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1.0 DECLARATION OF THE RECORD OF DECISION

1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATION

Naval Air Station (NAS) Whiting Field is located approximately 5.5 miles north of the town of
Milton, Florida in Santa Rosa County, about 25 miles northeast of Pensacola (Figure 1-1). Site 6, South
Transformer Oil Disposal Area, is a parcel of land approximately 1.1-acres in size located southeast of the
Midfieid Maintenance Hangar, Building 1454, at NAS Whiting Field, Milton, Florida.

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document proposes No Further Action for surface and subsurface soils at Site 6, NAS
Whiting Field. Groundwater at NAS Whiting Field has been identified as a separate site (Site 40,
Basewide Groundwater) and will be addressed in a future decision document. The selected action was
chosen by the Navy and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) in accordance with
the requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) and, to
the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP).
Information supporting the selection of this action is contained in the Administrative Record for this site.
The NAS Whiting Field Information Repository, including the Administrative Record, is located at the West
Florida Regional Library, Milton Branch, 805 Alabama Street, Milton, Florida 32570, (850) 623-5565.

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) concurs with the selected remedy.

1.3 ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Prior to an Interim Removal Action (IRA) in May 2002 [CH2M Hill Constructors, Inc., (CCl), 2002],
investigation and evaluation of constituents present in the surface and subsurface soils at Site 6 identified
seven semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), one polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB), five inorganic
analytes, and total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons (TRPH) exceeding State of Florida (FDEP, 1999)
or USEPA (USEPA, 1999) risk-based screening values for residential land-use. Approximately 37 cubic
yards of contaminated soil was excavated and disposed of off-site during the IRA. Post-IRA soil sampling
results, status of selected inorganic analytes, and changed USEPA screening criteria were evaluated in a
Feasibility Study (FS) Addendum (FSA) [Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. (TtNUS), 2004]. No constituents were
identified exceeding the FDEP or USEPA risk-based screening values for residential land-use. No

constituents of potential concern (COPCs) were identified in the FSA and no human health risks were

470404018 1-1 CTO 0028
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identified for exposure to surface and subsurface soils at Site 6. A summary of site risks is provided in
Section 2.6 of this ROD. The results of the ecological risk assessment (ERA) presented in the Rl indicate
potential ecological risks at the site are acceptable, and further ecological study is unwarranted because
the site is heavily industrialized and severely limited in the quantity and quality of habitat. Site 6 is
characterized by mowed turfgrass surfaces, heavy human activity, and high vehicle/aircraft traffic. As a
result of the heavy human activity and vehicle and aircraft noise, terrestrial wildlife is deterred from using
the site. Most importantly, the site comprises only a small portion of the home ranges of most of the
terrestrial wildlife species found on the base. A discussion of the potential ecological risk is presented in
Section 2.6.2.

14 DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This Record of Decision (ROD) presents the final action for surface and subsurface soils at Site 6 and is
based on results of the Remedial Investigation (RI) (TtNUS, 1999), the FS (TtNUS, 2001a) and the FSA
(TtNUS, 2004a). The selected remedy for Site 6 is No Further Action for surface and subsurface soils
and ensures protection of human health and the environment. Previous responses at the site have

eliminated the need to conduct further remedial action.

This ROD only addresses surface and subsurface soil at Site 6. Consequently, this ROD does not
address actual or potential groundwater contamination at the site. Groundwater at NAS Whiting Field has
been identified as a separate site (Site 40, Basewide Groundwater) and will be addressed in a future
decision document. Sediment and surface water are not present at Site 6. Current soil conditions at
Site 6 are protective of human health and the environment under an unrestricted use scenario; therefore,

no further CERCLA action for surface and subsurface soils is necessary.

15 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The No Further Action remedy selected for surface and subsurface soils at Site 6 is protective of human
health and the environment, complies with federal and state requirements legally applicable or relevant
and appropriate, and is cost effective. Consequently, no active treatment or monitoring will be conducted
at Site 6.

470404018 1-3 CTO 0028
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1.6 AUTHORIZING SIGNATURES AND SUPPORT AGENCY ACCEPTANCE OF THE
REMEDY

2 Sep zood
Date /

Captain, United States Navy
Commanding Officer, NAS Whiting Field

ik S 2 3505

[

Winston A. Smith Date
Director, Waste Management Division
USEPA, Region IV
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2.0 DECISION SUMMARY

21 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

Site 6, South Transformer Oil Disposal Area, is a parcel of land approximately 1.1 acres in size located
southeast of the Midfield Maintenance Hangar, Building 1454, at NAS Whiting Field (Figure 2-1). At Site 6,
from the 1940s until 1964, transformer fluids were reportedly drained into the grassed ditch east of
Building 1454.

2.2 SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

221 NAS Whiting Field History

NAS Whiting Field was placed on the National Priorities List (NPL) by the USEPA in June 1994,
Following the listing of NAS Whiting Field on the NPL, remedial response activities have been conducted
pursuant to CERCLA authority.

The first environmental studies for the investigations of waste handling and/or disposal sites at
NAS Whiting Field were conducted during the Initial Assessment Study (Envirodyne Engineers, Inc.,
1985). The record search indicated that throughout its years of operation, NAS Whiting Field generated a
variety of wastes related to pilot training, operation and maintenance of aircraft and ground support

equipment, and facility maintenance programs.
2.2.2 Site 6 History

The dielectric fluid reportedly drained from the transformers at Site 6 likely contained PCBs. Runoff from the
grassed ditch drains in a northeasterly direction and eventually into Big Coldwater Creek, approximately

2.3 miles east of the disposal site (Geraghty & Miller, 1986).

Elevated concentrations of organic and inorganic analytes were identified during the Rl at the site as
presented in Section 2.5. The source of elevated inorganic analytes (aluminum, iron, and vanadium)
present at Site 6 is not known, as there are no documented uses of these constituents at the site.
Elevated organic compound concentrations are most prevalent in the shallow soil in the area adjacent to
the Midfield Hangar apron. Runoff from the apron is directed to this area; therefore, the source of the
organic compound concentrations may be from hangar activities, as well as from the discharge of
transformer oil to the ditch. The Midfield Maintenance Hangar is located within the boundaries of Site 33,

and is being addressed in a separate ROD.

470404018 2-1 CTO 0028
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An FS (TtNUS, 2001a) was conducted to identify the best approach to address soil contamination at
Site 6. An FSA (TtNUS, 2004a) was conducted to address the following activities undertaken and

determination made since the original FS was submitted:

e Arsenic was determined to be naturally occurring at Site 6 - Based on additional review of inorganic
data from the facility and surrounding area in April 2001, the observed arsenic values were
determined to represent naturally occurring levels (FDEP, 2001). In Section 4.1.2 of the
FS (TtNUS, 2001a), arsenic was identified as one of the primary risk drivers for all receptors.
Because the identified human health risks associated with arsenic are now considered to be due to
naturally occurring levels, arsenic is not considered a COPC for Site 6 surface and subsurface soils

and remediation of arsenic in soil is not required at Site 6.

¢ Soil Excavation and Removal - On 15 May 2002, an IRA was conducted at Site 6 (CCl, 2002).
Contaminated soil from two areas was excavated (Figure 2-1). Each area had been predetermined
through source delineation sampling and analysis performed in August 2001 (CCI, 2001). Each area
measured 10 feet by 10 feet and was approximately 5 feet deep. Approximately 37 cubic yards of
nonhazardous soil were removed from the combined areas. The objective of the remedial activities

was to perform excavation of soil exceeding residential cleanup goals for benzo(a)pyrene and TRPH.

¢ Additional Soil Data- Two post-removal action sampling events were conducted by CCl. Because of
discrepancies in sample coordinates, two additional surface soil samples (plus a duplicate) were
collected from the site in September 2003 (CCl, 2003). The sample from the 6SB03 area was
analyzed for the full suite of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). The sample from the 6SB04
area was analyzed for TRPH and PCBs. The results of the September 2003 sampling event indicated
no exceedences of the residential cleanup goals for PAHs in the 6SB03 area sample, and no
exceedences of the residential cleanup goals for TRPH or the PCB Arochlor-1260 in the 65B04 area
sample. To confirm subsurface soil did not exceed the residential cleanup goals for PAHs, additional
soil samples were collected from the area of the 6SB03 soil boring location in January 2004
(CCl, 2004) and analyzed for the full suite of PAHs. Four samples (plus a duplicate) were collected
from 5to 7 feet below land surface (bls) in the area of 6SB03 soil boring location. The results

indicated no exceedences of the residential cleanup goals for PAHs.

e USEPA Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) used as Screening Criteria - Over the
course of the investigations at this site, USEPA Region IV changed its screening criteria for
evaluation of hazardous waste-related sites from USEPA Region lll risk-based concentrations (RBCs)
(USEPA, 1999) to USEPA Region IX PRGs (USEPA, 2002). Therefore, analytical results are now

470404018 2-3 CTO 0028
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compared to the USEPA Region IX PRGs and FDEP soil cleanup target levels (SCTLs)
(FDEP, 1999).

e The individual metal constituents, aluminum, iron, manganese and vanadium, have no direct
evidence of site-related use at Site 6 and the process and procedures at this site did not likely
contribute to the presence of these inorganic analytes in surface or subsurface soil. Additionally, the
site-specific values for these inorganics are within the range of levels found at NAS Whiting Field and
of naturally occurring levels throughout the southeastern United States. The RI for NAS Whiting Field
Site 40, Basewide Groundwater, contains the appendix “Inorganics in Soil at NAS Whiting Field”
presenting the technical basis for this determination. Considering the information presented above,
aluminum, iron, manganese and vanadium are not considered chemicals of potential concern

(COPCs) for Site 6 surface and subsurface soils.
Table 2-1 summarizes the Site 6 investigative history.

NAS Whiting Field presently consists of two airfields (North and South Fields) and serves as a naval
aviation training facility providing support facilities for flight and academic training. No change is

anticipated in the future land use for Site 6.
23 HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The Rl Report (TtNUS, 1999), FS (TtNUS, 2001a), Proposed Plan (TtNUS, 2001b), FSA (TtNUS, 2004a)
and the revised Proposed Plan (TtNUS, 2004b) for Site 6 were made available to the public for review in
July 2004. These documents, and other Installation Restoration (IR) program information, are contained
within the Administrative Record in the Information Repository at the West Florida Regional Library,
Milton, Florida.

The notice of availability of all site-related documents was published in the Pensacola News Journal and
Santa Rosa Press Gazette on 25 July and 26 July 2004, respectively, and targeted the communities
closest to NAS Whiting Field. The availability notice presented information on the RI, FS, and FSA at

Site 6 and invited community members to submit written comments on the Proposed Plan.

A public comment period was held from 30 July through 30 August 2004, to solicit comments on the
revised Proposed Pian. The comment period included an opportunity for the public to request a public
meeting; however, a public meeting was not held because one was not requested. The site-related
documents were placed in the Information Repository and made available for the public to review.
Comments received during the public comment period are presented in the Responsiveness Summary in

Appendix A.

470404018 2-4 CTO 0028



Rev. 3
09/03/04

#0959
pue gogs9 jo Auiom ey ul sease

(2002 '100) Pidid Buliym SYN
‘96 puUB ‘9] ‘g SONS 1B SUOHIY [BAOWSY

PeleAROXa |l0s SnopIezeyuou Jo spieh a1gno Z¢ Ajelewixoiddy OM] WO} [I0S PBJBUIBIUOD BJBABOXT] wuejuy ‘podsy uoyejdwo 138fold |  2002- 1002
"0d0O?) B se payuspi Jabuol ou dJussiy
. {q1002 ‘SNNLL) 'BpUOl ‘UOIIN
AI90D) SJUBWILLIOD O|
PonRoS! N 1002 ‘1 15nBNY yBnoiy z ANp wou ‘piol Buliym SYN ‘Ba1y [esodsid 110
"uoyoe [eipewai 10s 1oy pasodoid sON pouad juswwod aignd paysigels3y 18ULIOJSUBL | YINOS ‘g 8IS ‘UBld posodold 1002
'$O00 Jo dnues)o ‘(e1002 ‘SNNLL)
8lIS 10} SOAlBUIBIE jBIPBWRI pajenieA] BpuOl ‘UoyIN ‘Pieid Buum SYN ‘€€
‘PayRUBpI SDOO 8deunsgns ‘|10S PAJBUILIBILIOD JO BWINOA pue ‘2g ‘0g ‘9 ‘v 't S8US IB I0g 89BunsqnS
ON 'SQQQ [10s 80BHNS sB poyjuapl Hddl Pue eusiAd(ejozueg pue ®Baie pue s$HOD Peunwsidag pue soeung 10} Apnig Aliqisess 002
"e)is ay} Je Jusseid Jengey jo Aufenb pue Aguenb
psuwi| 8y} 0} enp ‘g )i Je 10s adeuns Ul juasald S[eoiweyd woly
sfewiue 1o sjueid 0] sysu ajqeldesoeun jopeid Jou s80p YYI Byl
'90°| 40 |H ue Buwey
‘juepisal pjiyo ey 1oy 1dedxe o°| jo 1961k} 54304 pUe Svdasn
moleq eJe sesn-pue| einin} [eogaupodAy pue jusund Jepun {I0S
JO 19BJU0D 103JIp pue uopsebul LM POYBIDOSSE SIH JBoUBD-UOU 8yj
‘sualAd(e)ozusq pue ojussie vy3
jo eouesaid ey 0} Aluewud enp ‘gg-30°1 4O |88 19618} S,43A4 HHH
pepesoxe (90-36°2) Joxom [euogednooso pue ((9o-352) Jossedsal 5o} aEMm oS
unpe *(90-38°L) Jessedsal} pIyo Jepjo (G0-32°G) Wepises eininy soBNSGNS JO SISABUE pUB UONDRII0D (6661 ‘SNNID
[eayeuodAy e Aq 110s 82epNS 0} einsodxe Ym paleioosse YO oyl M ’ w.w_aEmm BpUO}- ‘UOHIN ‘Pidld Builym SYN
‘9 3YS 1e s101da0a) auniny pue [0S 90BUNS JO SISA[EUR pUB UON9)I0D) eepuB 'Ze ‘08 9 v 't SOUS
waund 1o} sbues ysu o|geidadde syY43SN UM SBM [I0S B0BLNS sBuiog [10S INoJ JO UOHE(BISU| ‘J10S 80BUNSGNS PUB 89BLUNS
0} ansodxe oy dsu owaboudres syl paulLBIeP WHHH 8ul Kenns seb jog 104 Loday UOHEDSIAU] [BIPABH | 6661 - 0661
“ou| 419 bels
'sg9d 10} pazAieue asem sajdwes .Gmmw I 48l 3 Aubeiso)
asoyl "BaIe [BSOASID |10 JOULOISUERI) Bpuoj ‘pioid Bupiym SN e uonnjjod
Bybw 270 pajoadsns ay) ui youp ay} Buoe 18]eMpUNOIY) [BIUBJO JO JUBLLISSASSY
JO W uogoalep AI0JBIOGE] BU) BAOGE PAYDBlep alem S§0d ON Pa109)(00 alem satdwes |10s adeuns Q| ‘Apms uoneoyusp 9861
‘POPUSLILIODD] SBM Y0P
passelb ey} Buofe sejdwes ios aoeuNS Q| JO SISAfEUB PUE UORDII0D
‘ajis [esodsip ay) Jo Isea sejw £z Ajprewixoidde ‘yasi0) 1ajempjo) SMowuBIUI
6ig o Ajenjusae pue uoyossp Apsiseeyuou B Ui Sulelp Youp : : o
pesselb ay) woly youny ‘SEOJ PAUIBILOD SISULIOJSUBI] 8U) WOy feuosiad pue suogoadsul piotd (g861 “ouj ‘sieauibuz sukpoiauz)
ping ouioRIp oLt Aled s1 )l “#Sp 1 Buippng jo i1ses youp pesselb ey sydesbojoyd BpUOS ‘UOHIN ‘DiSid Buiym SYN
oju pauresp Apapodal alam sisulosuel ‘y96| IUN SOYE | BY) Wwoid [else pue SpIodal [B2LI0]SIY JO MaIAeY ‘Apm)s JuBwSsassy [eniuf 5861
sBujpu4 SaIAROY apLL uonebnsanu| ajeq
¢d40 1 3vvd

VaiHo4 ‘NOLTIN

Q1314 ONILIHM NOILVLS HIV TVAVN
V3HV TvSOdSIa 110 HIWHO4SNVHL HLNOS ‘9 3LIS

NOISIO3d 40 aH0J3H
AHOLSIH 3AILVOILSIANI

I-231avl

CTO 0028

2-5

470404018




Rev. 3
09/03/04

Aoueby uonasjold fejuaLILONAUY SSIEIS PSHUN = YAASN
"oul ‘SN ‘Yo BiBL = SNNLL

suoqeooipAy wnejoned ejqeianoss) B0l = Hddl
suoqresoipAy onewose sesjonuAjod = SHYd

Kuaydiq pereuuojysAiod = g0d

uoRoalold [EIUBLILIOKAUT JO Juewiiedeq epuold = d3A4
WIaouod fenuelod Jo suemgsuod = D409

WaoUOD JO JUBNIPSUOD = DO

"oU “s1010nISU0D IIH WSHO = 100

wresBopy sed sweibyjiu = B/Hw

S|0NUCO 8sn pue| = SON1

X8pul piezey = jH

JUBLLISSESSE YSU yiesy UBWNY = YHHH

3SU J80URD aLgel SS89Xd = Y13

80BUNS pUB| MOjeq = Siq

:S8JON

408
eoeUNsSqNs pue 8deuNns o) UORDY Jeuyund oN :Apawes pesodoid

Apewes pasodosd
104 pouad uewnwod ognd peusigelsy

(Gy002Z ‘SNNLL

BpUOI4 ‘UOYIW ‘PIold Buniym

SYN ‘ealy [esodsiq [iO JeuLIoSUBL|
YINos ‘g 8lIS ‘UBld pasodold pasiney ¥002

‘S|I0S 82BUNSNS PUB BJBLNS JOJ LOROY JOUMN ON SPUSLILINeY

(e4002 ‘SNNLL) piold
Bugiym SYN 105 8oepNSqNS pue 80BLNS

VHHH PasIAS) 10NpucD ‘ealyy [eS0dSI IO JOULIOJSUELL YINOS
“$|I0S 80BHNSGNS PUE 80BHNS IO} POYRUBP! SO0 ON $0d0D asiAey ‘9 YIS Joj winpuappy ApnIS Aiqisea 002
"SHVd 10} pazAjeue ‘£0gs9 ) ooz
10 eole Wi (S|q 198} 2 01 G) ejeoydnp e ‘100) pretd Bumiym SYN'‘9 eis ‘Bundwes
"sejdures 1j0s uj sfeob dnureelo feguep)sal JO $80UBPABIXS ON snid sejdures eoeUNSqNS INO} PBSJI0D [0S [euoHIPPY +002 Aienuer jo synsey ¥002

"(0921-104201y) S80d
pue Hddl 10} pezAjeue ‘eele $0gS9
woly aidwes |l0s eodeuns pajo9|i0D

'SHvd 10} pezAjeue ‘eeie £08S9

(€002 ‘120) plaid buiym SYN

sejdures jios up sfeob dnueelo feguepisel Jo SBOUBPABIXS ON woy; edwes [0S e8NS Ppejoslio) ‘9 ayg ‘Buydwieg (oS reuonippy Jo slinseq £002
sbupuy SNIAROY ofiLL uonebnsaauy ajeq
¢d0 ¢ 3Ivvd

vaiHoid ‘NOL 1IN

07314 ONILIHM NOILV LS HIV TVAVN

V3HV TvSOdSIa 110 HIWHO4ASNVHL HLNOS ‘9 LIS

NOISIO3a 40 gH023d

AHOLSIH 3AILVOILLSIANI

i-231avl

A\
\

),

CTO 0028

2-6

470404018



Rev. 3
09/03/04

24 SCOPE AND ROLE OF REMEDIAL ACTION SELECTED FOR SITE 6

As with many Superfund sites, the problems are complex at NAS Whiting Field. Site 6, the subject of this
ROD, addresses surface and subsurface soil contamination and presents the final response action as No
Further Action. The groundwater at NAS Whiting Field has been designated as a separate site (Site 40,
Basewide Groundwater) and is not addressed in this ROD.

25 SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Site 6 is approximately 1.1 acres in size and is characterized by mowed turfgrass surfaces and heavy

human activity. The site is relatively flat, with a drainage ditch bisecting it.

2.5.1 Nature and Extent of Contamination

Historical aerial photographs and engineering drawings, provided by the Navy, were evaluated during the
planning phases of the Rl. The objective of the evaluation was to determine the operational history of

Site 6 and to verify earlier historical accounts.

As part of the RI conducted for Site 6, data were collected to determine the nature and extent of releases
of site-derived contaminants in surface and subsurface soil, to identify potential pathways of migration in
surface and subsurface soil, and to evaluate risks to human and ecological receptors. Investigations prior
to the IRA at Site 6 indicated contamination at the site posed unacceptable risks to human receptors from
exposure to surface soil for both commercial/industrial and residential land-use scenarios. Arsenic and
benzo(a)pyrene were identified as the primary risk drivers. However, the FSA re-evaluated the human
health risks based on changed conditions at the site and changes in risk screening criteria. A summary of

those changed conditions and risk criteria presented in Section 2.2 of this ROD is listed below.

e Observed arsenic, aluminum, iron, manganese, and vanadium values were determined to represent

naturally occurring levels at Site 6.

» Approximately 37 cubic yards of contaminated soil was removed during the IRA in May 2002.

+ USEPA Region IX PRGs required as screening criteria.

Based upon activities undertaken and determinations made since the original FS was prepared as
discussed in Section 2.2, a revised HHRA was conducted. Based on the results of the revised HHRA, the

FSA recommended No Further Action for surface and subsurface soils at Site 6. Therefore, this ROD
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documents the selected remedial action (RA) for Site 6 as a No Further Action for surface and subsurface
soils. The groundwater at NAS Whiting Field has been designated as a separate site (Site 40, Basewide

Groundwater) and is not addressed in this ROD.

2.5.1.1 Surface Soil

Surface soil sampling was conducted at Site 6 to determine the nature and extent of contamination at the
site and to assess whether or not surface soil could potentially serve as an exposure pathway to human
or ecological receptors. Constituents detected in surface soil at Site 6 prior to the IRA included volatile
organic compounds (VOCs), SVOCs, TRPH, pesticides, PCBs, and inorganic analytes. A complete list of
all constituents sampled and their detected concentrations in surface soil is available in the Rl report
(TtNUS, 1999). Post-removal soil analytical results from the September 2003 and January 2004

sampling events are summarized in the FSA.

The FSA conducted a re-evaluation of the constituents in the surface soil using the recent post-removal
analytical data and the Rl data. The screening criteria used included the FDEP SCTLs and the USEPA
Region IX PRGs.

Post-removal evaluation of the constituents present in the surface soil at Site 6 identified no constituents

present at levels exceeding residential land use criteria.

2.5.1.2 Subsurface Soil

Subsurface soil sampling was conducted at Site 6 to determine the vertical extent of contamination and to
assess whether or not subsurface soil could potentially serve as an exposure pathway to human or
ecological receptors. Constituents detected in subsurface soil at Site 6 include SVOCs, TRPH, pesticides,
and inorganic analytes. A complete list of all constituents sampled and their detected concentrations in
surface and subsurface soil is available in the Rl Report (TtNUS, 1999). Post-removal soil analytical

results are summarized in the FSA.

For the RI, the evaluation of the constituents present in the subsurface soil at Site 6 did not identify any
constituents exceeding FDEP (FDEP, 1999) or USEPA Region Il (USEPA, 1999) risk-based human
health screening values for commercial/industrial land use. The FSA conducted a re-evaluation of the
constituents in the subsurface soil using the recent post-removal analytical data and the RI data. The
screening criteria used included the FDEP SCTLs and the USEPA Region IX PRGs (USEPA, 2002).
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Post-removal evaluation of the constituents present in the subsurface soil at Site 6 identified no

constituents present at levels exceeding residential fand use criteria.

25.2 Ecological Habitat

Site 6 is severely limited in the quantity and quality of habitat for ecological receptors because it is heavily
industrialized, characterized by mowed turfgrass surfaces and heavy human and aircraft activity. Most

importantly, the site comprises only a small portion of the home ranges of most of the terrestrial wildlife

species found on the base.

253 Migration Pathways

Removal of soil during the IRA removed a source and migration pathway. The FSA did not identify any
COPCs at Site 6.

The transport of soil by water via the mechanisms of physical transport of soil, or the leaching of
constituents from the soil to groundwater, is a potential concern. Leaching of constituents from soil to

groundwater will be evaluated as part of the RI/FS for Site 40, Basewide Groundwater.

26 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

A risk assessment was completed for Site 6 to predict whether the site wouid pose current or future
threats to human health or the environment. Both an HHRA and an ERA were performed for Site 6.
These risk assessments evaluated the constituents detected in site soil during the Rl. These risk
assessments evaluated the COPCs before the IRA was completed. A revised HHRA was conducted to

evaluate the changed conditions at the site and changes in risk screening criteria.

The ERA and the revised HHRA provided the basis for selecting the RA. This section of the ROD

summarizes the results of the ERA and the revised HHRA.

26.1 HHRA

An HHRA was conducted at Site 6 to characterize the risks associated with potential exposures to site-
related contaminants for human receptors. The HHRA is provided in Chapter 6.0 of the Rl Report
(TtNUS, 1999). Due to changed conditions at the site and changes in regulatory risk screening criteria, a
revised HHRA was conducted. Details of the revised HHRA are provided in Section 2.0 of the FSA
(TtNUS, 2004a).
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The revised HHRA conservatively estimates the potential risk to human health considering historical data,
recent post-IRA soil analytical data, and arsenic, aluminum, iron, manganese, and vandium being present
at naturally occurring concentrations at Site 6.

Typically, the major sections of an HHRA include the following: (1) identification of COPCs, (2) exposure
assessment, (3) toxicity assessment, and (4) risk characterization. In the revised HHRA presented in the
FSA, no COPCs were selected for surface and subsurface soils at Site 6; therefore, an exposure
assessment, a toxicity assessment and a risk characterization were not required. No human health risks
have been identified for surface or subsurface soils at Site 6.

2.6.1.1 Uncertainty Analysis

General uncertainties associated with the risk estimation process and site-specific uncertainties are
discussed or referenced in the RI.

2.6.2 ERA

The ERA was conducted prior to the IRA activities. A summary of the ERA presented in the Rl Report is
provided below.

The purpose of the ERA for Site 6 was to evaluate the potential for adverse effects to ecological receptors
at the South Transformer Qil Disposai Area. A conservative screening level ERA was performed
according to the most recent USEPA guidance. Components of the screening level ERA included
(1) preliminary problem formulation, (2) preliminary ecological effects evaluation, (3) preliminary exposure
estimate, and (4) preliminary risk calculation. [n addition, Step 3A (Refinement of COPCs) was also
performed in accordance with USEPA and Navy ERA guidance. The ERA completed for Site 6
considered exposure of terrestrial plants, terrestrial invertebrates, and wildiife receptors to chemicals in
surface soil at the site. All constituents detected in surface soil at Site 6, including VOCs, SVOCs, TRPH,
pesticides, PCBs, and inorganic analytes were evaluéted during the screening level assessment. A
complete list of all constituents sampled and their detected concentrations in surface soil is available in
the Rl Report (TtNUS, 1999).

After considering the relevant factors, chromium and lead were the only chemicals present in the surface
soil at Site 6 in concentrations appearing to pose potential risks to terrestrial receptors. None of the
VOCs, SVQCs, or other inorganic ECOPCs appeared to pose potential risks. However, the quantity and
quality of habitat at Site 6 are limited and of poor quality because the site is characterized by mowed

turfgrass, heavy human activity, and high vehicle/aircraft traffic. As a result of the heavy human activity
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and vehicle and aircraft noise, terrestrial wildlife is deterred from using the site. Most importantly, the site
comprises only a small portion of the home ranges of most of the terrestrial wildlife species found on the
Base. Therefore, reduction in growth, survival, and reproduction of small mammal and bird populations at
and near Site 6 due to chromium, lead, or other chemicals evaluated in the ERA is unlikely. For these

reasons, potential risks are acceptable and further ecological study at Site 6 is unwarranted.
2.6.3 Risk Summary

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, addressed by implementing the
IRA (CCl, 2002), no longer present a current or future potential threat to public health and welfare. No
unacceptable human health risks have been identified for Site 6 surface and subsurface soils, and
potential risks to ecological receptors are acceptable. ‘

27 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

The original HHRA conducted during the RI indicated the carcinogenic risk drivers for Site 6 were
benzo(a)pyrene and arsenic. Based on commercial/industrial land use, the original FS (TtNUS, 2001a)
identified benzo(a)pyrene and TRPH as COCs for Site 6. After the FS was submitted in March 2001,
observed arsenic values were determined to represent naturally occurring levels (FDEP, 2001).

In July 2001, a Proposed Plan was published and a public comment period was established. The
proposed remedy, surface soil removal and LUCs, was one of the remedial alternatives evaluated in the
original FS. No public comments were received.

In May 2002, an IRA was conducted with the objective of removing surface and subsurface soil at Site 6
with concentrations of benzo(a)pyrene and TRPH exceeding industrial SCTLs. Approximately 37 cubic
yards of contaminated soil was excavated and transported to an approved off-site disposal facility
(CCl, 2002). Clean soil was brought in from an off-site, on-base source and the excavation was backfilled
to the same elevation as the surrounding surface, seeded, and fertilized. Post-removal soil sampling
events in September 2003 and January 2004 indicated no exceedances of residential standards.

In October 2002, USEPA Region IV changed the screening criteria requirement for selection of COPCs
and now requires the use of USEPA Region IX PRGs. The original FS and the original Proposed Plan
used the USEPA Region Hll RBCs for screening criteria. Due to changed conditions at the site and
changes in regulatory risk screening criteria, as discussed in Section 2.2 of this ROD, a revised HHRA
was conducted and presented in the FSA (TtNUS, 2004a). Based on residential land-use criteria, the
FSA concluded No Further Action was necessary for surface and subsurface soils at Site 6. The
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proposed remedy for Site 6 changed from surface soil removal and LUCs to No Furthér Action for surface

and subsurface soils; therefore, a revised Proposed Plan was published in 2004.

There are no significant changes in the selected alternative, as described in the FSA and the revised
Proposed Pian (TtNUS, 2004b).
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. Responsiveness Summary

( ) Site 6, South Transformer Oil Disposal Area
— Naval Air Station Whiting Field
Milton, Florida

A public comment period on the Site 6 Proposed Plan was held from 30 July, 2004 through
30 August, 2004. No public comments were received, and because a public meeting was not requested

one was not held.

/\'\_
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