬁupmpondplnmdmyhveo&umwhmwdmdlffamtcnrcum.

+

Pago 8
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Baseline Risk Assessment: AquamppleMbnMdnﬁvmpﬁmbdmmm&emﬂ
andextentofconhmmtxonutmNPLntundthemhpocedtopubhchulthmdlortheenvmnm

Cleanup: Actions taken to deal with a release or threatened release of hazardous substances that could affect public
_ health and/or the environment. The noun "cleanup® is often used broadly to describe various response actions or
phases of remedial responses such as Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study.

Comment period: A time for the public to review and comment on various documents and actions taken, either

by the Department of Defense instatlation or the USEPA. For enmple, a comment period is provided whea
_ USEPA proposes to add sites to the National Priorities List. A minimuth 45-day comment period is held to allow

community members to review the Administrative Record and review and comment on the Proposed Plan. -

Comprebensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA): A federal law passed
in 1980 and modified in 1986 by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA). The act created
a special tax that goes into a trust fund, commonlyknownu “Superfund,” tomvutxguemdclunupahmdoned
or uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.

Under the program the USEPA can elther

. Pay for site cleanup when parties mponuble for the conmmnuhon cannot be located or are unwnllmg or
: 'unable to perform the work. -

. Takelegallcuontofompuuelresponnbleformceonhmmnmnwclunupthentcorpaybackthe
federal govemmtfortheeoltofthoclemup

Feasibility Study: See Remedial InvemphoaneanblhtySmdy

Gronndwater: Water beneath the earth’s surface that fills pores between materials such as sand, soil, or gravel.
- In aquifers, groundwater occurs in quantities sufficient for drinking water, irrigation, and other uses.

Hazardous Substaisces: Any material that poses a threat to public health and/or the eavironmeat. Typical
hazardous substances are materials that are toxic, corrosive, ignihble, explosive, or cbemially reactive.

Information Repository: A file containing information, technical reports, and reference documents regarding an
NPL site. Information repositories for NAS Pensacola are at the West Florida Regional Library, 200 W. Gregory
Street, Pensacola, Florida; The John C. Pace Library, University of West Florida; and the NAS Pensacols Library,
Building 633, Naval Air Station, Peasacola, Florida. /

Leachability Study: Anmvestlgahonperformedonlodtocheekﬂuleveloflolublechemahrelandwhenﬂn
soﬂueonhctedbyapucohungﬂmdmchumnwm )

Metals: MMImMnﬂymmngdmum&eMMmeyMﬂWmdubiﬁtyb
conduct heat and electricity. Barium, beryllium, chromium, lead, and nickel are examples of metals. Exposure
to some metals, such as lead, anhaventonceffectonhm,whﬂeothamehllmhuummdnncm
usenmltothemetlbohsmofammlundhumm. '

National l’rioriﬁu th (NPL): The USEPA’s list of the most serious uneontmlled or abandoned hazardous waste
sxteudenhﬁedforpomblelong—termmmedudrupommgmomy from the trust fund.

Operable Unit (0U): Tennmed to 1dentlfy each of a number of separate activities undertaken as part of a NPL
site cleanup. A typical operable unit might be removal of drums and tanks from the surface of a site. Sevenl
openblenmtscanbeuseddunngthccoumofauteclunup ,

Proposed Plan: A pubhc puhclpahon requirement of SARA in which the lead agency summarizes for the public
the preferred cleanup strategy, and the nnonale for the preference, reviews the alternatives ptuented in the detailed

) Page 9
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analysis of the remedial investigation/feasibility study, and presents any waivers to clean up standards of
Section 121(d)(4) that may be proposed. Thuunybeptwadelthuuafwtaheetoruasepantedocument.
In either case, it must actively solicit public review and comment on all alternatives under agency consideration.

Record of Decision (liOD):’ApublicdoaMihatéxphimwhidnqleﬁﬁp alternative(s) will be used at NPL
sites. The Record of Decision is based on information and technical analysis generated during the remedial
investigation/feasibility study and consideration of public comments and community concerns.

" Remedial Actien (RA): The actual construction or implementation phase that follows the remedial design and the

selected cleanup alternative at a site on the NPL.

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS): Investigation and analytical studies usually performed at the
same time in am interactive process, and together referred to as the "RI/FS.” They are intended to: (1) gather the
data nocessary fo determine the type and extent of contamination at an NPL site; (2) establish criteria for cleaning
up the site; (S)ﬂenufy-dmdmlpdmvuformdulacum,and(4)analyzemdemlthetechnology
andcodaoftbdlunﬂlm

»Runetlllllupo-e: Ahmmumwwymaxdmeoﬂhmmdmlmof
hmmm”mwdwmmnnmmmmﬂummpubhchedﬁw«memvmm&

Resource Congervation and Recovery Act (RCRA): A federal law that established a regulatory system to track
hazardous substances from the time of generation to disposal. The law requires safe and secure procedures to be

used in treating, transporting, storing, nddlqom;ofhmdmnnm RCRA is designed to prevent new,
uncontrolled hazardous waste sites.

Response Actien: A:deﬁnedbySeehmlOl(ZS)ofCERCLA,:emve, removal, remedy, or remedial
mmmwuumwm

Responsivencss Smumary: A summary of oral and written public commeats received by the lead agency during
a comment peciod on key documents, and the response to these comments prepared by the lead agency. The
responsiveacss summary is a key part of the ROD, highlighting community concerns for USEPA decision-makers.

Superfund: The trust fund cetablished by CERCLA which can be drawn upon to plan and conduct clean up of past
hazardous wasts disposal sites, and current roloases or threats of releases of nonpetroleum products. Superfund is
oﬂendmdeduomul,m mww

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA): ’IhepubhchwemctedonOctobern 1986, to
reauthorize the funding provisions, and to amend the suthoritics and requirements of CERCLA and associated laws.
Se&mlﬂ)ofSARAtqﬁmMnﬂ&daﬂﬁcahhu'beaﬂaedbmdeoqﬂymth this act in the same manner
mdtothemexteﬁanympmnnﬂlenﬁty
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 MAILING LIST ADDITIONSICORRECTIONS |

If you would like your name and address plaeed or corrected on the
- mailing list for the Installation Restoration Program at NAS
- Pensacola, please complete this form and return to Michele Harrison,
NAS Pensacola Public Affairs Office, 190 Radford Boulevard,
Building 191, Code 00B00, Pensacola, Florida 32508-5217. )
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

COMMANDING OFFICER
-CODE 00B00
NAS PENSACOLA
190 RADFORD BLVD :
. PENSACOLA L 32508-5217
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