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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 33 is a
parcel of land approximately 2.5 acres in size and located at the Midfield Maintenance Hangar,
Building 1454, at NAS Whiting Field. The site includes Building 1454 and the location of a former waste
oil underground storage tank (UST) north of Building 1454,

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected Remedial Action (RA) for surface and subsurface soils at
Site 33, 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 (SARA)
of 1986 and, to the extent practicable, the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency
Plan (NCP). Information supporting the selection of this RA is contained in the Administrative Record for
this site. The NAS Whiting Field Information Repository, inciuding 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 the removal of the UST from the site in August 2000 [CH2M Hill Constructors, Inc. (CCl), 2001},
investigation and evaluation of constituents present in the surface and subsurface soils at Site 33
identified four 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 80 cubic yards of TRPH-contaminated soil was excavated and disposed of off-site during
the UST removal project. Post-removal soil sampling results, changed 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]. The FSA identified TRPH as the only constituent exceeding
the FDEP (FDEP, 1999) or USEPA (USEPA, 2002) risk-based screening values for residential land-use.
Based on the anticipated future commercial/industrial use of the site the only constituent of

concern (COC) identified for surface and subsurface soils in the FSA was TRPH.

470404019 1-1 CTO 0028
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Human health risks for exposure to surface and subsurface soils at Site 33 were evaluated in a revised
Human Health Risk Assessment (HHRA) presented in the FSA. A summary of human health risks is
provided in Section 2.6.1 of this Record of Decision (ROD). The results of the ecological risk
assessment (ERA) presented in the Remedial Investigation (RI) 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 33 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 of this ROD.

The response actions selected in this ROD are necessary to protect the public health, welfare, or the
environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances into the environment or of
pollutants or contaminants from this site presenting a possible imminent and substantial endangerment to

public health or welfare.

14 DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This ROD presents the final action for surface and subsurface soils at Site 33 and is based on results of
the following site-related documents: the Rl (TtNUS, 1999); the FS (TtNUS, 2001a); the Proposed Plan
(TtNUS, 2001b); and the FSA (TtNUS, 2004). This ROD only addresses surface and subsurface soil at
Site 33. 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 33. The selected remedy for Site 33 is Alternative 2, Engineering Controls (ECs) and
Land Use Controls (LUCs). The purpose of such controls is to prevent future exposures to both surface
and subsurface soils posing possible unacceptable human health risks. The selected remedy was
determined based on an evaluation of site conditions, site-related risks, reasonably anticipated future land
use(s), applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), arnd remedial action
objectives (RAOs).

The major components of the selected remedy are as follows:

) ECs in the form of existing concrete and asphalt cover areas on the site.

. LUCs prohibiting the digging into or disturbing of existing concrete or asphalt cover areas on the
site.

. LUCs prohibiting future residential development of the site.

470404019 1-3 CTO 0028
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If the selected ECs and LUCs are shown to be ineffective in preventing unacceptable exposures to
contaminated surface or subsurface soils, then other remedial approaches will be evaluated and may be
implemented. Specific implementation and maintenance actions to ensure the viability of the selected
remedy will be described in a Remedial Design (RD) document to be prepared in accordance with
USEPA guidance. The document will be submitted to USEPA and FDEP for review and comment along
with all other required post-ROD documents.

The Navy estimates the present worth cost of the selected remedy to be $82,000 over a 30 year period.
The selected remedy must remain in place indefinitely, unless all contaminated surface and subsurface
soils are removed or subsequent sampling demonstrates they meet then applicable criteria for
unrestricted use of the site.

1.5 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The remedy selected for surface and subsurface soils at Site 33 is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with federal and state requirements legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
to the RA, is cost effective, and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the

maximum extent practicable.

This remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element of the remedy
(i.e., reduction in the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants
through treatment as a principal element) because contaminated soils will remain in place. Because this
remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining on site above
residential health-based levels, a statutory review will be conducted every five years after initiation of the
RA to ensure the remedy continues to be protective of human health and the environment.

16 DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

The information required to be included in the ROD is summarized on Table 1-1. These data are
presented in Section 2.0, Decision Summary, of this ROD. Additional information, if required, can be
found in the NAS Whiting Field Administrative Record for Site 33.
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TABLE 1-1

(\ DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST
SITE 33 RECORD OF DECISION
NAVAL AIR STATION WHITING FIELD
MILTON, FLORIDA

Information ROD Reference
COCs and their concentrations. Sections 2.5.1.2 — Page 2-8

Figure 2-2- Page 2-17

Baseline risk represented by the COCs Section 2.6.3- Page 2-13
Cleanup Goals (CGs) established for the Sections 2.7.1- Page 2-14
COCs.

Disposition of source materials constituting Section 2.2- Page 2-1

principal threat.

Current and reasonably anticipated future land | Section 2.6.1- Page 2-10
and groundwater use scenarios used for risk
assessment

Potential land and groundwater uses avaiiable | Section 2.10.4- Page 2-25
at the site as a result of the selected remedy.

Estimated capital, operation and maintenance Section 2.10.3- Page 2-25

G (O&M), and net present worth (NPW) costs,
Q ; discount rate used, and timeframe these costs | 15p1e 2.5- Page 2-27
are projected for the selected remedy.

Key factors leading to the selection of the Section 2.10.1- Page 2-19
remedy.
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2.0 DECISION SUMMARY
2.1 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

Site 33 is a parcel of land approximately 2.5 acres in size and located at the Midfield Maintenance Hangar,
Building 1454 at NAS Whiting Field (Figure 1-1). The site includes Building 1454 and the location of the
former waste oil UST north of Building 1454 (Figure 2-1).

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.

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, throughout its years of operation, NAS Whiting Field generated a variety of
wastes related to pilot training, operation and maintenance (O&M) of aircraft and ground support

equipment, and facility maintenance programs.
2.2.2 Site 33 History

The Midfield Maintenance Hangar was constructed in the mid-1940s to support maintenance service of
assigned aircraft and line maintenance on transient aircraft. Activities at this site included engine
maintenance, corrosion control, and aircraft cleaning. Maintenance activities typically generated less
than 5 gallons per month of mixed waste paint and stripper, methy! isobutyl ketone (MIBK), methyl ethyl

ketone (MEK), toluene, and naphtha.

In the early 1970s, the Ground Support Equipment shop moved from Hangar Building 2941 to the Midfield
Maintenance Hangar. This shop was responsible for the maintenance on all ground support equiprhent
(e.g., tow tractors, aircraft jacks, and maintenance stands). The shop routinely generated an estimated
30 gallons of waste PD-680 cleaning solvent per month and about 15 gallons of waste aircraft cleaning
compound per month. Other wastes generated included lubricating oil (20 gallons per month), antifreeze
(9 gallons per month), hydrautic fluid (25 gallons per month), and transmission fluid (6 gallons per month).

All these wastes were disposed of either in a bowser (mobile storage tank) or in the former waste oil UST.

Oil changes were routinely performed on aircraft as part of the normal maintenance activities. The waste
oil from aircraft maintenance was reportedly poured into bowsers or the former 846-gallon UST north of

Building 1454. The waste oil was periodically removed from the tank by a contractor for off-base

470404019 21 CTO 0028
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disposal. In 1986, the contents of the UST were removed for off-base disposal and the UST was

abandoned in place by filling the tank with sand and the apertures with concrete. The UST was removed
in August 2000 (CCl, 2001).

223 ' Site Investigations

Site 33 has undergone several phases of investigations since 1985. Elevated concentrations of both
organic and inorganic constituents were identified at Site 33 during various investigations. Table 2-1

presents a summary of investigation activities at the site.

An FS (TtNUS, 2001a) was conducted to identify the best approach to address soil contamination
identified in the Rl. The FS identified estimated areas impacted by COCs and evaluated four remedial
alternatives. Three of the four alternatives included the UST removal as a component. The Navy scope
of work for CClI identified Sites 30, 32, and 33 as having abandoned in place USTs requiring remedial
action/removal. The UST, its contents, and approximately 80 cubic yards of adjacent petroleum-

contaminated soil were removed in August 2000, as a potential source of contamination.

An FSA was conducted to address the following activities undertaken and determinations made since the
original FS was submitted:

. UST Removal — The Project Completion Report, UST removal at Sites 30, 32, and 33 (CCI,
2001), documenting the UST removal conducted in August 2000, was submitted in August 2001.

. Arsenic, originally identified as a COC, was determined to be naturally occurring at Site 33.
Based on additional review of inorganic data from the facility and area soil geology, observed
arsenic values were determined to represent naturally occurring levels (FDEP, 2001). Because
the identified human health risks associated with arsenic are now considered to be due to
naturally occurring levels, arsenic has not been retained as a COC and remediation of arsenic in
surface and subsurface soils is not required at Site 33.

. 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 HI Risk-Based
Concentrations (RBCs) (USEPA, 1999) to USEPA Region IX PRGs (USEPA, 2002). Therefore,
analytical results are now compared to the USEPA Region IX PRGs and FDEP soil cleanup
target levels (SCTLs) for commercial/industrial exposure (FDEP, 1999). '

. The individual metal constituents, aluminum, iron, manganese and vanadium, have no direct
evidence of site-related use at Site 33 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,

470404019 2-3 CTO 0028




Rev. 1
09/23/04

's007 jo dnuesio
SIS 10} SaAljeuss)je jelpawai palen|eA]

(21002 "SNNIL)

Bpuold ‘UOIIN ‘P8I
Bunum SYN ‘€ pue ‘zg
'0€ ‘9 '+ 'E SUS I8 [10S

"peyiuep! SOOD 110S 8OBUNS ON "SDOD 90BHNSANS “[10S PalEUILBILOY 80BHNSGNS PUE 80BUNG
Se payiuapl Hdd 1 PUE JIUSSIE ‘Osn pue| [euisnpul/[eidIsunLod uo paseq JO 8WIN|OA pUE BAIE puk sHO) pauluLgleg 10§ Apmis Ajijiqises 1002
‘a)is ay) Je uesaid Jengey jo Ayenb
pue Ajyuenb pauwi sy} 0} enp ‘€€ 8IS 1 JI0S 89BUNS Ul Juasaid sfealwayd
wioly sjewnue 10 sjued o} sxsu s|qeldesdrun jopaid 10U S80p w43 8yl
LS L0 IH
UE YIm Juepisal pliyo 8lis-uo feaneylodAy sy 1o} 1deoxa ‘0°L JO piousaiyl 4304
pue Y435 Ul Mofeq ale sasn pue| a1njn} feoeylodAy pue juaund Jepun I0S
S0BUNS JO J0BJUOD 10311P puk uolisabui yim parersosse S| duabiourdses-uou sy
‘ojuas.e Jo aoussaid ay} o} Ajrewud anp ‘90-30°1 Vd3 PUE VHHH
1O ploysalyl S,43Q- Paposxa (S0-3p' L) Joxuom [euoednooo pue (90-34°2) sodwes
1oytom adueusjuiew (gp-36°2) Jessedsal Jnpe/piiyo Jepio (S0-38° L) apisal jios @oeunsgns Jo sisA[eue pue uowv|I0D
ainny fresiayiodAy e Ag |10s 2oBUNS 0} 21Nsodxe Yum pajeoosse Y13 [el10) 8yl sojdwes
. 10S 80BUNS JO SiSAlEUE PUE UOB}0D (666} ‘SNNIL)
EE SIS EDPLIOJ "UOHIN
1e siojdasal enjny pue Jusuno 10 8buel ysu siqeldesoe S Y43 SN Uyim sBuuiog jios G| Jo uoneelsu| oy BUNUM SYN ‘62
SEM JI0S 80BHNS 0} aInsodxa Wol) ¥su Juaboulosed ay) pauluuglep YHHH @uL Aoanuns seb i0g pUE 28 ‘0 ‘9 b ‘E SOUS
'$710S Bpuol4 10 sOgy |j uoibay smalnsiul feuosiad pue suonoadsul piai4 ‘JI0S 9oePNSgns
Vd3ISn 18yl pue suonenuaduod punoibxoeq oyoeds-als pasdxe 0} punoy sydeibojoyd pue 82epNS 10j LodaY 8661
BJ9M [10S Ul WNIPEUBA PUE ‘U0 ‘Olussie ‘wnuiune ‘Hdqyl JO SUOHBIUU0D 8yl JeI9e pue Spi0dal [BOUOISIY JO MBIARY uonebnsaaul jepawsy | - 0661
"1 S 110 21SEM BU) U 1O 19SMOQ B UJ JaU)ie JO PasOdsip aiom
sajsem asauyl jiy “(Liuouysuoyed 9) pinyy uoissiwsued) pue ‘(Luowysuojed Gg)
piny aneipAy ‘(yuouysuoleb ) ezsauue (yuouwysuoied 0g) 1o Buneaugny
papnjoul pajessusb sajsem 1oy Yiuoul Jad punodwios Bujueaio Yesdie ajsem
j0 suojeb g 1noge pue yjuouwl sad Jusajos Buriesjo 089-Ad eisem Jo suojet
0€ palewnse ue pajelausb Ajpunnol ‘sgs61 Apea ay) ul 1ebueH aoueusiurepy
PIRUPIN 3y} 0} paaow ydiym ‘doys jJuswidinbg poddng punour) ayl
"lesodsip 9Seq-{0 10} 1010BAUOD B AQ 3UE) 8Uj WO1) pOAOWS]
SEM |I0 B)SEM BY] "SO86 | SU} Ul PBUOPUEBGE SEM YUel aul jiun ¢Sk | Buipiing
JO YUou pajeso] 1 SN o alsem ay) 1o (syue) abeiols ajiqowl) siasmoq ojul painod
Apopodsl sem aouBUBIUIBW YRIDIE WOJ) (10 9)SBM 8Y ] "SOINAIIOE 8ouBUSjUIBW
feuuiou ay) Jo ped se yeiolie uo pauuopad Alpunnos alem sabueyo 10
‘euyjydeu pue ‘suan|o}
‘MINW ‘MQIN “Jeddus pue yured sjsem paxiul Jo yuowlssuojed g uey ssa| (g6 “ouj ‘sieauibug
pojessush AjjeaidA) JebueH aoueuajuiepy PRUPIN SYl 1B SSIALOE a0uBUBIUIBIN Alioey auy 1e saonoeid auApoiaug) to.Qmm
‘yesoire jesodsip 81sem JO MaiAa) B ul PasSNIsIp jeuld ‘epuojd ‘UOIN
JusIsuel) UO dUBUSJUIRLI BUI| PUE Yeldle paubisse Jo 89IA19S adueuSjuiew sem JebueH aoueusiulely PIRYPIN ‘prai4 Bulym SYN
poddns 01 sOp6 L-plw 84} Ul pajoNIISUod sem JebueH soueusiulepy PIBYPIN UL 8y ‘Jaramoy ‘pajeubisap jou sem gg aus Apnis juswssessy fenu | 5861
sBuipuiy SonIANOY apLL. uonebnsanuy aleg

¢d0 | 39vd
vaido14 ‘NOLTIW
a731d DNILIHM NOLLV LS HIV TVAVN
HVONVH 3ONVNILNIVN 1314AIN ‘€€ LIS
NOISIO3Q 40 AHO0O34
AHOLSIH 3AILVOILSIANI

}

-2 3ngvl

CTO 0028

2-4

470404019



Rev. 1
09/23/04

yue) ebeiols punosbiapun = 1SN

Aousby uojoB101d [BIUSWILIOHAUT SBIEIS PBlUN = Vd3SN
"0uj ‘SN UdaL BNIBL = SNNLL

suoguesoipAy wnajonad ajqessnodal [ejo) = HdH 1
sjaaa jebie] dnuesi) 108 = 1108

[e09) [epeuay Alreuiwleld = DHd

auojey 1Kingos! Ay = SaIN

auoley AWIT IAulaN =33

xopu| prezeH = |H

JUBWISSaSSY HSiY UlleeH UBWNH =vYHHH
uo1108]01d [BluBwILOIAUT JO Juawledaq epuol = 4304
JUBWISSassy ysiy [eo160j093 = yH3

}SU JBOURD SLUIIBY SS80Xe = YO

sjonuo) Buuasuibug = sH3

Ula2uo) [BHUSI0d JO USNIISUOD = DdOO

aoeNS pue| mojeq = Siq

s|o1uo) asn puet = SON'1 UIa0u09 JO JUaN|Isuod = 500 :SAION
{(r002
*S4 eyl ur pajuasaid asoyl Woy Juaseyp Ajuedyubs jou ele ‘SNNLL) ‘pratd Bunium
VS 8y} Ul pajuasald se uolenjeas aalleredwod JIBYl pUB SOABWIB)E [eIpalWBIay| e SYN J10S 8oBUNSGnS
B i VdHH pasiney e %%“mww&mm\ m\mmwww&
8y} 10} |H 8Y} 'B)IS 8Uj} 1 [eAOLUSI 3]2I0UOD JO OUBUBDS aIimn) [eolleulodAy uo peseg e o4 XI :o_.mmm P 26. NE:u:m.EE\
"HdHL S1 90D AlUO 8u} ‘asn pue| [eUISNPUYBIOIBWILIOD 10} STLOS 4304 UO paseg e VI SN UO paseq SOJOD posiaey ¢ Apnis Ayqisesy $002
(a1002 ‘'SNNILL)
EPLIO|] ‘UOHIN w\mt
Bumym SyN ‘rebueH
‘PeAISOal SJUSWIWOD O
PonGoS! 51 N “L00Z IsnBny |1 yBnoayy Ainr Z1 BOUBUSIUIEN DIPUPIN
"uonoe [epaLual I0s Joy pasodoid sON @ wosy pouad uawiwod aignd paysiqeis3 e | €€ AUS ‘UEId pasodold 1002
" “epliol4 _ce__mﬁa,mmo (1002 100)
ur Aypoey (lypuen (ybuuds q epsans ‘peuy| Juswabeueyy sisepm auy o) paddiys :
‘UOIIBABOXS JO S|[BMBPIS pue WOoNoq BpuOol4 ‘UOHIN
puUB 2]SEM SNOPIBZEYUOU SB PIAOUISI [I0S PEJRUILLBIU0D JO SpIek oigno 0g Ajetewnxoiddy e Wwouy So|dUEs (108 poZAIRUE PUE PBjSlio) ‘o114 BUIIM SYN
‘palejal 1SN dAOWRY e ‘ee pue '2g ‘0 SoUS
ays aq 0} Jeadde 10U 80D puk pletd Bunum SYN 1e Bulwnooo Ajleinieu aq o} pauluusiap 's|q 198} 01 Jo yidep abeseae ue 01199} 02 1B [eAroweY 1SN ‘Hoday
uaaq sey oluasIy ‘JluasIe Jdaoxe S110S d3(0d SACqE 819M SUOHRIIUSOUOD JIOSON  » Aq 21 Aerewixoidde ease ue pajeaROX3 o uoirejdwon aloid 1002
sBuipuiy salAloY opi uopebysanu| ajeq

2402 3vvd
Vaido1d ‘NOLTIN
a7131d DNILLIHM NOILV LS HIV TVAVN
HVONVH JONVNILNIVIN d1314aIN ‘€€ 3LIS
NOISIO3a 40 ad0J3d
AHOLSIH JAILYOILSIANI

-2 31avi

/n\\

i
H

CTO 0028

2-5

470404019




Rev. 1
09/23/04

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 Rl 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 constituents of

potential concern (COPCs) for Site 33 surface and subsurface soils.

A Proposed Plan was published in June 2001 based on the findings of the Rl and FS. This Proposed
Plan for surface and subsurface soils proposed LUCs, an aiternative evaluated in the FS and modified to
eliminate arsenic remediation (surface soil removal) and the UST removal. Because conditions changed,
risk screening criteria changed, and other determinations were made since the original FS was prepared,
the Navy and USEPA determined a revised HHRA was necessary. The results of the revised HHRA were
presented in the FSA (TtNUS, 2004). Additionally, the FSA evaluated the impact of these changes on the
remedial alternatives for surface and subsurface soils identified in the original FS. In summary, there

were no significant changes to the CERCLA evaluation of remedial alternatives for Site 33.

NAS Whiting Field presently consists of two air fields (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 33.

23 HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

The RI Report (TtNUS, 1999), the FS (TtNUS, 2001a), the Proposed Plan (TtNUS, 2001b) for Site 33
were made available to the public for review in July 2001. These documents, the FSA (TtNUS, 2004),
and other Installation Restoration (IR} program information are contained within the Administrative Record

in the Information Repository located at the West Florida Regional Library, Milton, Florida.

Publication of the notice of availability of site-related documents (Ri, FS, and Proposed Plan) in the
Pensacola News Journal and the Santa Rosa Press Gazette on 1 July 2001 and 30 June 2001,
respectively, targeted the communities closest to NAS Whiting Field. The availability notice presented
information on the site-related documents (RI, FS, and Proposed Plan for Site 33) and invited community

members to submit written comments on the Proposed Plan.
A public comment period was held from 12 July 2001 through 11 August 2001, to solicit comments on the

Proposed Plan (TtNUS, 2001b). The comment period included an opportunity for the public to request a

public meeting. The RI, FS and Proposed Plan were placed in the Information Repository and were
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made available to the public for review. The Responsiveness Summary in Appendix A indicates no

comments were received during the public comment period and no public meeting was requested.

24 SCOPE AND ROLE OF REMEDIAL ACTION SELECTED FOR SITE 33

As with many Superfund sites, the problems are complex at NAS Whiting Field. Site 33, the subject of
this ROD, addresses surface and subsurface soil contamination and presents the final response action as
ECs and LUCs. 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 33 is approximately 2.5 acres in size and is characterized by a large building, concrete and asphalt
surfaces, small areas of mowed turfgrass surfaces, and heavy human and aircraft activity. The site is flat,

with very little topographical relief.

As part of the RI conducted for Site 33, data were collected to determine the nature and extent of
releases of site-specific 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. The

receptors evaluated in the HHRA and ERA are discussed in the RI.

Based on site activities undertaken and determinations made since the original FS was prepared as
discussed in Section 2.2, a revised HHRA was conducted. The results are presented in the FSA and are

summarized in Section 2.6.1 of this ROD.

25.1 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 33 and to verify earlier historical accounts.

Investigations prior to March 2001 at Site 33 indicated contamination at the site posed unacceptable risks
to human receptors from exposure to surface and subsurface soil for a potential future residential land-
use scenario. The original FS identified arsenic and TRPH in subsurface soil as COCs. Based on
changed conditions, changed risk screening criteria and other determinations made since the original FS
was submitted, an FSA (TtNUS, 2004) was conducted. As discussed in Section 2.2 above, those

changes include:
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» The abandoned UST and a small amount of soil at Site 33 were removed in August 2000,

» Observed arsenic values were determined to represent naturally occurring levels; remediation of

arsenic is not required.
e USEPA Region IX PRGs were used as screening criteria.

e Observed values for aluminum, iron, manganese and vanadium were determined to represent
naturally occurring levels; these selected inorganic analytes are not considered COPCs for Site 33
surface and subsurface soils.

251.1 Surface Soil

Surface soil sampling was conducted at Site 33 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 33 include volatile organic
compounds (VOCs), semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), TRPH, pesticides, polychlorinated
biphenyls (PCBs), and inorganic analytes. A compiete list of all constituents sampled and their detected
concentration in surface soil is available in the Rl Report (TINUS, 1999).

The FSA presented a revised COPC list based on historical data, soil confirmation data from the UST
removal project, and the USEPA Region IX PRGs. Post-removal evaluation of the constituents present in
surface soil at Site 33 identified TRPH as the only constituent exceeding FDEP SCTLs for direct
residential exposure. TRPH was detected in 4 out of 6 surface soil samples at concentrations ranging
from 10.7 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) to 2,340 mg/kg. Two samples from one location, 33SB05 and
its duplicate, had concentrations of 2,340 mg/kg and 2,260 mg/kg respectively. These concentrations
exceed the FDEP SCTL for direct residential exposure.

No constituents in surface soil were identified in the FSA as COCs exceeding chemical-specific criteria for

the current and anticipated future commercial/industrial use of the site.

2.5.1.2 Subsurface Soil

Subsurface soil sampling was conducted at Site 33 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 33 include VOCs, SVOCs, TRPH,
pesticides, PCBs, and inorganic analytes. A complete list of all constituents sampled and their detected
concentration in subsurface soil is available in the Rl Report (TtNUS, 1999).
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The FSA presented a revised COPC list based on historical data, soil confirmation data from the UST
removal project, and the USEPA Region IX PRGs. Post-removal evaluation of the constituents present in
subsurface soil at Site 33 identified TRPH as the only constituent exceeding FDEP or USEPA
commercial/industrial land use criteria. Within the 2 to 15 foot bls interval, TRPH was detected in 14 out
of 23 subsurface soil samples at concentrations ranging from 3.5 mg/kg to 7,790 mg/kg. This
concentration exceeds the FDEP SCTL for both the residential and commercial/industrial exposure
criteria. The FSA identified TRPH as the only constituent in subsurface soil exceeding screening levels

for residential site use.

252 Ecological Habitat

Site 33 is severely limited in the quantity and quality of habitat for ecological succession or ecological
receptors because it is heavily industrialized and characterized by concrete, asphalt, buildings, small
areas of mowed turfgrass, and heavy human activity deterring terrestrial wildlife 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.
253 Migration Pathways

As a result of the revised HHRA, TRPH is the only COC at Site 33. Migration pathways presented in the

baseline risk assessment conducted in the Ri are summarized below for information purposes.

The RI identified the following primary agents of migration acting on the soil: wind, water, and human and
ecological receptor activity. Soil can also act as a source medium, allowing the COCs to be transported

to other media.

Transport of the COCs from soil via wind was not a major transport mechanism, due to the presence of
vegetation and concrete/asphalt pavement at Site 33. Vegetation is an effective means of limiting wind
erosion of soil. Contaminated fugitive dust generated by construction activities is, however, of potential

concern.
Soil erosion, the physical transport of soil via surface water runoff, is not considered a major mechanism

for transport of COCs in soil at the site because (1) the low grade of the land surface at the site, (2) the

turfgrass vegetation, and (3) the nature of the constituents remaining in the soil at the site.
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Humans and, to a lesser extent, ecological receptors are effective at moving soil and can greatly affect
the transport of soil-bound chemicals at hazardous waste sites. Under the past use of Site 33, human

activity was not a major transport mechanism for the COCs in soils.

Leaching of constituents from soil to groundwater will be evaluated as part of the RI/FS for Site 40,
Basewide Groundwater.

2.6 SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

Both an HHRA and an ERA were completed for Site 33 to predict whether the site would pose current or
future threats to human health or the environment. These risk assessments evaluated the contaminants
detected in site media during the Rl and provided the basics for selecting the RA. An FSA was
conducted to evaluate the changed conditions at the site, the changes in risk screening criteria, and
determinations made since the original FS was submitted. The FSA presented a revised version of the
baseline risk assessment focusing on the revised COPC list identified for Site 33. This revised HHRA

presented the risks previously calculated for TRPH, the only constituent identified as a COPC.

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.

2.6.1 HHRA

An HHRA was conducted at Site 33 to characterize the risks associated with potential exposures to site-
related contaminants for human receptors. Details of the HHRA are provided in Chapter 6.0 of the
RI Report (TtNUS, 1999). Due to changes discussed above, a revised HHRA was conducted. Details of
the revised HHRA are provided in Chapter 2.0 of the FSA (TtNUS, 2004).

The revised HHRA conservatively estimates the potential risk to human health considering historical data,
soil confirmation data from the UST removal, and selected inorganic analytes (arsenic, aluminum, iron,
manganese and vanadium) present at naturally occurring concentrations at Site 33. The major sections
of the revised HHRA included the following: (1) identification of revised COCs; (2) exposure assessment;

(3) toxicity assessment; and (4) risk characterization.

2.6.1.1 Human Health COCs

The human health COC selected for surface and subsurface soils at Site 33 was TRPH. TRPH was the

focus of the revised risk assessment.
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26.1.2 Exposure Assessment

In the baseline HHRA, Site 33 was evaluated to identify the populations potentially coming into contact
with site-related constituents and the pathways where exposure might occur. Two potential media may
be sources of human exposure: surface soil and subsurface soil. Groundwater has been identified as a
separate site (Site 40) and will be evaluated separately from Site 33. Exposure assessments for surface

and subsurface soils are described below.

Surface Soil

Concrete and asphalt paving cover most of the ground surface at Site 33 (Figure 2-1). The only location
where TRPH concentrations exceed the FDEP SCTL for direct exposure (residential) in surface soil is at
boring location 33SB05 and this area is covered with concrete. TRPH concentrations exceeding the CG
were detected in subsurface soil (greater than 5 feet bls). Therefore, there is no complete exposure
pathway for surface soil. However, for purposes of completeness, a hypothetical future use assuming the
concrete is removed was evaluated. Receptor exposure to surface soil contaminants through ingestion

and dermal contact were evaluated.

No humans currently reside at Site 33 and there are no plans for residential development of the site.
However, Site 33 may eventually be developed for residential land use; therefore, the residential receptor
was evaluated as part of the potential future land-use scenario. Because Building 1454 is located at the
site and is currently being used for industrial purposes, exposure of occupational workers was considered
for the current and future land-use scenarios. Site maintenance workers mowing the grass, trespassers,

and construction workers were also evaluated for the current and future land-use scenarios.
Subsurface Soil

Exposure to subsurface soil (incidental ingestion and dermal contact) was evaluated for current and

future construction workers performing excavation activities.

2.6.1.3 Toxicity Assessment

The toxicity assessment is a two-step process where potential hazards associated with the route-specific
exposure to a given constituent are (1) identified by reviewing relevant human and animal studies, and
(2) quantified through analysis of dose-response relationships. USEPA has calculated numerous toxicity

values having undergone extensive review within the scientific community. These values [published in
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the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) (USEPA, 2000) and other journals] are used in the baseline
evaluation to calculate both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks associated with each COPC and
rate of exposure. The toxicity assessment methodology used in the baseline HHRA is described in

Subsection 2.5.4 of the General Information Report (GIR) [ABB Environmental Services, Inc. (ABB-ES),
1998].

26.1.4 Risk Characterization

In the final step of the risk assessment, results of the exposure and toxicity assessments are combined to
estimate the overall risk from reasonable maximum exposure to site contamination. For carcinogens,
risks are generally expressed as the incremental probability of an individual's developing cancer over a

lifetime as a result of exposure to the carcinogen. ELCR is calculated from the following equation:

risk = CDI x SF

where:  risk = a unitless probability (e.g., 2.0 x 10®) of an individual's developing cancer

CDI = chronic daily intake averaged over 70 years expressed as
milligrams per kilogram per day (mg/kg/day)

SF = slope factor, expressed as (mg/kg/day)™”

These risks are probabilities usually expressed in scientific notation (e.g., 1.0x10®). An ELCR of 1.0x10°®
indicates an individual experiencing the reasonable maximum exposure estimate has a 1 in 1,000,000
chance of developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure. This is referred to as an “excess
lifetime cancer risk” because it would be in addition to the risk of cancer individuals face from other
causes such as smoking or exposure to too much sun. The chance of an individual’'s developing cancer
from all other causes has been estimated to be as high as one in three. USEPA’s acceptable risk range

for site-related exposures is 1.0x10™ to 1.0x10°,

The potential for non-carcinogenic effects is evaluated by comparing an exposure level over a specified
time period (e.g., lifetime) with a reference dose (RfD) derived for a similar exposure period. An RfD
represents a level an individual may be exposed to and is not expected to cause any deleterious effect.
This ration of exposure to toxicity is called a hazard quotient (HQ). An HQ less than 1.0 indicates a
receptor’'s dose of a single contaminant is less than the RfD, and toxic non-carcinogenic effects from the
constituent are unlikely. The HI is generated by adding the HQs for all COCs affecting the same target
organ (e.g., liver) or acting through the same mechanism of action within a medium or across all media a

given individual may reasonably be exposed. An H! less than 1.0 indicates, based on the sum of all HQ’s
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from different contaminants and exposure routes, toxic non-carcinogenic effects from ali contaminants are
unlikely. An HI greater than 1.0 indicates site-related exposures may present a risk to human health.
The HQ is calculated as foliows:

Non-cancer HQ = CDI/RfD
where: CDI = chronic daily intake
RfD = reference dose

CDI and RfD are expressed in the same units and represent the same exposure period (i.e., chronic,
subchronic, or short-term).

2.6.1.5 Revised HHRA Resuits

There were no carcinogenic COPCs identified in surface or subsurface soil at Site 33. Therefore, there is
no cancer risk associated with exposure to surface or subsurface soils. For the current land use condition,

His for TRPH in subsurface soil are less than the USEPA and FDEP target benchmark of 1.0 for all

" receptors.

There are no current complete exposure pathways for surface soil at Site 33 since the area of the site
with surface soil exceedances of the FDEP SCTL for direct exposure (residential soil) is covered with
concrete and asphalt pavement. Although it is unlikely the concrete will be removed from Site 33 in the
future, exposure to surface soils under this scenario was evaluated. Based on this scenario, TRPH is a
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) HI risk driver for the child resident at Site 33. The RME Hl for the
child receptor is 1.1 at Site 33. For all other receptors at Site 33, the TRPH Hi is less than unity.
However, due to the uncertainty associated with the TRPH RfD, the calculated HI is likely to be

overestimated.

2.6.2 ERA

The purpose of the ERA for Site 33 was to evaluate the potential for adverse effects to ecological
receptors at the Midfield Maintenance Hangar. A conservative screening level ERA was performed
according to 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. In addition, Step 3A (Refinement of COPCs) was also performed in
accordance with USEPA and Navy ERA guidance. The ERA completed for Site 33 considered exposure
of terrestrial plants, terrestrial invertebrates, and wildlife receptors to chemicals in surface soil at the site.
All constituents detected in surface soil at Site 33, including VOCs, SVOCs, TRPH, pesticides, and
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inorganic analytes were evaluated 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).

The site is severely limited in the quality of habitat for ecological succession or ecological receptors
because the site is heavily industrialized and characterized by concrete, asphalt, buildings, small areas of
mowed turfgrass, and heavy human activity deterring terrestrial wildlife from 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 the site due to chromium or other constituents evaluated in the ERA is uniikely.

For these reasons, potential risks are acceptable and further ecological study at Site 33 is unwarranted.
2.6.3 Risk Summary

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site present a current or future potential

threat to public health and welfare.

There is no cancer risk associated with exposure to surface and subsurface soils at Site 33. The non-
carcinogenic risks were below the USEPA and FDEP target HI for all receptors except the hypothetical
child resident (Hi=1.1).

Potential risks evaluated in the ERA are acceptable and further ecological study at Site 33 is

unwarranted.

2.7 REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES
The RAOQOs for Site 33 are:

. To prevent residential development on the site.

. To protect the industrial worker from carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks associated with
incidental ingestion of, inhalation of, and dermal contact with contaminated soils.

. To comply with federal and state ARARs and to be considered (TBC) guidance in accordance
with accepted USEPA and FDEP guidelines.

The RAOs for this site are formulated based on the following criteria:
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e Although there are no human health risks associated with the current and anticipated future
commercial/industrial use of this site, unacceptable human health risk exists for direct exposure to
surface or subsurface soil based on the current and anticipated future commercial/industrial use of
the site.

e FDEP SCTLs (commercial/industrial land use).

s USEPA Region IX PRG values (commercial/industrial land use).

The current and future use of the property at this site remains industrial, and the current and future

receptors are occupational and construction workers in direct contact with the soil.
271 Cleanup Goals

Cleanup Goals (CGs) establish acceptable exposure levels protective of human health and the
environment. The following soil CG was established for the Site 33 COC:

cocC CG

TRPH 2,500 mg/kg""’
Y FDEP SCTL for direct exposure, industrial

The CGs were used to determine the areas and volumes of surface and subsurface soil with the potential
to impact human health under a commercial/industrial land-use scenario (Figure 2-2). The estimated
area of TRPH contaminated subsurface soil exceeding the CG is 310 square feet with an estimated
volume of 560 cubic yards. A small amount (80 cubic yards) of TRPH-contaminated soil was removed
during the UST removal project in August 2000 (CCl, 2001).

2.8 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

As stated in the Proposed Plan (TtNUS, 2001b) and in previous sections of this document, no action will
be taken to remediate the naturally occurring levels of arsenic in surface or subsurface soils at Site 33.
Also, the abandoned UST and a small amount of TRPH-contaminated soil at Site 33 were removed in
August 2000 as stated in Section 2.2. Therefore, the four remedial alternatives evaluated in the
FS (TtNUS, 2001a) for Site 33 were re-evaluated in the FSA (TtNUS, 2004). The FSA modified the
original alternatives presented in the FS by deleting the UST removal from Alternatives 2, 3, and 4. The
term ECs was not specifically used in the FS; however, this concept was presented in the description of
alternatives as maintenance of the existing soil cover (e.g., soil, concrete, or asphalt horizontal barrier).

The FSA identifies the term ECs and is used in the description of the proposed RA.
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Cleanup alternatives were developed by the Navy, the USEPA, and the FDEP. The four remedial
alternatives are listed below and summarized in Table 2-2.

Alterm;tive 1: No Action
Alternative 2: ECs and LUCs
Alternative 3: Soil Venting and LUCs

Alternative 4: Subsurface Soil Removal and LUCs

These alternatives were developed in consideration of site risks, the anticipated future
commercial/industrial land use, federal and state ARARs and guidance (see Section 2.11 for discussion
of ARARs), and the very limited ecological habitat at Site 33. These alternatives primarily address
protection of human health because, as discussed previously, potential risks to ecological receptors are

acceptable. A detailed description of the four alternatives is provided below.

Alternative 1: No Action. This alternative [estimated net present worth (NPW) cost of $0] is required by
CERCLA as a baseline for comparison with the other alternatives. The No Action alternative assumes no
remedial action would occur and establishes a basis for comparison with the other alternatives. No
remedial action, treatment, LUCs, or monitoring of site conditions would be implemented under the No
Action alternative. Alternative 1 does not meet chemical-specific ARARs, and there are no action-specific
ARARs for this alternative.

Alternative 2: ECs and LUCs. (estimated total NPW cost $82,000): ECs are to prohibit the disturbance
of existing soil covers and LUCs are to prohibit future use of the site for residential purposes precluding
full-time human contact with contaminated surface or subsurface soil. Contaminated soil (contaminants
exceeding commercial/industrial soil CGs) covered with concrete or asphalt would not require soil
removal because the existing cover material is a barrier and is considered an EC preventing exposure to
the contaminated soil, as long as the concrete/asphalt remains in place and is properly maintained.
Future and current land-use concerns are addressed by the LUCs. Alternative 2 achieves compliance
with chemical-specific ARARs by implementing ECs and LUCs to prevent exposure to surface and
subsurface soil exceeding CGs. Compliance with action-specific ARARs would be achieved by proper
selection, implementation, and maintenance of LUCs. Alternative 2 includes an estimated present worth

cost of $60,000 for O&M (over a 30-year monitoring period) and an estimated capital cost of $22,000.
Alternative 3: Soil venting and LUCs. This alternative (estimated total NPW cost $190,000) includes

installation of an in situ soil venting system to treat organic constituents (TRPH) in subsurface soil, and

places restrictions on the use of the site to nonresidential activities involving less than full-time human
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TABLE 2-2

- SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED

RECORD OF DECISION

SITE 33, MIDFIELD MAINTENANCE HANGAR

NAVAL AIR STATION WHITING FIELD
MILTON, FLORIDA
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- Alternative

Description of Key Components

Cost”

Duration®

Alternative 1: No Action

No remedial actions are performed at Site 33

$0

30 Years

Alternative 2: ECs and LUCs

Post waming signs.

Implementation of ECs and LUCs will address contaminants
in soil above residential standards. An RD will be submitted
to USEPA and FDEP and will detail the implementation plans
to maintain current soil cover and to prohibit residential use
of the property.

$82,000

30 Years

Alternative 3: Soil Venting and LUCs

Develop project plans for in situ soil venting to include
delineation/confirmatory sampling.

Install, operate, and maintain an in situ soil venting system.
Post waming signs.

Implementation of LUCs will address contaminants in soil
above residential standards. An RD will be submitted to

USEPA and FDEP and will detail the implementation plans to
maintain the site for nonresidential purposes.

$190,000

30 years

Alternative 4. Subsurface Soil
Removal (exceeding CGs) and LUCs

Develop project plans for excavation to include
delineation/confirmatory sampling.

Demolition and removal/disposal of asphalt and concrete
pavement covering areas of soil exceeding CGs.

Excavate subsurface soils exceeding commercial/industrial
land use CGs (including areas covered with
concrete/asphalt).

Backdfill excavated areas with clean soil.

Replace concrete or asphalt pavement removed to perform
the soil excavation and provide a vegetative cover for
nonpaved areas.

Post wamning signs.

Implementation of LUCs will address contaminants in soil
above residential standards. An RD will be submitted to
USEPA and FDEP and will detail the implementation plans to
maintain the site for nonresidential purposes.

$384,000

30 Years

m Net present worth costs rounded to the nearest thousand dollars.

@ A period of 30 years was chosen for present worth costing purposes only. Under CERCLA, remedial actions must continue
as long as hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at a site.

Notes: CG(s) = Cleanup goal(s)

ECs = Engineering controls to prohibit digging into or disturbing existing concrete or asphalt covered areas on the site
FDEP = Florida Department of Environmental Protection

LUC(s) = land use control(s)
RD = Remedial Design

USEPA = United States Environmental Protection Agency
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contact with the soil. Current and future land use concerns are addressed by LUCs. Alternative 3
achieves compliance with chemical-specific ARARs by treating organic constituents in subsurface soil
and implementing LUCs to prevent exposure to remaining surface and subsurface soil exceeding CGs.
Compliance with action-specific ARARs would be achieved by proper design and execution of RA
activities and by proper selection, implementation, and maintenance of LUCs. Alternative 3 includes an
estimated present worth cost of $123,000 for O&M (over a 30-year monitoring period) and an estimated
capital cost of $67,000.

Alternative 4: Subsurface soil removal and LUCs. This alternative (estimated total NPW cost $384,000)
involves removal and off-site disposal of subsurface soil exceeding CGs and LUCs as described above.
The estimated volume of contaminated soil to be excavated for disposal in a secure regulated landfill is
560 cubic yards. The estimated volume of contaminated soil to be excavated for disposal in a secure
regulated landfill is 560 cubic yards. Alternative 4 meets chemical-specific ARARs for surface and
subsurface soil. Compliance with action-specific ARARs would be achieved by proper design and
execution of contaminated soil removal and off-site disposai activities and by proper selection,
implementation, and maintenance of LUCs. Alternative 4 includes an estimated present worth cost of

$58,000 for O&M (over a 30-year monitoring period) and an estimated capital cost of $326,000.

2.9 SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

This section evaluates and compares each of the soil remedial alternatives with respect to the nine
criteria outlined in Section 300.430(e) of the NCP. These criteria are categorized as threshold, primary
batancing, and modifying and are further explained in Table 2-3. A detailed analysis was performed for
each alternative using the nine criteria to select a remedy. Table 2-4 presents a summary comparison of

these analyses.
2.10 SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

2.10.1 Summary of Rationale for Remedy

The goals of the selected RA are to protect human health and the environment by eliminating, reducing or
controlling hazards posed by the site and to meet ARARs. Based upon the consideration of the
requirements of CERCLA, the NCP, the detailed analysis of alternatives, FDEP comments, and public
comments, Alternative 2 was selected to address surface and subsurface soil contamination at Site 33.

This remedy was selected for the following reasons:
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» Although concentrations of the COC TRPH remaining in subsurface soil exceed the CG, these
concentrations do not present an unacceptable threat to human health or the environment assuming

only future commercial/industrial uses are permitted at Site 33 and the existing asphalt/concrete

cover is properly maintained.

» Potential ecological risks are acceptable. The site is very limited in quantity and quality of ecological

habitat because the site is heavily industrialized.

e The current and future use of the property at this site remains industrial, and the current and future

receptors are occupational and construction workers in direct contact with the soil.

» Areas of surface soil contamination are covered with concrete or asphalt, preventing exposure as
long as this barrier remains in place.

2.10.2 Remedy Description

The selected RA consists of two major components: (1) ECs and (2) LUCs.

2.10.2.1 Component 1: ECs

Contaminated surface soil (TRPH concentrations exceeding the FDEP SCTL for residential land use)
covered with concrete or asphalt will not require soil removal because the implementation of this EC will
prevent exposure to the contaminated soil. Five-year site reviews will verify the selected alternative

continues to be protective of human health and the environment.
The performance objectives of the ECs are:

¢ To prohibit digging into or disturbing existing concrete or asphalt cover areas on the site.

e To prevent the disturbance of the concrete/asphalt barriers in areas with contaminated surface and
subsurface soils.

210.2.2 Component 2: LUCs

Soil contamination remains at Site 33 at concentrations precluding unrestricted reuse; therefore, the
remedy includes LUCs to address unacceptable risk. These LUCs will be implemented to prohibit
residential development and use, precluding unacceptable risks from exposure to contaminated soil. The
area of Site 33 to be covered by the LUCs is shown in Figure 2-3. The LUCs cover only surface and
subsurface soil. The LUC performance objective for Site 33 is to prohibit residential use of the site. The
LUCs will restrict future use of the site to nonresidential activities involving less than full-time human

contact with surface and subsurface soils. The LUC performance objectives for Site 33 are:
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TABLE 2-3

EXPLANATION OF DETAILED ANALYSIS CRITERIA
RECORD OF DECISION
SITE 33, MIDFIELD MAINTENANCE HANGAR
NAVAL AIR STATION WHITING FIELD
MILTON, FLORIDA

Criterion Description
Threshold Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment. This criterion evaluates
the degree each alternative eliminates, reduces, or controls threats to human heaith

and the environment through treatment, engineering methods, or institutional controls
(e.g., access restrictions).

Compliance with State and Federal Regulations. The alternatives are evaluated for
compliance with environmental protection regulations determined to be applicable or
relevant and appropriate to the site conditions.

Primary Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence. The alternatives are evaluated based
Balancing on their ability to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment
after implementation.

Reduction of Contaminant Toxicity, Mobility, and Volume Through Treatment.
Each alternative is evaluated based on how it reduces the harmful nature of the
contaminants, their ability to move through the environment, and the amount of
contamination.

Short-Term Effectiveness. The potential risks to workers and nearby residents
posed by implementation of a particular remedy (e.g., whether or not contaminated
dust will be produced during excavation), as well as the reduction in risks resulting
from controlling the contaminants, are assessed. The iength of time needed to
implement each alternative is also considered.

Implementability. Both the technical feasibility and administrative ease (e.g., the
amount of coordination with other government agencies needed) of a remedy,
including availability of necessary goods and services, are assessed.

Cost. The benefits of implementing a particular alternative are weighted against the
cost of implementation.

Modifying USEPA and FDEP Acceptance. The final Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan
are placed in the Administrative Record, and represent a consensus by the Navy,
USEPA, and FDEP.

Community Acceptance. The Navy assesses community acceptance of the selected
alternative by giving the public an opportunity to comment on the remedy seiection
process and the selected alternative and then responds to those comments.
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e Maintain the integrity of any current or future remedial or monitoring system such as monitoring wells,
impermeable reactive barriers, etc.

¢ Prohibit the development and use of the property for residential housing, elementary, secondary

schools, child care facilities, and playgrounds.

The Navy or any subsequent owners shall not modify, delete, or terminate any LUC without USEPA or
FDEP concurrence. The LUCs shall be maintained until the concentrations of hazardous substances in

the soils have been reduced to levels that allow for unlimited exposure and unrestricted reuse.

The Navy will be responsible for implementing, inspecting, reporting, and enforcing the LUCs described in
this ROD in accordance with the approved LUC RD. Although the Navy may later transfer these
procedural responsibilities to another party by contract, property transfer agreement, or through other
means, the Navy shall retain ultimate responsibility for remedy integrity. Should this LUC remedy fail, the
Navy will ensure that appropriate actions are taken to re-establish its protectiveness and may initiate legal
action to either compel action by a third party(ies) and/or to recover the Navy's costs for remedying any

discovered LUC violation(s).

The LUC RD will be prepared as the LUC component of the selected RA. Within 90 days of ROD
signature, the Navy shall prepare in accordance with USEPA guidance and submit to the USEPA and
FDEP, an RD containing LUC implementation and maintenance actions, including periodic inspections.

When the selected RA is implemented, predicted site risks will be minimized.

2.10.3 Summary of Estimated Remedy Costs

The total estimated NPW cost of Alternative 2 is $82,000 over a 30-year period, based upon an annual
discount rate of 6 percent. Table 2-5 summarizes the cost estimate data for Alternative 2. The
information in the table is based on the best available information regarding the anticipated scope of the
remedial alternative. Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur as a result of new information and
data collected during the engineering design of the remedial alternative. Major changes may be
documented in the form of a memorandum in the Administrative Record file, an explanation of significant
differences, or a ROD amendment. The estimate is an order-of-magnitude engineering cost estimate

expected to be within a range of +50 to —30 percent of the actual project cost.

2104 Expected Outcome of the Selected Remedy

The expected outcome of the selected remedy is immediately upon implementation, Site 33 will be
environmentally safe for its current and intended future use as a commercial/industrial facility, as long as

the LUCs and ECs are in place and observed.
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2.11 STATUTORY STATEMENT

The alternative selected for implementation at Site 33 is consistent with the Navy's IR program, CERCLA,
and NCP. The selected remedy for surface and subsurface soil is protective of human health and the

environment.

The selected remedy eliminates, reduces, or controls risks by implementing ECs/LUCs to (1) restrict
future use of the site to nonresidential activities involving less than full-time human contact with surface
and subsurface soil; and (2) maintain the existing concrete/asphalt barriers in areas with potentially
contaminated surface soil. No unacceptable short-term risks or cross-media impacts will be caused by
implementation of the remedy. Comparison of the selected remedy to the nine USEPA evaluation criteria

is summarized in Table 2-6.

The selected remedy achieves compliance with chemical-specific ABARs by implementing LUCs to
prevent exposure to surface and subsurface soil exceeding CGs. Compliance with action-specific ARARs
will be achieved by the proper selection, implementation, and maintenance of LUCs. Table 2-7 provides

a summary of ARARs and guidance documents specific to the selected remedy.

The selected remedy is cost effective and provides a balance between cost and overall effectiveness in
the protection of human health and the environment. Permanent solutions and treatment are used to the
maximum practicable extent; however, the selected remedy does not provide for on-site treatment of
contaminated material due to the nature of the contaminants and their location in an industrial area with
heavy human and aircraft activity. Although the statutory preference for treatment is not met by the
selected remedy,Athe remedy provides the best trade-off among the evaluated alternatives, with respect

to the balancing and modifying evaluation criteria listed in Table 2-3.

Because Alternative 2 would result in hazardous substances remaining on site, a review would be
conducted within five years after commencement of the RA to ensure the remedy continues to provide

adequate protection of human health and the environment.

2.12 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

There are no significant changes in the selected alternative described in the Proposed Plan
(TtNUS, 2001b).

470404019 2-26 CTO 0028




Rev. 1

09/23/04
- TABLE 2-5
\\ SELECTED ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY
RECORD OF DECISION
SITE 33, NORTH FIELD MAINTENANCE HANGAR
NAVAL AIR STATION WHITING FIELD
MILTON, FLORIDA
CAPITAL COSTS
Description Cost
1. Project Planning $3,634
2. Mobilization/Demobilization $0
3. Decontamination $0
4. Site Preparation $0
5. Excavation/Backfill $0
6. Off-site Transportation and Disposal $0
7. Site Restoration $0
<"‘ 8. EC and LUC Implementation $15,160
- Subtotal $18,794
Contingency Allowance (10%) $1,879
Engineering/Project Management (5%) $940
Total Capital Cost $21,613
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS
Description Cost
Total Operation and Maintenance Costs $60,573
Total Net Present Worth Cost for Selected Alternative $82,186
C
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TABLE 2-6

SUMMARY EVALUATION OF SELECTED REMEDY

RECORD OF DECISION

SITE 33, NORTH FIELD MAINTENANCE HANGAR

NAVAL AIR STATION WHITING FIELD
MILTON, FLORIDA

Evaluation Criteria

Assessment

Overall Protection of Human
Health and the Environment

Human receptors, namely residents, will be protected if this alternative is implemented.

Regulatory controls (i.e., ECs and LUCs) will prohibit potential future residents from
exposure to the site because residential use of the site will be restricted under the proposed
LUCs. ECs and LUCs will also maintain the concrete/asphalt barriers in areas with
contaminated surface soil exceeding commercial/industrial soil cleanup criteria.

Compliance with ARARs

This altemative achieves compliance with chemical-specific ARARs and TBC guidance by
implementing ECs and LUCs to prevent exposure to surface and subsurface soil exceeding
CGs. It meets action-specific ARARSs by proper selection and maintenance of the LUCs.

Meets all other NAS Whiting Field requirements.

Long-Term Effectiveness

The risks to future workers based on exposure to surface and subsurface soil at the site is
addressed by ECs and LUCs. The long-term effectiveness and permanence of these
controls will be controlled by the installation through the implementation of an approved RD.

Administrative actions proposed in this alternative (e.g., 5-year site reviews) would provide a
means of evaluating the effectiveness of the altemative. These administrative actions are
considered to be reliable controls, as long as the facility implements the approved RD.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility,
and Volume through Treatment

This alternative does not treat the soil contaminants and thus does not reduce the toxicity,
mobility, or volume through treatment. A small amount (80 cubic yards) of TRPH-
contaminated soil was removed from the site during the UST Removal Project. The soil was
disposed of at approved iandfills, thus removing a potential source of contamination.

Short-Term Effectiveness

The implementation of this alternative is estimated to take less than 1 year. No adverse
impacts are expected as a result of implementing ECs and LUCs.

Implementability

Would be easily implemented. Would require monitoring of the horizontal barriers for
removal or other damage and potential exposure. Equipment, specialists, and materials for
this alternative are readily available.

Cost The total present worth cost of Alternative 2 is $82,000.

Federal and State The USEPA and the FDEP have concurred with the selected remedy.

Acceptance

Community Acceptance The community was given the opportunity to review and comment on the selected remedy.

During the public comment period, no comments were received and no public meeting was
requested (see Appendix A). Therefore, the selected RA proposed in the Proposed Plan
was not altered.

Notes: ARAR = applicable or relevant and appropriate requirement
ECs = Engineering controls to prohibit digging into or disturbing existing concrete or asphalt covered areas on the site
FDEP = Florida Department of Environmental Protection

LUC = land use control
RA = remedial action
RD = remedial design

TBC = to be considered

TRPH = total recoverable petroleum hydrocarbons
USEPA = United States Environmental Protection Agency
UST = underground storage tank
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Responsiveness Summary
( “ SITE 33, Midfield Maintenance Hangar
Naval Air Station Whiting Field
Milton, Florida

A public comment period on the Site 33 Proposed Plan was held from 12 July 2001 through
11 August 2001. No public comments were received, and because a public meeting was not requested,

one was not held.
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