R o, PR Bum PN BN E BE Em N P BN BN Ew EN ol EmMHma BN |

59 u00sg

RECORD OF DECISION
SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION

ESCAMBIA WOOD
TREATING COMPANY
SUPERFUND SITE

OPERABLE UNIT 01 (SOIL)

PENSACOLA, ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA

PREPARED BY:

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4
ATLANTA, GEORGIA

dg“io sr‘?ey

- X
g
N
e éo“ 10312450
ISR

FEBRUARY 2006




59 w009

Record of Decision Page ii
Escambia Wood Treating Company
Operable Unit 01 (Soil) February 2006
TABLE OF CONTENTS
PART 1: THE DECLARATION
1.1 Site Name and LoCation ......cceeiiiiiiniceiniinnsninensnnmnisceesssmsisssssmsssssssse 1
1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose ... 1
1.3 ASSESSMENT OF SIE crccrvrrssenenersiessrinssinissierisenererenessssteassnseessnsesssserssssesssssssssssssasenssaass 1
1.4 Description of Selected Remedy .......ccovvirerrerreiciinsccinnieeerencercrenessnesssssssssssessnerasesss 1
1.5 Statutory Determinations......cccciieiciiinninniniiiieiinieniionsesssmmssosions 2
1.6 Data Certification Checklist ......ccooviivceiivnniinriinnciinniiinnininniesseneessiis 2
1.7 AUthOrizing SIZNALUTE ...t e cssssanessssssssstssssrassasessaseans 2
PART 2: THE DECISION SUMMARY
2.1 Site Name, Location, and Brief Description ..o, 3
2.2 Site History and Enforcement Activities ......ccccoccivcinnivinnnncenncnencssnssnnnssncnasssisnns 5
2.2.1  Operational HiSEOrY......cocoooiioiiiiii ittt e 5
2.2.2 Regulatory and Enforcement HiStory .........ccocooiiiiiiiiiiici e 6
2.2.3  Previous INVESHZAtIONS .....cceeeiiiiieiieieeiceceieie ettt v ceaea e 8
2.2.4 Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies.......ccococovvviiiiiciininiciee 13
2.3 Community Participation.........eiiiienionnrercnisinenenenessssssessossnsssssssssssssenonssses 16
2.4  Scope and Role of Operable Unit or Response Action .......c.cccvvveiinvvsnnecrinicannne 16
2.5 Site CharacteriStics ...iiviineinsiireissniininnniisiinssrsssiossisiiiinemsosssssosssssssesesssssssssses 17
2.5.1 Conceptual Site Model.......coooiiiiiiiiiiiic e 17
2.5.2 SHE OVEIVIEW ettt ettt et e e et e e nbe e arbeaaaeens 17
253 GEOLOZY ..ttt ettt 19
2.5.4 HydrogeolOgY ..ccueoiiiiieieeeeeiiesi ettt 19
2.5.5 Ecological ASSESSMENt .......c...eoiimmiiiiiiiiicic e 21
2.5.6 Nature and Extent of Contamination ...............cccoocoeieiiieieecie e 21
2.5.6.1 1998 Remedial InVESHZAtION .........cccvovveiiieiicieeeiecieic e 21
2.5.6.2 2004 Feasibility Study Supplemental Investigation .............cc..c........ 31
2.5.7 Location of Contamination and Exposure Pathways..........cc.ccccoooiiiiiinicnns 32
2.5.7.1 Extent of Contamination...........c..c.oceeeeereninisiiiereseeesreieie e 32
2.5.7.2 Attribution for Off-site Contamination..................c.cooeveveeveeeveenenennn. 37
2.5.7.3 Potential Exposure Pathways..........ccocooeviinironiiicceecenene e 39
2.6  Current and Potential Future Land and Resource UseS........ccccovvnvencsencvecsencanns 40
2.6.1  Current Land USE........coooiiiiiiiiiiici ettt 40
2.6.2 Future Land USE..........couvrieiiniiniiiicicciese ettt b s 40
2.7 Summary of Site RUSKS ........ccovviiecniiniseininneenarinessienessneressnsesssasesssssessasssssasesserssansass 42
2.7.1  Summary of Human Health Risk Assessment...........cccoeeeeiiieniniciniicincnen. 42
2.7.1.1 Identification of Chemicals of Concern.............c..cccvvverenennnecnencnne. 42
2.7.1.2 EXpOSUre ASSESSIMENL.......cccoviiiiiiniiiiiaiiienee et e e e e 43
2.7.1.3 TOXICItY ASSESSMENL ....ccvviiriiiriietieeeie et eeteeetee et eceieer e enneenaeeeneeaveaneas 44
2.7.1.4 Risk Characterization............cuecveiuiceniesiieesieesieeesseeeee e seesaesaaneas 44
2.7 1.5 UNCEHAINEIES ...veeivvieiie ittt et eesee e et eeiaeeeerenens 45



Record of Decision

Escambia Wood Treating Company

Operable Unit 01 (Soil)

Page iii

February 2006

2.8
2.9

2.10

2.11
2.12

2.13

2.7.2  Summary of Ecological Risk Assessment ............ccccceeeeniiiniiinieciicnneniennn, 46
Remedial Action ODjJeCtiVes....iiincnninioniiiccniinnsiniiscsrencsseeisanstnisssiinesiessessissnes 46
Description of AIernatives .......ciiiiiiinnisiccciinicineeenissinenseninneseeniesnsoes 48
2.9.1 Detailed Remedial Alternatives Evaluation..............cccccovciiniiiiiiininnnenn. 49
2.9.1.1 Alternative 1 -- NO ACHON .....cuuiiiiieiiieeeeeiee et 49
2.9.1.2 Alternative 2 -- Capping/Containment with Solidification/Stabilization
of Principal Threat Material...............cccooociiiiiiiin e, 50
2.9.1.3 Alternative 3 -- Excavation, Onsite Treatment w/ Thermal
Desorption/BCD, and Onsite Disposal .........c..ccccceivinininnininnneenn. 53
2.9.1.4 Alternative 4 -- Excavation, On-site Treatment w/ Solid Phase
Bioremediation, and On-site Disposal............ccccccvvenvervirnnenninecennnn. 56
2.9.1.5 Alternative 5 -- Excavation, On-site Treatment w/ Chemical
Oxidation, and On-site Disposal.........ccccccooiiiiiiiiiinininenciee, 59
2.9.1.6 Alternative 6 -- Excavation, On-site Treatment w/
Solidification/Stabilization, and On-site Disposal..............c..cc......... 62
2.9.1.7 Alternative 7 -- Excavation, Off-site Transportation and
Disposal at Subtitle C Landfill...........cccccooooiniiiiiie 65
2.9.2 Common Elements and Distinguishing Features of the Alternatives............ 67
Comparative Analysis of Alternatives .........ccvvciseesinsnnsnisiicsicsiensensscncsnnenne 68
2.10.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the EnVIronment ........................... 69
2.10.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements....69
2.10.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence ............ccccoococeiviiiiiiieniiinnieee 71
2.10.4 Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume Through Treatment................. 72
2.10.5 Short-Term EffectiVeness .......covvrcveeiirieriieierceie e 73
2.10.6 Implementability .........ccciivieeriiiiiiiieeee et 73
2.10.7 COSt ettt 74
Principal Threat Wastes......ciiviicnnnennsecninnnnnnnininesnsnsiiinniismeas 76
Selected Remedy .....cececvnimiiensisnnecsccsnneiisssssnnesecsnas eeneessreseesoeranerersesonrarensrsessanstnsane 76
2.12.1 Rationale for the Selected Remedy.........cccoevivivriviionciiecieneece e, 76
2.12.2 Description of the Selected Remedy............coocoeoiiiiiiiininiiiceccee 77
2.12.2.1 Residential Relocation ..........ccooveveeniiiiiieiiiinicceee 79
2.12.2.2 Excavation of Contaminated Soil On- and Off-Site .............. 79
2.12.23 Containment and Cap System with Solidification/
Stablization ..........cccooiiiiiii e 80
2.12.2.4 Operation & Maintenance............ccccecveveeeeieninnenieieenenee. 81
2.12.2.5 Long-term MONItOriNg .......cocvververireieeesee et 81
2.12.2.6 Institutional Controls ..........occeeeeeviiiieenieeee e 82
2.12.2.7 Five-Year ReVIEWS ...cccooiiiiiiiiiieiice e 82
2.12.3 Summary of Estimated Remedy CoSts .........cccovvveerieniinniiniriir e 82
2.12.4 Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy ..........c.cooviivieiiininiinie, 83
2.12.4.1 Available Land USe ........cccoiiiiiiiniiiiicicicceccececee e 83
2.12.4.2 Final Cleanup Levels .........occoeiiiiiiieeeeeceeee e 85
Statutory Determinations......c.cceeiicericncssenssinnncsensssincscnsnissenssannssneneersssssssssossessens 85
2.13.1 Protection of Human Health and the Env1ronment ........................................ 86
2.13.2 Compliance with ARARS ......ccooviiiiii e 86
2.13.3 Cost EffeCtiVENEss.......c.coiiiieiieiiiieieeeeie ettt s 91

IR mﬂwm B e on o ) m ) Em O e B mw i




5

Record of Decision
Escambia Wood Treating Company
Operable Unit 01 (Soil)

9

0010

Page iv

February 2006

2.13.4 Permanent and Alternative Treatment Solutions ...........ccceovvererienenienenn, 91
2.13.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element ..........ccoccoooiiieinninnnnnne. 91
2.13.6 Five-Year Review ReqUIrEMENt .......c.cccooueieiiieiiiciiiiiincee e 91
2.14 Documentation of Significant Changes............ccvveirninicniiiinsenssnssenssecsiesssnsesas 91
2,15 ReECIENCES..cueiceeerrictientniniitessnnesssissiiiniisseessesssssssstnsssessansssaesstesssssssnsssassassssasosness 93

PART 3: RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

3.1 Overview and SUMMATY ...ttt issesssssssssses 95

3.2  Summary of Public Comments Received and EPA Responses...........cccescureunenen. 95
3.2.1 Health Effects from Past Site EXpOSUTESs .........ccoociiiiiiiiiiciciiiciecceee, 96
3.2.2 Relocation of Clarinda Triangle Residents.........ccccoceviiiniimiiiiiiiiiniee, 96
3.2.3 Comments Expressing Opposition to EPA’s Proposed Plan........................ 97
3.2.4 Cost of Proposed Remedy.......occoovuiiiiiiiiiicieieiicie et 99
3.2.5 Cleanup Standards .........ccocoiiiiiiiiiiiii et 100
3.2.6 Advocating an Alternate Cleanup Remedy .......cccoceoieiiiiiiiniiiiiie 100
3.2.7 Remedy LOCAtION ........cecviiiiiieiiieccee ettt 101
3.2.8 Implementation of Institutional Controls..........cocecviiviviiiniiniiriiiiecee 101
3.2.9 Potential Threat to Groundwater................ocevveeenerie i, 102
3.2.10 Permanence of the Remedy: Integrity of the Liner..............cccoconi. 102
3.2. 11 Five-Year REVIEW .......coiiiiiiiiie et 103
3.2.12 Support for the Proposed Remedy ..........ccooeeoieiiiiniiiiniiieeeeeee 104

3.3 Comments from Organizations .........c.vieicnisnninniecieniiieeinssssosas 104
3.3.1 Citizens Against Toxic Exposure (CATE) ...c.ccccorirvioenniniiieecereen, 104
3.3.2 Citizens Against Toxic Exposure (CATE) ...ccooevveiiiiininiceieieee, 112
3.3.3 City of Pensacola Environmental Advisory Board...........ccccoooiiiininnen. 116
3.3.4 Clarinda Triangle ASSOCIAtION ...........ccooviiiviiiiceieie et 117
3.3.5 League of Women VOLErS ..........ccooiiiiiiieieiie e 119
3.3.6 City of Pensacola, Florida..............cocooiiiiiieii e 120
3.3.7 Escambia County, Florida...........c..ooooiiiiiinincce 122
3.3.8 Pensacola Area Chamber of Commerce .........cccccoviviiiiiinienineiieeee 123
3.3.9 Federal Elected Officials ......ccoviiriiiiiiiiieeceeee e 126

APPENDICES (On Compact Disk)

Appendix A — Public Meeting Transcript

Appendix B — Written Individual Community Comments

Appendix C — Written Community Group Comments

Appendix D — Local Government and Business Community Written Comments
Appendix E — Written Comments from Federal Officials

Appendix F — Vendor Comments



Record of Decision Page v
Escambia Wood Treating Company
Operable Unit 01 (Soil) February 2006
LIST OF FIGURES l
Figure 1. ETC Site Location Map.........cccoocciiiiniiiiiiiiieiieccie et e 3 l
Figure 2. Neighborhoods around the ETC Site.........ccooueiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieeeeeeceeee e 4
Figure 3. Aerial Photograph of the ETC Site Soil Stockpile and '
Surrounding Properti€s .........coui ittt te ettt 14
Figure 4. Site Conceptual Model ..o 18
Figure 5. General Stratigraphy of the ETC Site.......cccoooiiiiiiiiiiiieceeece 20 l
Figure 6. Cross-section of the ETC Site Hydrostratigraphy ...........cccoconivininnininncnnn 21
Figure 7. Distribution of Carcinogenic Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons in
Existing Northeastern Excavation Soil.............coocoiice, 23 l
Figure 8. Distribution of Carcinogenic Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons in -
Existing Northwestern Excavation Soil............ccooiiiiiioiioiiiiiie e 24
Figure 9. Distribution of Carcinogenic Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons in l
On-site Subsurface Soil ... 25
Figure 10. Distribution of Carcinogenic Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons in
On-site Subsurface Soil (CONL.) .....ccoiiiiiiiii e .26 l
Figure 11. Distribution of Dioxin in On-site Surface Soil...........cccceeevnineinineeee 27
Figure 12. Distribution of Dioxin in On-site Surface Soil (cont.) ........cccooceeriiiiinenicnnn 28
Figure 13. Distribution of Dioxin in On-site Subsurface Soil ..............cc.ooc 29 '
Figure 14. Distribution of Dioxin in On-site Subsurface Soil (cont.) .......ccccocevvrevenncnee 30
Figure 15. Extent of On-site Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding
Commercial Cleanup Standards.............covevoieiieiiieee e 33 ‘
Figure 16 Extent of On-site Subsurface Soil Contamination Exceeding .
Ground Water Protection Levels ... 33
Figure 17. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Commercial l
Cleanup Standards in Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia Arms ....................... 34
Figure 18. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Commercial
Cleanup Standards in SWMU-10........cccooiiiiiiiccrecee e, 34 l
Figure 19. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Commercial '
Cleanup Standards in the Palafox Industrial Park ... 35
Figure 20. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Commercial l
Cleanup Standards in Hermann Street and Pearl Avenue............ccocooeeiiccnincncnnnn. 35
Figure 21. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Residential
Cleanup Standards in the Clarinda Triangle Area...........cccooevcereinnene i 36 .
Figure 22. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Commercial
Cleanup Standards in the Clarinda Triangle Area.........ccccoecneereveneneniieneccnennne, 36
Figure 23. Planned Future Use for the ETC SIe .......o.covrvvrrvrrveeisieseeeoseeeeeesessess s, 41 I
LIST OF TABLES
Table | Chemicals 0f CONCEM..........cociciiiiiniiiiic s 42 '
Table 2 Conceptual Exposure Model (Human Receptors) .........c.ccveverveveneeieenenevieenns 43
Table 3 Summary of Carcinogenic and Non-carcinogenic Risks for ETC OU-1................. 45 l
Table 4 Contaminated Soil Remedial Cleanup Goals for ETC QU-1 .......ccocoooeivinininncene. 48
Table 5 Summary of Estimated Contaminated Soil Volumes for ETC QU-1 ...................... 67




59 0011

Record of Decision Page vi
Escambia Wood Treating Company

Operable Unit 01 (Soil) February 2006
Table 6 Comparative Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives for ETC OU-1 ... 70
Table 7 Comparison of Remedial Alternative Costs for ETC OU-T ..., 75
Table 8 Estimated Remedy Construction Costs for ETC OU-1 ......ococoiiiiiiiiiiii e 84
Table 9 Estimated Remedy O&M Costs for ETC OU-1 ........ccoocoeviiiiieieeeee 85
Table 10 Final Soil Remedial Cleanup Goals for ETC OU-1 .......ccocoiiivininiiinieinen, 85
Table 11 Chemical-Specific ARARs, Criteria, and Guidances for ETC OU-1.................... 87
Table 12 Action-Specific ARARs, Criteria, and Guidances for ETC OQU-1 ........................ 89



Record of Decision
Escambia Wood Treating Company
Operable Unit 01 (Soil)

C012

Page vii

February 2006

LIST OF ACRONYMS and ABBREVIATIONS

AOC Area of Contamination

amsl above mean sea level

ARAR Applicable, or Relevant and Appropriate, Requirement
BaP EQ benzo(a)pyrene toxicity equivalents

BCD base catalyzed dechlorination

bls below land surface

CAMU Corrective Action Management Unit

CDD chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins

CDF chlorinated dibenzofurans

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation Liability Act
CFR Code of Federal Regulations

COC Contaminant of Concern

cPAH carcinogenic polyaromatic hydrocarbons

cy cubic yards

DoJ U.S. Department of Justice

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

ERT EPA Emergency Response Team

ESD EPA Environmental Services Division

ETC Escambia Wood Treating Company

FAC Florida Administrative Code

FDEP Florida Department of Environmental Protection
FDER Florida Department of Environmental Regulation
FS Feasibility Study

F.S. Florida Statute

ft'/day cubic feet per day

GRA general response action

HEAST health effects assessment summary tables

HI Hazard Index

HQ Hazard Quotient

HSWA Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments

IRIS Integrated Risk Information System

LDR Land Disposal Restriction

LMJA Larry M. Jacobs & Associates

LOAEL lowest observed advers etfect level

MCL Maximum Contaminant Level

mg/kg-day  milligram per kilogram per day

ng/’kg Micrograms per kilogram

ug/L Micrograms per liter

MTTD medium-temperature thermal desorber

M/T/V mobility/toxicity/volume

NCEA National Center for Environmental Assessment
NCP National Contingency Plan



Record of Decision Page viii
Escambia Wood Treating Company
Operable Unit 01 (Soil) February 2006
LIST OF ACRONYMS
(Continued)

NOAEL
NOV
NPL
o&M
0OSC
OSHA
Oou
PAH
PCP
PCE
ppm
psi

RCRA
RFA

RGO

RI/FS
ROD
SARA
“Site”
S/S
SWMU
TCLP
TEQ
TOP
TPH

no observed adverse effect level

Notice of Violation

National Priorities List

Operation and Maintenance

On Scene Coordinator

Occupational Safety and Health Administration
Operable Unit

polyaromatic hydrocarbon

pentachlorophenol

Tetrachloroethylene or Perchloroethene

part per million

pounds per square inch

Remedial Action Objective

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
RCRA Facility Assessment

Reference Dose

Remedial Goal Option

Remedial Investigation

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
Record Of Decision

Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act
Escambia Wood Treating Company Superfund Site
solidification/stabilization

Solid Waste Management Unit

Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure
toxicity equivalents

Temporary Operating Permit

total petroleum hydrocarbons

cubic yards



5 9 CC13

Record of Decision Page |
Escambia Wood Treating Company
Operable Unit 01 (Soil) February 2006

PART 1: THE DECLARATION
1.1 Site Name and Location

This Record of Decision (ROD) is for the Escambia Wood Treating Company Superfund Site,
Operable Unit 01 (Soil) that is located at 3910 North Palatox Street in the City of Pensacola,
Escambia County, Florida. The EPA Site Identification Number is FLD008168346.

1.2 Statement of Basis and Purpose

This decision document presents the Selected Remedy for the Escambia Wood Treating Company
(ETC) Superfund Site (the “Site”), Operable Unit (OU) 01 (Soil) that was chosen in accordance with
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA),
as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the
extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is based on the
Administrative Record for the Site. The State of Florida concurs with the Selected Remedy.

1.3 Assessment of Site

The response action selected in this Record of Decision is necessary to protect the public health or
welfare and the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances to the
environment.

1.4 Description of Selected Remedy

The overall cleanup strategy for the OU-1 final remedy is to treat principal threat wastes through
solidification/stabilization and to permanently isolate surface and subsurface soil contaminated
above the sclected cleanup levels in an on-site containment system in order to protect both human
and ecological receptors. The selected remedy addresses the source materials constituting principal
threats at the site. The major components for the Selected Remedy include:

a Excavation of contaminated soil both on- and off-site, including permanent relocation of
residents in the Clarinda triangle neighborhood;

a Containment of the contaminated soil in lined cell(s) followed by installation of a multi-layer
cap over the containment area compatible, to the extent possible, with the intended future
commercial use of the property;

a Solidification/stabilization of identified principal threat waste to form a sub-cap (3 to 4-ftin
thickness) beneath the multi-layer cap;

o Operation & maintenance of the cap and containment system;

a Long-term monitoring of the containment system;

a Institutional controls to restrict future use of the Site to commercial uses compatible with the
remedy; and

a Five-year reviews of the remedy to ensure protectiveness is maintained.
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1.5  Statutory Determinations

The Selected Remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal
and State requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial
action (unless justified by a waiver), and is cost effective. This remedy utilizes permanent
solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable for OU-1 and
satisfies the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment to reduce toxicity, mobility,
or volume as a principal element. The remedy eliminates human and ecological exposure to
contaminated soil, permanently controls the mobility of the contaminants, and is protective of
ground water resources.

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining
on-site above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a statutory review
will be conducted within five years afler initiation of the remedial action to ensure that the
remedy remains protective of hurnan health and the environment.

1.6 Data Certification Checklist

The following information is included in the Decision Summary section of this Record of
Decision (Part 2). Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record file for this

Site.

0 Chemicals of concern and their respective concentrations (pages 21 to 40)

0 Baseline risk represented by the chemicals of concern (pages 42 to 46)

o Cleanup levels established for chemicals of concern and the basis for these
levels (pages 46 to 48)

@ How source materials constituting principal threats are addressed (page 76)

o Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptions and current
and potential future beneficial uses of groundwater used in the Baseline Risk
Assessment and ROD (page 40)

0 Potential land and groundwater use that will be available at the site as a result
of the Selected Remedy (pages 82 to 84 )

a Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance (O&M), and total present
worth costs, discount rate, and the number of years over which the remedy
cost estimates are projected (pages 82 to 84)

o Key factor(s) that led to selecting the remedy (i.e. describe how the Selected
Remedy provides the best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the balancing
and modifying criteria, highlighting criteria key to the decision) (pages 76 to
77

1.7  Authorizing Signatures

5 A %q@f« 2.[13]06

BeveWH. Banister, Acting Director Date
Waste Management Division
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PART 2: THE DECISION SUMMARY
2:1 Site Name, Location, and Brief Description

This Record of Decision (ROD) is for the Escambia Wood Treating Company (ETC) Superfund Site
(the “Site”), Operable Unit (OU) 01 (Soil), that is located at 3910 North Palafox Street in the City of
Pensacola, Escambia County, Florida. A Site location map is shown on Figure 1. The United
States Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) is the lead agency for this Site, and the EPA Site
Identification Number is FLD008168346. Site remediation is planned to be conducted and financed
through Superfund with the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) administering
a State Cost Share of ten percent of the remedial action costs.

The ETC Site encompasses light industrial, commercial and residential properties surrounding and
down gradient of the former Escambia Wood Treating Company property. Residential properties
located both north and south of the Site have been the subject of a National Relocation Pilot Project
that served as an interim action for the remediation of ETC OU-1. This remedial action provides a
final remedy for OU-1 that will address contaminated soils both on-site and on surrounding off-site
properties consistent with the planned future use of those properties.

Figure 1. ETC Site Location Map
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The ETC Site is an abandoned wood preserving facility that operated from 1942 until its closing in
1982. The Site is located at approximately 30° 27' 19" north latitude and 87° 13' west longitude, and
the ETC property occupies approximately 26-acres. The Site is bordered on the north by residential
neighborhoods, on the west by Palafox Street, on the east by the CSX Railroad Switchyard, and on
the south by an abandoned concrete plant and small industrial park. During its operational period,
the facility treated utility poles, foundation pilings, and lumber with creosote and pentachlorophenol.

Prior to the National Relocation Pilot Project (see Section 2.5.2) interim action, the nearest
residences were directly adjacent to the northeastern boundary of the Site. This residential area
nearest the Site included Rosewood Terrace, Oak Park, and the Escambia Arms apartment complex.
The Palafox Industrial Park is south of the Site, and abuts another relocated neighborhood
encompassing Herman Avenue and Pearl Street to the south. A mixed commercial and residential
area west of Palafox Street, known as the Clarinda triangle, also has been impacted by the Site, and
was not a subject of the interim action. Prior to relocation, the population surrounding the Site was
distributed as follows: 0-.25 miles (180); 0.25 - 0.5 miles (540); 0.5 - 1 mile (8,909); 1.0-2.0 miles
(24,094). Three schools with an enrollment of approximately 2700 students are located from 0.5 to
1 mile from the Site. Figure 2 illustrates the neighborhoods around the ETC Site.

ROSEWOQD- TERRACE/
OAK PARK/ o~
ESCAMBIA ARMS |-
NEIGHEQRHOOB |
il 1

| AREA-ADUACENT
TOSWMU, 10

Y ;\\ L \.. -,) # 5 .". A ~ \
PALAFOX - LT o, X
INDUSTRIAL PARK , \ R e
~, LN A

N
N e b ] ‘L
X\ \HcMN/PzARL ]|
AN\ NEIGHBORHO0D |\
o 1200° 2400° %\ A

Figure 2. Neighborhoods around the ETC Site (Relocated Neighborhoods are
Highlighted)
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Ground water beneath and down gradient of the Site has been impacted by releases from the Site.
The ground water contamination will be addressed by OU-2, which is undergoing Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS). The prior EPA soil removal action has been effective at
reducing or eliminating ongoing impacts to ground water. No drinking water wells are known to be
present within the contaminated aquifer. There are no surface water bodies in the immediate vicinity
of the ETC Site. Bayou Texar is located 1.5 miles east of the Site, and is the discharge point for
ground water beneath the Site. Bayou Texar flows to Pensacola Bay which is 3.5 miles south of the
ETC Site.

2.2 Site History and Enforcement Activities
2.2.1 Operational History

The ETC site was first developed in 1942 as a manufacturing facility of wood products treated with
creosote. Before the start of operations in 1942, the land was used for farming (Weston, 1993d).
ETC's Pensacola facility was involved in the pressure-treating of wood products, primarily utility
poles and foundation pilings. Southern Yellow Pine was debarked, formed, dried, impregnated with
preservatives, and stored at the facility until delivered to customers. From 1944 to approximately
1970, coal-tar creosote was used as the primary wood preservative. PCP dissolved in No. 6 diesel
fuel was used at the facility as a preservative from 1963, and was the sole preservative in use from
1970 to 1982 (A.T. Kearney 1990). '

Creosote is a mixture of more than 200 organic compounds that are distilled from coal tar at
temperatures between 200°C and 400°C. PCP is prepared by the chlorination of phenol in the
presence of a catalyst, and is commonly acquired in bulk crystalline form and dissolved in hot diesel
fuel because PCP is a solid at ambient temperatures.

Betore pressure impregnation of preservative into the debarked and "framed," or formed, wood
products, naturally-occurring moisture and resin were removed from the Southern Yellow Pine using
a steam/vacuum process. In this process, the wood was placed in treater cylinders and heated using
steam from the facility's wood-fired boiler. Condensate formed in the cylinders during the heating
cycle was continuously drained to a condenser hot well, then to a primary oil/water separator via a
process drain system. At the end of the heating cycle, the cylinders were vented, and a vacuum was
applied. Liquids in the wood, which were either vaporized and removed by the vacuum system or
removed from the wood by internally-generated steam, settled to the bottom of the cylinders. These
liquids then were pumped to the primary oil/water separator at the conclusion of the vacuum cycle.
The vacuum system at ETC was a steam ejector jet attached to an elevated, direct-contact,
barometric condenser. Vapors from the treater cylinders condensed, mixed with the condenser
cooling water, and were gravity-fed from the condenser 35 feet in the air to the condenser hot well,
and then to the oil/water separator (A. T. Kearney, 1990).

Following the heating/vacuum cycle, the wood preservative was impregnated into the wood under
pressure. After the impregnation cycle, the pressure was reduced in the treating cylinders, and the
wood products were removed from the cylinders on trams used to transport the wood stock.
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Following pressure reduction, excess wood preservative was allowed to drain from the treated
products along drip tracks before on-site storage in the nine treated-wood-storage areas.

Contaminated wastewater and runoff from the former treatment area were the primary wastes
managed at the facility. In the early years of operation, all wastewater was sent to an unlined
impoundment located in the northeastern part of the site. This natural earthen unit was used from
the mid-1940s through the mid-1950s. After the mid-1950s, process wastewater and contaminated
runoff were managed by two separate systems. Process wastewater was initially managed by an
oil/water separator to recover treating chemicals and process water for reuse in the wood-treating
process. The system consisted of two concrete and treated wood impoundments. The former "hot"
and "cold" ponds, each used from 1955 to 1982, and with a holding area of 6250 cubic feet, operated
in series. The "hot" pond received wastewater laden with PCP and creosote before its discharge via
shower heads into the "cold" pond. The shower heads cooled the water, volatilizing some of the
organic constituents. Water from this unit was discharged to the Pensacola sanitary sewer system or
pumped back into the process vacuum line.

The contaminated runoff from the treatment area was directed into a runoff collection/separation
system. This system consisted of a concrete collection pad and a series of separation basins, which
removed waste-treating solutions from the runoff water. Runoff was then pumped via a storm-drain
system to an impoundment located in the southern section of the facility. The impoundment, which
was constructed of sectionally poured concrete, had a holding capacity of 225,000 gallons.
Wastewater in the impoundment, also known as the "swimming pool", was allowed to evaporate,
and the remaining content was discharged to the Pensacola sanitary sewer system (A. T. Kearney
1990).

2.2.2  Regulatory and Enforcement History

The ETC site has a lengthy regulatory history that begins with the submittal of the Notification of
Hazardous Waste Activity Form (CERCLA 103C) to EPA on August 15, 1980. Before this
submittal and the promulgation of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), little
available documentation was generated regarding compliance and non-compliance with federal,
state, or county rules and regulations (A. T. Kearney 1990).

As required under the notification provision of RCRA, a Part A Permit Application was submitted
by ETC on November 18, 1980, to the Florida Department of Environmental Regulation (FDER) for
a permit to operate a hazardous waste storage facility engaged in the storage of KOOl Wood
Preservative waste. KOO1 Wood Preservative waste is defined as "bottom sediment sludge from the
treatment of wastewater from wood preserving processes that use creosote and/or
pentachlorophenol” under 40 CFR Part 261.32. Although ETC ceased operation in October 1982,
three surface impoundments at the facility that contained K001 sludge and wastewater required
permitting and closure.

ETC applied to the State of Florida for a Temporary Operating Permit (TOP) on April 11, 1983.
Permit number HT17-68894 was issued on March 2, 1984, with an expiration date of January 1,
1987. The specific provision of the permit required ETC to submit a moditied closure plan,
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groundwater monitoring plan, and statistical analysis of groundwater samples (A. T. Kearney 1990).
As a result of these requirements, the facility submitted a revised closure plan for the surface
impoundments in March 1985.

In May 1985, ETC submitted to the Hazardous Waste Management Section in Tallahassee, Florida,
a request for waiver allowing the post-closure care period to continue for a minimum ot 5 years,
rather than be supplanted by the 30-year, post-closure period required under the RCRA regulations.
On May 3, 1985, the waiver was denied and the facility was required to maintain a 30-year, post-
closure period of operation (A. T. Kearney 1990).

On August 20, 1985, a Warning Letter was issued to ETC regarding violation of the RCRA financial
requirements. The warning letter was followed by a Notice of Violation (NOV) on September 15,
1985, resulting from the facility's failure to respond to the warning letter. The major violations cited
in the NOV dealt with the groundwater program and the failure to provide financial assurance (A. T.
Kearney 1990).

During the month of September 1985, in accordance with the TOP, the facility removed sludges
from the three surface impoundments and transported them off-site to a hazardous waste facility in
Alabama (A. T. Kearney 1990). On October 2, 1985, a revised closure plan addressing the 30-year,
post-closure requirements under the regulations was submitted to FDER. In addition, the facility
was able to obtain a standby letter of credit for closure/post-closure costs as part of the RCRA
financial assurance requirements.

In a letter dated November 13, 1985, the facility owners stated that issues in a previous NOV from
the FDER had been addressed regarding financial assurance with the exception of the sudden and
non-sudden insurance. The applicable insurance policy was canceled July 1, 1985, and ETC had
been unable to obtain another policy. On December 14, 1985, ETC obtained liability insurance;
however, the policy clearly stated that the general liability insurance coverage excluded pollution
events.

On December 31, 1985, Consent Order No 85-0985 between the State of Florida and ETC was
signed by both parties to establish a compliance schedule for ETC. This schedule for the installation
of additional monitoring wells and the submittal of an acceptable groundwater monitoring program
was reviewed by the state. The financial assurance issue was handled by the use of a "good-faith
effort,” which the State considered to be a temporary solution to liability coverage. This required
ETC to show evidence, every 90 days, of contacts with known suppliers of pollution liability
coverage.

Following the consent order, additional information concerning the closure permit was received
from the facility on February 13, 1986; May 29, 1986; and June 24, 1986. On December 19, 1986,
the State of Florida issued a notice of intent to issue a permit for closure of the ETC facility. The
closure permit application submitted and modified by the facility contained additional permit
conditions (closure) established by the state. These conditions addressed groundwater monitoring;
location, number, and depths of wells; and sampling parameters during closure and post-closure, and
were unacceptable to the facility. According to ETC personnel, they did not believe that an
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extensive groundwater monitoring program was necessary because 168 cubic yards of KOOI sludge
was removed from the three impoundments in September 1985.

In February 1987, ETC submitted a petition to request a hearing on FDER’s intent to issue a permit.

ETC objected to the requirements that additional groundwater monitoring wells be installed. ETC
claimed that FDER had not sufficiently justified the need for additional wells. Furthermore, ETC
representatives questioned FDER's authority regarding groundwater monitoring at the site and the
proper closure of the surface impoundments. During April, 1987, a down gradient facility, Agrico
Chemical, notified the state and EPA that its up gradient well was contaminated with PCP, and on
April 15, 1987, EPA conducted a site visit at Agrico to sample the up gradient well.

In September 1987, EPA issued a complaint and compliance order regarding the instaliation of a
groundwater monitoring system at the facility waste management areas which would fulfill the
groundwater monitoring requirements of 40 CFR.265.91 (Tobin 1987). During May 1988, a
Preliminary Reassessment was conducted at the ETC facility to confirm the findings of the initial
preliminary assessment conducted by FDER on July 31, 1984, Reviews of data collected by the
EPA Environmental Services Division (ESD) (Sampling Inspection of June 27, 1988), off-site
reconnaissance and target survey findings, and reviews of existing EPA and FDER material
concluded that the facility should be slated for further investigations.

In September 1988, EPA filed a complaint against ETC regarding violations at the Pensacola and
other facilities. In April 1989, EPA conducted a compliance evaluation inspection at the ETC site,
and noted several interim status standards violations of 40 CFR 265.

A preliminary review and visual site inspection were conducted during the RCRA Facility
Assessment (RFA) to identify Solid Waste Management Units (SWMUs) and Areas of Concern
(AOCs) in June of 1990 by EPA (A. T. Kearney 1990). The RFA was required pursuant to the
Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984, which expanded EPA's authority under
RCRA to require corrective action for releases of hazardous waste or constituents from SWMUs for
facilities such as ETC that sought a RCRA permit. The RCRA correction action process applies to
all SWMUs and AOCs that have the potential to release hazardous constituents.

The RFA identified 31 SWMUs and 2 AOCs of which 16 SWMUs and | AOC were deemed to
require further action (A. T. Kearney 1990).

The Escambia Wood Treating Company filed for bankruptcy and abandoned the Site in 1991. The
company defaulted on its environmental liabilities, and the case was referred to the Department of
Justice (Dol) to pursue settlement with the owner. DoJ reached a final settlement with the owner in
2002.

2.2.3  Previous Investigations

The ETC site has been the subject of numerous previous investigations. These investigations are
briefly summarized below:

-
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1982 EPA Environmental Services Division (ESD) Investigation

In November 1982, EPA ESD conducted a RCRA compliance monitoring non-site-specific,
Superfund Investigation at the ETC Site. Ground water, soil cores, and waste samples were
collected during this investigation. Ground water was collected from two existing supply
wells, and no wood preserving or related compounds were detected. Soil core samples
collected on site had clevated concentrations of metals and wood preserving related
compounds. Samples of wastewaters and sludges had highly elevated concentrations of
pentachlorophenol (PCP).

1984 Preliminary Assessment

In July 1984, EPA conducted an on-site inspection and used the results of the 1982 ESD
investigation and a 1983 FDER RCRA compliance report to complete a potential hazardous-
waste-site preliminary assessment. The assessment reported that no damage to off-site
property was observed, but that runoff produced at the site might contaminate nearby storm
drains, detention ponds, and other facilities. The assessment concluded that although the
extent of contamination was not known, it could extend off-site, and sampling would be
necessary to determine if it did (EPA 1984a).

1984 Site Inspection

In August 1984, National Water Well Association Research Facility personnel recorded
monitoring-well data from the facility's four monitor wells as part of a Site Inspection. The
Site Inspection was conducted under contract with USEPA.

1986 Geohydrological Investigation

In July 1986, Larry M. Jacobs & Associates, Inc. (LMJA) conducted a geohydrological
investigation of the ETC Site for the Escambia Wood Treating Company. The investigation
consisted of three 150-foot-decp standard penetration test borings, laboratory tests on
selected soil samples, a site visit, and inspection and analysis of samples. Unidentified odors
were detected in the soil samples collected near the water table at a depth of 40 feet to 45
fect in one boring. Additional odors were detected from 85 feet to 118 feet below grade ina
layer of white, slightly silty, fine sand soils. The FDER, reviewed the results of the
geohydrologic investigation, and indicated that due to the local geology any contaminant
discharged at the Site could reach the main production zone of the Sand and Gravel Aquifer
(180 feet to 280 feet bls), given time, distance, and effect produced by public supply wells
downgradient of the site (Kennedy 1986).

1987 FDER Site Investigation
In August and September of 1987, FDER conducted an investigation at the ETC Site. The

objective of the investigation was to determine if the old creosote pond (SWMU 10), focated
in the northeast corner of the abandoned facility, was a source of ground water
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contamination. Ground water monitoring and flow data generated in this study indicate that
a significant contamination problem existed in the area of the pond and immediately down
gradient. The contaminants identified included high concentrations of polynuclear aromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) and PCP, all of which are associated with the wood treating process
and directly associated with the creosote pond contents. These compounds also had been
identified in an earlier set of ground water samples taken at the abandoned Agrico facility,
which is located less than a mile to the south (downgradient from the pond). The FDER
investigation concluded that to accurately assess the area of ground water that has been
impacted by this source, a comprehensive investigation that includes multi-level monitoring
would be necessary (FDER 1988).

. 1987 EPA ESD Compliance Sampling Inspection

A RCRA sampling inspection was conducted at the ETC site by EPA ESD during the week
of December 7, 1987. Samples were collected from five monitoring wells, three waste
containers, and three soil sites at the facility. The material in the tanks appeared to be waste
sludge. Results from the metals analysis show that the metals concentrations in the
groundwater samples and soil samples were generally at or near background levels. A
number of organic compounds were detected at very high concentrations in many of the
samples. Both volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds associated with wood treating
were detected.

. 1988 Preliminary Reassessment

A preliminary reassessment conducted by NUS Corporation in May 1988 noted that the
aquifer of concern beneath the ETC site is the unconfined Sand-and-Gravel aquifer, and that
this system of interbedded, unconsolidated quartz, sand, and gravel supplies most of the
agricultural, industrial, municipal, and domestic water needs of this portion of western
Florida, including Escambia and Santa Rosa counties. The Preliminary Reassessment
concluded that the site should be considered for further investigation.

. 1990 RCRA Facility Assessment

A preliminary review and visual site inspection were conducted during the 1990 RCRA
Facility Assessment (RFA) to identify SWMUs and AOCs. The RFA identified 31 SWMUs
and 2 AOCs. Sixteen SWMUs and 1 AOC were deemed to require further action (AT
Kearney 1990). The RFA concluded that almost the entire facility should be considered an
AOQOC. The area of greatest concern appeared to be the SWMU 10 area and the entire former
treating area. The area of least concern appeared to be the northwest section of the facility
which appeared to manage only wood stock awaiting treatment. An additional concern that
was identified was the extent of possible creosote contamination in the uppermost aquifer.
The RFA report concludes that potential dense non-aqueous phase liquid could have
migrated southeastward, based on the structure of the lower confining zone, the Pensacola
Clay. At the time of the RFA, none of the existing monitor wells had been drilled to the
lower confining layer, so this could not be tested (A. T. Kearney 1990).
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1991 Preliminary Assessment

The EPA Emergency Response Team (ERT) was activated by the EPA Region IV On-Scene
Coordinator (OSC) to perform a preliminary assessment at the ETC site in 1991 (Weston
1991). The preliminary assessment consisted of soil, groundwater, sludge, and air sampling,
and conducting a bioassessment. The preliminary assessment presented the following
conclusions:

- Soil in SWMU#10 was highly contaminated with creosote compounds.

- Soil in the process area was highly contaminated with PCP, dioxins/furans, and
creosote compounds.

- Groundwater appeared to be moving in a southeasterly direction.

- Creosote compounds, PCP, and VOCs associated with their carriers have leached
into the on-site groundwater.

- Sludge in SWMU#7 and SWMU#17 were highly contaminated and contained PCP,
dioxins/furans, CCA (SWMU#7) and creosote compounds.

- Air sampling indicated that there was no immediate threat to the public through the
migration of airborne contaminants.

- No areas of ecological concern exist on the Site that warrants further investigation or
intfluence removal or remedial decisions.

1991 Air Monitoring and Air Sampling Investigation

The EPA ERT performed air sampling and monitoring for excavation activities during the
removal action at the ETC Site. The monitoring information gathered was used to make
ficld decisions on health and safety concerns and to determine if there was oft-site migration
of contaminants occurred during the excavation and stockpiling activities (Weston 1991).
The October and November, 1991 air sampling events coincided with excavation of the
SWMU 10 area, while the December 1991 event was carried out in relation to excavation of
the process area. Based on the air monitoring, dust suppression techniques were instituted in
October 1991 as a result of readings from Location #2 (located along a path that dump trucks
used to move excavated soil to the stockpile).

January 1992 Well Sampling, Treatability Sampling Volume Estimate Investigation

The EPA ERT conducted an additional round of monitor well sampling and treatability study
sampling. Overall, several contaminant levels from two wells associated with the SWMU 10
and Process Areas were significantly lower than the levels measured in 1991 (pre-removal
action). Excavations and stockpiles on-site were surveyed to estimate the volume of
contaminaied soil excavated at the ETC Site (Weston 1992b).



Record of Decision Page 12
Escambia Wood Treating Company

Operable Unit 01 (Soil) February 2006
. 1992 EPA ESD Field Investigation

In July, 1992, EPA Region IV ESD conducted a sampling investigation at the ETC site to
acquire additional data for site risk assessment (EPA 1992). Surface soil samples were
collected from two locations on-site and from six residences located adjacent to and north of
the site. In addition to analysis of volatile and semi-volatile compounds, dioxin/furan
compounds were analyzed and detected in all samples collected. The background sample
contained the lowest concentrations of dioxin/furan compounds, and the duplicate samples
from the residence adjacent to the ETC site contained the highest concentrations.

. 1992 Extent of Contamination Study - Phase 11

The objective of this study was to identify the volume of soil to be removed for SWMUs 10
and 16 (based on contaminant concentration and depth) and to characterize the lithology of
the material encountered during sampling activities at the ETC Site (Weston 1992d).The
Phase Il Contamination Study Report concluded that the two SWMUs were targeted
correctly, and that excavation work had succeeded in removing the bulk of contaminated
soil. The distribution of contaminant concentrations relative to depth indicates that
contaminants have been transported laterally by groundwater movement; however, the
direction of groundwater flow indicated by the contamination profile of some boreholes was
not in agreement with previously identified groundwater flow directions, and further ground
water characterization was warranted.

. 1992 Air Sampling Investigation

The objective of this project was to conduct air sampling and monitoring at the ETC Site to
characterize residential and on-site airborne concentrations of PCP, dioxins, PAHs, and
VOC:s during the excavation and stockpiling of PCP and creosote contaminated soils. Data
collected were evaluated against community action limits of 59 ug/m® for PCP and 5.5 pg/m3
for dioxin. The results from the sampling indicated that the levels established in the air
sampling plan for dioxin, PCP, and/or PAHs were never exceeded. The highest detected
levels always were at the station downwind and closest to the work activities.

. 1994 EPA ESD Field Investigation

In July, 1994, EPA ESD conducted a sampling investigation to identify the presence and
concentrations of any organic constituents in the drinking water supply that might be
associated with wastes from the ETC Site. Water samples were collected from three fire
hydrants located across the site, and from two of the city water supply wells that provide
water to residents near the site. EPA concluded that all of the constituents sampled are
below EPA's National Primary Drinking Water Regulations or any other health-based
standards with the exception of one detection of tetrachloroethylene (PCE) in City Well #9
(raw water) at a concentration of 6.6 ug/l. EPA's MCL for PCE is 5 ug/l. However, when
the well was sampled after treatment (filtering), the PCE concentration was below the
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detection limit, and EPA concluded that the use of this water supply well should not result in
any adverse health effects.. PCE is not a chemical associated with the ETC Site.

. Soil Removal Action - Related Sampling

Removal activities at the ETC site began on October 14, 1991. Removal activities consisted
in part of the excavation and stockpiling of contaminated material, proper off-site disposal of
PCB transtormers, proper overpacking and disposal of various containers from the former
laboratory building and from around the site, and separation and proper disposal of asbestos
material on-site (related to demolition of on-site buildings). During this removal action,
extensive sampling activities were conducted to help define the extent of contamination in
the SWMU 10, SWMU 16, and process areas, and as a preliminary means of determining if
additional excavation was needed (Weston 1993d).

Test pits were dug in the north pond and process arca excavation pits in an attempt to
determine extent of contamination. Immunoassay kit results for PCP and total petroleum
hydrocarbons (TPH) indicated that contamination was present in the north pond area at a
depth of 50 feet and at a depth of 35 feet in the process area.

Excavation activities were completed in October 1992. An EPA Superfund Removal Update
dated March 1994 indicated that the cxcavations went to a depth of 40 feet where
groundwater was encountered. Contaminant concentrations remained above action levels
(except dioxin levels) and a visible LNAPL was present on top of the water table. According
to the Removal Update, the lateral extent of contamination appears to have been captured
within the excavation area. Removal activities did not involve removal or treatment of
contaminated groundwater. Figure 3 provides an aerial photograph of the removal soil
stockpile and surrounding properties.

2.2.4 Remedial Investigations/Feasibility Studies

EPA proposed the ETC Site for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL) in August 1994. The
site's listing on the NPL was finalized on December 16, 1994. Development of work plans tor a
combined RI/FS of the ETC Site was begun in 1994. During this RI/FS, it was determined that
defining separate operable units for source soils and ground water would result in a more efficient
cleanup approach. In 1998, the Remedial Investigation (RI) for OU-1 (Soil) was completed, and a
Feasibility Study (FS) was issued in June, 1998. Discussions ensued among EPA and FDEP
regarding selection of appropriate cleanup standards for soil, and EPA undertook additional
sampling to define the extent of contamination using the more stringent FDEP cleanup standards. A
revised FS incorporating the results of the additional sampling was issued in June 2005.
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Figure 3. Aerial Photograph of the ETC Site Soil Stockpile and Surrounding
Properties

. 1998 Remedial Investigation

The field investigation for the ETC RI was developed as a two-phased comprehensive data
collection program (CDM, 1998). The main objective of the Phase I field investigation was
to characterize the nature of on-site soil and ground water contamination and the extent of
potential contamination in the adjacent neighborhood which may be attributable to the ETC
Site. For Phase II, the objective of the field investigation was to determine the vertical and
horizontal extent of groundwater contamination attributable to the ETC Site. Due to the
separation of the Site into two OUs, the RI Report was focused on the results of the soil
investigation (OU-1).

The on-site soil sampling was subdivided into three areas. In the SWMU-10/Process Area
Excavation area (prior removal action area), elevated concentrations of polyaromatic
hydrocarbons (PAH), PCP, and dioxin were detected in surface and subsurface soils.
Around the Stockpile Perimeter area, similar contamination was identified, but appeared to
be associated with the prior operations of the facility. In the remainder of the ETC Site area
relatively low levels of contaminants were widespread in surface soils, and three locations
had notable contamination. In the off-site Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia Arms
neighborhoods, PAH and dioxin contamination was primarily located adjacent to the ETC
Site and at the Escambia Arms apartment complex. Subsurface soil contamination appeared
to be limited to the area adjacent to the ETC Site. In the Pearl Street and Hermann Avenue
neighborhood PAH contamination was fairly widespread, and localized areas had elecated
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concentrations of metals and pesticides. Limited dioxin data was collected, but this
contaminant was present in the area.

. 1998 Feasibility Study

The primary objectives of this FS were to support the identification of remedial goal options
(RGOs) for contaminated surface and subsurface soil; to determine the extent of
contamination above the RGOs; to develop general response actions (GRAs); to identity,
screen, and select remedial technologies and process options applicable to the contamination
associated with the Site; and to develop and analyze possible remedial action alternatives for
the site. Risk-based remedial goal options (RGOs) were calculated for both cancer and non-
cancer effects for the contaminants of concern (COCs) attributed to past operations at the site
in soil on-site, as well as off-site residential areas (Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia
Arms and Pearl Street/Hermann Avenue neighborhoods). Remedial alternative for soils
acting as contaminant sources considered the following COCs; the PAHs, collectively
considered as benzo(a)pyrene equivalents (BaP EQ), and dioxins, collectively considered as
2,3,7,8-TCDD toxicity equivalents (TEQ). In addition, the following groundwater COCs
also were considered: naphthalene, acenaphthene, fluorene, phenanthrene, 2-
methylnaphthalene, dibenzofuran, carbazole, and pentachlorophenol. Residential and
industrial RGOs, using the Summers model to calculate values for protection of ground
water and EPA interim cleanup standards for dioxin, resulted in the following estimated
volumes, including stockpiled soils, for the soil cleanup:

~ Residential  1E-6/HQ=0.1 651,050 cubic yards (cy)
1E-5/HQ=1 456,338 cy
|E-4/HQ=3 347,537 cy
~ Industrial 1E-6/HQ=0.1 481,404 cy
1E-5/HQ=1 361,816 cy
1E-4/HQ=3 269,182 cy
. 2005 Feasibility Study and Additional Soil Investigation

The objective of the 2005 FS (CDM, 2005a) was to revise the 1998 ES to incorporate the
results of the 2004 Additional Soil Investigation (CDM, 2004) and to update the depiction of
the extent of contaminated soil and estimate of contaminated soil volumes as well as the
remedial alternatives and cost estimates presented in the 1998 FS. The primary objectives of
the FS are to: identify remediation goals for soil; determine the extent of soil contamination
above remediation goals; present remedial action objectives (RAOs) for soil contamination;
develop general response actions (GRAs); identify, screen, and select remedial technologies
and process options applicable to the soil contamination associated with the site; and develop
and analyze remedial action alternatives.

The Additional Soil Investigation consisted primarily of collection of surface soil samples
from off-site properties. This data was used to fill data gaps and refine the extent of
contamination in areas known to be impacted by releases from the Site. Additionally, the
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area known as the Clarinda triangle was investigated during this effort. Elevated
concentrations of PAH (as BaP EQ) and dioxin (as TEQ) were identified within the Clarinda
triangle, and EPA has determined that this contamination is attributable to the ETC Site.

23 Community Participation

There is a high-degree of interest within the nearby community, and throughout the City of
Pensacola and Escambia County, in the ETC Site cleanup. This is attributable to a number of
factors, including: the location of the Site in a mixed commercial and residential area on a major
thoroughfare near downtown; the interim remedial action that resulted in the relocation of over 350
households; and, the existence of active community interest groups. There have been numerous
Congressional inquiries related to this project, and two Grand Jury Reports at the local government
level. A Technical Assistance Grant is in place with Citizens Against Toxic Exposure, a local
environmental group. There also has been a recent investigation by the EPA Ombudsman that
resulted in an update of the Community Involvement Plan and increases in direct community
contacts. A number of Fact Sheets and Public Availability sessions have been held over the course
of the RI/FS.

In support of this decision, the Proposed Plan Fact Sheet was made available to the community on
August 17, 2005. The Administrative Record file is available to the public and is placed in the
information repository maintained at the EPA Region 4 Superfund Record Center and at the West
Florida Regional Library at 200 West Gregory Street, Pensacola, Florida. The notice of the
availability of the Administrative Record and an announcement of the Proposed Plan public meeting
was published in the Pensacola News Journal newspaper on August 19, 2005. A public comment
period was held from August 17, 2005 to September 15, 2005, and this was subsequently extended
through November 28, 2005. The Proposed Plan was presented to the community during a public
meeting on September 1, 2005 at the New Hope Missionary Baptist Church. At this meeting,
representatives from EPA, FDEP, and local government answered questions from the community
conceming the proposed remedy and the remedial alternatives evaluated. Based in large part on the
expressed community concerns, EPA re-evaluated the proposed remedy and issued a Proposed Plan
Update to address these concerns. The Proposed Plan Update was issued on October 30, 2005, and
EPA held a public availability session on November 14, 2005 to present the modifications of the
proposed remedy to the community. EPA’s responses to the comments received during the public
comment period are included in the Responsiveness Summary, located in Part 3 of this ROD. The
transcript from the public meeting can be found in the Administrative Record and as Appendix A to
this Record of Decision.

24 Scope and Role of Operable Unit or Response Action

EPA has chosen to use two Operable Units for the ETC Site. OU-1 addresses contaminated soil and
waste that is present on-site, including excavated material from the 1991 removal action stockpiled
on-site, and contaminated soil present in off-site areas attributable to the ETC Site. OU-2 addresses
contaminated ground water present beneath and down gradient of the Site associated with releases
from the Site. This decision document presents the final remedy for OU-1. This action will reduce
or eliminate risks to human and ecological receptors from contaminated soil, and reduce or eliminate
any further impacts to ground water.
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2.5 Site Characteristics
2.5.1  Conceptual Site Model

The conceptual site model describes the release mechanisms, migration pathways, and potential
exposure mechanisms for human receptors. A summary of the conceptual model is provided as
Figure 4, and is summarized below:

e Releases from spills, former impoundments, and airborne sources contaminated surface and
subsurface soils;

e Volatilization and dust generated from contaminated soils creates a potential airborne
exposure pathway for site workers and nearby residents through inhalation;

e Contaminated surface and subsurface soils pose a potential direct contact risk to site workers
and nearby residents; and

e Leaching of contaminants from soil to ground water could potentially impact municipal
and/or private users of ground water as a potable supply.

2.5.2 Site Overview

The Escambia Treating Company operated as a wood treating facility from 1942 to 1982. The
facility is located in a mixed industrial and residential area of the City of Pensacola, Escambia
County, Florida. Facility operations resulted in extensive creosote and PCP contamination in soil
and ground water. Soil at the Site also is contaminated with dioxin, which is a common impurity in
commercial-grade PCP.

To address the immediate threat posed by contamination at the site, EPA completed an extensive
removal action in 1992. The removal activities were designed to stabilize the site while EPA
evaluated long-term cleanup-solutions for site contamination. After installing a 12-foot high fence
to restrict unauthorized access, EPA excavated approximately 255,000 cubic yards (cy) of
contaminated soil and stockpiled these materials, which are still on-site, under a secure cover to
prevent direct contact and further migration of contaminants into the ground water. Two large
excavated areas, approximately 40 feet deep, remain adjacent to the stockpiled material.

In 1995 EPA Region 4 nominated ETC for the National Relocation Pilot Project, and an Interim
Record of Decision was signed in 1997 The basis for this action included human health risk
reduction, overall community welfare, cost/benefit and operational factors, configuration of the land
area around the Site, and community development goals. Activities completed during the interim
action include permanent relocation of 358 households (Rosewood Terrace, Oak Park, Escambia
Arms, and Goulding neighborhoods), demolition of existing structures, institutional controls, and
site maintenance pending the final remedial action for OU-1. The interim action will facilitate
accomplishment of the OU-1 remedial action.



Figure 4. Site Conceptual Model

The portion of Western Florida that includes the ETC Site is located in the physiographic division
known as the Coastal Plain Province, and the Site is located within the Coastal Lowlands
subdivision of this province. The Coastal Lowlands are relatively undissected, nearly level, and lie
at or below 100 feet above mean sea level (amsl). A distinctive topographic feature of the Coastal
Lowlands are step-like Pleistocene marine terraces. One terrace is located in the downtown area of
Pensacola; and the ETC site is located on this terrace at an elevation ranging from 85 feet to 92 feet
amsl. Two excavations located on-site receive surface water runoft from the covered soil stockpile
and from upslope areas. Runoff that does not discharge to the on-site excavations will flow with the
natural gradient of the land surface to off-site discharge points located along the southern boundary
of the Site. Site drainage also is controlled by perimeter ditching which routes runoff to the
excavations on site.
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2.53 Geology

The Coastal Lowlands are typified by stepped, marine terraces that consist of unconsolidated marine
sedimentary deposits of Pleistocene and Holocene age that dip gently toward the coast. Escambia
County lies on the north flank of the Gulf Coast geosyncline and the east bank of the Mississippi
Embayment. Figure 5 illustrates the general stratigraphic sequence for the Pensacola area. The
unconsolidated deposits are generally composed of sand, with varying proportions of silt, clay and
gravel. Abrupt facies changes are common, and numerous lenses of clay, sandy clay and gravel
characterize the sedimentary deposits that overlie deeper, consolidated limestone, rock units.

Surficial deposits consist of alluvium and terrace deposits of Holocene and Pleistocene age. These
deposits consist of undifferentiated silt, sand, and gravel, with some clay (Weston 1992¢). The
primary lithology of these surficial deposits s sand.

Underlying the surficial sediments are Pliocene aged sedimentary deposits that make up the
Citronelle Formation. These deposits consist of quartz sand, fine to very coarse in size. The
maximum thickness of the Citronelle Formation is estimated to be 115 feet (LMJA 1986, Weston
1992¢).

Below the Citronelle Formation are the sedimentary deposits of the Alum Bluff Group. The
thickness of the Alum Group in the site area is estimated to be 130 feet (LMJA 1986). These
Miocene-aged deposits consist of fossiliferous sand with lenses of silt, clay, and gravel. The primary
lithology of this stratigraphic unit is sand. The Alum Bluff Group contains lenses of coarse- grained
sediments (sand and gravel) that typically are highly permeable (Weston 1992e).

The Pensacola Clay underlies the Alum Group. This unit consists of clay and sandy clay, gray to
dark gray in color. The fine grained deposits that make up this unit are of Miocene age and reach a
maximum thickness of 370 feet (Weston 1992¢). The base of the Pensacola Clay marks the contact
between the unconsolidated (soil) sediments and consolidated (rock) limestone units that constitute
the Floridan Aquifer. The Floridan Aquifer is comprised of the Chickasauhay and Tampa
Formations (upper) and Ocala and Lisbon formations (lower). The consolidate rock units of the
upper Floridan Aquifer consist of limestone, grayish white in color, with thin interbeds of gray clay
and sand. Fossils are present; their percentage increases with increasing depth. The thickness of the
upper Floridan Aquifer is estimated to be 350 feet (Weston, 1992¢).

2.5.4  Hydrogeology

The aquifer system underlying the ETC Site consists of unconsolidated and consolidated
sedimentary deposits that make up the surficial soils, the Citronelle Formation, the Alum Bluff
Group, the Pensacola Clay, and the Tampa Limestone. The surficial aquifer is unconfined to
semiconfined and exists under phreatic or water-table conditions. The surficial aquifer in this area is
formally referred to as the Sand and Gravel Aquifer. It consists of surficial soils, the Citronelle
Formation and the Alum Bluff Group. The Sand and Gravel Aquifer in the site area is
approximately310 feet thick and is a primary source of groundwater used to supply potable water to
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Figure 5. General Stratigraphy of the ETC Site

area residents. The water table for this aquifer occurs at a depth of approximately 45 feet below land
surface (bls).

Within the Sand and Gravel Aquifer, three zones of varying hydraulic character have been reported
(Kennedy, 1986). The uppermost (shallow) zone is located at 40 to 60 feet bls. During a previous
investigation, the water table within this zone was measured in 12 on-site wells at depths ranging
from 42.5 feet to 44.2 feet bls, with associated elevations ranging from 47.1 to 49.6 feet above mean
sea level (amsl). Based on the water level data collected on that date, groundwater flow is to the
southeast.

The second (intermediate) zone was reported at a depth of 95 feet to 115 feet bls. This zone was
identified during the drilling of three deep soil borings that were logged to 150 feet bls (LMJA,
1986). The deepest (deep) zone within the Sand and Gravel Aquifer has been reported as
approximately 170 feet to 190 feet bls. This zone is one of the most productive sections of the Sand
and Gravel Aquifer and is tapped by public water supply wells down gradient of the site that supply
potable water to residents in the area. The three zones are not separated by distinct, defined, low
permeability strata. As previously indicated, the existence of a clay layer of sufficient competence
to prevent continued vertical migration of contaminants at approximately 215 ft bls, suggests that
while contamination may migrate deeper than the monitored deep zone, the clay layer may keep it
from migrating to the deepest depths of the Sand and Gravel Aquifer. A typical cross-section of the
ETC Site hydrostratigraphy is presented in Figure 6.
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Figure 6. Cross-section of the ETC Site Hydrostratigraphy (Parallel to
Ground Water Flow Direction)

2.5.5 Ecological Assessment

A bioassessment was completed as part of a preliminary assessment conducted at ETC in 1991
(Weston 1991). Species observed on the site are reported to be common in the region, and included
cardinals, mockingbirds, house mice, rabbits, toads, and small lizards. Most of the plants found on-
site during the bioassessment are common in the region or throughout the county. Some are
considered nuisance species and opportunistic colonizers of disturbed areas. A review of the Natural
Wetlands Inventory Map showed no wetlands on the site, but did indicate several small open-water,
forested, and emergent marsh areas located within 1 kilometer of the site.

2.5.6 Nature and Extent of Contamination

This section summarizes the results and presents conclusions derived from testing of OU-1 media
(surface soil and subsurface soil) during the 1998 RI and 2004 FS supplemental investigation
activities.

2.5.6.1 1998 Remedial Investigation

Characterization of surface and subsurface soil contamination during the 1998 RI substantially

defined the nature and extent of contamination on-site and in nearby residential areas. During the
investigation, 61 surface soil and 71 subsurface soil samples were collected on-site, and 88 surface
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soil and 30 subsurface soil samples were collected off-site (Rosewood Terrace, Oak Park, Escambia
Arms, Pearl Street, and Hermann Avenue). The RI data, and some data collected during previous
investigations, were used to develop a series of drawings illustrating the distribution of
contamination. Figures 7 through 14 present the nature and extent of on-site contamination defined
during the 1998 RI (off-site contamination data is aggregated with data presented with the 2004 FS).

Based on the findings during the 1998 R1I, the following conclusions were made:
SWMU 10/Process Area E;cavations

The ETC Rl results suggest that the removal action completed in 1992 was successful in removing
the most highly contaminated soil, however, it did not remove all the contaminated soil associated
with the SWMU 10 and Process Area portions of the ETC site. Some hot spots still remain on-site,
and some of the highest PAH, pentachlorophenol, and dioxin concentrations were detected in surface
and subsurface soil samples collected adjacent to the eastern perimeter of the SWMU 10 excavation
(SS/SB28, SS/SB29), and on the western sidewall of the SWMU 10 excavation (SS/SB32, SS/SB33,
SS/SB34). PAHs (ppm levels) were also detected at elevated levels (above background sample
concentrations) in several of the Process Area subsurface soil samples. Except for 2378TCDD, TEQ
concentrations, contamination in surface soil samples collected near or in the Process Area
excavation generally were found at lower levels than those detected in the SWMU 10 excavation,
although still at levels greater than detected in background samples.

Perimeter of Stockpile

The concentration range and number of contaminant detections for the samples collected around the
perimeter of the stockpile indicate that the stockpile is not currently a contributing source to site
contamination. However, the data along with the locations of some of the stockpile perimeter
samples suggest that the detected contaminants may be attributable to the Process Area or SWMU
10. The levels detected in the perimeter samples, along with the pattern of positive hits, suggest that
portions of the pile may be covering contaminated soil.

Remainder of ETC Site

The sampling results indicate that three other general areas of the site have notable concentrations of
contaminants in surface soils. The three other areas include the rubble pile in the southeast corner of
the site, the area south-southwest of the old ETC office building, and a small area just north of the
Process Area excavation and south of the Rosewood Terrace neighborhood. In the area of the rubble
pile, notable detections included PAHs and other semi-volatile organic compounds, dieldrin, and
endrin. In the area south of the ETC office building, several pesticides, including dieldrin, gamma
chlordane, 4,4'-DDT, and heptachlor epoxide were detected at elevated concentrations. In addition,
several metals were detected at levels greater than the highest background concentration. Arsenic,
cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, nickel, potassium, vanadium, and zinc all were detected at
elevated concentrations in the area south of the ETC office. Although the highest 2,3,7,8 TCDD
TEQ concentrations were associated with the SWMU 10 excavation and these other areas, elevated
dioxin levels were common across the Site.
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Figure 7. Distribution of Carcinogenic Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons in
Existing Northeastern Excavation Soil
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Figure 8. Distribution of Carcinogenic Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons in
Existing Northwestern Excavation Soil
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Figure 9. Distribution of Carcinogenic Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons in On-site
Subsurface Soil
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Figure 11. Distribution of Dioxin in On-site Surface Soil
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Figure 12. Distribution of Dioxin in On-site Surface Soil (cont.)
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Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia Arms Neighborhood

Although PAHs were detected in many of the surface soil samples collected in the neighborhood
north of the ETC site, the greatest concentrations of PAHs appear to occur in two general areas
within these neighborhoods. These areas include several residences adjacent to the ETC site and a
portion of the Escambia Arms complex. The area adjacent to the ETC site also includes the highest
levels of 2,3,7,8 TCDD TEQ concentrations. Several pesticides were detected in some of the
neighborhood samples, but the highest concentrations were found in the area adjacent to the ETC
site. Inorganic contamination was widely detected in the neighborhood, and arsenic, lead, zinc, and
mercury were the most frequently detected potential contaminants. A limited number of subsurface
soil samples were collected in the neighborhood, so the extent of subsurface contamination was not
established. However, the subsurface soil samples collected in the area adjacent to the ETC site
showed the highest levels of 2,3,7,8 TCDD TEQ concentrations. In addition, most of the subsurface
soil samples contained zinc and manganese at concentrations greater than the onsite subsurface soil
background concentration.

Pearl Street/Hermann Avenue Neighborhood

The occurrence of PAHs in the Pearl Street/Hermann Avenue neighborhood surface soil samples
appear to be more widespread than in the Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia Arms
neighborhood. The highest levels were detected in sampling grids located north of Hermann Avenue
and grids located north and south of Pearl Street closest to the railroad. Pesticide detection also was
widespread in the Pearl Street/Hermann Avenue neighborhood. Some of the highest concentrations
of 4,4-DDT, 4,4'-DDE, dieldrin, and gamma-chlordane were detected in several sampling grids
located north of Hermann Avenue. Arsenic, copper, and chromium also were detected frequently at
levels greater than the highest onsite background concentration. Finally, lead and zinc were detected
frequently at levels greater than the highest onsite surface soil background concentration. Lead was
generally found at higher levels in the Pearl Street/Hermann Avenue neighborhood than in the
Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia Arms neighborhood or on the ETC Site. Many of the
highest contaminant concentrations were detected in the sample collected from the drum
manufacturing facility located north of the ETC site.

The full extent of dioxin contamination in the Pearl Street/Hermann Avenue neighborhood was not
established during the 1998 RI as only a limited number of the surface soil samples were analyzed
for dioxins. The highest detection 0f2,3,7,8 TCDD TEQ was 36.06 ng/kg. Similarly, the full extent
of any subsurface soil contamination was not determined since only a limited number of subsurface
soil samples were collected as part of the investigation.

2.5.6.2 2004 Feasibility Study Supplemental Investigation

Characterization of surface and subsurface soil contamination during the 2004 FS Supplemental
Investigation focused on collection of additional data to further evaluate and refine the extent of off-
site contamination, establish background concentrations for naturally occurring and ubiquitous
constituents, and address on-site data needs identified during development of the FS. During the
investigation, 6 surface soil and 12 subsurface soil samples were collected on-site, and 89 surface
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soil samples were collected off-site (Palafox Industrial Park, commercial strip, the Clarinda triangle,
Pearl Street, and Hermann Avenue). The 2004 FS Supplemental Investigation, 1998 RI data, and
some previous investigation data, were used to delineate areas with soil contamination above
potential cleanup levels. Figures 14 through 22 present the extent of on-site and off-site
contamination defined during these investigations.

Based on the findings during the 2004 FS Supplemental Investigation, the following conclusions
were made:

e The portion of the railroad yard near the SWMU-10 Area is not contaminated with ETC-related
constituents at levels above the industrial Florida Cleanup level;

e Surface soil around the perimeter of the SWMU 10 excavation site exceeds the likely risk-based
cleanup levels;

e A substantial portion of the residential neighborhood within the Clarinda Triangle has surface soil
that exceeds the residential cleanup values for dioxin TEQ, or the risk-based screening level for BaP
EQ. Itis noted that non-site-related sources for some of these contaminants may be present this area;

e A substantial portion of the residential neighborhood within the Hermann Street/Pearl Avenue Area
has surface soil that exceeds the residential cleanup values for dioxin TEQ. As with the PAH results
from this area, reported in previous studies, there is some indication that there may be
additional/alternate sources for some of this contamination;

e Soil in the Palafox Industrial Park that that exceeds relevant commercial standards is limited to soil
along the fence line with the ETC Site;

e None of the samples from the Palafox Highway/Hickory Street Commercial Strip exceed the
industrial cleanup or risk-based levels for dioxin or BaP EQ; and,

e Twenty percent (2 samples) of the background samples contain levels of dioxin TEQ that exceed the
residential Florida Cleanup Value indicating that other sources of dioxin are likely present in the
Pensacola area.

2.5.7 Location of Contamination and Exposure Pathways
2.5.7.1 Extent of Contamination

Based on the results of the 1998 RI and the 2004 FS Supplemental Investigation, soil contamination
by site-related constituents is present both on and off the former ETC property. Subsurface soil
contamination at unacceptable concentrations for leaching to ground water are primarily found in the
vicinity of the former process area (location of prior removal action) and in the SWMU-10 area.
Surface soil contamination is more widespread, and is found at concentrations exceeding the
relevant commercial or residential cleanup standards on-site, in the Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/

o s

s
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Figure 15. Extent of On-site Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding
Commercial Cleanup Standards

Figure 16 Extent of On-site Subsurface Soil Contamination Exceeding
Ground Water Protection Levels
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Figure 17. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Commercial
Cleanup Standards in Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia Arms

Figure 18. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Commercial
Cleanup Standards in SWMU-10
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Figure 19. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Commercial
Cleanup Standards in the Palafox Industrial Park

Figure 20. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Commercial
Cleanup Standards in Hermann Street and Pearl Avenue
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Figure 21. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Residential
Cleanup Standards in the Clarinda Triangle Area

Figure 22. Extent of Surface Soil Contamination Exceeding Commercial
Cleanup Standards in the Clarinda Triangle Area
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Escambia Arms neighborhood, in the vicinity of SWMU-10, in a portion of the Palafox Industrial
Park, in the Hermann Street & Pearl Avenue neighborhood, and in the Clarinda Triangle. The

principle contaminants found in surface soil are carcinogenic PAH (as BaP EQ) and dioxin (as 2378
TCDD TEQ).

2.5.7.2 Attribution for Off-site Contamination

To determine if the contamination detected on off-site properties near the ETC Site can be attributed
to releases from past operations or waste disposal practices at the Site, several lines of evidence must
be evaluated. The first involves determining if there is a potential for migration of contamination to
off-site areas. The primary transport pathways associated with the ETC site include:

o Horizontal and vertical contaminant migration via groundwater movement in soil and in the
Sand and Gravel aquifer to off-site receptors

e Migration of contaminants from past operational releases, surface soil volatilization, and
dust generation.

e Migration of contaminants from surface soil via surface water runoff.

The migration of contaminated ground water is not expected to impact on-site or off-site soil
contamination, and will be addressed separately by OU-2. Migration of contaminants from
volatilization and dust generation to off-site soils is a feasible pathway. Volatilization and release of
contaminants likely occurred during past wood treating operations, from the former waste ponds,
and from surface soils impacted by spills or run-off. Similarly, dust generated by past operations
and wind may have entrained contaminants from surface soils that were impacted by spills, track-
out, or run-off. Once airborne, these contaminants would move with the prevailing wind and settle
in areas with lower wind velocities, like the heavily wooded neighborhoods around the ETC Site.
This mechanism of release, transport, and deposition is likely the predominant source of off-site
surface soil contamination.

The migration of contaminants via the surface water runoff pathway appears to be the least feasible
in terms of affecting significant off-site areas prior to stabilization of the contamination by the EPA
removal action (although specific on-site and off-site areas may have been affected by overland run-
off). Before the removal action, topographic relief on the site varied from 84 to 89 feet above mean
sea level and sloped from north to south on the east side and northwest to southwest on the west side
(A.T. Kearney 1990). During a visual site inspection, the soil was observed to be porous, limiting
runoff, but conducive to leaching of contaminants to ground water. A slightly clayey soil, present at
a depth of 3.5 t0 9.0 feet below grade, could temporarily perch infiltrating rainwater after periods of
extended heavy rainfall, and this layer appears to dip to the northwest which may cause temporary
lateral flow in a northwest direction within the shallow soil (towards the Rosewood Terrace/Oak
Park/Escambia Arms neighborhood). This pathway and transport mechanism is unlikely to have
contributed significantly to the spread of contamination.
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In addition to a viable transport pathway, the types, levels and locations of contaminants found on-
and offsite must be considered in order to establish a link between on-site and off-site
contamination. A comparison of the types of contaminants detected on the ETC Site with those
detected in the Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia Arms neighborhood indicate that many of the
same chemicals (particularly the PAHs and dioxins) were found in both areas. The proximity of the
Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia Arms neighborhood to the ETC Site, and the relative
contaminant concentrations found on- and off-site suggest that the ETC Site is the likely source for
soil contamination detected in the neighborhood.

A comparison of ETC Site soil contaminant types and levels to those detected in the Pearl
Street/Hermann Avenue neighborhood again indicates that many of the same chemicals are found in
both areas. However, the levels of contamination found, along with the location of the Pearl
Street/Hermann Avenue neighborhood in relation to the ETC Site, make it more difficult to attribute
this off-site contamination solely to the ETC Site. The Pearl Street/Hermann Avenue neighborhood
and the ETC Site are separated by the Palafox Industrial Park, which may provide other potential
sources of PAH and dioxin contamination which are common industrial pollutants. Additionally, a
number of compounds (including several PAHs) were detected at higher levels in the Pearl
Street/Hermann Avenue neighborhood than on the ETC Site, or were detected in the neighborhood
but not on the ETC Site. Based on the types of contaminants, their concentrations, and their
distribution, some of the contamination in this neighborhood is likely attributable to the ETC Site
and some is likely from other unidentified sources.

The presence of dioxin TEQ and BaP EQ contamination in surface soils in the Clarinda Triangle is
attributed to the ETC site because the distribution is different than the pattern seen in most of the
background soil samples that were collected. Specifically, nearly 50% of the sample locations in
Clarinda Triangle included both dioxin TEQ and BaP EQ exceedances of residential cleanup levels.
This pattern is similar to the on-site distribution, where approximately 50% of the surface sample
locations included exceedances of residential levels for both dioxin TEQ and BaP EQ, and is distinct
from the background distribution. In addition, several of the groundwater protection COCs detected
on-site, including acenapthene, fluorene and carbazole were detected at significant levels in the
Clarinda Triangle sample location nearest the site, and phenanthracene was detected in samples
collected from several of the Clarinda Triangle locations.

Since there are numerous anthropogenic sources of dioxin, and since these can be distinguished from
one another by the different mixtures of chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (CDDs) and chlorinated
dibenzofurans (CDFs) that make up the material, a congener profile was developed for on-site
contamination and compared to off-site sample results. A congener profile can be drawn by
calculating the percentage of the total CDD/CDF concentration contributed by each congener, and
drawing a bar chart to graphically display the information. Based on previous profiling, this
information also can be used to distinguish chemical/manufacturing/processing sources. The
congener profile for technical grade PCP is dominated by OCDD (approximately 70 percent of the
total CDD/CDF concentration). Relatively smaller amounts of 1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9-OCDF, 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-
HpCDD and 1,2,3,4,6,7,8-HpCDF, as well as trace amounts of 1,2,3,4,7,8,9-HpCDF also may be
present. All other congeners are essentially absent from the mixture.
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The congener profiles from samples of the stockpiled soil and the 2004 FS soil samples from the
Clarinda Triangle are very similar, and OCDD contributes between 70 and 83 percent of the
CDD/CDF concentration on both sets of profiles. These results are consistent with a PCP source for
the dioxin. These profiles, particularly the large contribution of OCDD to the total CDD/CDF
concentrations in both sets of samples, indicate that the ETC Site is the likely source for dioxin
contamination found in the Clarinda Triangle surface soil.

Based on the presence of a viable transport pathway, similarities in the types and concentrations of
contaminants detected, the locations of the off-site areas, differences in the local background
contaminant chemistry, and similarities in congener profiles for dioxin, the ETC Site is the source,
or a contributor, of off-site surface soil contamination in the surrounding neighborhoods. A Health
Consultation has been performed by the Florida Department of Health of contaminated surface soil
in the Clarinda triangle area, and the area was categorized as posing “No Apparent Public Health
Hazard”.

2.5.7.3 Potential Exposure Pathways

Exposure pathways are determined by evaluating a conceptual site model that incorporates
information on the chemical sources, affected media, release mechanisms, transport mechanisms,
and known or potential receptors to identify potentially complete exposure pathways. A human
exposure pathway is considered complete if (1) there is a source or chemical release from a source;
(2) there is an exposure point where contact can occur; and (3) there is a route of exposure (oral,
dermal, or inhalation) through which the chemical may be taken into the body.

The conceptual site model for the ETC Site is presented in Figure 4. The primary sources of
contamination are the wood treating chemicals that were released from process areas and cooling
ponds when the site was active. Most of the contamination in these source areas was excavated and
isolated from the environment during the EPA removal action. The ETC property, including the
stockpiled soil, pits, and unexcavated areas, is surrounded by a 12-foot high fence. Properties in the
surrounding neighborhoods where permanent relocation of the residents has been completed (the
EPA Interim Action for OU-1) have also been fenced. The Hermann Avenue & Pearl Street
neighborhood has not been fenced since a resident remains in the neighborhood, and the Clarinda
Triangle neighborhood was not known to have been impacted by the ETC Site at the time of the
Interim Action so there is no access restriction in this neighborhood.

Based on the expected fate and transport of contaminants identified at the Site, and the potential for
human contact, the following media/receptors were identified:

(1).  Swurficial soil. Potential current receptors are site visitors. In the future, residents and/or
workers are potential receptors.

(2).  Air. Dust or vapors released from the soil may impact current site visitors. In the future,
residents and/or workers are potential receptors.
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In terms of potential impacts to human health, the most significant contaminants present in media
with potential for human exposure are dioxin, PAH, and PCP. In general, these compounds resist
degradation, which explains their presence several years after operations ceased. In addition, they
are relatively insoluble in water, and thus they remain in the soil matrix. Once bound to soil
particles, they can be transported by wind or run-off. Human exposure for potential receptors may
occur through ingestion of contaminated surface soil, dermal contact with contaminated surface soil,
and/or inhalation of dust derived from contaminated soil and vapors from heavily contaminated soil
(vapors are likely only associated with the stockpiled soil). Therefore, potentially complete
exposure pathways for contaminated surface soil exist for both current and future human receptors.

2.6 Current and Potential Future Land and Resource Uses

2.6.1 Current Land Use

The former Escambia Wood Treating Company property is currently abandoned, and all structures
associated with past operations have been demolished. The most prominent features on the property
are the ~255,000 cubic yard contaminated soil stockpile and the corresponding excavation pits. A
debris pile consisting primarily of concrete rubble is located on the southeast corner of the property.

The Site is fenced to prevent unauthorized access, and mowing and periodic maintenance
inspections are performed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District. The Rosewood
Terrace/ Oak Park/Escambia Arms neighborhood residents have been permanently relocated, and the
former dwellings have been demolished. This neighborhood has been fenced to prevent
unauthorized access. The Pearl Street & Hermann Avenue neighborhood residents have been
permanently relocated with the exception of one resident with two contiguous parcels on the
southeast corner of Pearl Street. The former dwellings have been demolished, but the neighborhood
has open access since it still has a resident. The Palafox Industrial Park continues to operate as a
commercial/light industrial area. The Clarinda Triangle area is a mix of commercial and residential
properties with the businesses concentrated along the main roads and around sixty residences in the
neighborhood area. Ground water beneath the site is not currently used for supply, but is part of an
aquifer that is used for municipal supply.

2.6.2  Future Land Use

The Escambia Board of County Commissioners designated the ETC Site a Community
Redevelopment Area in 1995. EPA Region 4 subsequently awarded a redevelopment grant to
Escambia County to develop a reuse plan for the Site. Escambia County, in consultation with area
residents and interested stakeholders in the community, produced the Palafox Commerce Park
Master Plan to encompass redevelopment of the former Escambia Wood Treating Company property
and surrounding impacted properties following relocation of the residents and cleanup of the Site.
The plan envisions a mixture of commercial/retail and light manufacturing with 600,000 to 650,000
sq. ft. of new development. Figure 23 presents the conceptual reuse for the ETC Site as presented in
the Palafox Commerce Park Master Plan. The expected future land use for the Site is
commercial/industrial, and this cleanup decision is based on that use. Ground water use is not
expected to change prior to selection of a remedy for OU-2 (Ground Water).
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2.7  Summary of Site Risks
2.7.1 Summary of Human Health Risk Assessment

A baseline human health risk assessment was performed in 1998 based on the results of the 1998 RI.
The baseline risk assessment estimated what risks were posed by the Site if no action were taken, but
did not consider the risk posed by the soil in the contaminated soil stockpile. Since the remedy
decision for OU-1 also addresses the contaminated soil stockpile, a risk assessment addendum was
prepared in 2005 (CDM, 2005b) to consider the risk posed by these soils if the temporary cover were
to fail or was removed. Together, these risk assessments provide the basis for taking action and
identify the contaminants and exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial action.

2.7.1.1 Identification of Chemicals of Concern

The 1998 baseline human health risk assessment identified and evaluated contaminants of concern
(COC) in surface soil, subsurface soil, and air. Risks posed by ground water will be evaluated in the
OU-2 baseline risk assessment. The COCs identified in the 1998 risk assessment have not required
amendment based on the results of the 2004 FS Supplemental Investigation or the 2005 risk
assessment addendum

All valid laboratory results (unqualified results, estimated concentrations, and tentatively identified
compounds detected more than once) from the 1998 RI data set were evaluated as COCs. These
positively identified chemicals were then screened to exclude chemicals that, although present, are
not important in terms of potential health effects. The screening criteria fell into three categories:

(1).  Inorganic compounds whose maximum detected concentration did not exceed two times the
average background concentration were excluded,

(2). Inorganic compounds that are essential nutrients or are normal components of our diets; and
(3). Inorganic and organic chemicals whose maximum concentration in soil was lower than a
.risk-based concentration corresponding to an excess cancer risk level of 1 x 10-6 or a Hazard

Quotient (HQ) level of 0.1.

Table 1 summarizes the COCs for OU-1 in on-site and off-site soil.

1. Ch Is of Concern

Polyaromatic ydroca
BaP EQ)

Dioxin (as 2,3,7,8 TCDD TEQ) X
Naphtahlene
Acenaphthene
Fluorene
Phenanthrene

XX | XXX
XX [X[X
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: Environmental Medium E
Constituents of Concern (COCs) Op=Sixe ssfl).|1b1— off-site Soil
surface suifece surface Subsurface
2-MethyTnaphthalene X X
Dibenzofuran X X
Carbazole X X
PentachTorophenol X X

2.7.1.2 Exposure Assessment

There were three potentially exposed populations evaluated in the 1998 baseline risk assessment and
2005 risk assessment addendum. The exposure pathway scenarios evaluated included current
visitor, current resident, future worker, and future resident. The residential scenario was selected
due to uncertainty at the time of the risk assessment regarding future land use, and to provide
comparison for an unrestricted use/unlimited exposure endpoint. A conceptual exposure model
based on the conceptual site model, incorporating potential exposure to the contaminated soil
stockpile, is presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Conceptual Exposure Model (Human Receptors)

Scenario Receptor EXxposure Exposure Routes
Pathway(s)
Dust/vapor Inhalation
Current Use visitor . ; Incidental Ingestion
Direct (Soil) 9
Dermal Contact
Dust/Vapor Inhalation
Current Use Resident Direct Incidental Ingestion
(off-site Soil) [permal contact
: Incidental Ingestion
- Direct
Future Use Visitor
(stockpile) [permal contact
Dust/vapor Inhalation
Direct Incidental Ingestion
Future Use worker (soil) Dermal Contact
Direct Incidental Ingestion
(stockpile) Dermal Contact
Dust/vapor Inhalation
Direct Incidental Ingestion
Future Use Resident (soil) Beemalicortace
Direct Incidental Ingestion
(stockpile) [permal Contact

The current and future exposures were quantified using reasonable maximum exposure point
concentrations calculated using EPA Region 4 guidance and using half the detection limit as a proxy
concentration where COCs were not detected above the laboratory practical quantitation limit.
Exposure point concentrations were calculated for a site wide average, on-site, Rosewood
Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia Arms neighborhood, Hermann Avenue & Pearl Street neighborhood,
and for the contaminated soil stockpile.



Record of Decision Page 44
Escambia Wood Treating Company
Operable Unit 01 (Soil) February 2006

Human intakes were calculated for each chemical and receptor using these exposure point
concentrations. Estimates of human intake, expressed in terms of mass of chemical per unit body
weight per time (mg/kg-day), were calculated differently depending on whether the COC is a non-
carcinogen or a carcinogen. For non-carcinogens, intake was averaged over the duration of
exposure, and, for carcinogens, intake was averaged over the average lifespan of a person (child-
adult for 70 years). These intakes were calculated using standard assumptions and professional
judgment.

2.7.1.3 Toxicity Assessment

The Baseline Risk Assessment utilized information from the Integrated Risk Information System
(IRIS), Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST), National Center for Environmental
Assessment (NCEA), and Center for Environmental Assessment, in that order, to obtain a chemical-
specific reference dose or cancer slope factor, as appropriate. The assessment looked at both
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effects.

2.7.1.4 Risk Characterization

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. Excess incremental
lifetime cancer risk (ILCR) is calculated from the following equation:

Risk = CDI X SF

where:
risk = a unitless probability of an individual’s developing cancer
CDI = chronic daily intake averaged over 70 years (mg/kg-day)
SF = slope factor, expressed as (mg/kg-day)”

EPA’s generally acceptable risk range for site-related exposures to a carcinogen is 1X10-4 to
1X10-6.

The potential for non-carcinogenic effects is evaluated by comparing an exposure level over a
specified period with a reference dose (RfD) that an individual may be exposed to that is not
expected to cause any deleterious effect. The ration of exposure to toxicity is called a hazard
quotient (HQ). A HQ less than 1 indicates that a receptor’s dose of a single contaminant is less than
the RfD. The Hazard Index (HI) is generated by adding the HQs for all chemical(s) of concern that
affect the same target organ (e.g., liver) or that act through the same mechanism of action within a
medium or across all media to which a given individual may reasonably be exposed. A HI less than
1 indicates that, based on the sum of all HQ’s from different contaminants and exposure routes, toxic
non-carcinogenic effects from all contaminants are unlikely. A HI greater than 1 indicates that site-
related exposures may present a risk to human health. The HQ is calculated as follows:

Non-cancer HQ = CDI/RfD
where:
CDI = Chronic daily intake

i 2
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RfD = reference dose

Table 3 presents a summary of the risk characterization from the 1998 baseline human health risk
assessment and the 2005 risk assessment addendum.

Table 3. Summary of Carcinogenic and Non-carcinogenic Risks for

ETC OU-1
Scenario

Receptor/Location current Future
ILCR HI ILCR HI
Visitor (on-site) 2x10-5 <1 N/A N/A
visitor (stockpile) N/A N/A 9x10-3 0.4
worker (on-site) 6x10-5 <1 IX10-5 <1
worker (stockpiTe) N/A N/A 4x10-2 0.7
Resident (off-site*/on-site) 1x10-4 <1 4X10-4 <1
Resident (stockpile) N/A N/A 3x10-1 18

* Aggregate maximum current risk for all off-site surface soil, some individual grids exceed an ILCR=1X10-4 or HI = |

Total current risks of ETC OU-1 soils are within the EPA risk range, but potential future risks
associated with stockpiled contaminated soils are well above acceptable levels. Further, several
individual soil grids in the off-site areas also produce unacceptable risk levels. Since the scope of
OU-1 includes all on-site and off-site contaminated soil, the results of the risk assessment constitute
a trigger for action. ETC OU-1 represents a current or future unacceptable risk to human health and
the environment.

2.7.1.5 Uncertainties

There are uncertainties which are inherent in the risk assessment process. The factors which may
lead to either an overestimation or an underestimation of the potential adverse human health effects
and associated environmental risks posed by exposures to contaminants from ETC OU-1 soils
include the following:

e The exposure scenarios contribute a considerable degree of uncertainty to the risk
assessment. Actual exposure frequencies are unknown; estimates were based on available
guidance. Actual exposure is not expected to exceed the values presented but may be
significantly lower. The use of conservative assumptions in the exposure assessment is
believed to result in a potential overestimate of risk. Actual site risk may be lower than the
estimates presented here but is not likely to be greater.

e RfDs and CSFs for the COCs were derived from EPA sources. RfDs are determined with
varying degrees of uncertainty depending on such factors as the basis for the RfD (no-
observed-adverse-effect-level, NOAEL vs. lowest-observed-adverse-effect-level, LOAEL),
species (animal or human) and professional judgment. The calculated RfD is therefore likely
overly protective, and its use may result in an overestimation of noncancer risk. Similarly,
the CSFs developed by EPA are generally conservative and represent the upper-bound limit
of the carcinogenic potency of each chemical.
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e The intake and risk calculations assume that the exposure conditions can be represented by a
deterministic approach which views each variable separately and may result in inappropriate
targets because conservative assumptions are layered on top of one another.

e The 2005 risk assessment addendum was based on data collected during the removal action.
Only 10 samples were analyzed for dioxin during the removal ;action, and the range of
concentrations was large: 0.0024 mg/kg to 1.22 mg/kg. Given the small data set and large
variability of the data, the calculated UCL exceeded the maximum detected concentrations.
In these situations, Region 4 policy is to use the maximum concentration as the exposure
point concentration. It is likely that in so doing, the risk associated with exposure to dioxin in
the stockpile is overstated. Risks associated with the contaminated soil stockpile also were
calculated omitting dioxin, and produced calculated risks of 2X10-4 (visitor), 1X10-3
(worker), and 8X10-3 (resident). ‘

2.7.2  Summary of Ecological Risk Assessment

A baseline ecological risk assessment was not performed for ETC OU-1. A bioassessment was
completed in 1991, and no threatened, endangered, or protected species were identified. The ETC
property and surrounding off-site properties are characterized as an urban area with poor habitat. No
further ecological investigation of OU-1 was warranted. An ecological risk assessment has been
performed for OU-2 because ground water discharges to Bayou Texar, an estuarine stream and
significant local ecological feature, and is currently under evaluation.

2.8 Remedial Action Objectives

Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) for the Escambia Wood Treating Company Superfund Site OU-
1 were developed based on a review of the results of the site sampling data, site-specific risk and fate
and transport evaluations, and review of applicable, or relevant and appropriate, requirements
(ARARs). The key contaminants of concern for ETC OU-1 are chemicals related to wood treating
operations that have been identified in both soil and ground water on- and off-site.

Clean-up goals were derived from the human health risk assessment, calculation of soil RGOs using
the Summers model (EPA, 1989), and from ARARs. Contaminated soils exceed the acceptable
potential cancer risk for future visitors, workers, and residents, and exceed acceptable non-cancer
risks for future residents.

Soil RGOs for the protection of groundwater were determined using the Summers Model to address
the possibility of contaminants leaching to ground water at concentrations exceeding probable
groundwater remediation levels. However, the soil RGOs were determined only for those COCs
found in ground water and for which an identified source does or did exist onsite.

Based on the Summers Model, conservative soil RGOs for the protection of ground water were
calculated as follows: '
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[ng*(Qa+Qp) - Qa*cb] * Kd

Cooit = —
Qp
where,
Cooit = soil RGO (ug/kg)
Cow = RGO for groundwater (ug//)
Co = average background concentration in groundwater (ug//)
Q. = volumetric flow rate of groundwater (ft*/day)
Qp = volumetric flow rate of contaminated infiltration into the aquifer
(ft’/day)
K4 = soil/water partition coefficient (/kg)

For the ETC Site, the average Kd was used, and Cb for all the COCs was assumed to be zero since
they were not detected in any of the background monitor wells. The Cgw values used were human
health risk-based values calculated using various human health risk-based assumptions (residential
and industrial scenarios with different residual risk and hazard quotient endpoints) and/or Maximum
Contaminant Levels established in the Safe Drinking Water Act.

Under the National Contingency Plan, EPA’s goal is to reduce the excess cancer risk to the range of
1x10™ to 1x10°® for the expected future land use at the Site. The cleanup goals being selected for
OU-1 are based on a future commercial/industrial land use for the ETC Site and on achieving a
residual excess cancer risk of less than 1x10® with a hazard quotient less than 0.1. The ARAR-
based cleanup goal for dioxin TEQ (2,3,7,8 TCDD) is based on Florida Statute Section 376. 30701
requiring cleanups to attain an incremental lifetime cancer risk of < 1 X 10 and a hazard index of <
I for non-carcinogens. This standard results in a more stringent cleanup goal than the current EPA
cleanup standard for dioxin TEQ in soil of 1.0 pg/kg.

The RAOs developed to address the above issues include the following:

e Prevent ingestion, inhalation, or direct contact with surface soil that contains concentrations of
contaminants in excess of the remedial cleanup goals;

¢ Control migration and leaching of contaminants in surface and subsurface soil to ground water
that could result in ground water contamination in excess of EPA drinking water standards
(Maximum Contaminant Levels);

e Prevent ingestion or inhalation of soil particulates that contain contaminant concentrations in
excess of remedial cleanup goals; and,

e Control future releases of contaminants to ensure protection of human health and the
environment.
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Based on the human health risk-based criteria, calculated ground water protection values, and
analysis of ARARs, the proposed cleanup goals for contaminated soils at the Escambia Wood
Treating Company Superfund Site are presented on Table 4.

Table 4. Contaminated Soil Remedial Cleanup Goals for ETC OU-1
!

Contaminant of Concern c'leanuE Goal source/Basis
u
Benzo(a)pyrene EQ (CPAHs) 400 Risk Assessment/1x10-6 Commercial
Dioxin TEQ (2,3,7,8-TCDD) 0.030 F.S. 376.30701*/1x10-6 Commercial
Naphthalene 419 summers Model/Ground Water Protection
Acenaphthene 1,954 summers Model/Ground Water Protection
Fluorene 1,525 Summers Model/Ground wWater Protection
Phenanthrene 3,829 Summers Model/Ground Water Protection
2-MethyTnaphthalene 2,394 summers Model/Ground wWater Protection
Carbazole 6.5 summers Model/Ground wWater Protection
Pentachlorophenol 5.1 summers Model/Ground Water Protection

* Florida Statute 376.30701

2.9  Description of Alternatives
!

Seven remedial alternatives were developed for detailed evaluation to address surface and
subsurface soil contamination in on- and off-site areas associated with ETC OU-1. The alternatives
encompass a representative cross-section of proven and reliable removal, treatment, and containment
technologies, as well as a no action alternative. Each of these alternatives share a number of
common elements, that are discussed below, to allow for a fair comparison of the alternatives based
on established criteria. Each alternative (except, no action) includes two options: Option A assumes
permanent residential relocation and cleanup to commercial cleanup levels is carried out in all areas.
Option B assumes that commercial cleanup levels are applied to all areas except Clarinda Triangle.
Temporary relocation and residential cleanup levels are assumed for Clarinda Triangle under Option
B. Additionally, each of the containment alternatives was evaluated for potential cost savings
associated with extending a cap/cover over moderately contaminated (generally defined as those
soils posing a risk less than 1 X 10” and not including highly mobile constituents) on-site surface
soils rather than excavating these materials. This approach will be evaluated further during the value
engineering study.

The Proposed Plan Update, issued in October, 2005, provided two modlﬁcatlons to the proposed
remedy for ETC OU-1. The first modification entailed the inclusion of the approximately ten
additional residential properties adjacent to the Clarinda Triangle neighborhood within the scope of
the remedy. Since these properties would have represented the only remaining residential land use
in close proximity to the ETC site, and since it is likely that surface soils on these properties have
been similarly impacted by site-related contamination, their inclusion through this modification is
appropriate. This modification would result in the same increase in scope and cost for all the
alternatives evaluated, and, therefore, has no impact on the relative evaluation of the alternatives.
The second modification, solidification/stabilization of the principal threat waste material to forma
sub-cap, is a change to Alternative 2, Capping/Containment. The effect of this modification has
been included in the evaluation and comparison of remedial alternatives.

[
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2.9.1 Detailed Remedial Alternatives Evaluation
2.9.1.1 Alternative 1 -- No Action

Under this alternative, no action would be taken to remedy the contaminated soil (both on- and off-
site). The alternative would only involve the continued monitoring of soil in the impacted areas.
For estimating purposes, it was assumed that 64 samples would be collected for routine monitoring.
These surface soil samples would include the requirement for analysis of all COCs. Subsurface soil
would be monitored by sampling the existing monitor wells at the site (assumed to be included under
the groundwater remedial action). Samples would be collected every five years for 30 years. Public
health evaluations would be conducted every five years and would allow EPA to assess the ongoing
risks to human health posed by the site. The evaluations would be based on the data collected from
the monitoring.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Because remedial actions would not be initiated as part of this alternative, it would not provide any
increased protection to human health. If no action is taken, contaminants on- and off-site would
remain in place.

Compliance with ARARs

This alternative does not achieve the RAOs or chemical-specific ARARs established for the
contaminated surface and subsurface soil. Action-specific ARARs do not apply to this alternative
since further remedial actions will not be conducted.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

The continued exposure of receptors to surface soil is a potential long-term impact of this

alternative. The cleanup goals for protection of human health and the protection of groundwater
would not be met. Because contaminated malterial remains on-site under this alternative, a

review/reassessment of the conditions at the site would be performed at S-year intervals to ensure
that the remedy does not become a greater risk to human health and the environment.

Reduction of Mobility/Toxicity/Volume (M/T/V) Through Treatment

No reductions in contaminant M/T/V are realized under this alternative.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Since no further remedial actions would be implemented at the site, this alternative poses no short-
term risks to onsite workers. It is assumed that Level D personal protection would be used when
sampling surface soil and groundwater.
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Implementability

This alternative could be implemented immediately because momtormg equipment is readily
available and procedures are in place.

Cost !
The total present worth cost for this alternative is approximately $126 000 There is no capital cost
associated with this alternative.
|
2.9.1.2 Alternative 2 -- Capping/Containment with Solidification/Stabilization of Principal Threat
Material

Capping and containing the contaminated source soils at the ETC site would serve to prevent rainfall
infiltration and future leaching of contaminants into the ground water. Inladdition capping would
also limit direct contact exposure to contaminated soils under the cap. Varlying degrees of capping
and containment can be implemented depending on the nature and concentratlon of contaminants in
the area. For example, caps can range from a simple, natural soil cap to a multllayer soil/synthetic
cap. This alternative evaluates a soil/clay and geomembrane cap underlain by a solidified/stabilized
sub-cap composed of a soil/cement mixture. This type of cap would provide a multi-layer low
permeability barrier sufficient to control human or ecological exposure to contaminated soil and

prevent rainwater infiltration and leaching of contaminants to ground water.

|

This alternative includes the relocation of residents within the Clarinda Triangle neighborhood,
excavation of contaminated soil in the Clarinda Triangle, Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia
Arms, PIP and Pearl Street/Herman Avenue areas, and placement of the contaminated soil, along
with soil from the existing stockpile and contaminated on-site areas, back into the existing onsite
excavations after they have been expanded as needed and lined with an appropriate geomembrane
liner. Principal threat wastes consisting of the more contaminated soils contained within the existing
stockpile would be segregated for inclusion in a soil/cement sub-cap. The sub-cap would consist of
three- to four-feet of a soil/cement mixture to produce a geotechnically sound base for the cap and
prevent inadvertent exposure and water infiltration to the waste. A soil/clay and geomembrane cap
would be constructed above grade to provide a low permeability barrier sufficient to further reduce
infiltration and contaminant migration. The cap system would consist of the following layers in
ascending order. First, the three- to four-foot thick soil/cement sub-cap, then a two-foot thick clay
layer compacted to a permeability of 1 x 10-7 cm/s or less. Next, a 60-mil th1ck geomembrane liner
would be installed, and the geomembrane liner would be covered by at least 18 inches of native soil
and six inches of topsoil. The uppermost layers would protect the liner and clay layer from heat and
other environmental factors. The topsoil layer of soil/clay cap would be graded to a minimum slope
of 3% and a maximum of 5% to promote surface drainage away from the waste cell and reduce
infiltration. A vegetative cover of native grass would be established to minimize cap erosion.
Surface drainage controls would be constructed around the perimeter of the cap to collect surface
runoff. :
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Leaving waste on-site in containment systems that protect people and the environment from
exposure and prevent contaminant migration is not incompatible with a successful redevelopment of
the site. Understanding and accommodating future use in selecting and implementing remedies is an
important part of EPA’s cleanup responsibility. Modifications to the design can be considered that
better reflect the future use of the area, as those plans become better defined. For example, the
design and location of waste containment areas may provide for future utility access in anticipating
future use. Because EPA has a responsibility to choose and implement (as far as possible) remedies
that are consistent with anticipated use, this example of accommodating the remedy to anticipated
future use can be considered part of the remedial activities because it contributes to the long-term
protectiveness of the remedy. However, EPA is prohibited from funding, or requiring others to fund,
activities that are considered “enhancements” to the remedy.

Additional necessary components of this alternative include the operation, maintenance, and
monitoring of the containment system, institutional controls, and periodic inspections and reviews.
The existing fence would be inspected and upgraded, as necessary, and restrictive covenants would
be placed on the property to restrict the future use of the property to those uses compatible with the
remedy. State and local agencies would be responsible for the implementation and enforcement of
these restrictions. Monitoring would be required to assess the effectiveness of the remedial action.
An appropriate ground water monitoring program will be designed for at least 30 years of
performance monitoring of upgradient and downgradient aquifers surrounding the capped area.
Periodic maintenance of the cap and surface drainage system also would be required.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Excavation and isolation of contaminated surface soil in lined and capped cells eliminates all risks
associated with the direct exposure pathways. Groundwater contamination also would be reduced
through the removal and isolation of contaminated subsurface soil.

Compliance with ARARs

This alternative achieves the RAOs and chemical-specific ARARs established for the site by
consolidating and isolating contaminated surface and subsurface soil and implementing restrictions

on land use. Air quality and emission standards also would have to be met during the
implementation of this alternative.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Removal and isolation of contaminated material permanently eliminates the long-term health risks at
the site by effectively immobilizing the source of contamination. Risks associated with direct
contact or migration of waste to groundwater would be eliminated.

Reduction of M/T/V Through Treatment

This alternative significantly reduces the mobility of surface and subsurface soil contaminants
through containment and partial treatment. Solidification/stabilization of the principal threat wastes
would constitute partial treatment of the contaminated soil. The principal threat waste contains the
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highest concentrations of the mobile COCs, and soil/cement solidification and stabilization of this
material will significantly reduce or eliminate its leaching potential. In combination with the other
elements of the containment system and the inherently low mobility of the remaining soil
contaminants, this alternative reduces mobility through treatment. Soil volume and contaminant
toxicity are not significantly changed by this alternative. ‘

Short-Term Effectiveness

|

Short- and long-term monitoring would be required under this alternative, since construction
activities could result in the release of fugmve dust. Also, operation of heavy equipment during
construction would produce some noise nuisance. Air monitoring durmg construction activities
would be necessary to ensure that a safe working environment is mamtamed, and that no threat to
human health or the environment is created by air emissions from any of the areas during
construction. Activities resulting in increases in ambient noise levels, windblown dust, and soil
erosion would be mitigated by limiting the hours of operation, soil moisture control, erosion and
surface runoff control measures, and reestablishing vegetative cover. The excavation work would be
staged and coordinated with the backfill and seeding activities to minimize the potential for dust
production and erosion. Health and safety requirements during the ‘implementation of this
alternative would include the use of personal protection equipment by all construction personnel
when necessary. It is assumed that Level D personal protection would be used, with Level C as a
contingency, during construction activities. Equipment and personnel decontamination facilities
would be necessary. A heavy equipment washdown pad would be constructed and excavation
equipment would be decontaminated prior to leaving the site. Since construction activities would be
restricted to on-site areas (including the surrounding former neighborhood areas) short-term impacts
to the community would be minimal.

Implementability

Excavation, solidification/stabilization, capping, and containment of contaminated soil are
established methods that have been successfully demonstrated in large scale applications for many of
the COCs. Conditions external to the site, such as equipment availability, materials, and services
present no problems at this time. Monitoring the excavation of contaminated material as well as the
containment cells to verify structural integrity and that contamination is not leaching from the
containment areas would be required to verify that the RAOs are met.

Design and construction planning are estimated to require 1 year. The acfual implementation and
consolidation of contaminated surface and subsurface soil, including excavatlon may take another 1
to 2 years.

Cost

The total present worth for this alternative, prior to the modifications presented in the Proposed Plan
Update in October, 2005, is approximately $24.9 million for Option A and $24.6 million for Option
B. Capital and O&M costs for this alternative under Option A are approximately $24.3 million and
$600,000, respectively. For Option B, capital and O&M costs are appr0x1mately $24 million, and
$600,000. Detailed cost estimates are presented in Appendix B.
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As discussed in Section 4, although they cannot be funded by EPA, it may be beneficial to consider
enhancements during the remediation process in anticipation of future land use. For this alternative,
several components that can be considered “enhancements” (including additional soil compaction,
an additional soil buffer layer, addition of an asphalt layer to containment areas) for the purpose of
enhancing the site for future use were included for consideration in the alternative cost estimate.
With the addition of enhancements, the total present worth costs for Option A and Option B increase
to $29.2 million and $28.9 million, respectively.

Conversely, in an effort to reduce costs, Option A for this alternative was also evaluated with a
smaller level of excavation. This could be achieved by foregoing excavation of contaminated
surface soils on certain portions of the site, and instead, covering those surface soils with an
extension of the cap’s soil cushion, top soil and vegetative cover layers. Following this option
reduces the total present worth cost of Option A for this alternative to $24 million.

The Proposed Plan Update incorporated two modifications to the scope of the remedial altematives.
The first, the addition of ten more residential properties within the scope of the relocation of the
Clarinda triangle residents, is estimated to add approximately $900,000 to the cost of each
alternative. The second modification, construction of a soil/cement sub-cap, is only applicable to
Alternative 2 — Capping/Containment. The addition of solidification/stabilization of principal threat
wastes to construct a sub-cap increases the capital cost of this alternative, and, while improving the
long-term reliability of the alternative, has a negligible impact on the estimated O&M costs. The
estimated cost to construct a soil/cement sub-cap three- to four-feet in thickness using a pug mill to
produce a homogeneous mixture with a minimum compressive strength of 250-psi is $2,300,000.

The estimated total present worth cost of Alternative 2 — Capping/Containment is $28,100,000
(Option A) and $27,800,000 (Option B).

2.9.1.3 Alternative 3 -- Excavation, Onsite Treatment w/ Thermal Desorption/BCD, and Onsite
Disposal

This alternative involves relocating residents within the Clarinda Triangle, excavating contaminated
surface and subsurface soil both on- and off-site, and transporting it to a central area on-site for
consolidation and staging. Depending on the moisture content of the excavated material, dewatering
may be required prior to treatment; however, this condition is not expected. On-site treatment would
be performed and the treated material would be backfilled onsite. To reduce costs associated with
material handling and transportation, it is assumed that off-site, excavated/treated material would be
backfilled onsite and not taken back into the neighborhoods. Together, thermal desorption and BCD
(creating a closed-loop system), would be the main treatment of the organics. The final treatment
system would depend upon the outcome of treatability testing and would be determined during the
remedial design phase.

Preprocessing requirements would include solids separation and sizing. Techniques could include
screens, shredders, and grinders. This process would remove any material larger than two inches in
diameter so that it could be appropriately dealt with; create a more uniform soil mixture that can be
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treated more efficiently; and prevent large-diameter material from damaging any components of the
treatment system.

The BCD process is a chemical dehalogenation technology developed by EPA's Risk Reduction
Engineering Laboratory. BCD is initiated in a medium temperature thermal desorber (MTTD) at
temperatures ranging from 600 to 950 °F. Chemicals are added to contaminated soil containing
hazardous chlorinated organics. BCD then chemically breaks down the condensed organic
contaminants by removing chlorine from the contaminant and replacing it with hydrogen. Because
the chlorinated organics have some volatility, there is a degree of volatilization that takes place in
parallel with chemical dechlorination. The remaining organic contaminants are thermally desorbed
and removed with the offgas. Clean soil exiting the solid reactor can be returned to the site. The
remaining contaminants from the vapor condensate and residual dust areicaptured and treated for
two to four hours at approximately 650 °F in the BCD liquid tank reactor. The reactor uses reagents
to help dechlorinate the remaining organics. The treated residuals are recycled or disposed of using
standard, commercially available methods, including solvent reuse and fuel substitution. The result
is a clean, inexpensive, permanent remedy where all process residuals (including dehalogenated
organics) are recyclable or recoverable.

This process would be used at the ETC site to treat the COCs. Organic contaminants such as PAHs
would be treated through the MTTD, while the chlorinated COCs such as PCP and TCDD would be
treated through the BCD reactor.

Before full-scale implementation of thermal desorption/BCD could occur, a treatability study would
be required to confirm that this alternative would be able to meet the RAOs for the site. A trial run
would be required before full-scale thermal desorption/BCD to determine if on-site treatment by this
method would meet the remedial cleanup levels for the COCs and to optimize the process. In
addition, this trial run would demonstrate whether or not an increase in the concentration of metals
resulting from soil volume reduction would occur.

Site access would be restricted by the existing fence around the site (with upgrades, as necessary).
Deed restrictions may be placed on the site while the remedial action takes place. Water would be
used to minimize fugitive dust emissions during soil excavation, transport, and handling. Any
stockpiles of material during interim storage would be covered by tarps or plastic sheeting to
minimize fugitive dust and runon/runoff emissions. Surface water runoff, fugitive emissions and
treated soils would be monitored to ensure that the RAOs were being met, as well as to assess the
effectiveness of the remedial action.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Removal of contaminated surface soil with on-site treatment virtually eliminates all risks associated
with the exposure pathways. Ground-water contamination also would be reduced through the
removal and treatment of subsurface soil. Treatability studies would ensure that the selected
treatment system would remediate contaminant concentrations to meet remedial cleanup levels.
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Compliance with ARARs

This alternative achieves the RAOs and chemical-specific ARARs established for the contaminated
surface and subsurface soil at the site since areas of concern are being excavated and treated to meet
remedial cleanup levels prior to on-site disposal. Air quality and emission standards also would
have to be met during the implementation of this alternative. Operation and design of the treatment
system would have to comply with all federal and state ARARs conceming hazardous waste
treatment facilities. In addition, this alternative would require compliance with RCRA removal,
treatment, transportation, and land disposal regulations.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Removal and on-site treatment of contaminated material permanently eliminates the long-term
health risks at the site by effectively removing the source of contamination. Risks associated with
direct contact or migration of waste to ground water would be eliminated. Five year reviews will not
be necessary since only treated soils, and no soil above health-based standards, would remain at the
site.

Reduction of M/T/V Through Treatment

This alternative significantly reduces the M/T/V of surface and subsurface soil contaminants through
destruction of organic contaminants,

Short-Term Effectiveness

Short- and long-term monitoring would be required under this alternative, since construction
activities could result in the release of fugitive dust. Also, operation of heavy equipment during
construction would produce some noise nuisance. The short-term measures are similar to
Alternative 2, but the action would take longer to implement.

Implementability

Excavation, thermal desorption/BCD, and backfilling of treated soil are established methods that have
been successfully demonstrated in large scale applications for many of the COCs. The trcatment process
requires a relatively short time frame to achieve cleanup. Treatability studies would be required to assure
achievement of remedial cleanup levels. The studies would be used to refine the processes and design
parameters. Testing of the BCD process on site soils has already taken place; however, mixed results
were obtained and would require further investigation. Conditions external to the site, such as equipment
availability, materials, and services present no problems at this time.

Daily maintenance checks are required for the thermal desorption/BCD technology. Generally, most
of the hardware components are relatively well-developed with repair parts readily available to
minimize downtime. Normal maintenance concerns include temperature control, waste feed system,
dust and particulate collection, and fouling of the heat transfer surfaces with polymers. Substantive
permit requirements also must be addressed.
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Monitoring the excavation of contaminated material and operation of the treatment system would be
required to verify that the excavation areas and treated material meets the remedial cleanup goals.
Materials exiting the thermal desorption/BCD system would be analyzed for the COCs to verify
compliance.

Treatability studies, design, and construction are estimated to require 1 year. The actual
implementation and treatment of contaminated surface and subsurface soil, including excavation,
may take another 2 to 4 years, depending on the scenario for implementation (assumes an
approximate 500 ton/day treatment time). '

Cost

The total present worth for this alternative is approximately $246.8 million for Option A and $260.8
million for Option B. Capital and O&M costs for this alternative under Option A are approximately
$246.7 million and $50,000, respectively. For Option B, capital and O&M costs are approximately
$260.7 million, and $50,000. As discussed in Section 4, although they cannot be funded by EPA, it
may be beneficial to consider enhancements during the remediation process in anticipation of future
land use. For this alternative, several components that can be considered “enhancements” (including
additional soil compaction, an additional soil buffer layer, addition of an asphalt layer to
containment areas) for the purpose of enhancing the site for future use were included for
consideration in the alternative cost estimate. With the addition of enhancements, the total present
worth costs for Option A and Option B increase to $250.9 million and $265 million, respectively.

Conversely, in an effort to reduce costs, Option A for this alternative was also evaluated with a
smaller level of excavation. This could be achieved by foregoing excavation of contaminated
surface soils on certain portions of the site, and instead, covering those surface soils with a cap soil
cushion, top soil and vegetative cover layers. Following this option reduces the total present worth
cost of Option A for this alternative to $231.4 million.

The Proposed Plan Update incorporated two modifications to the scope of the remedial alternatives.
The first, the addition of ten more residential properties within the scope of the relocation of the
Clarinda triangle residents, is estimated to add approximately $900,000 to the cost of each
alternative. The second modification, construction of a soil/cement sub-cap, is only applicable to
Alternative 2 — Capping/Containment.

The estimated total present worth cost of Alternative 3 — Excavation, Onsite Treatment w/Thermal
Desorption/BCD, and Onsite Disposal is $247,700,000 (Option A) and $261,700,000 (Option B).

2.9.1.4 Alternative 4 -- Excavation, On-site Treatment w/ Solid Phase Biorémediation, and On-site
Disposal

This alternative involves relocating the residents of the Clarinda Triangle neighborhood, excavating
contaminated surface and subsurface soil both on- and off-site, and transporting it to a central area
on-site for consolidation and staging. On-site treatment would be performed and the treated material
would be backfilled on-site. To reduce costs associated with material handling and transportation, it
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is assumed that off-site, excavated/treated material would be backfilled on-site and not taken back
into the neighborhoods. Solid phase bioremediation would be the main treatment of the organics.
The final treatment system would depend upon the outcome of treatability testing and would be
determined during the remedial design phase.

Solid phase bioremediation encompasses a variety of aerobic biological processes including land
treatment units, composting, and soil piles. In all of these processes, the growth of indigenous and
introduced microorganisms is encouraged through the addition of soil conditioners, mineral
fertilizers, oxygen, and moisture. The goal of the process is to encourage the microorganisms to
biodegrade contaminants in the soil to less toxic chemicals or to mineralize the contaminants.
Mineralization occurs when the microorganisms are able to degrade the contaminants to carbon
dioxide and water. Often, biodegradation and mineralization of contaminants occur naturally in soils
without nutrient enhancement. In solid phase bioremediation, materials are added to increase the
microbial population and, therefore, increase the rate of biodegradation.

Utilizing solid phase bioremediation at the ETC site would consist of mixing the excavated soil with
soil amendments and placing it in an aboveground land treatment unit or forming biopiles that
include both a leachate collection system and some form of aeration. Moisture, heat, nutrients,
oxygen, and pH would be controlled to enhance biodegradation. This process would be used at the
ETC site to treat the organic COCs.

Before full-scale implementation of solid phase bioremediation could occur, a treatability study
would be required to confirm that this alternative would be able to meet the RAOs for the site.
Optimal biodegradation requires an appropriate electron acceptor, microbes that are acclimated to
the COCs, and optimal microbial growth conditions. Studies would be necessary to determine if
particular strains of acclimated microbes would be necessary, the optimal watering and nutrient
addition schedules, and the frequency of aeration through tilling.

Site access would be restricted by the existing fence around the site (with upgrades, as necessary).
Deed restrictions may be placed on the site while the remedial action takes place. Water would be
used to minimize fugitive dust emissions during soil excavation, transport, and handling. Any
stockpiles of material during interim storage would be covered by tarps or plastic sheeting to
minimize fugitive dust and runon/runoff emissions. Surface water runoff, fugitive emissions and
treated soils would be monitored to ensure that the RAOs were being met, as well as to assess the
effectiveness of the remedial action.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Removal of contaminated surface soil with onsite treatment virtually eliminates all risks associated
with the exposure pathways. Ground water contamination also would be reduced through the
removal and treatment of subsurface soil. Treatability studies would ensure that the selected
treatment system would remediate contaminant concentrations to meet remedial cleanup goals.
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Compliance with ARARs

This alternative achieves the RAOs and chemical-specific ARARs established for the contaminated
surface and subsurface soil at the site since areas of concern are being excavated and treated to meet
remedial cleanup goals prior to onsite disposal. Air quality and emission standards also would have
to be met during the implementation of this alternative. In addition, this alternative would require
compliance with RCRA removal, treatment, transportation, and land disposal regulations.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Removal and onsite treatment of contaminated material permanently eliminates the long-term health
risks at the site by effectively removing the source of contamination. Risks associated with direct
contact or migration of waste to groundwater would be eliminated. Bioremediation systems may
require lengthy operation. Five year reviews will not be necessary since only treated soils and no
soil above health-based goals would remain at the site.

Reduction of M/T/V Through Treatment

This alternative significantly reduces the M/T/V of surface and subsurface soil contaminants through
degradation of organic contaminants.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Short- and long-term monitoring would be required under this alternative, since construction
activities could result in the release of fugitive dust. Also, operation of heavy equipment during
construction would produce some noise nuisance. The short-term measures are similar to
Alternative 2, but the action would take longer to implement.

Implementability

Excavation, solid phase bioremediation, and backfilling of treated soil are established methods that
have been successfully demonstrated in large scale applications for many of the COCs. As with
other biological treatments, under proper conditions, solid phase processes can transform
contaminants into nonhazardous substances. However, the extent of the biodegradation is highly
dependent on the initial concentrations of the contaminants and their biodegradability, the properties
of the contaminated matrix, and the particular treatment system selected. Bioremediation could
result in a lengthy operation. Treatability studies would be required to assure achievement of
remedial cleanup goals. The studies would be used to refine the processes and design parameters,
and determine which nutrients and physical condition will optimize degradation, as well as
frequency of tilling. Note that both bench-scale and pilot-scale studies may be required before full-
scale implementation. Solid phase bioremediation requires relatively simple technologies and is
easy to construct and operate. Conditions external to the site, such as equipment availability,
materials, and services present no problems at this time.
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Monitoring the excavation of contaminated material and operation of the treatment system would be
required to verify that the excavation areas and treated material meets the remedial cleanup goals.
Material exiting the biodegradation system would be analyzed for the COCs to verify compliance.

Treatability studies, design, and construction are estimated to require 1.5 years. The actual
implementation and treatment of contaminated surface and subsurface soil, including excavation,
may take another 4 to 8 years (assumes an approximate 80,000 ton/year treatment time). This time
frame is highly dependent of the type of solid phase bioremediation selected for implementation and
the available space onsite.

Cost

The total present worth for this alternative is approximately $158 million for Option A and $166.2
million for Option B. Capital and O&M costs for this alternative under Option A are approximately
$157.9 million and $60,000, respectively. For Option B, capital and O&M costs are approximately
$166.1 million, and $60,000.

For this alternative, several components that can be considered “enhancements” (including
additional soil compaction, an additional soil buffer layer, addition of an asphalt layer to
containment areas) for the purpose of enhancing the site for future use were included for
consideration in the alternative cost estimate. With the addition of enhancements, the total present
worth costs for Option A and Option B increase to $162.3 million and $170.5 million, respectively.

Conversely, in an effort to reduce costs, Option A for this alternative was also evaluated with a
smaller level of excavation. This could be achieved by foregoing excavation of contaminated
surface soils on certain portions of the site, and instead, covering those surface soils with a cap soil
cushion, top soil and vegetative cover layers. Following this optlon reduces the total present worth
cost of Option A for this alternative to $148.6 million.

The Proposed Plan Update incorporated two modifications to the scope of the remedial alternatives.
The first, the addition of ten more residential properties within the scope of the relocation of the
Clarinda triangle residents, is estimated to add approximately $900,000 to the cost of each
alternative. The second modification, construction of a soil/cement sub-cap, is only applicable to
Alternative 2 — Capping/Containment.

The estimated total present worth cost of Alternative 4 — Excavation, On-site Treatment w/ Solid
Phase Bioremediation, and On-site Disposal is $158,900,000 (Option A) and $167,100,000 (Option
B).

2.9.1.5 Alternative 5 -- Excavation, On-site Treatment w/ Chemical Oxidation, and On-site Disposal

This alternative involves relocating the residents of the Clarinda Triangle neighborhood, excavating
contaminated surface and subsurface soil both on- and off-site, and transporting it to a central area
on-site for consolidation and staging, although it may be appropriate to consider an “in situ”
application for the subsurface and stockpile soils. On-site treatment would be performed and the
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treated material would be backfilled on-site. To reduce costs associated with material handling and
transportation, it is assumed that off-site, excavated/treated material would be backfilled onsite and
not taken back into the neighborhoods. Chemical oxidation would be used to address COCs. The
final treatment system design would depend upon the outcome of treatability testing and would be
determined during the remedial design phase.

Oxidation chemically coverts hazardous contaminants to non-hazardous, less toxic compounds that
are more stable, less mobile, and/or inert. The most commonly used oxidizing agents include
peroxide, ozone, and permanganate. Ozone, which is a molecule comprised of three oxygen atoms,
is the oxidant considered for this evaluation. In addition to exhibiting the effectiveness of other
oxidizers, ozone has the advantage of being very economical and highly efficient. Ozone is a more
powerful oxidizer than either hydrogen peroxide or potassium permanganate. Ozone is generated
onsite from process equipment, so there is little recurring expense for production, and being a gas, it
is easier to deliver to the subsurface or other “in situ” environment (e.g., the stockpile).

Before full-scale implementation of chemical oxidation could occur, a treatability study would be
required to confirm that this alternative would be able to meet the RAOs for the site. A trial run
would be required before full-scale chemical oxidation to determine if onsite treatment by this
method would meet the remedial cleanup levels for the COCs and to optimize the process.

Site access would be restricted by the existing fence around the site (with upgrades, as necessary).
Deed restrictions may be placed on the site while the remedial action takes place. Water would be
used to minimize fugitive dust emissions during soil excavation, transport, and handling. Any
stockpiles of material during interim storage would be covered by tarps or plastic sheeting to
minimize fugitive dust and runon/runoff emissions. Surface water runoff, fugitive emissions and
treated soils would be monitored to ensure that the RAOs were being met, as well as to assess the
effectiveness of the remedial action.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Removal of contaminated surface soil with on-site treatment virtually eliminates all risks associated
with the exposure pathways. Ground water contamination also would be reduced through the
removal and treatment of subsurface soil. Treatability studies would ensure that the selected
treatment system would remediate contaminant concentrations to meet remedial cleanup levels.

Compliance with ARARs

This alternative achieves the RAOs and chemical-specific ARARs established for the contaminated
surface and subsurface soil at the site since areas of concern are being excavated and treated to meet
remedial cleanup goals prior to on-site disposal. Air quality and emission standards also would have
to be met during the implementation of this alternative. Operation and design of the treatment
system would have to comply with all federal and state ARARs concerning hazardous waste
treatment facilities. In addition, this alternative would require compliance with RCRA removal,
treatment, transportation, and land disposal regulations.




T e NS N E PaE "l I N N W e e l-‘.- .

5 9 0049

Record of Decision Page 61
Escambia Wood Treating Company
Operable Unit 01 (Soil) February 2006

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Removal and on-site treatment of contaminated material permanently eliminates the long-term
health risks at the site by effectively removing the source of contamination. Risks associated with
direct contact or migration of waste to groundwater would be eliminated.

Reduction of M/T/V Through Treatment

This alternative significantly reduces the M/T/V of surface and subsurface soil contaminants through
treatment.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Short- and long-term monitoring would be required under this alternative, since construction
activities could result in the release of fugitive dust. Also, operation of heavy equipment during
construction would produce some noise nuisance. The short-term measures are similar to
Alternative 2, but the action would take longer to implement.

Implementability

Excavation, chemical oxidation, and backfilling of treated soil are established methods that have
been successfully demonstrated in large scale applications for many of the COCs. Treatability
studies would be required to assure achievement of remedial cleanup levels. The studies would be
used to refine the processes and design parameters. Conditions external to the site, such as
equipment availability, materials, and services present no problems at this time. Monitoring the
excavation of contaminated material and operation of the treatment system would be required to
verify that cleanup levels are attained.

Treatability studies, design, and construction are estimated to require 1 year. The actual

implementation and treatment of contaminated surface and subsurface soil, including excavation,
may take another 4 to 5 years.

Cost

The total present worth for this alternative is approximately $158.1 million for Option A and $166.2
million for Option B. Capital and O&M costs for this alternative under Option A are approximately
$158 million and $50,000, respectively. For Option B, capital and O&M costs are approximately
$166.1 million, and $50,000.

For this alternative, several components that can be considered “enhancements” (including
additional soil compaction, an additional soil buffer layer, addition of an asphalt layer to
containment areas) for the purpose of enhancing the site for future use were included for
consideration in the alternative cost estimate. With the addition of enhancements, the total present
worth costs for Option A and Option B increase to $162.3 million and $170.5 million, respectively.
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Conversely, in an effort to reduce costs, Option A for this alternative was also evaluated with a
smaller level of excavation. This could be achieved by foregoing excavation of contaminated
surface soils on certain portions of the site, and instead, covering those surface soils with a cap soil
cushion, top soil and vegetative cover layers. Following this option reduces the total present worth
cost of Option A for this alternative to $148.6 million.

The Proposed Plan Update incorporated two modifications to the scope of the remedial alternatives.
The first, the addition of ten more residential properties within the scope of the relocation of the
Clarinda triangle residents, is estimated to add approximately $900,000 to the cost of each
alternative. The second modification, construction of a soil/cement sub-cap, is only applicable to
Alternative 2 — Capping/Containment.

The estimated total present worth cost of Alternative 5 — Excavation, On-site Treatment w/ Chemical
Oxidation, and On-site Disposal is $159,000,000 (Option A) and $167,100,000 (Option B).

2.9.1.6 Alternative 6 -- Excavation, On-site Treatment w/ Solidification/Stabilization, and On-site
Disposal

This alternative involves relocating residents of the Clarinda Triangle neighborhood, excavating
contaminated surface and subsurface soil both on- and off-site, and transporting it to a central area
on-site for consolidation and staging. On-site treatment would be performed and the treated material
would be backfilled on-site. The soils would undergo a solidification/stabilization (S/S) process to
immobilize COCs prior to disposing of the soil on-site. A soil cap (or other material appropriate to
the intended use of the future site) would be placed over the treated material.

Solidification refers to processes that encapsulate a waste to form a solid material and to restrict
contaminant migration by decreasing the surface area exposed to leaching and/or coating the waste
with low-permeability materials. Solidification can be accomplished by a chemical reaction between
waste and binding reagents or by mechanical processes. Stabilization refers to processes that
involve chemical reactions that reduce the leachability of a waste which, in effect, chemically
immobilizes the waste.

Solidification and stabilization are well-established processes for the treatment of inorganic
contaminants within soil and are more typically associated with the treatment of inorganic
contaminants; however, the treatment of organic compounds can also be accomplished. For
example, S/S was able to achieve cleanup goals for PCP, benzo(a)pyrene, dibenz(a,h, anthracene,

and dioxin contamination at the American Creosote Site, a wood-preserving site in Tennessee (EPA
2000).

Before full-scale implementation of S/S could occur, a treatability study would be required to
confirm that this alternative would be able to meet the RAOs for the site and to identify the
appropriate binding agents and/or additives that would be effective for the ETC COCs. A trial run
would be required before full-scale S/S to determine if onsite treatment by this method would meet
the remedial cleanup levels for the COCs and to optimize the process.



59 0050

Record of Decision Page 63
Escambia Wood Treating Company
Operable Unit 01 (Soil) Fcbruary 2006

Site access would be restricted by the existing fence around the site (with upgrades, as necessary).
Deed restrictions may be placed on the site during and after the remedial action takes place. Water
would be used to minimize fugitive dust emissions during soil excavation, transport, and handling.
Any stockpiles of material during interim storage would be covered by tarps or plastic sheeting to
minimize fugitive dust and runon/runoff emissions. Surface water runoff, fugitive emissions and
treated soils would be monitored to ensure that the RAOs were being met, as well as to assess the
effectiveness of the remedial action.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Removal of contaminated surface soil with on-site treatment virtually eliminates all risks associated
with the exposure pathways. Groundwater contamination also would be reduced through the
removal and treatment of subsurface soil. Treatability studies would ensure that the selected
treatment system would remediate contaminant concentrations to meet remedial cleanup levels.

Compliance with ARARs

This alternative achieves the RAOs and chemical-specific ARARs established for the contaminated
surface and subsurface soil at the site since areas of concern are being excavated and
solidified/stabilized to meet remedial cleanup levels prior to on-site disposal. Air quality and
emission standards also would have to be met during the implementation of this alternative.
Operation and design of the S/S process would have to comply with all federal and state ARARs
concerning hazardous waste treatment facilities. In addition, this altermative would require
compliance with RCRA removal, treatment, transportation, and land disposal regulations.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Removal and onsite treatment of contaminated material permanently eliminates the long-term health
risks at the site by effectively immobilizing the source of contamination. Risks associated with
direct contact or migration of waste to groundwater would be eliminated.

Reduction of M/T/V Through Treatment

This alternative significantly reduces the mobility and toxicity of surface and subsurface soil
contaminants through treatment. Soil volume may increase depending on the solidification/stabilizing
agents used.

Short-Term Effectiveness

Short- and long-term monitoring would be required under this alternative, since construction
activities could result in the release of fugitive dust. Also, operation of heavy equipment during
construction would produce some noise nuisance. The short-term measures are similar to
Alternative 2, but the action would take longer to implement.
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Implementability

Excavation, solidification/stabilization, and backfilling of treated soil are established methods that
have been successfully demonstrated in large scale applications for many of the COCs. Treatability
studies would be required to assure achievement of remedial cleanup levels. The studies would be
used to refine the processes and design parameters. Conditions external to the site, such as
equipment availability, materials, and services present no problems at this time.

Monitoring the excavation of contaminated material and operation of the treatment system would be
required to verify that the excavation areas and treated material meets the anticipated remedial
cleanup levels.

Treatability studies, design, and construction are estimated to require 1 year. The actual
implementation and treatment of contaminated surface and subsurface soil, including excavation,
may take another 4 to 5 years.

Cost

The total present worth for this alternative is approximately $51.9 million for Option A and $53.1
million for Option B. Capital and O&M costs for this alternative under Option A are approximately
$51.8 million and $50,000, respectively. For Option B, captial and O&M costs are approximately
$53 million, and $50,000.

For this alternative, several components that can be considered “enhancements” (including
additional soil compaction, an additional soil buffer layer, addition of an asphalt layer to
containment areas) for the purpose of enhancing the site for future use were included for
consideration in the alternative cost estimate. With the addition of enhancements, the total present
worth costs for Option A and Option B increase to $56.2 million and $57.4 million, respectively.

Conversely, in an effort to reduce costs, Option A for this alternative was also evaluated with a
smaller level of excavation. This could be achieved by foregoing excavation of contaminated
surface soils on certain portions of the site, and instead, covering those surface soils with an
extension of the cap’s soil cushion, top soil and vegetative cover layers. Following this option
reduces the total present worth cost of Option A for this alternative to $49.5 million.

The Proposed Plan Update incorporated two modifications to the scope of the remedial alternatives.
The first, the addition of ten more residential properties within the scope of the relocation of the
Clarinda triangle residents, is estimated to add approximately $900,000 to the cost of each
alternative. The second modification, construction of a soil/cement sub-cap, is only applicable to
Alternative 2 — Capping/Containment.

The estimated total present worth cost of Alternative 6 — Excavation, On-site Treatment w/
Solidification/Stabilization, and On-site Disposal is $52,800,000 (Option A) and $54,000,000
(Option B).
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2.9.1.7 Alternative 7 -- Excavation, Off-site Transportation and Disposal at Subtitle C Landfill

This alternative consists of relocating residents of the Clarinda Triangle neighborhood and
transporting contaminated soils offsite to a RCRA Subtitle C landfill. This alternative would be
performed in two phases. After installation of a railspur and loading ramp on the ETC site, the
existing soil stockpile would be loaded and transported off-site prior to excavating any other
contaminated soil. When the existing soil stockpile is nearly depleted, then excavation of on-site
and applicable off-site soil would begin. Off-site shipment of soil in covered "gondola" railcars
would be the preferred method of transportation.

Deed restrictions may be placed on the site while the remedial action takes place. Water would be
used to minimize fugitive dust emissions during soil excavation, transport, and handling. Any
stockpiles of material during interim storage would be covered by tarps or plastic sheeting to
minimize fugitive dust and runon/runoff emissions. Surface water runoff, fugitive emissions and
treated soils would be monitored to ensure that the RAOs were being met. After removal of all
applicable contaminated soils, excavated areas would be backfilled with clean soil and vegetation
planted.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Excavation of contaminated soil from the site and transporting soil to an off-site RCRA regulated
landfill for disposal would eliminate exposure pathways and significantly reduce level of risk at and
adjacent to the ETC site.

Compliance with ARARs

Transportation of contaminated soil would be in accordance with applicable Department of
Transportation hazardous material regulations. Disposal at a RCRA permitted Subtitle C landfill
would be in compliance with ARARs.

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

No long-term public health threats would remain onsite related to soil. Property can be returned to
any viable land use. Ground water would also be protected through removal of source contaminants.

Reduction of M/T/V Through Treatment

Removal of the contaminated soil offsite and directly landfilling does not meet criteria of reduction
of M/T/V through treatment. Even though mobility is eliminated in relation to the ETC site, no
reduction of toxicity or volume has been achieved since under this alternative no treatment is
planned.
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Short-Term Effectiveness

During on-site removal action Level D personnel protective equipment is required. The potential
exists for a higher level of protection to be used during excavation or loading of railcars. Excavation
and grading may result in release of nuisance or contaminated dust. Use of heavy equipment may
cause a noise nuisance. Engineering controls will be utilized for controlling the dust and possible
odors. Higher levels of personnel protection may become necessary for onsite workers during
activities if engineering controls do not reduce dust, odors, or noise. Transportation risks are the
highest for this alternative.

Implementability

This alternative has minimal technical considerations once representative samples are collected and
presented to the receiving landfill(s) for their acceptance evaluation. Historical knowledge and
current information about soil chemical and physical characteristics would be provided to the
landfill(s). No engineering expertise is anticipated except in design and construction of the railspur
and loading ramp. The railroad has contractors available to install the railspur and loading ramps are
available from local vendors. If a treatability variance cannot be obtained, then the soil will have to
be treated to meet RCRA treatment standards which would be more costly than on-site treatment.
This alternative assumes that treatment will be required. If railcar (gondolas) are utilized and 10
gondolas are available on average per day for loading and each gondola has a load capacity of about
45 tons, then approximately 450 tons (cy) can be shipped per day. Depending on volume to be
shipped, it is assumed that loading and shipping would take from 2 - 4 years.

Costs

The total present worth for this alternative is approximately $312.8 million for Option A and $331.6
million for Option B. Capital and O&M costs for this alternative under Option A are approximately
$312.8 million and $60,000, respectively. For Option B, capital and O&M costs are approximately
$331.5 million, and $60,000.

For this alternative, several components that can be considered “enhancements” (including
additional soil compaction, an additional soil buffer layer, addition of an asphalt layer to
containment areas) for the purpose of enhancing the site for future use were included for
consideration in the alternative cost estimate. With the addition of enhancements, the total present
worth costs for Option A and Option B increase to $317.1 million and $335.9 million, respectively.

Conversely, in an effort to reduce costs, Option A for this alternative was also evaluated with a
smaller level of excavation. This could be achieved by foregoing excavation of contaminated
surface soils on certain portions of the site, and instead, covering those surface soils with a cap soil
cushion, top soil and vegetative cover layers. Following this option reduces the total present worth
cost of Option A for this alternative to $293 million.
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The Proposed Plan Update incorporated two modifications to the scope of the remedial alternatives.
The first, the addition of ten more residential properties within the scope of the relocation of the
Clarinda triangle residents, is estimated to add approximately $900,000 to the cost of cach
alternative. The second modification, construction of a soil/cement sub-cap, is only applicable to
Alternative 2 — Capping/Containment.

The estimated total present worth cost of Alternative 7 — Excavation, Off-site Transportation and
Disposal at Subtitle C Landfill is $313,700,000 (Option A) and $332,500,000 (Option B).

2.9.2 Common Elements and Distinguishing Features of the Alternatives

With the exception of Alternative 1 — No Action, all of the alternatives address surface and
subsurface soil contaminated above remedial cleanup levels, and meet the threshold criteria of
protection of human health and the environment and attainment of ARARs. Since Alternative 1 —
No Action does not meet these criteria; it will not be discussed further in this section. The
contaminated soil is located in both off- and on-site areas, and all of the alternatives are based on
excavating the off-site areas and staging all of the contaminated soil on-site for remediation. Table 5
summarizes the volumes of off- and on-site contamination by medium that will be addressed by each
of the alternatives. Based on these estimates, approximately 312,000 cubic yards of in-place
contaminated soil, and 255,000 cubic yards of currently stockpiled soil, will be addressed by each of
the remedial alternatives.

The remedial alternatives consider two basic approaches to address contaminated soil at the ETC
Site. Alternatives 2, 6 and 7 reduce or eliminate the mobility of the contaminants through
containment and/or solidification/stabilization. Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 address the soil

contamination using various active treatment technologies to reduce the toxicity and volume of
contamination. All of the alternatives involve reasonably well-established technologies that can be
readily implemented. The containment and solidification/stabilization alternatives use technologies
that are better established for the ETC OU-1 COCs and selected cleanup levels than the other
alternatives. Both the active treatment alternatives and solidifaction/stabilization meet the statutory
preference for treatment to reduce the mobility, toxicity, or volume of contamination, and the off-site
disposal alternative does not. While active treatment to attain the selected cleanup levels is feasible,

Table 5. Summary of Estimated Contaminated Soil Volumes for ETC OU-1

Area of Concern volume of Surface soil > volume of Subsurtace
Cleanup Levels (yd?) Ssoil > C1(e§r31up Levels

On-site 103,194 701,025
stockpiled Soil 255,000 0
Off-site Area Near SwMu 10 1,500 33,125
Rosewood Terrace/0Oak 41.250 0
Park/Escambia Arms !
Pear] Street & Hermann
Avenue 15,340 0
Clarinda Triangle 15,700 0
Palafox Industrial Park 300 0
Commercial Strip 4] 0
TOTAL 566,934
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the selected cleanup levels are near the limit of demonstrated success for current active treatment
technologies. The short-term impacts of all of the alternatives are similar, but the duration of these
impacts would generally be shorter for the contatnment and solidification/stabilization alternatives.

2.10 Comparative Analysis of Alternatives

The seven remedial alternatives have been examined with respect to the requirements in the NCP (40
CFR Part 300.430[e][9]iii), CERCLA, and factors described in Guidance for Conducting Remedial
Investigations and Feasibility Studies Under CERCLA (EPA 1988). The nine evaluation criteria
include the following:
Threshold Criteria

e Overall protection of human health and the environment;

e Compliance with ARARs;

Balancing Criteria
o Short-term effectiveness;
o Long-term effectiveness and permanence;
Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment;
e Implementability;
e Cost;

Modifying Criteria
o State acceptance; and
e Community acceptance

A comparative analysis of the soil alternatives based on the threshold and balancing evaluation
criteria is presented below. The objective of this section is to compare and contrast the alternatives
to support selection of the remedy for ETC OU-1. The alternatives compared include:

e Alternative 1 — No Action;
e Alternative 2 — Excavation and On-site Containment/Capping;
e Alternative 3 -- Excavation, On-site Treatment w/ Thermal Desorption/BCD, and Onsite

Disposal;

e Alternative 4 -- Excavation, On-site Treatment w/ Solid Phase Bioremediation, and On-site
Disposal;

e Alternative 5 -- Excavation, On-site Treatment w/ Chemical Oxidation, and On-site
Disposal;

e Alternative 6 -- Excavation, On-site Treatment w/ Solidification/Stabilization, and On-site
Disposal; and
e Alternative 7 -- Excavation, Off-site Transportation and Disposal at Subtitle C Landfill
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Note that, under each alternative, two options pertaining to applying residential or industrial cleanup
levels in the Clarinda Triangle area are presented. The comparative evaluation of the alternatives has
been updated to incorporate the modifications contained in the Proposed Plan Update of October,
2005. Table 6 presents a summary of each remedial alternative along with qualitative ranking scores
for each evaluation criterion. Each alternative’s performance against the criteria (except for present

- worth) was ranked on a scale of 0 to 5, with 0 indicating that none of the criterion’s requirements

were met and 5 indicating all of the requirements were met. The ranking scores combined with the
present worth costs provide the basis for comparison among alternatives. With the exception of
short-term effectiveness, Alternatives 2 through 7 are ranked higher than Alternative 1 across all the
criteria. Alternatives 2 through 7 are the same for overall protection, and compliance with ARARs.
Alternatives 3, 4 and 7 rank slightly higher in long-term effectiveness and permanence, but lower in
implementability than Alternatives 2 and 6. Alternatives 3, 4 and 5 are ranked higher than
Alternatives 2, 6 and 7 in reduction of M/T/V.

2.10.1 Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment

All of the alternatives except Alternative 1 — No Action would provide protection of human health
and the environment by eliminating, reducing, or controlling risk through removal, treatment, and/or
containment with engineering and institutional controls. Since alternative 1 does not meet the
threshold criteria for the cleanup, it will not be discussed further in this section of the ROD.

2.10.2 Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

Section 121(d) of CERCLA and NCP §300.430(f)(1)(ii)(B) require that remedial actions at
Superfund sites at least attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State
requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations, which are collectively referred to as “ARARs,”
unless such ARARs are waived under CERCLA section 121(d)(4).
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Table 6. Comparative Evaluation of Remedial Alternatives for ETC OU-1

Remedial Criteria Rating Approximate Present
Alternative worth (%)
overall compliance Long-Term Reduction of Short-Term Implement-
Protection of  with ARARs Effectiveness M/T/v Through Effectiveness ability
Human Health and Permanence Treatment
and the
Environment

1 -- No Action 0 0 5 5 $126,000
2 -- Capping/ S 5 4 4 A - $28.1 million
containment B - $27.8 million
3 -- Excavation, 5 5 4 3 A -- $247.7 million
onsite Treatment B -- $261.7 million
w/ Thermal
Desorption/BCD,
and onsite
Disposal
4 -- Excavation, 5 5 3 3 A -- $158.9 million
onsite Treatment B -- $167.1 million
w/ Solid Phase
Bioremediation,
and onsite
Disposal
5 -- Excavation, 5 5 4 4 A -- $159 millijon
Onsite Treatment B -- $167.1 million
w/ Chemical
oxidation, and
onsite Disposal
6 -- Excavation, 5 5 4 4 A -- $52.8 million
Onsite Treatment B -- $54 million
W
Solidification/
Stabilization,
and Onsite
Disposal
7 -- Excavation, 5 5 4 4 A -- $313.7 million
Transportation B -- $332.5 million
and offsite
landfi11
disposal

* Each alternative’s performance against the criteria (except for present worth) was ranked on a scale of 0 to 5, with 0 indicating that none of the criterion’s
requirements were met and 5 indicating all of the requirements were met.
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Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and other substantive
requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under Federal environmental or State
environmental or facility siting laws that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance found at a Superfund site. Only those
State standards that are identified by a state in a timely manner and that are more stringent than
Federal requirements may be applicable. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those cleanup
standards, standards of control, and other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations
promulgated under Federal environmental or State environmental or facility siting laws that, while
not “applicable” to a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other
circumstance at a Superfund site, address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those
encountered at the Superfund site that their use is well-suited to the particular site. Only those State
standards that are identified in a timely manner and are more stringent than Federal requirements
may be relevant and appropriate.Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will meet all
of the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State environmental
statutes or provides a basis for invoking waiver. For additional information on ARARs for this site,
see Section 2.13.

Each remedial alternative is evaluated for its compliance with ARARs as defined in CERCLA
Section 121(f). The following items must be considered during the evaluation:

e Compliance with contaminant-specific ARARs (i.e., MCLs). This consideration includes
whether contaminant-specific ARARSs can be met and whether a waiver may be appropriate
if they can not be met.

e Compliance with location-specific ARARs (i.c., protection of historic sites, regulations
regarding activities near wetlands/floodplains). This consideration includes whether
location-specific ARARs can be met or waived.

e Compliance with action-specific ARARs (i.e., RCRA treatment technology standards). This
consideration includes whether action-specific ARARs can be met or waived.

All of the alternatives would comply with ARARs by addressing on- and off-site soils contaminated
above remedial cleanup levels.

2.10.3 Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a remedy
to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once clean-up levels
have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk that will remain following
remediation and the adequacy and reliability of controls. Each alternative, except the No Action
alternative, provides some degree of long-term protection. Evaluation of the long-term effectiveness
and permanence of a remedial alternative addresses the results of a remedial alternative in terms of
the risk remaining at the site after RAOs are achieved. Long-term effectiveness is evaluated based
on the following three factors:

e Magnitude of the remaining risk. This consideration addresses the residual risk remaining
from untreated waste or treatment residuals at the end of the remedial activities;
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e Adequacy of controls. This consideration addresses the adequacy and suitability of the
controls, if necessary, that are used to manage the treatment residuals or untreated wastes
that remain at the site; and

e Reliability of the controls. This consideration addresses the long-term reliability of
management controls, if used, for providing continued protection from the treatment
residuals or untreated wastes.

All of the alternatives achieve long-term effectiveness and permanence, but the treatment
alternatives (3, 4, and 5) and off-site disposal alternative (7) would not require the same degree of
on-site operation & maintenance (O&M) to ensure the remedy remains protective. The on-site
containment remedies (alternatives 2 and 6), would require long-term O&M, but the remedy design
and future land use will minimize O&M requirements. All of the alternatives result in cleanup to
commercial standards, so institutional controls will be necessary to ensure compatible land use is
maintained. Similarly, all of the alternatives except, potentially alternative 7, would necessitate
Five-Year Reviews of remedy protectiveness since unrestricted use/unlimited exposure criteria
would not be met. Adequate and reliable controls can be readily established for all of the
alternatives.

2.10.4 Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity, or Volume Through Treatment

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated performance of
the treatment technologies that may be included as part of a remedy. This criterion addresses the
statutory preference for selecting a remedial action that employs treatment technologies that are able
to permanently and significantly reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of the COCs as their
principal element. The ability of a remedial alternative to reduce the toxicity, mobility or volume of
the COCs is evaluated based on the following five factors:

e The treatment processes, the remedies employed and the materials they treat;

e The amount (mass or volume) of hazardous materials that will be destroyed or treated by the
remedial alternative, including how the principal threat(s) will be addressed;

¢ The degree of expected reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume of COCs, measured as a
percentage of reduction or order of magnitude;

e The degree to which the treatment is irreversible; and

e The type and quantity of treatment residuals that would remain following the treatment
actions.

The on-site containment alternatives 2 and 6 provide a reduction in mobility, but not in the toxicity
and volume of contaminated soil. Solidification/stabilization would result in an increase in the
volume of waste through the addition of cement, but would irreversibly reduce the mobility of soil
contaminants. Since alternative 2 incorporates solidification/stabilization of principal threat waste
only, it achieves a better balance between increased volume and permanent reduction in mobility
than alternative 6 which solidifies/stabilizes the entire contaminated soil volume. The treatment
alternatives 3, 4 and 5 are all similar in the reduction of M/T/V through treatment. All of the
treatment alternatives are expected to achieve the remedial cleanup levels, completely addressing the
principal threats and reducing the remaining M/T/V by more than 95%. All of the treatment
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technologies are irreversible, and are expected to produce environmentally benign residuals.
Alternative 7 relies on removal of contaminated soil from QU1 as the primary method of reducing
M/T/V. Only the treatment alternatives (3, 4, and 5) fully meet the statutory preference for treatment
as a principal element of the cleanup, but alternatives 2 and 6 partially meet this criterion (treatment
to permanently reduce mobility is a principle element of both these alternatives).

2.10.5 Short-Term Effectiveness

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers, the community and the environment during
construction and operation of the remedy until cleanup levels are achieved. The short-term
effectiveness of a remedial alternative is evaluated with respect to its effect on human health and the
environment during its implementation. Short-term effectiveness is evaluated based on the
following four factors:

e Protection of the community during the remedial action. This consideration addresses any
risk that results from the implementation of the remedial action (i.c., dust from an excavation
or air-quality impact from a stripping tower) that may affect human health;

e Protection of workers during the remedial action. This consideration addresses threats that
may affect workers and the effectiveness and reliability of protective measures that may be
taken;

e Environmental impacts. This consideration addresses the potential adverse environmental
impact that may result from the implementation of the remedial alternative and evaluates
how effective available mitigation measures would be able to prevent or reduce the impact;
and

e The amount of time required until the RAOs are achieved. This consideration includes an
estimate of the time required to achieve protection for the entire site or for individual
elements associated with specific site areas of threats.

All of the alternatives involve residential relocation followed by excavation and staging of
contaminated soils, and many of the short term impacts are associated with these activities.
Alternatives 2 and 7 would have the shortest durations, and would have lower impacts for this
reason. Alternative 7 would involve additional considerations associated with transporting material
off-site for disposal. Alternatives 3, 5, and 6 are similar in duration and short-term effectiveness
regarding worker and community considerations. The biological processes used in alternative 4 are
expected to require a significantly longer treatment duration, and would have greater short term
impacts as a result. Equipment, materials and techniques designed to control dust and run-off would
be required for all of the alternatives.

2.10.6 Implementability

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials,
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered.
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This criterion addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of implementing a remedial
alternative and the availability of various services and/or materials/supplies required during the
implementation. The implementability of a given remedial alternative is evaluated based on the
following factors:

e Technical feasibility

o Construction and operation. This consideration relates to the technical difficulties
and unknown aspects associated with a given technology;

o Reliability of a technology. This consideration focuses on the ability of a technology
to meet specified process efficiencies and performance goals, including whether
technical problems may lead to schedule delays;

o Ease of undertaking additional remedial actions. This consideration includes a
discussion of what, if any, future remedial actions may need to occur and how
difficult it would be to implement them; and

o Monitoring considerations. This consideration addresses the ability to monitor the
effectiveness of the remedial actions and includes an evaluation of the risks of
exposure if monitoring is determined to be insufficient to detect a system failure.

¢ Administrative feasibility. This consideration addresses the ability and time required to
coordinate with other offices and regulatory agencies (i.e., obtaining permits for off-site
activities or rights-of-way for construction activities).

o Availability of services and materials/supplies;

o Availability of adequate off-site treatment, storage capacity and disposal services;

o Availability of necessary equipment, specialists and provisions to ensure any
necessary additional resources;

o Timing of the availability of each technology; and

o Availability of services and materials, and the potential for obtaining competitive
bids, especially for innovative technologies.

All of the alternatives require residential relocation in the Cl;arinda Triangle neighborhood and
excavation of contaminated soil, and rank similarly in the implementability of this portion of the
remedy. Alternative 7 is the simplest to implement because it only requires excavation and
consolidation prior to transportation by rail and off-site disposal. Alternative 2 involves well
established construction materials and methods, and would be straightforward to implement.
Alternatives 5 and 6 would be similar in implementability; both would require construction and
operation of a batch mixing plant to handle the entire contaminated soil volume using readily
available components and chemicals. Alternatives 3 and 4 would be the least implementable, but
these alternatives are feasible; involving some specialized equipment and technology.

2.10.7 Cost

For each remedial alternative, a —30 to +50 percent cost estimate has been developed. Cost
estimates for each remedial alternative are based on conceptual engineering and design and are
expressed in 2005 dollars. The cost estimate for each remedial alternative consists of the following
four general categories:
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o Capital costs — These costs include the expenditures that are required for construction of the
remedial alternative (direct costs) and non-construction/overhead costs (indirect costs).
Capital costs are exclusive of the costs required to operate and maintain the remedial
alternative throughout its use. Direct costs include the labor, equipment and supply costs,
including contractor markups for overhead and profit, associated with activities such as
mobilization, monitoring, site work, installation of treatment systems, and disposal costs.
Indirect costs include items required to support the construction activities but are not directly
associated with a specific item.

o Total construction costs — These costs include the capital costs with the addition of the
contractor fee (at 10% of capital costs), engineering and administrative costs (at 15% of
capital costs), and a contingency allowance set at 25% of the capital costs with contractor
fees and engineering and admintstrative costs.

e Present worth O&M costs — These costs include the post-construction cost items required to
ensure or verify the continued effectiveness of the remedial alternative. O&M costs
typically include long-term power and material costs (i.e., operational cost of a water
treatment facility), equipment replacement/repair costs, and long-term monitoring costs (i.e.,
labor and laboratory costs), including contractor markups for overhead and profit. Present
worth analysis is based on a 7% discount rate over a period of 30 years.

e Total present worth costs — This is the sum of the total construction costs and present worth
O&M costs which forms the basis for comparison of the various remedial alternatives.

Table 7. Comparison of Remedial Alternative Costs for ETC OU-1

Alternative Capital Total Present Worth Total Present
Cost Construction Cost O&M Cost Worth Cost

1 — No Action $0 $0 $126,381 $126,381
2 ~ Excavation and A-$17,038,562 A-$27,522.753 A-$631,558 A-328,154,311
Capping/Containment B-516,814,262 B-$27,172,284 B-$628,208 B-$27,800,492
3 — Thermal Desorption/ | A-$157,927,380 A-$247,661,531 A-$50,071 A-$247,711,602
BCD w/On-site Disposal B-3166,846,980 B-$261.598,406 B-$50,071 B-$261,648,477
4 - Solid-phase Bioremed- | A-$101,111,880 A-$158,887,313 A-$60,611 A-$158,947,924
iation w/On-site Disposal B-$106,312,580 B-$167,013,406 B-3$60.611 B-$167,074,017
5 — Ex-situ Chemical Oxi- A-$10,125,080 A-$158,907,938 A-$50,071 A-3$158,958,009
dation w/On-site Disposal B-106,354,580 B-$167,079,031 B-$50,071 B-$167,129,102
6 — Solidification/stabiliz- A-$33,167,500 A-$52,724,219 A-$50,071 A-$52,774,290
Ation w/On-site Disposal B-$33,931,000 B-$53,917,188 B-$50,071 B-$53,967.259
7 — Excavation w/Off-site | A-$200,185,000 A-$313,689,063 A-$56,121 A-$313,745,184
Disposal B-$212,171,700 B-$332,418,281 B-$56,121 B-$332,474,402

Note: Costs attributable to the Proposed Plan Update (Qctober, 2005) modifications are included as follows: Additional
relocation costs are included in the Total Construction Cost for all alternatives; and, Alternative 2
solidification/stabilization costs are distributed as a proportion (.64/.36) between Capital Cost and Total Construction
Cost for both options under this alternative.

Based on a comparative analysis, Option A is the least expensive option due to the slightly smaller
volume of soil requiring treatment except in the case of Alternative 2. Alternative 2 includes
treatment of the same volume of principal threat waste under both options, and realizes a relative
cost savings between additional excavation costs associated with attaining residential cleanup
standards with temporary residential relocation (Option B) and more limited excavation to
commercial cleanup standards with permanent residential relocation (Option A). The comparable
costs for the alternatives under Option A are: alternative 2 ($28.1 million) is the least expensive,
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followed by alternative 6 ($52.8 million), alternative 4 ($158.9 million), alternative 5 (§159million),
alternative 3 ($247.7 million) and alternative 7 ($313.7 million).

2.11 Principal Threat Wastes

The NCP establishes an expectation that EPA will address the principal threats posed by a site
through treatment wherever practicable (NCP §300.430(a)(1)(iii)(A)). Identifying principal threat
waste combines concepts of both hazard and risk. In general, principal threat wastes are those
source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly mobile, which generally cannot be contained
in a reliable manner or would present a significant risk to human health or the environment should
exposure occur. A portion of the contaminated soil in the on-site stockpile is considered to be
“principal threat wastes” because the chemicals of concern are found at concentrations that pose a
significant risk to human receptors and includes the more mobile contaminants.

The alternatives described in Section 2.9, except Alternative 1 — No Action, would address these
principal threat wastes. Three of the alternatives (3, 4, and 5) would address the principal threat
wastes through treatment to reduce the M/T/V of the waste, and two alternatives (2 and 6) rely on
containment with varying degrees of treatment to reduce mobility. Alternative 6 incorporates
solidification/stabilization of all the contaminated soil, including principal threat wastes. Alternative
2 incorporates treatment through solidification/stabilization of the most contaminated stockpiled soil
that constitutes principal threat waste. Alternative 7 utilizes off-site disposal, and does not
incorporate treatment of the principal threat wastes. Due to the design of the alternatives and the
nature of the COC'’s, containment with solidification/stabilization is expected to be similar or as
effective as other treatment processes in addressing the principal threat wastes present at the Site.

2.12  Selected Remedy
2.12.1 Rationale for the Selected Remedy

The remedy selected for ETC OU-1 is to address contaminated surface and subsurface soil present
both on- and offssite, and is intended to be the final action for this QU. This action will be
consistent with the prior removal action and interim-remedial action for this OU in addressing the
stockpiled soil (containing principal threat waste), on-site soil contamination, and off-site soil
contamination that is attributable to the Site. This will not be the final action at the ETC Site; OU-2
(ground water) will be addressed by a separate decision document. The selected remedy will not be
inconsistent with a subsequent action to address OU-2.

Each of the alternatives evaluated, with the exception of alternative 1 —No Action, met the threshold
criteria of protection of human health and the environment and compliance with ARAR’s.
Therefore, the selected alternative must provide the best balance among the balancing criteria of
short-term effectiveness; long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction in mobility, toxicity,
and volume through treatment; implementability; and, cost. Each of the alternatives was similar in
short-term effectiveness and long-term effectiveness and permanence, with alternatives 3, 4, and 5
providing a higher degree of permanence through treatment. This increase in long-term
effectiveness and permanence was somewhat offset by the lower short-term effectiveness of the
treatment alternatives in terms of the duration and hazard of short-term impacts.
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Three of the alternatives (3, 4, and 5) were based primarily on treatment technologies, two (2 and 6)
were based on containment with varying degrees of treatment through solidification/ stabilization,
and one (7) is based on removal. The three primary treatment alternatives fully satisfy the statutory
preference for treatment, the containment with solidification/stabilization alternatives partially
satisfy the statutory preference for treatment, and the removal alternative does not. Therefore the
treatment technologies offer the best reduction in M/T/V while the containment with
solidification/stabilization alternatives offer a smaller degree of reduction in M/T/V through
treatment by addressing contaminant mobility only and not toxicity or volume. However, the three
treatment technologies also were the least implementable and most costly alternatives, with the
exception of Alternative 7 — Excavation and Off-site Disposal, which was the most costly alternative
and afforded the smallest degree of reduction in M/T/V through treatment. Alternative 5 -- Ex-situ
Chemical Oxidation and On-site Disposal is the most implementable and lowest cost of the treatment
alternatives, but it is still estimated to cost more than five times the lowest cost containment with
solidification/stabilization alternative. The cost of the treatment alternatives outweighs the relative
improvement in the preference for reduction of M/T/V through treatment since they result in a
substantially equivalent degree of protectiveness as the containment with solidification/stabilization
alternatives.

The remaining containment alternatives were alternative 2 — Excavation with On-site
Containment/Capping, and alternative 6 — Solidification/stabilization with On-site Disposal.
Alternative 6 provides greater adequacy in control of contaminant mobility by physically
immobilizing the waste materials throughout their volume. However, the reliability of
solidification/stabilization relative to containment/capping with ongoing O&M is similar. Therefore,
Alternative 2 — Excavation with On-site Containment/Capping and Solidification/Stabilization of
Principal Threat Waste is the selected remedy for ETC OU-1 since it is just as effective as the other
alternatives evaluated and has the lowest cost.

The modifying criteria of state and community acceptance have been incorporated into the selected
remedy. The State of Florida through the FDEP concurs with the selected remedy. The community
has expressed concern that the selected remedy should incorporate treatment to the maximum extent
possible to ensure the long-term permancnce and reliability of the remedy, that all potentially
impacted residential properties in the Clarinda triangle neighborhood are addressed, and that the
remedy provide for the fewest possible restrictions on future land use. Based on these concerns,
EPA modified the preferred alternative in the Proposed Plan Update (October, 2005) to incorporate
additional elements in the remedy to address these concerns as discussed previously.

2.12.2 Description of the Selected Remedy — Excavation with On-site Containment/Capping and
Solidification/Stabilization of Principal Threat Waste

Residential relocation, excavation of on- and off-site contaminated soil with on-site containment,
solidification/stabilization of principal threat wastes, and capping will serve to prevent direct contact
exposure, migration and leaching of contaminants to ground water, and human or ecological
exposure to soil particulates. A combination of O&M, institutional controls, and periodic
monitoring will prevent future releases of contaminants and ensure the remedy protects human
health and the environment over the long-term. Design and construction of a containment and cap
system that is compatible with the expected future use of the Site also is an important component of
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both long-term effectiveness and community acceptance for the remedy. The selection of
commercial cleanup standards is predicated, in part, on the expectation that the off-site properties are
converted to commercial land use. To this end, both Escambia County and the City of Pensacola
have adopted resolutions supporting commercial reuse of the Site. Since the performance and
complexity of O&M will be directly related to the future use of the property, coordination with local
government during remedial design and construction also will be critical. The remedy is based on a
conceptual design that is compatible with the expected future use of the Site, but does not include
“enhancements” that may be desirable but are not necessary to achieve RAOs.

An enhancement is not a remedial feature or activity in that it is not necessary for the effectiveness
of the remedy (although it may make some contribution to its effectiveness). Enhancements can
include things such as roads, foundations and parking lots. For example, the procedures used to
place contaminated soil in the excavated areas are in part determined by the compaction
requirements included in the design. An end use encompassing the construction of a structure such
as a warehouse or other significant load-bearing structure over the filled area will require more
stringent compaction specifications than fill covered by a multilayer cap. Similarly, the use of
foundation structures such as footings and the need to evenly distribute load may require thicker or
additional cap layers to ensure that waste material remains isolated. Providing additional
compaction of soils in waste cells beyond what is needed to support a protective cap or providing
additional clean fill above a protective cap to support anticipated future construction would be
considered an enhancement. While EPA cannot fund or require the funding of an enhancement,
enhancements can still be considered in the remediation process. For example, if there is a
commercial interest in redeveloping a site identified early in the process, and the planned
redevelopment requires additional compaction, it can be arranged for during the process. This
approach was followed at the Raymark Superfund Site in Stratford, Connecticut, where a
prospective developer, anticipating future building construction, paid for additional compaction
during construction of the containment system (EPA 2002). During remedial design, it is possible
that discussions with local government, or other potentially interested parties, will lead to a cost
sharing arrangement to include upgrades or enhancements during remedial construction. For these
reasons, EPA considers the selected remedy to be compatible with the intended future use of the site.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

e Residential relocation within and immediately adjacent to the Clarinda Triangle
neighborhood;

Excavation of contaminated soil on- and off-site;

Containment and cap system with solidification/stabilization of principal threat wastes;
Operation & maintenance;

Long-term monitoring;

Institutional controls; and

Five-Year Reviews
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2.12.2.1 Residential Relocation

The Clarinda Triangle area is currently a mixed residential and commercial area. The scope of the
residential relocation includes the approximately 65 residential parcels within and immediately
adjacent to the Clarinda Triangle. The expected future land use in this area is commercial, but
current zoning allows for both commercial and residential use. For this reason, two scenarios for the
cleanup of this area were evaluated: 1) temporary relocation of current residents followed by
excavation to residential standards (60 ug/kg BaP EQ and 0.007 pg/kg dioxin TEQ) with property
restoration and return of the residents; and, 2) permanent relocation of the residents followed by
excavation to commercial cleanup standards and property restoration suitable for commercial reuse.
Although temporary relocation is less costly than permanent relocation, the additional costs for
excavation to residential standards and property restoration broadly offset this difference. Since the
community has expressed a strong preference for permanent relocation and since this relocation will
be consistent with the prior relocations performed as part of the interim remedial action (National
Relocation Pilot Project), residential relocations for this remedy will be permanent. The relocation
process will begin as early as possible during the remedial action and will adhere to the requirements
of the federal Uniform Relocation Act and relevant EPA Policy.

21222 Excavation of Contaminated Soil On- and Off-Site

Excavation of contaminated soil will begin in the off-site areas. The purpose of beginning in the off-
site areas is to quickly eliminate potential human exposures, to provide a definitive volume for the
containment system, and to allow off-site properties to be returned to use as soon as possible. The
off-site areas are predominantly impacted by surface soil contamination, although areas of off-site
subsurface contamination are present in the vicinity of former SWMU-10 and in the Rosewood
Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia Arms neighborhood immediately adjacent to the ETC property. On-site
excavation will address both surface and subsurface soil contamination, and, when combined with
the volume of the existing stockpile and off-site soil, will provide the final volume of contaminated
soil to be contained. This volume is currently estimated to be 566,934 cubic yards.

During remedial design, additional sampling will be performed to establish “cut-lines” for the
excavation in both on- and off-site areas. These cut-lines will be based on achieving remedial
cleanup goals both horizontally and vertically using excavation equipment appropriate for this
action. The final limits of excavation will be based on the results of verification samples collected
during construction.

All of the impacted off-site properties were prepared for excavation during the previous interim-
action with the exception of a small strip in the Palafox Industrial Park and the Clarinda triangle
neighborhood. On-site excavation will be planned to facilitate and be coincident with the excavation
necessary to construct containment adequate for the total volume of contaminated soil excavated.
This will require careful segregation of contaminated and un-contaminated soil. Excavation of
contaminated subsurface soil will continue to the water table, if necessary based on verification
sampling results.
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21223 Containment and Cap System with Solidification/Stabilization

Excavation for the containment will be performed coincident with excavation of on-site
contaminated surface and subsurface soil. Based on the cut-line sampling and remedial design, the
limits of the containment will be established prior to excavation of contaminated soil, and these will
be adjusted, if necessary, based on the results of verification sampling. The containment excavation
area will be based on encompassing areas of excavated contaminated soil, providing a
geotechnically sound structure to support the cap, maintaining waste above the seasonal high water
table, placing waste at or near existing grades to allow construction of a low-profile cap, and
consistent with the conceptual reuse plan to the extent practicable. Following excavation and
segregation of contaminated and uncontaminated soils, the containment excavation will be surveyed
and lined with an appropriate geomembrane (e.g., 60-mil geotextile) to isolate the contaminated soil
from surrounding soils for long-term protection.

The contaminated soil will be placed in the lined containment area and compacted to the extent
necessary to support the cap system over the long-term. Principal threat wastes from the existing
stockpiled soils will be segregated based on visual observations (i.e., staining, color, oily
appearance, etc.) and/or field screening criteria (i.e., soil with contamination greater than 10-times
the remedial cleanup goals) for solidification/stabilization. The principal threat wastes will be mixed
with cement to form a sub-cap three- to four-feet in thickness above the compacted soil to at or near
to existing grade. The sub-cap will have a minimum compressive strength of 250 psi. in order to
form a geotechnically stable base for the overlying cap. Due to the anticipated depth of the
containment excavation (greater than 20-ft below grade), performance standards for differential
settlement will be established in the remedial design to ensure the cap system is not compromised in
the future. Following placement and compaction of all contaminated soil and placement of the
solidified and stabilized sub-cap within the lined containment area, a low-profile multi-layer cap will
be installed.

The components of the multi-layer cap system will be established during the remedial design based
on the remedial action objectives and a value engineering study. Value engineering is a specialized
cost-control technique that uses a systematic and creative approach to identify and reduce
unjustifiably high costs in a project without sacrificing the reliability or efficiency of a project. For
purposes of cost estimating and to provide a baseline for the design, the multi-layer cap system will
be underlain by a compacted clay layer having a minimum 2-ft thickness and a permeability of less
than or equal to 1 X 10”7 cm/sec extending over the entire containment area. The clay layer will be
covered by a continuous 60-mil geomembrane. These two layers will provide a durable and
functionally impermeable barrier to infiltration of rainwater. The cap system, in whole or in part,
may be extended beyond the limits of the containment area to achieve the following design and/or
remedial goals: to provide slopes and grades for management of stormwater runoff; to cover areas of
unexcavated on-site contaminated surface soil (this is limited to soils producing risks less than 1 X
10” and containing relatively immobile contaminants that can be reliably isolated by a cap system);
and, to be consistent with the conceptual reuse plan to the extent practicable. The FS determined
that a “reduced excavation option” involving capping of contaminated surface soil adjacent to the
containment system in place was feasible, and could result in significant cost savings. This option
will be further evaluated during the remedial design and value engineering study.
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The geomembrane will be covered by a minimum 18-in of native soil to cushion and protect the
geomembrane and clay layers, and will include an appropriate drainage layer at its base. To the
extent practical, the 18-in native soil layer may be increased in thickness or extent to provide for the
productive reuse of uncontaminated soil segregated and stockpiled during excavation of the
containment area. A minimum 6-in topsoil layer will be placed above the native soil layer to support
a vegetated layer of native grasses. The topsoil layer may be locally replaced by impervious
surfaces, such as access roads, sidewalks, parking areas, or building foundations consistent with
commercial reuse and the remedial design. Final slopes for the cap system of 3% to 5% will be
graded to achieve positive drainage off the cap across the capped area. Surface drainage controls
will be constructed around the perimeter of the cap to collect runoff and direct it away from the
capped area. Surface runoff from impervious surfaces that may be constructed on the cap will be
directed to lined drainage controls to prevent erosion or infiltration into the cap system, and
incorporated into the overall site surface drainage controls.

2.12.2.4 Operation & Maintenance

O&M requirements for maintaining the cap system and ensuring the long-term protectiveness of the
remedy will be initially developed during the remedial design of the remedy, and an O&M Plan will
be developed as part of the post-construction report when the remedy is installed. The basic O&M
requirements will include: periodic inspections of the cap system for adequate/appropriate vegetative
or other cover, erosion problems, and operation of drainage controls; and, annual surveys of the cap
to check for differential settlement during the first ten years of operation (to be determined thereafter
based on performance). General maintenance requirements will include maintenance of the
vegetative cover (water/fertilizer/over-seeding), and repairs to the cap system, if necessary, due to
erosion or settlement.

The O&M of the Site also will include establishment and enforcement of appropriate controls and
restrictions on land use (such as limits on excavation within the capped area and maximum loads per
square foot for structures). Since responsibility for implementing the O&M Plan may change
through time, coordination with State and local government in development of a clear and
comprehensive O&M Plan will be necessary. Similarly, clear lines of responsibility for both
implementation and enforcement of O&M requirements will be included in the O&M Plan. O&M
Reports will be submitted to EPA and FDEP on an annual basis, and any occurrence (to be defined
in the O&M Plan) that could threaten the integrity or protectiveness of the remedy will be reported
to both agencies within 72-hr.

2.12.25 Long-term Monitoring

Long-term monitoring of ground water will be performed as part of the remedy for OU-1 for at least
30 years to verify the performance of the containment and cap system. Since the basis for the design
of the remedy is to preclude both rainwater and ground water from infiltrating the waste and, thereby
preventing the generation of potentially contaminated leachate, the principle monitoring data will be
hydraulic. Piezometers/monitoring wells will be used to collect water level information from up-
gradient, down-gradient, and other locations as defined in the remedial design. Geochemical data
also will be collected to verify remedy performance and if there is a reason to suspect leachate has
collected within the containment system. A Long-term Monitoring Plan will be developed in



Record of Decision Page 82
Escambia Wood Treating Company Superfund Site February 2006

parallel with the O&M Plan to define the monitoring requirements, and may be provided separately
or as a component of the O&M planning and reporting. Since the OU-2 (ground water) remedy is
anticipated to be selected prior to or during construction of the remedy for OU-1, long-term
monitoring requirements for OU-1 must account for the OU-2 action as well.

2.12.2.6 Institutional Controls

Institutional controls are a required component of this remedy since waste will remain on-site and
the remedial cleanup levels are based on commercial cleanup standards. The primary institutional
control for this action will be a restrictive covenant applied to the entire Site limiting future land use
to commercial/industrial. The restrictive covenant will be completed following construction and
prior to transfer of the property. EPA will coordinate establishment of the covenant with FDEP, and
this will be drafted in accordance with FDEP’s Institutional Controls Procedures Guidance
(November, 2004) using the model Declaration of Restrictive Covenant appended as Attachment
J.1.1-9. A further restriction on excavation and well drilling within the capped area also will be
necessary, and a layered approach will be used to ensure this is accomplished. Written notification
will be made to local utility service providers, one-call services, and local agencies that issue
construction permits with the coordinates of the capped area and the relevant limitations and contact
information. Signs indicating “Excavation Restricted”, along with contact information, will be
placed in appropriate locations around the capped area, and the O&M requirements will include
appropriate control, monitoring, and reporting of excavation, development, and any land use
changes.

2.12.2.7 Five-Year Reviews

A statutory review of the ongoing protectiveness of the remedy will be performed by EPA no less
often than every five years beginning within five years after initiation of the remedial action. This
review is a public process, and will be based on review of Site O&M and monitoring records,
interviews, a site inspection, and any updated standards or new regulations. Based on the
performance and protectiveness, changes to the remedy may be recommended.

2.12.3 Summary of Estimated Remedy Costs

The estimated present worth (7% discount rate) cost for remedy construction is approximately $27.5
million dollars and is summarized in Table 8. The present worth cost estimate for 30 years of O&M
is approximately $630,000 and is presented in Table 9. Additional changes in the cost estimate are
likely to occur as new information and data are collected during the engineering design of the
remedial alternatives. Major changes, if they occur, may be documented in the form of a
memorandum in the Administrative Record file, an Explanation of Significant Differences, or a
ROD Amendment. This is an order of magnitude cost estimate that is expected to be within plus 50
percent to minus 30 percent of the actual project costs.
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2.12.4 Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy

The results from the implementation of the selected remedy include the long-term containment and
isolation of all contaminated soil that may pose a risk to human health in a commercial setting
through direct contact or dust generation, the elimination of potential impacts to ground water
through leaching of contaminants from soil, and conditions that are compatible with the planned
reuse of the Site. The selected remedy is compatible with a full range of potential alternatives to
address OU-2 (ground water), and coordination during the remedial design for this remedy and the
feasibility study for OU-2 will ensure compatibility. The selected remedy has among the lowest
short-term impacts to the community, and returns the Site to productive use sooner than any other
alternative except removal. The residents of the Clarinda triangle area will be afforded the
opportunity to be permanently relocated. The relocation will be consistent with and performed as an
extension of the prior National Relocation Pilot Project. The selected remedy does require more
extensive O&M than the other alternatives, but the costs and outcome of O&M on long-term
effectiveness and site reuse are manageable and consistent with similar decisions nationally.

2.12.4.1 Available Land Use

During remedy construction, engineering and administrative controls will be used to protect the
public from environmental exposure or safety hazards associated with the cleanup activities.
Following remedy construction, the planned reuse of the Site is commercial. Since the Site
encompasses both on- and off-site properties, and since the containment/cap system will not
encompass all of this property, the available land use will be in two categories. The first category is
unrestricted commercial use that is expected to apply to the Pearl Street/Hermann Avenue area, most
of the Rosewood Terrace/Oak Park/Escambia Arms area, the Clarinda triangle neighborhood, and
portions of the ETC property outside the containment. The second category is restricted commercial
use that will apply to the area of the containment/cap system. The containment/cap system, without
any enhancements, will support light commercial use. The limitations on this use, in terms of static
load, live load, foundation depths, utility access, etc., will be defined during the remedial design.
During the remedial design, it is anticipated that discussions with local government and/or
commercial interests will evaluate enhancements to all or portions of the cap to support higher end
uses. Cost sharing contribution can be made to include enhancements during the remedial
construction. The ongoing evaluation and subsequent remedy for OU-2 (ground water) will require
ongoing access to the Site by EPA. This access is not expected to appreciably interfere with
commercial reuse of the Site.



Record of Decision ) Page 84
Escambia Wood Treating Company Superfund Site February 2006

Table 8. Estimated Remedy Construction Costs for ETC OQU-1

MOBILIZATION/DEMOBILIZATION each 1 $80,000 $80,000 '
EXCAVATION
Excavation of Contaminated Soil cy 311,934 $5 $1,559,670
Additional Excavation to Enlarge Containment Areas cy 100,000 $5 $500,000 I
Backfill Excavated Areas with Clean Fill cy 566,934 $5 $2,834,670
Dust Control cy 666,534 $5 $3,332,670
Confirmatory Sample Analyses (samples/10000 sq. ft.) | samples 197 $300 $59.100 .
Air Quality Monitoring (samples/week) samples 139 $1,000 $139,000
CAPPING l
Spread/Compact Waste Soil and Debris cy 566,934 $3.00 $1,700,802
Solidification/stabilization (soil-cement) acre-ft 48 $23,916.67 $1,148,000
Installation of 2-ft clay layer cy 18,600 $14 $260,400
Installation of Geomembrane/Geotextile sf 940,600 $1 $940,600 '
Installation of Soil Cushion cy 13,800 $10.00 $138,000
Installation of Top Soil cy 6,900 $20.00 $138,000
Installation of Vegetative Cover acre 10 $2,000.00 $20,000
Runon/Runoff Control-Trenching ft 5,000 $0.78 $3,900
CLARINDA TRIANGLE
Permanent Relocation -65 households LS 1] $3,980,000.00 $3,980,000 ‘
Building Demolition LS | $440,000 $440,000
EQUIPMENT & MATERIALS
Erosion Control sy 100,000 $2.14 $214,000
Fencing (Remove and Reset) If 3,000 $15 $45.750
Health & Safety Equipment each I $80,000 $80,000 l
Subtotal - Capital Cost $17,614,562
Contractor Fee (10% of Capital Cost) $1,761,456 .
Engineering & Administrative (15% of Capital Cosl) $2,642,184
Subtotal $22,018,203 I
Contingency (25% of Subtotal) $£5,504,551 l
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $27,522,753
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Table 9. Estimated Remedy O&M Costs for ETC OU-1

UNITS QUANTITY  UNIT ANNUAL TIME PRESENT
PRICE COST YEARS WORTH
CAP INSPECTION ea 4 $600 $2,400 30 $29,782
MONITORING sample 10 $2,000 $20,000 30 $248,181
CAP MAINTENANCE  year 1 $15,300 $15,300 30 $189,858
SUBTOTAL $37,700 $467,821
CONTRACTOR FEE (10% of Subtotal) $3.770 $46,782
CONTINGENCY (25% of Subtotal) $9,425 $116,955
TOTAL $50,895 $631,558

Assume annual cap maintenance costs to be 0.1% of capital cost.

2.12.4.2 Final Cleanup Levels

The final remedial cleanup levels for soil are presented in Table 10, and are the same as the remedial
cleanup goals presented in Section 2.8.

Table 10. Final Soil Remedial Cleanup Goals for ETC OU-1

Contaminant of Concern | CI e(anu ) G)oa1 Source/Basis
u
Benzo(a)pyrene EQ (CPAHs) 400 R1sk Assessment/1x10-6 Commercial
Dtoxin TEQ (2,3,7,8-TCDD) 0.030 F.S. 376.30701*/1x10-6 Commercial
Naphthalene 419 summers Model/Ground wWater Protection
Acenaphthene 1,954 Summers Model/Ground Water Protection
Fiuorene 1,525 summers Model/Ground water Protection
Phenanthrene 3,829 Summers Model/Ground Water Protection
2-MethyTnaphthaTene 2,394 Summers Model/Ground Water Protection
Carbazole 6.5 summers Model/Ground water Protection
PentachToropheno] 5.1 summers Model/Ground water Protection

* Florida Statute 376.30701
2.13  Statutory Determinations

The EPA expects the Preferred Alternative to satisfy the following statutory requirements of
CERCLA 121(b): (1) be protective of human health and the environment; (2) comply with ARARs
(or justify a waiver); (3) be cost-effective; (4) utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable; and (5) satisfy
the preference for treatment as a principal element to the extent practical.
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2.13.1 Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The selected remedy for ETC OU-1 satisfies the statutory requirement for protection of human
health and the environment through containment and solidification/stabilization of contaminated
soil, long-term O&M, and institutional controls. The selected remedy includes treatment as a major
element through the solidification/stabilization of principal threat wastes. The engineering
principles and technology for the selected remedy are well established, and are expected to be
reliable over the long-term. Site conditions are conducive to construction of the containment
system, and the remedy is compatible with the expected future use of the Site.

2.13.2 Compliance with ARARs

Implementation of the selected remedy will comply with all federal and state chemical-specific,
action-specific, and location-specific ARARs.

Chemical-specific requirements include those laws and regulations governing the release of
materials possessing certain chemical or physical characteristics, or containing specified chemical
compounds. Chemical-specific requirements set health or risk based concentration limits or ranges
in various environmental media for specific hazardous substances, contaminants, and pollutants.
Requirements related to federal and state drinking water standards address remedial cleanup goals
for specific leachable contaminants that are protective of ground water. State requirements to attain
risk-based cleanup levels for carcinogens of 1 X 10 and a hazard index of 1 or less for non-
carcinogens are ARARs. Additionally, federal and state air quality and storm water contaminant
limits address specific contaminants during remedy construction. Table 11 presents the chemical-
specific ARARs, TBCs, guidance, and criteria for the selected remedy.

Action-specific requirements are technology-based, establishing performance, design, or other
similar action-specific controls or regulations for the activities related to the management of
hazardous substances or pollutants. Action-specific requirements are triggered by the particular
remedial action selected to accomplish the cleanup. Action specific requirements that will be
complied with by the selected remedy primarily include federal and state hazardous waste
regulations and discharge requirements. A summary of the requirements to be met through the
implementation of the selected remedy is provided in Table 12.

Location-specific requirements are design requirements or activity restrictions based on the
geographic or physical position of the site and its surrounding area. Location-specific requirements
set restrictions on the types of remedial activities that can be performed based on site-specific
characteristics or location. Location-specific requirements for soil at the ETC site were evaluated
and consist of location standards for work in a floodplain, protection of endangered species, fish and
wildlife coordination, archeological and historical preservation, protection of wetlands, and
guidelines for dredged or fill material placement. No location specific requirements were identified
that would address the conditions at the Site or the selected remedy.
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Table 11 Chemical-Specific ARARs, Criteria, and Guidances for ETC OU-1

Standard, Requirement, Criteria, or
Limitation

Citation

Description and Comment

FEederal
Safe Drinking Water Act
National  Primary  Drinking Water

Standards, Maximum Contaminant Levels
(MCLs)

National Primary Drinking Water
Standards, MCL Goals (MCLGs)

National Secondary Drinking Water
Standards

Clean Air Act
National Primary and Secondary Ambient
Air Quality Standards
National Emissions Standards for

Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPSs)

State

Groundwater Classes, Standards, and
Exemptions

Certain provisions of:

40 CFR Part 141

40 CFR Part 141

40 CFR Part 143

40 CFR Part 50

40 CFR Part 61

Florida  Administrative
Code (FAC) Chapter 62-
520

Legally-enforceable Federal drinking water standards that are relevant and appropriate requirements for
existing or potential future drinking water sources. Establishes enforceable health-based standards for
specific contaminants that have been determined to adversely effect human health. These standards wil!
protect groundwater, a potential drinking water source, from contaminants found in surface and subsurface
soil at the site. These contaminants may migrate or leach into the underlying aquifer as a consequence of
various alternative response actions.

Establishes drinking water quality goals set at levels of no known or anticipated adverse health effects with
an adequate margin of safety. These non-enforceable goals are guidelines to be considered for protection
of groundwater, a potential drinking water source, from contaminants found in surface and subsurface soil at
the site. These contaminants may migrate or leach into the underlying aquifer as a consequence of various
alternative response actions.

Establishes welfare-based standards for public water systems for specific contaminants or water
characteristics that may affect the aesthetic qualities of drinking water. Secondary MCLs are non-
enforceabile limits intended as guidelines for use by States in regulating water supplies. These requirements
are guidelines that may be considered for protection of groundwater, a potential drinking water source, from
contaminants found in surface and subsurface soil at the site. These contaminants may migrate or leach
into the underlying aquifer as a consequence of various alternative actions.

Establishes primary (health-based) and secondary (welfare-based) air quality standards for contaminants
emitted from a major source of air emissions. These requirements address the excavation, handling, and
treatment (thermal destruction or biodegradation) of contaminated soil at the site.

Provides emissions standards for hazardous air pollutants for which no ambient air quality standards exist.
These requiremenis address the excavation, handling, and treatment (thermal destruction or
biodegradation) of contaminated soil at the site.

Establishes the groundwater classification system for the state and provides qualitative minimum criteria for
groundwater based on the classification. In conjunction with Florida drinking water standards, these
requirements address the classification of groundwater, a potential water source, at the site and the
protection of that groundwater from contaminants found in surface and subsurface soil at the site.

S

¢900




Record of Decision Page 88

Escambia Wood Treating Company Superfund Site February 2006
Standard, Requirement, Criteria, or Citation Description and Comment
Limitation
Drinking Water Standards, Monitoring, and | FAC Chapter 62-550 Established to implement the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act by adopting the national primary and
Reporting secondary drinking water standards and by creating additional rules to fulfill other state and federal

requirements. These requirements protect groundwater, a potential drinking water source, from
contaminants found in surface and subsurface soil at the site. These contaminants may migrate or leach
into the underlying aquifer as a consequence of various alternative response actions.

“Global” Risk-based Corrective Action Florida Statute Section | Establishes risk-based cleanup levels (i.e., attainment of an incremental lifetime cancer risk of 1 X 10°and a
376. 30701/F.A.C 62-780 | hazard index of 1 for non-carcinogens).

Surface Water Standards and Minimum | FAC Chapter 62-302 Establishes standards and criteria for protection of state surface water bodies during remedial action of the

Discharge Criteria site soils or groundwater if treated water is discharged from the site.
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Table 12 Action-Specific ARARs, Criteria, and Guidances for ETC OU-1

Standard, Requirement, Criteria, or
Limitation

Citation

Description and Comment

Eederal
Solid Waste Disposal Act
Criteria for Classification of Solid Waste

Disposal Facilities and Practices

RCRA, as amended

Identification and Listing of Hazardous
Waste

Standards for Owners and Operators of
Hazardous Waste Treatment, Storage, and
Disposal Facilities

Land Disposal Regulations

Clean Water Act

EPA Administered Permit Programs: The
National Pollutant Discharge™ Elimination
System (NPDES)

Certain provisions of:

40 CFR Part 257

40 CFR Part 261

40 CFR Part 264

40 CFR 264.552(4)

40 CFR Part 268

40 CFR Part 122

Establishes criteria for use in determining which solid waste disposal facilities and practices pose a
reasonable probability of adverse effects on public health or the environment. [f a remedial alternative
involves onsite disposal, certain limitations in this regulation must be met.

Defines those solid wastes that are subject to regulations as hazardous wastes under 40 CFR Parts 262
through 265, 268, 270 through 271, and 124 and which are subject to the notification requirements of
Section 3010 of RCRA. Of specific importance are Subparts B (criteria for identifying the characteristics of
hazardous waste and for listing hazardous waste) and C (characteristics of hazardous waste). In addition,
Part 261.24 under Subpart C sets forth the maximum concentration of contaminants for the Toxicity
Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP).

Establishes minimum national standards defining the acceptable management of hazardous wastes for
owners and operators of facilities that treat, store, or dispose of hazardous wastes. In particular, Subpart N
(Landfills) applies to owners and operators of facilities that dispose of hazardous waste in landfills and
specifies the requirements for landfill cover design and maintenance. Subpart O (Incinerators) specifies
performance standards, operating requirements, monitoring guidelines, inspection guidelines, and closure
guidelines for any incinerator buming hazardous wastes. These requirements address the construction of a
cap or treatment facility at the site.

Provides treatment standards for soil to be placed in corrective action management units (CAMUs) as well
as provisions for adjusted standards accounting for technical impractibility, views of the affected community,
and engineering design of the CAMU.

Establishes restrictions on land disposal of untreated hazardous waste and provides treatment standards for
hazardous waste. These requirements address untreated and/or treated material that

is placed back onsite (i.e., capping or treated material placement). They do not apply to placement of
CAMU-eligible-waste into a CAMU based on the category of waste present.

These requirements address stormwater from landfills, construction sites, and industrial activities that must
be monitored and controlled. This is required of all industrial waste and construction sites of greater than
five acres that discharge stormwater. The ETC site is 26 acres in size.
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National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air
Quality Standards

Department of Transportation Rules for
Transportation of Hazardous Materials

Occupational Health

1 Safety and
Administration

State

Regulations of Stormwater Discharge

Hazardous Waste

Environmental Control - Prohibition of

hazardous waste landfills

40 CFR Part 50

49 CFR Parts 107, 171,
173, 178, and 179

29 CFR 1910 Part 120

FAC Chapter 62-25

FAC Chapter 62-730

Florida Statute 403.7222

Standard, Requirement, Criteria, or Citation Description and Comment
Limitation
Cntena and Standards ior the NPDES 0 CFR Part 125

Requires development and implementation of a Best Management Practices program to prevent the release
of toxic constituents to surface water. Establishes specific procedures for the control of toxic and hazardous
pollutant spills and runoff. The substantive permit requirements address the prevention of releases from
spills or runoff during the implementation of remedial actions.

Establishes primary and secondary air quality standards for compounds emitted from a major source of air
emissions. The principal application of these standards is during remedial activities resulting in exposure
through dust and vapors. These requirements apply since contaminated soil will be excavated and handied
on-site.

These regulations establish the procedures for packaging, labeling, and transporting hazardous materials.
These requirements will address the transportation of contaminated soil from the off-site residential areas to
the site and any laboratory analysis, treatment, and/or disposal of material at the site.

This rule provides safety requirements for site workers during soil remedial activities conducted at the site.

The discharge of untreated stormwater may reasonably be expected to be a source of pollution of waters of
the state and is subject to state regulation. The substantive requirements of this regulation address any on-
site remedial actions where stormwater requires management.

Adopts by reference certain Federal regulations and establishes additional minor requirements concerning
the generation, excavation, handling, storage, treatment, transportation, and disposal of hazardous waste in
contaminated soil at the site.

Prohibits permitting of landfills for untreated hazardous waste.
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2.13.3 Cost Effectiveness

EPA has determined that the selected remedy is cost-effective and that the overall protectiveness of
the remedy is proportional to the overall cost of the remedy. The cost-effectiveness of the remedy
was assessed by comparing the overall effectiveness of the remedy (i.e., long-term effectiveness and
permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume; short-term effectiveness) with the other
alternatives considered. More than one remedial alternative may be considered cost-effective, but
CERCLA does not mandate that the most cost-effective or least expensive remedy be selected.

2.13.4 Permanent and Alternative Treatment solutions

The selected remedy uses permanent solutions and alternative treatment solutions to the maximum
extent practicable. The selected remedy will provide an acceptable degree of long-term
effectiveness and permanence. The remedy will require O&M, monitoring, and institutional controls
over the long-term to remain effective, but these remedy components are neither unusual nor
exceptional in degree or cost. The remedy can be reliably considered permanent.

2.13.5 Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element

In addition to the four statutory mandates previously discussed, the NCP includes a preference for
treatment for the selected remedies in addressing the principal threat at the Site. The selected
remedy partially meets the preference for treatment as a principal element. The selected remedy is
based on containment with solidification/stabilization of principal threat wastes to address the
mobility of the wastes. The three alternatives that utilized treatment technologies to address all
contaminated soil were the least implementable and most costly alternatives (except removal an off-
site disposal). The most implementable and lowest cost of the complete treatment alternatives is still
estimated to cost more than five times the cost of the selected remedy. The cost of the treatment
alternatives outweighs their relative improvement in the preference for reduction of M/T/V through
treatment since they result in a substantially equivalent degree of protectiveness as the containment
with solidification/stabilization alternatives.

2.13.6 Five-Year Review Requirement

CERCLA Section 121 and 40 CFR Part 300 require a review of remedial actions at least every five
years if the remedial action results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining in
place above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure. Since the selected remedy
is based on containment of contaminated soils, a statutory review of the remedial action is required
within five years of the beginning of remedial construction.

2.14 Documentation of Significant Changes

Pursuant to CERCLS 117(b) and NCP 300.430(f)(3)(i1), the ROD must document any significant
changes make to the preferred alternative discussed in the Proposed Plan. EPA has re-evaluated the
preferred alternative presented in the Proposed Plan, and has issued a Proposed Plan Update to
address community concerns. The Proposed Plan Update was issued on October 30, 2005, and EPA
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held a public availability session on November 14, 2005 to present the modifications of the proposed
remedy to the community.

The Proposed Plan Update provided two modifications to the proposed remedy for ETC OU-1. The
first modification entailed the inclusion of the approximately ten additional residential properties
immediately adjacent to the Clarinda Triangle neighborhood within the scope of the remedy. Since
these properties would have represented the only remaining residential land use in close proximity to
the ETC site, and since it is likely that surface soils on these properties have been similarly impacted
by site-related contamination, their inclusion through this modification is appropriate. This
modification would result in the same increase in scope and cost for all the alternatives evaluated,
and, therefore, has no impact on the relative evaluation of the alternatives. The second modification,
solidification/stabilization of the principal threat waste material to form a sub-cap, is a change to
Alternative 2, Capping/Containment. The effect of this modification has been included in the
evaluation and comparison of remedial alternatives presented in this ROD.
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PART 3: RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
3.1 Overview and Summary

This Responsiveness Summary documents public comments and EPA responses to comments on the
proposed plan for remediation of Operable Unit 1 (Soils) at the Escambia Treating Company Site in
Pensacola, Escambia County, Florida.

EPA Region 4 presented the OU-1 Proposed Plan to the community on August 17, 2005 and held a
public comment period from August 17 through September 15, 2005. EPA held a public meeting on
September 1, 2005, to present the elements of the proposed remedy and receive oral public
comments. EPA published the Public Notice for the Proposed Plan and Public Meeting in the
Pensacola News Journal on August 19,2005. EPA mailed a meeting notice and a Proposed Plan fact
sheet to individuals and groups on the ETC site mailing list at this same time.

EPA modified the Proposed Plan in response to community concerns and extended the public
comment period through November 28, 2005. A Proposed Plan Update fact sheet was distributed on
October 30, 2005 to present the proposed modifications to the community. EPA held meetings with
members of Citizens Against Toxic Exposure (CATE), the Pensacola Environmental Advisory
Board, and the Pensacola Area Chamber of Commerce on November 10, 2005 to discuss the
revisions to the proposed plan, and a public availability session was held in Pensacola on November
14,2005. Because the session was intended to be an informal discussion, the proceedings were not
recorded. Comment cards were provided for written comments.

A verbatim transcript of the September 1, 2005 public meeting is provided in Appendix A.
Appendix B contains comments transcribed verbatim from handwritten submittals and electronic

mail from community members. Appendix C includes written comments submitted by community -
groups, including: CATE, CATE’s technical advisor, the Clarinda Triangle Association, and the
Pensacola League of Women Voters. Comments from local government and business interests,
including the City of Pensacola, Escambia County, Pensacola Environmental Advisory Board, and
Pensacola Area Chamber of Commerce, are in Appendix D. Comments from federal elected
officials and EPA responses to congressional comments are in Appendix E. Appendix F contains the
EPA response to the November 10, 2005 verbal comments from CATE, the Pensacola Area
Chamber of Commerce, and the Pensacola Environmental Advisory Board. Appendix G contains
comments received from cleanup technology vendors and the EPA response to these comments.

3.2 Summary of Public Comments Received and EPA Responses

Several common themes were apparent from the comments heard at the meetings and expressed in
writing by individual community members. Excerpts from some of the oral and written comments
are grouped below. The categories and representative individual quotes are shown in no particular
order. Comments submitted by organizations are summarized below and addressed separately in the
Appendices.
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3.2.1 Health Effects from Past Site Exposures

Several citizens attributed health problems and deaths to past exposures from the site. Of the 94
written comments received, 10 citizens included this topic in their correspondence. Excerpts from
some of the comments are provided below.

| “... a lot of birth defects in the community, a lot of people with shingles and Parkinson’s
disease that is attributed to living in the area.”

] “...dioxin...will stay in your system for years...breaks down your immune system; your
endocrine system. It affects your reproductive system.”

] “Every employee that ever worked at Escambia Treating Co. had yellow/red color tone eyes
and they all had some type of skin disorder and breathing discomforts.”

u “My father died with cancer. My mother...passed with a bad thyroid condition, and my
brother...deceased last year...had a bad breathing problem...my niece just passed with
cancer.”

Response — EPA is aware of the community’s health concerns, and that community members have
attributed health problems to past exposures from the ETC Site. To address these long-standing
concerns, EPA has requested that the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)
and Florida Department of Health (FDOH) perform health assessments in the area. These
assessments have been performed, and ongoing health monitoring is being conducted through the
University of West Florida. Residents concerned about possible exposure and/or health effects
should contact their physician or the Escambia County Health Department for further evaluation.
The interim remedial action performed by EPA to relocate most of the residents near the ETC Site
was, in part, to address community concerns about both actual and perceived exposure to site-related
contaminants. The selected remedy in this Record of Decision will address the remaining residents
living in proximity to the ETC Site. Taken together, this action and the prior interim remedial action
will ensure that no ongoing exposure is taking place.

3.2.2 Relocation of Clarinda Triangle Residents

Several citizens had questions or comments regarding the relocation of the Clarinda Triangle
residents. Of the 94 written comments received, 22 citizens included this topic in their
correspondence. Excerpts from some of the comments are provided below.

- Timing of the Relocation:

] “I strongly urge EPA to proceed with this relocation with all possible speed, taking into

account the need for adequate compensation of residents. It is essential that the residents be
moved into new homes before soil disturbance results in additional exposures to the ETC

contaminants.”

] “The attempt to hold hostage the residents of the Clarinda Triangle until the so-called
“cleanup” remedy is decided is unfair. Those issues should be separated and those people
moved.”

u “[EPA should]...see if there was a provision in [the Uniform Relocation Act]...to have some

temporary relocation into a rental until the long-term relocation can be handled...”
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Response — EPA has developed an aggressive schedule for implementing the selected remedy. The
relocation of residents in the Clarinda triangle neighborhood is the first activity that will be
performed during the remedial action. While this relocation will address the community’s concerns
about potential exposure, the supporting rationale for this relocation is based, in large part, on
remediation logistics. The risks posed by soil contamination in the Clarinda triangle neighborhood
are within or below EPA’s risk range, and do not constitute a trigger for action independent of the
other elements of the soil cleanup action. Further, the Florida Department of Health has
independently evaluated the contamination within the Clarinda triangle neighborhood and
determined that it poses “No Apparent Public Health Hazard”. EPA has evaluated the provision of
temporary relocation as an approach to the relocation of residents in the Clarinda triangle
neighborhood, and has determined that permanent relocation is the preferred approach. This
determination is based on the strongly expressed preference of the affected residents, on being
consistent with the prior relocations performed in the area, and not withstanding the slightly greater
cost associated with this approach.

- Fair Compensation for the Properties:

Property owners requested that appraisals be based on commercial rather than residential value:

= “We are sitting on C-2 commercial...very expensive property...not interested in being
relocated at fair market residential because I can sell it as commercial.”
] “...1f the highest and best use has already been determined to be an industrial park, the

highest and best use prices needed to have been paid to the people who lived there before.”

Response — Valuation of the properties for purposes of relocation under the Uniform Relocation Act
will be based on the highest and best use of the property. The appraisals will be based on the market
value under the existing zoning of the properties.

- Approach to Previous Relocations:

n “...people were made to feel intimidated, were made to feel that if you don’t accept this, you
are not going to get anything...people moved into homes that were not properly inspected.
They had problems after relocating...l am afraid that the Clarinda Triangle group will
experience the same thing.”

Response — EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Mobile District, are aware that some of the
prior relocations did not go as smoothly, or as well, as had been planned. Issues, such as the quality
of home inspections, have been addressed in the pre-planning for the additional relocations being
performed during this action. EPA and the U.S Army Corps of Engineers are committed to an open,
informative, and responsive relocation effort on this action.

3.2.3 Comments Expressing Opposition to EPA’s Proposed Plan
Several citizens expressed their opposition to EPA’s Proposed Plan and Revised Proposed Plan. Of

the 94 written comments received, 63 citizens voiced their opposition in their correspondence.
Excerpts from some of the comments are provided below.
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u “EPA’s proposed “Capping” of the 600,000 cubic yards of poisonous soil at the Escambia
Treating Company Superfund Site is unacceptable.”

u “...[the proposed remedy is] covering up a problem that you are going to continue to live
with in this community.”

u “...we don’t think the proposed cleanup is in the best interest of the community long-
term...”

u “This is part of a movement... to use risk-based corrective action...that whole policy has
fundamental problems.”

[ ] “The people of Pensacola have lived too long with this disease-causing parcel and we
respectfully request that the EPA use its resources to eliminate, not put a plastic cap on, the
problem.”

Response - The EPA shares the community’s concern that the remedy for the ETC site
contamination be protective of human health and the environment and also be supportive of the
intended future use of the site property. The cleanup plan proposed by the EPA does meet both of
these objectives. The capping/containment option is an effective remedial alternative used to
manage contaminated materials at hundreds of contaminated sites across the country. Several of
these sites have been successfully redeveloped as commercial developments as is proposed for the
ETC site. The goal of the cap/containment alternative is to isolate the contaminants from direct
contact and to prevent the infiltration of water that could potentially mobilize (i.e., leach) the
contaminants into the underlying groundwater. Typically, this goal is achieved through the use of a
cap alone and many sites do not require the excavation and consolidation of the contaminated soils
prior to capping. The remedy at this site will reduce the area impacted by the contamination and
provide a secure containment for the collected material. The contaminated soils that are currently
spread over the ETC site and surrounding properties (combined total area of about 60 acres in size)
will be excavated, consolidated, and isolated in a secure engineered containment cell (currently
estimated to be about 10 to 15 acres in size). The ETC containment cell will be designed and
constructed as described below with several backup layers of protection to ensure the ETC
contaminated soils remain isolated from direct contact and will not leach to the groundwater as
described below:

1. The ETC contaminated soils will be consolidated in the containment cell at a depth
of approximately 4 to 6 feet below the ground surface, thereby minimizing the
potential of direct contact with the contaminants. The capping of the containment
cell also will protect the containment closure liner system from the potentially
damaging effects of the environment such as UV sunlight and the weather.

2. The ground surface within the redeveloped property will be sloped and the
redevelopment plan will include drains, ditches, storm sewers, etc. to encourage the
rapid runoff of surface water. In addition, the buildings, roads, and parking lots
constructed as part of the redevelopment will limit the amount of potential
infiltration into the ground.
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3. The top of the cap will include a drainage layer which will be sloped to promote the

rapid drainage of any water that infiltrates through the ground surface. The drainage
layer and the grading of the land surface will minimize the amount of water coming
into contact with the impermeable layers of the cap system.

4. The proposed ETC cap will be a composite liner system. A geomembrane liner will
be underlain by an equivalent of 2 feet of compacted clay. These two layers of very
low permeability materials will be underlain and supported by a 4 foot thick layer of
low permeability solidified/stabilized soils.

5. The bottom of the containment cell will be located several feet above the high
groundwater table which will ensure the isolation of the cell from the groundwater.

6. The containment cell will be lined with a geomembrane liner as an additional
safeguard to ensure that any water that does infiltrate into the cell will be contained
within the cell. In addition, the floor of the containment cell will be sloped to a low
point sump that will include a monitoring/extraction well. The well will be
monitored and if any water is found in the sump it will be pumped out to ensure that
the containment cell remains dry. The selection of the base liner system will be part
of the detailed design to meet the operational requirements of the containment cell.

7. A series of groundwater monitoring wells will be located around the containment cell
to verify the performance of the containment cell. Groundwater from the wells will
be analyzed to verify that contaminants are not leaking from the containment cell.
The depth to groundwater in each well will also be measured to verify the separation
of the water table from the bottom of the containment cell.

3.2.4 Cost of Proposed Remedy:

Several citizens had comments regarding the cost of the proposed remedy. Of the 94 written
comments received, 10 citizens included this topic in their correspondence. Excerpts from some of
the comments are provided below.

“Don’t put money above life.”
*“...funding has been cut...they are nickel and diming you on trying to clean up this mess.”

““...1t’s going to cost a lot of money, but you need to spend a lot of money to do this.”
“Spend the money.”

Response - EPA has evaluated the cost-effectiveness of the various remedial alternatives for the
ETC site. Consolidation of the contaminated material, with solidification/stabilization of the
principal threat waste within a monitored secure containment cell attains the remedial action
objectives established for the soil portion of the remedy. It should be noted that EPA has already
spent nearly $29 million on the previous remedial action at the site and is proposing to spend an
additional $28 million to complete the remedial action for the soil portion of the ETC site. Although
cleanup costs for the ETC groundwater have not yet been evaluated, it is likely that the total cleanup
costs for the site will exceed $60 million.
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3.2.5 Cleanup Standards:

Several citizens had comments regarding cleanup standards proposed for the site. Of the 94 written
comments received, 11 citizens included this topic in their correspondence. Excerpts from some of
the comments are provided below.

u “...level of dioxin cleanup...The EPA should choose the most protective standard for this
site...the residential standard of 2 to 7 parts per trillion...”

u “...complete and permanent cleanup of the Escambia Treating Site to the highest levels.”

u “...the Florida industrial dioxin soil standard (30 parts per trillion) is not sufficiently

protective because of the multiple contaminants and multiple pathways of exposure.”

Response - The cleanup levels EPA has proposed for the ETC contaminated soils are based on a
combination of human health risk, state requirements, and modeled values for groundwater
protection. The proposed cleanup level for benzo(a)pyrene is based on human health risk
assessment and corresponds to a less than one in a million (1x10-6) incremental lifetime cancer risk
under commercial use. The proposed cleanup for dioxin is base on an applicable requirement under
Florida Statute. The dioxin cleanup levels proposed for the ETC site are among the most stringent
ever selected by EPA, and are much more stringent than the current national standard of 1,000 parts
per trillion. For comparison, the U.S. Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry has
established a minimum screening value for protection of children under residential land use that is
nearly twice the proposed ETC cleanup level. The ETC proposed cleanup levels meet or exceed all
EPA requirements for protection of human health and the environment.

3.2.6 Advocating an Alternate Cleanup Remedy:

Several citizens advocated an alternative cleanup method in their correspondence. Of the 94 written
comments received, 41 citizens included this topic in their correspondence. Excerpts from some of
the comments are provided below.

u “detoxification of the organics at the Escambia Treating Company site.”

u Several comments advocated a three step process: *...detoxify the organics using
bioremediation or chemical oxidation, stabilize the inorganics using solidification, and bury
the detoxified waste on top of a plastic liner.”

Response - Although complete reduction of the toxicity and volume of contamination is a goal for
remedial action, at many sites this is not an achievable goal due to the nature of the contaminants,
site conditions, or the volume of the contaminated media involved. The contaminants at the ETC
site are very resistant to degradation as is shown by the persistence of the contaminants in the soils
decades after the ETC plant closed down. Treatment of the contaminants in the ETC soils is
difficult and expensive. Even the most current state of the art treatment technologies cannot
guarantee successful cleanup to the remedial cleanup levels selected for this project. These facts, in
conjunction with the extremely large volume of contaminated soil at the site, make the complete
reduction of toxicity and volume of contamination an impractical goal for the ETC site.
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The proposed remedy selected by EPA does include treatment of the principal threat waste using
solidification/stabilization to reduce the mobility of the contaminants. The principal threat waste for
the ETC site is soils containing relatively mobile contaminants such as naphthalene. The S/S
process is a cost effective and proven treatment technology for treating waste generated from wood
treating sites. The chemical reaction of the S/S reagent forms a microscopic crystalline matrix that
binds the contaminants and reduces the permeability of the soil so that the movement of the
contaminants through the soil is effectively eliminated. The effectiveness of the S/S treatment will
be verified through Quality Assurance testing during construction. Actual samples of the treated soil
will be collected and tested for strength, permeability, and leachability at a laboratory during the
treatment process. The solidification/stabilization treatment, combined with the composite cap and
liner containment system provides the best option for achieving the site’s remedial action objcctives.

3.2.7 Remedy Location:

During the September 1, 2005 public meeting, a few citizens advocated the removal of the
contaminated soil from the site.

u “This community is not going to be satisfied unless you remove the contaminants from their
current location...”

u “...possibly a subtitle C RCRA facility ten miles north in the county, not in a populated area,
not in an area destined to be commercial...”

[ “As a federal, state, local taxpayer, I expect nothing less than removal of this contaminated

soil from this site.”

Response - The contaminated soils that are currently distributed on the ETC site and surrounding
properties (combined total area of about 60 acres in size) will be excavated, consolidated, and
isolated in a secure engineered containment cell (currently estimated to be about 10 to 15 acres in
size). The contaminated soils will be transported to the containment cell using the roads within the
government acquired property. Because the waste will not be trucked through the Pensacola
neighborhoods, the potential spread of contamination outside of the site boundaries will be
minimized.

None of the remediated property outside of the containment cell area will have restrictions on
redevelopment except for a commercial/industrial use restriction. The area above the containment
cell will have restrictions primarily dealing with the maximum allowable depths for excavations, the
size of allowable loads, and the depth of building foundations over the area; however, these
restrictions will not prohibit the construction of most commercial buildings.

The containment cell will isolate the contaminated soil from any direct contact and will also prevent
the leaching of contaminants to the groundwater. The remedy is a long term solution which is
expected to be effective over the long term.

3.2.8 Implementation of Institutional Controls:

During the September 1, 2005 public meeting, some of the citizens were concerned that the
institution controls could not be enforced throughout the life of the remedy.
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| “...[based on] review of Superfund sites...problems with engineering and institutional

controls...people drilling on sites that were supposed to have well restrictions...using the

property for uses which were not supposed to be acceptable.”
u “You can’t control the future...people are going to get sloppy; somebody is going to forget.”
Response — This will be a monitored facility. The institutional controls will be enforced through
restrictive covenants which will be implemented by the state and local government. EPA will also
verify the enforcement of the institution controls through inspection reports submitted as part of the
operation and maintenance of the site, and during the remedy review process which will occur every
5 years as long as contamination remains onsite.

3.2.9 Potential Threat to Groundwater:

Several citizens had comments expressing the potential threat that the proposed remedy poses to the
groundwater. Of the 94 written comments received, 11 citizens included this topic in their
correspondence. Excerpts from some of the comments are provided below.

n ““...less than 50 feet above the sand and gravel aquifer where the majority of our drinking
water comes from...risking the future of our water supply to have the contaminants in that
containment system without being treated.”

[ | “...with your monitoring...if you detected a leak, how quickly would you know it had
happened? And how quickly would it be corrected before it gets to groundwater, which is
only eight feet below that?”

Response - The proposed containment will be designed with several layers of security to prevent
water infiltration into the containment cell which could result in the leaching of contaminants from
the soil to the groundwater. An internal sump and well system within the containment cell will be
specifically design to detect and extract any water that may enter the cell. Any water entering the
containment cell will be pumped out, treated (if it is contaminated), and discharged to a permitted
sewer outfall. The source of the water infiltration will be investigated and breaches of the capping
system will be repaired. As an added layer of protection, monttoring wells surrounding the
containment cell will be included in the design to detect any leakage from the containment cell.

It should be noted that the groundwater in the area has already been impacted by the previous
operating practices of the owners/operators of the wood treating company. EPA is currently
evaluating the cleanup of the site ground water under a separate Operable Unit. The existing interim
measures (i.e., soil excavation and lined/covered soil stockpile constructed by EPA during 1992)
have effectively mitigated the majority of the source soil that contributed to the groundwater
contamination. The current proposed remedy provides a permanent long-term remedy for the soil
stockpile and the ETC contaminated soils that were not addressed during the 1992 removal action.

3.2.10 Permanence of the Remedy; Integrity of Liner:
Several citizens had comments regarding the long-term performance of the proposed remedy. Of the

94 written comments received, nine citizens included this topic in their correspondence. Excerpts
from some of the comments are provided below.
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[ ] “The containment of non-treated toxic materials with a geomembrane and capping which

will degrade in “hundreds or thousands”™ of years...is short-sighted and leaves the problem
for future generations...”
| “According to liner manufacturers, the liner material has a life expectancy of 30 years. Field
data has demonstrated that the liner material has cracks and imperfections from the
manufacturing process that allow waste to escape the liner and migrate into the groundwater.
The seams and wells used to connect the liners have holes and flaws from the time the
welding and testing process is performed and completed on the liner. These holes and flaws
in the seams also allow waste to migrate through the liner and into the ground water.”
| “In the absence of manufacturer lifetime guarantees or performance bonds, it is impossible to
have confidence in assurances that the “containment” system is impervious and will remain
so for hundreds of years.”

Response - EPA fully expects the remedy to be a long-term solution and remain effective for at least
200 years. The materials used in the cap construction and liner system will not be exposed to
environmental stresses such as sunlight or the weather which can degrade the liner material. In
addition the closure system will be supported on the stabilized soil to minimize the physical stresses
on the capping liner system. The liner manufacture’s guarantee should not be confused with the life
expectancy of the liner material. Published literature has estimated the durability of the
geomembrane material to be used for the liner and cap to be in excess of 200 years based on
stringent laboratory testing. Critical flaws to the liner material that affect the performance of the
liner are very rare using modern liner manufacturing techniques. There have been no documented
failures of liner systems based on manufacturing flaws. All documented failures of liner systems
have been attributed to either damage to the liner during installation, inadequate seams, or damage
during backfilling operations over the liner.

The ETC construction specifications will include the strictest Construction and Manufacturing
Quality Assurance testing measures to ensure that the liner systems are properly installed and that
the soil placed into the containment cell does not damage to the liner system. The liner installation
and seaming operations will be performed by well qualified and experienced liner crews. Every
seam will be tested to the highest industry standards. In addition the containment cell is design with
multiple layers of protection so that minor construction flaws, if any occur, will not adversely affect
the performance of the entire system.

3.2.11 Five-Year Rreview:

During the September 1, 2005 public meeting, some of the citizens were concerned that EPA’s five-
year review process could not ensure the effectiveness of remedy.

[ ] “I think a five-year review is too long in between.”

Response — EPA will monitor the performance of the remedy through a number of mechanisms in
addition to the Five-Year Review process. The operation and maintenance of the containment will
require, among other things, routine inspection and monitoring of the containment system. The
inspection and monitoring will be reported to EPA and the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection such that both agencies can track and trend the remedy performance. If an off-normal
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occurrence happens, there will be established response requirements to address the condition,
including notification of the regulatory agencies. If the inspection and monitoring information
indicate at any time that the remedy is not performing as designed, EPA will take action to remedy
the problem. The Five-Year Review process ensures that the progress of the remedy operation and
maintenance is formally evaluated on a routine basis and made available to the community.

3.2.12 Support for the Proposed Remedy:
Some of the citizens responded favorably to the proposed remedy. Of the 94 written comments

received, five citizens expressed support for the proposed remedy. Excerpts from some of the
comments are provided below.

[ ] “T'have complete trust in EPA decisions. 1 feel the cheapest way is the best way out (as long
as it is safe).”
u “Of all the options available, the EPA plan is the best. It keeps the toxins in one place and

places a barrier to keep them from spreading further. To attempt to remove them will only
result in contaminating other areas.”

33 Comments from Organizations
3.3.1 Citizens Against Toxic Exposure (CATE)
September 21, 2005

David Keefer, Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region IV

61 Forsythe Street SW

Atlanta, Georgia 30303

Dear Mr. Keefer:

Enclosed you will find the comments on the EPA OU-1 proposed plan for the Escambia Treating
Company Superfund Site prepared by Ms. Wilma Subra, our Technical Advisor. Please feel free to
call Mrs. Margaret L. Williams, President Emeritus or Mrs. Francine Ishmael, President at (850)
478-5799 if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Francine Ishmael, President
Citizens Against Toxic Exposure (CATE)
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COMMENTS ON THE EPA OU-1 PROPOSED PLAN FOR THE ESCAMBIA TREATING
COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE

Prepared by Wilma Surba
Technical Advisor to Citizens Against Toxic Exposure (CATE)
September 26, 2005

CLARINDA TRIANGLE

With the exception of the no action alternative, all of the alternatives presented in the Proposed Plan
list two options for Clarinda Triangle.

Option A — Permanent Relocation of 55 Clarinda Triangle hou_seholds

— Excavation of contaminated soils down to commercial cleanup levels
Option B — Temporary Relocation of S5 Clarinda Triangle Households

— Excavation of contaminated soil down to residential cleanup levels

— Return residents to their homes

The permanent relocation option will remove the Clarinda Triangle residential community from
current ongoing exposure to the Escambia Treating Compound contaminants which are currently
located in the soil in the Clarinda Triangle area and insure the Clarinda Triangle community is not
exposed to contaminants associated with the Escambia Treating Company (ETC) site during
remediation activities. The slightly higher cot of the permanent relocation option is justified based
on the past and current ongoing exposure and potential for future exposure to chemicals associated
with the ETC site.

In order to prevent further exposures to residents, relocation of the Clarinda Triangle must occur
before implementation of the remedy at the ETC site is initiated.

Response — Permanent relocation of the Clarinda Triangle community is included as part of this
action. The relocation of the Clarinda Triangle community will take place prior to the initiation of
the ETC OQU#I remedial action construction. Also see EPA’s response to General Comment # 2.

DIOXIN REMEDIATION GOAL

The National Contingency Plan directs EPA to use the residential cleanup standard under certain
conditions:

“The 10-6 risk level shall be used as the point of departure for determining remediation goals for
alternatives when ARARs are not available or are not sufficiently protective because of the presence
of multiple contaminants at a site or multiple pathways of exposure...”
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EPA has based its remediation goals solely on current zoning and a redevelopment plan, apparently
without considering the known human health risks of Dioxin or the physical conditions at the site.

EPA is recognizing the Florida standards as ARARs; however, for Dioxin, the 30 parts per trillion
(ppt) Florida industrial standard is not sufficiently protective for several reasons:

« First, the Florida industrial / commercial standard is based on exposure for only eight hours
per day, rather than the 24-hour per day exposure risk intended in the National Contingency
Plan.

¢ Second, the 30 ppt industrial standard is based on the cancer threat only, ignoring other
severe health threats, which include damage to brain and neurological, reproductive, and
immune systems that may be caused by exposure to Dioxin levels lower than those that
would cause cancer. :

o Finally, there are multiple contaminants present at the ETC site and multiple pathways of
exposure.

In order to conform to the National Contingency Plan, EPA should use either the Florida residential
standard of 7 ppt or EPA’s own 10-6 risk level of 2 ppt for Dioxin.

Response — See EPA’s response to General Comment # 5.
EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

EPA used the nine established criteria in the National Contingency plan to evaluate the Remedial
Alternatives for Escambia Treating Company soils; however, CATE will show that EPA’s
evaluation is in error. Sections 4 and 5 of the Final Feasibility Study Report for Source Soils,
Operable Unit 1, June 2005, and the Comparison of Alternatives of the Proposed Plan, August 2005,
presented the evaluation of the alternatives based on these misinterpretations of the criteria.

Threshold Criteria -- Protection of Human Health and the Environment

The EPA preferred remedy alternative, Capping/Containment, isratedasa Sonascaleof 1 to 5(5 =
complete compliance) for the first threshold criteria, overall protection of human health and the
environment. The evaluation states that capping and containment will eliminate exposure pathways,
reduce the level of risk, isolate contamination and eliminate further migration. The use of a liner in
the on site excavated areas to separate the contaminated soil from the ground water in the sand and
gravel aquifer under the site does not result in elimination of exposure pathways, isolation of
contamination and elimination of further migration. According to liner manufacturers, the liner
material has a life expectancy of 30 years. Field data has demonstrated that the liner material has
cracks and imperfections from the manufacturing process that allow waste to escape the liner and
migrate into the groundwater. The seams and welds used to connect the liners have holes and flaws
from the time the welding and testing process is performed and completed on the liner. These holes
and flaws in the seams also allow waste to migrate through the liner and into the ground water sands.
Thus the use of a liner to contain contamination does not eliminate exposure pathways, isolate
contamination and eliminate future migration. The placement of the contaminated soil in
excavations with only a liner to separate the contaminated waste from the ground water is not an




—---'--—--‘-‘

59 0072

Record of Decision Page 107
Escambia Wood Treating Company Superfund Site February 2006

acceptable alternative. The ranking number should be reduced to appropriately reflect lesser
compliance with the criteria.

The ground water immediately below this is the source of drinking water for hundreds of thousands
of local residents. It also discharges into the Pensacola Bay System, an estuary of the Gulf of
Mexico. Prevention of contamination of this ground water is essential to protection of human health
and the environment.

Response — This comment does not take into account the containment system as a whole. The
geomembrane liner is just one component of the containment system. The primary goals of the
containment system are 1) prevent direct contact with contaminated soil and 2) keep water out of the
system so that leaching of the contaminants from the soil cannot occur. The containment system will
be designed with several layers of backup to ensure no single problem or reasonably possible
combination of problems can cause a failure of the remedy as detailed in the responses to General
Comments #3, #9, and #10.

Threshold Criteria -- Compliance with Applicable and Relevant and Appropriate Requirements

The second threshold criteria is compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements
(ARARSs). The Capping / Containment alternative was ranked as a 5 for compliance with ARARs.
According to EPA the compliance was to be achieved by isolation of the contaminated soils (Section
5) and through excavation and on site treatment before on site disposal (Table 5-1). The flaws of the
isolation of contamination of contaminated soils approach was presented in the previous paragraph.
The statement in Table 5-1 is in error: this Capping / Containment alternative does not include onsite
treatment of the waste. This error must be corrected in Table 5-1 and the ranking in Table 6-1
lowered to accurately reflect less compliance with the criteria.

Response — The proposed remedy does meet the ARARs; therefore, a score of 5 is appropriate.
Treatment of the Principal Threat Waste using solidification/stabilization technology to reduce the
mobility of the contaminants is a primary component of the proposed remedy. See EPA’s response to
General Comment # 6.

Balancing Criteria -- Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

The Capping /Containment alternative was ranked as a 4 for Long-Term Effectiveness and
Permanence. EPA listed the long-term public health-threats as greatly reduced and the groundwater
protected through isolation. The ground water protection through isolation is not effective over the
long term. The problems with the liner have been presented in the discussion of the first criteria.
The liner is not a long-term permanent isolation mechanism. The risks associated with direct contact
with the waste would be eliminated only if the integrity of the cap is ensured over the long term.
Damage to the cap may occur during site redevelopment.

The alternative is not a permanent remedy due to the fact that the contaminated waste will still be
present in its current form on and in the site. The ranking in Table 6-1 must be reduced to accurately
reflect the less compliant remedy. :
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Response — As discussed in EPA's response to General Comment # 10, EPA expects that the
proposed containment cell will remain effective for at least 200 years, therefore, a score of 4 is
appropriate.

Balancing Criteria -- Reduction of Mobility, Toxicity or Volume

The Capping/Containment alternative ranked as a 2 due to the lack of reduction of toxicity and
volume. The cap was credited with the reduction of mobility. The ranking of 2 should be
reconsidered and reduced to a 1.

Response — The proposed remedy will significantly reduce the mobility of the contaminants in the
soil. A score of 2 is appropriate.

Balancing Criteria -- Short Term Effectiveness

The Capping/Containment alternative was ranked as a 4 for short-term effectiveness. EPA indicated
the implementation of the remedy will result in the release of dust and noise nuisance. These
negative impacts must be considered when scheduling the relocation of the Clarinda Triangle. The
relocation of the Clarinda Triangle must occur before implementation of the remedy at the ETC site
is initiated.

Response — Agreed. The current plan is to relocate the residents from the Clarinda Triangle
community prior to beginning the remedial action construction.

RANKING OF ALTERNATIVES

The seven Remedial Alternatives were ranked according to the nine criteria and the information
presented in Table 6-1. The Preferred Alternative Capping/Containment ranked the overall lowest
(least compliant) and was the cheapest of all of the alternatives except the no action alternative. The
Capping / Containment alternative ranked 24, no action ranked 10, the treatment alternatives ranked
from 26 to 28, and the solidification alternative and off site disposal alternative ranked 25. If the
Capping /Containment Alternative were re-ranked as suggested as above, the overall ranking of the
EPA preferred alternative would be even lower than 24 and more in the range of 13 to 5. Itis not
appropriate to select the lowest ranking alternative, which is also the cheapest alternative, when
addressing a site with a large quantity of extremely toxic contaminated soil in close proximity to a
shallow sand and gravel aquifer which serves as the drinking water supply for the municipality.

EPA has stated that remedial activities are necessary at the ETC site to protect public health and
welfare from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants in
the soils. EPA further indicates that the cancer risk will be reduced by removing off site soils
contaminated with Dioxin and Benzo-a-Pyrene above acceptable levels and containing the
contaminated on site and off site waste soils in on-site excavations lined with a single liner. The
Capping / Containment alternative proposed by EPA for the ETC is not an acceptable remedy. The
remedy would not treat the chemicals that contaminate the soil. The failure to reduce and remove
the chemical toxicity of the waste prior to disposal will result in negative impacts to public health.
Containment is not an effective remedy over the long term.
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Response — As discussed above, the selected remedial alternative is ranked appropriately. The EPA

shares the community's concern that the remedy for the ETC site contamination be protective of
human health and the environment. The selected remedial alternative achieves this goal by isolating
the contaminants from direct contact and by implementing engineered measures to greatly reduce

the possibility of water mobilizing the contaminants through leaching. EPA expects the containment

system to remain effective for at least 200 years.

EPA’s PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Remedial Alternative selected by EPA as their Preferred Alternative is unacceptable. The
alternative referred to as Capping / Containment will place the untreated, as is, contaminated soil
from the stockpile area, other onsite areas and off site areas in onsite excavations that have been
lined with only a geomembrane liner.

The flaws with the alternative are as follows:

Lack of Toxicity Reduction or Elimination

The contaminated soil will not be treated to reduce or degrade the waste soil toxicity. It will merely
be placed in the ground in its current toxic form. This approach does not protect human health or the
environment and is not an acceptable approach.

Response — See EPA’'s response to General Comment # 6.

Lack of Adequate Containment and Protection of Ground Water Resources

The untreated waste soil from the stockpile, and on site and off site locations will be placed in the
on-site excavations, which will be lined with only a geomembrane liner.

The on-site excavations extend into the upper ground water bearing sands.

The waste will be placed in and near the groundwater with only a gecomembrane liner separating the
contaminated waste from the groundwater.

The geomembrane liner will leak.

e According to the manufacturers of the gecomembrane liners, the liners have a 30-year life
expectancy.

o The geomembrane liners have manufacturing process flaws, cracks and imperfections in the
fabric that will allow the waste to leak and migrate into the groundwater.

» Holes and flaws in the seams and welds connecting the sections of geomembrane liners will
allow waste to leak into the groundwater.

The use of a geomembrane liner to contain the contaminated waste soil does not eliminate exposure
pathways, does not isolate contamination or eliminate further waste migration. A lineris nota long-
term permanent remedy.
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Response — See EPA’s response to General Comment # 10.
Cost of Geomembrane Liner for Onsite Excavations not Included in Cost Estimates

Upon examination of the Cost Estimates in the Final Feasibility Study (June 7, 2005) Appendix B -
FS Cost Estimates, it is clear that the Cost Estimates for the five variations of Alternative 2 all lack a
cost item for the geomembrane liner. The Cost Estimates do contain a cost estimate of the various
individual layers that are proposed for capping the waste but lack a cost estimate for the
geomembrane liner to be placed under the waste.

The cost estimate for the geomembrane capping layer ranges from $940,600 to 956,000. The
geomembrane layer needed to line the excavations should be larger and more expensive than the one
proposed to cap the waste. Therefore the estimated cost of Alternative 2 is more than one million
dollars below the actual cost due to the lack of the inclusion of the cost of the geomembrane liner.

Response — Although the cost spreadsheet is a bit confusing, the cost for the geomembrane liner is
included in the cost estimate. Under the cost for CAPPING, the quantity of material listed for the
“Installation of Geomembrane/Geotextile”’ line item is 956,000 square feet which equals about 22
acres. This quantity would provide enough geomembrane material for both the cap and liner for a
10-acre containment cell.

Inadequate Protection of Human Health and the Environment

EPA has determined that remedial activities are necessary at the ETC to protect public health and
welfare and the environment from the releases of pollutants from the ETC contaminated soils which
may present an imminent or substantial endangerment to public health or welfare.

The EPA remedy is not a thorough and complete cleanup of the contaminated soil. The remedy does
not treat the waste to reduce or eliminate toxicity. The remedy only contains the waste, which
merely controls risks over the short term and ultimately results in negative impacts to human health
and the environment. The remedy does not eliminate risk and thus is not protective of human health
and the environment.

EPA has encouraged local interests to anticipate redevelopment of the site; however, Capping /
Containment calls into question the viability of redevelopment. Construction of foundations and
roadbeds and utility wok on the site may damage the cap, potentially exposing workers to the toxic
wastes. EPA makes it clear it will take no responsibility for deed restrictions intended to limit future
use of the property, leaving any enforcement to state and local agencies.

Although EPA proposes ground water monitoring for 30 years, no provision made for response to
discovery of Capping / Containment system failure. There will be obvious practical challenges to
repair of the liner and cap after the redevelopment that must be addressed unless another remedy is
selected.

e e —
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Response — The EPA shares the community’s concern that the remedy for the ETC site
contamination be protective of human health and the environment. The selected remedial
alternative achieves this goal by isolating the contaminants from direct contact and by implementing
engineered measures to greatly reduce the possibility of groundwater mobilizing the contaminants
through leaching. EPA expects the containment system to remain effective for at least 200 years.
See EPA'’s response to General Comments # 8, #9, and #10.

Extent of Contamination of Off Site Locations Not Complete

Figure 2.6 of the FS presents the extent of surface soil contamination above commercial cleanup
levels in the Rosewood Terrace, Oak Park, and Escambia Arms area. The figure failed to include the
areas where Carbazole in the soil exceeded the Cleanup Goal. These areas are matrix locations 9,
12, and 30.

Figure 2.7 of the FS presents the extent of surface soil contamination above commercial cleanup
levels in the Herman and Pearl area. The figure failed to include the matrix areas 16 and 22 where
Carbazole in the soil exceeded the Cleanup Goal.

Figure 2.9 of the FS presents the extent of surface soil contamination above the residential clean up
level in the Clarinda Triangle area. The map failed to list CTSS 32, which exceeded the Residential
BaP level. The inclusion of these areas would increase the area of contamination and the quantity of
soil to be excavated and remediated.

Response — The RI provided sufficient data necessary so that a general estimate of the quantity of
contaminated soil could be generated for the Feasibility Study. The extent of contamination will be
Sfurther defined by a thorough investigation that will include both surface and subsurface soil
sampling during the RD phase. All soil impacted by the ETC site, which contains contaminant
concentrations above the site Cleanup Goals will be excavated and consolidated in the containment
cell. The actual quantity of contaminated soil may be larger or smaller the quantity estimated
during the RI but the actual quantity is expected to be relatively similar to the quantity estimated
during the RI. The containment cell may be designed larger or smaller as necessary.

Lowest Ranking Alternative

The EPA Preferred Alternative Capping /Containment ranked the overall lowest (least compliant)
and was the cheapest of all of the alternatives except the no action alternative. Examination of the
details of the ranking scores for the Capping /Containment alternative demonstrates that the rankings
should have been even lower. It is not appropriate to select the lowest ranking alternative, which is
also the cheapest alternative, when addressing a site with a large quantity of extremely contaminated
soil in close proximity to a shallow sand and gravel aquifer which serves as the drinking waste
supply for the municipality. In addition the Capping /Containment alternative is not a permanent
remedy due to the fact that the contaminated waste will still be present in its current form on and in
the site.

Response — See EPA’s response to the EVALUATION OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES comment
above.
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Cost Reducing Alternative

The cost reducing alternative that is being proposed will allow contaminated soil on the ETC site to
remain in place and be covered by native and top soil. This alternative is not appropriate for short-
term or long-term protection of human health and the environment.

Response — The alternative described in the comment is no longer being considered as presented,
and has been modified to address these concerns in the proposed plan update. All soil impacted by
the ETC site, which exceeds the site Cleanup Goals will be excavated and consolidated in the
containment cell.

COMPONENTS OF AN APPROPRIATE REMEDY, IN SEQUENCE

Permanently relocate Clarinda Triangle residents

Excavate all on site and off site soils contaminated above the cleanup levels

Treat the organics in the soil with Bioremediation or Chemical Oxidation to meet remedial / cleanup
goals for organic contaminants and solidify the heavy metals in the soil to attain the cleanup levels
for all chemicals in the waste.

Line the onsite excavations with geomembrane liners

Place the treated and solidified soils in the lined excavations

Cover the cleaned up soil with a multilayer cap

Develop institutional controls to insure surface and subsurface activities do not impact the cleaned
up and contained soils.

The above detailed Appropriate Remedy is the only acceptable combination that satisfies the NCP
criteria for the contaminants at the ETC site.

Response — See EPA’s response to General Comment # 6.
3.3.2 Citizens Against Toxic Exposure (CATE)
November 23, 2005

David Keefer, Project Manager

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)

Region IV

61 Forsythe Street SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30303
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Dear David Keefer:

Enclosed you will find comments on Proposed Plan Update Escambia Treating Company Operable
Unite 1-soils October 2005 prepared by Wilma Subra, Technical Advisor of Citizens Against Toxic
Exposure

Sincerely,

Francine D. Ishmael, President
Margaret L. Williams, President Emeritus
Citizens Against Toxic Exposure (CATE)

Cyj

Proposed Plan Update
Escambia Treating Company
Operable Unit 1-Soils
October 2005

Comments prepared by Wilma Subra for CATE
November 6, 2005

L. Lack of consideration of previous comments (attached) submitted in response to the
Proposed Plan of August 2005

A. Extent of Contamination of Off Site Locations

The OU-1 Proposed Plan Update (October 2005) lacks any indication that the off site
locations in excess of commercial cleanup levels not included in the OU-1 Proposed Plan (August
2005) [Rosewood Terrace, Oak Park and Escambia Arms (matrix locations 9, 12, and 30), Herman
and Pearl Arca (matrix locations 16 and 22) and Clarinda Triangle (CT SS 32)] have been included
in the OU-1 Proposed Plan Update.

Response — The Remedial Investigation (RI) provided sufficient data so that a general estimate of the
quantity of contaminated soil could be generated for the Feasibility Study. The extent of
contamination will be further defined by a thorough investigation that will include both surface and
subsurface soil sampling during the RD phase. All soil impacted by the ETC site, which contains
contaminant concentrations above the site Cleanup Goals will be excavated and consolidated in the
containment cell. The actual quantity of contaminated soil may be larger or smaller than the
quantity estimated during the RI, but the actual quantity is expected to be relatively similar to the
quantity estimated during the RI. The containment cell may be designed larger or smaller as
necessary.
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B. Lack of Cost of Geomembrane Liner for On Site Excavations

The OU-1 Proposed Plan update (October 2005) does not indicated that the cost of the
Geomembrane Liner has been included in the additional cost estimates. The cost estimate in the
Feasibility Study (June 7, 2005) and OU-1 Proposed Plan (August 2005) failed to include the cost of
the Geomembrane Liner to be placed in the On Site Excavations.

Response — Although the cost spreadsheet is a bit confusing, the cost for the geomembrane liner is
included in the cost estimate. Under the cost for CAPPING, the quantity of material listed for the
“Installation of Geomembrane/Geotextile” line item is 956,000 square feet which equals about 22
acres. This quantity would provide enough geomembrane material for both the cap and liner for a
10-acre containment cell.

C. Inadequate Containment System

The lack of adequate protection of ground water resources through the use f the
Geomembrane Liner has been presented in previously submitted comments. The Proposed Plan
Update does not address the problem areas associated with the use of the Geomembrane Liner. Itis
still inappropriate to place untreated waste in close proximity to ground water resources with only a
60 mil Geotextile liner separating the waste from the ground water resources.

Response — This comment does not take into account the containment system as a whole. The
geomembrane liner is just one component of the containment system. The primary goals of the
containment system are 1) prevent direct contact with contaminated soil and 2) keep water out of the
system so that leaching of the contaminants from the soil cannot occur. The containment system will
be designed with several layers of backup as detailed in the response to General Comment #3.

II. Inadequate Response to Previous Comments
A. Redevelopment of Excavation Area

The Proposed Plan Update includes references to the establishment of and enforcement of
appropriate controls and restrictions on land use (such as limits on excavation within the capped area
and maximum loads per square foot for structures). The specifics of the controls were not presented
in the Proposed Plan Update and thus are not available for public comment.

Response — The institutional controls necessary to ensure the performance of the containment
system will be developed during the Remedial Design. It should be noted that the remediated
property outside of the containment cell area will not have restrictions on redevelopment except for
a commercial/industrial zoning restriction. The area above the containment cell will have
restrictions primarily dealing with the maximum allowable depths for excavations, and the size,
allowable loads, and depth of building foundations over the area,; however, these restrictions will
not prohibit the construction of most roads, utility lines, and commercial buildings.
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B. Relocation

The relocation of Clarinda Triangle is proposed to adhere to the requirements of the federal
Uniform Relocation Act and relevant EPA policy. Due to the problems experienced and
documented by community members during the previous relocation, the implementation of the
Uniform Relocation Act is not adequate to address the relocation situation of the Clarinda Triangle
Area.

Response — See EPA'’s response to General Comment # 2.
C. Relocation Resources

The cost estimate for the Clarinda Triangle relocation consists of an average per house cost
of $57,273. This dollar amount is inadequate to replace existing homes with comparable houses and
cover moving expenses. The Proposed Plan Update quotes an average cost per house for the
additional 10 homes as $83,273 (assuming $6,727 demolition cost per home). This is still not
adequate to cover the replacement cost of comparable houses and moving expenses.

Response — The cost listed for the Clarinda Triangle relocation in the proposed plan update was
provided for cost estimating purposes only. The home owners will be fairly compensated for the
value of their property and the associated moving expenses in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Act. Also see EPA’s response to General Comment # 2.

I1I. Lack of Waste Treatment to Reduce or Eliminate Toxicity

A. Solidification of just a small portion of the waste is not treatment and does not satisfy the
EPA reference for treatment.

The proposed remedy presented in the Proposed Plan Update still lacks treatment of the
waste to reduce toxicity. The proposal to solidify a small portion of the waste prior to disposal in the
ground still lacks a treatment component. Solidification is not treatment and does not reduce or
eliminate the toxicity of the waste.

Response — See EPA’'s response to General Comment # 6.
B. Solidification/Stabilization of only 13.5% of the Waste

The solidification/stabilization of a portion of the waste is proposed to be added to the
proposed remedy. Based on the cost estimate of 2.3 million for the solidification/stabilization of a
portion of the waste and a comparison to the initial cost of solidification/stabilization of all of the
waste, $17 million, only 13.5% of the waste will be solidified/stabilized. The addition of
solidification/stabilization of only a small portion of the waste stream does not address the EPA
preference for treatment of the waste and inadequately proposed any method of addressing the
majority of the waste stream.
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Response — See EPA’s response to General Comment # 6.
3.3.3 City of Pensacola Environmental Advisory Board

Eleanor Godwin

City of Pensacola Environmental Advisory Board
2510 N. Yates Ave.

Pensacola FL. 32503

August 24, 2005

David Keefer

Superfund Remedial & Technical Services Branch
US EPA

61 Forsyth Street

Atlanta GA 30303

Dear Mr. Keefer:

1 am writing in response to the EPA’s proposed plan for the Escambia Treating Company Site in
Pensacola, FL. As a member or the City’s Environmental Advisory Board, I was part of a process to
accept a resolution concerning the cleanup for this Superfund Site. It was our understanding that the
EPA, FDEP, and the County had reached an agreement to withdraw our request for residential level
cleanup and accept the lower standard for commercial/industrial cleanup. In that move, we were led
to believe that some kind of cleanup effort would be made, just not to the more stringent residential
standards. We reviewed your 7 possible solutions, and though that we would fall somewhere in the
middle — certainly not in the category just slightly better than “no action”.

Upon reviewing the preferred solution, it appears that the EPA is looking to do the least amount of
cleanup for the least amount of money. I realize that the Superfund account is dry, but it is
deplorable to think of leaving this amount of contaminated material virtually untreated on this site.
The proposed solution is nothing more than a glorified landfill, and we know first hand in this part of
the state that landfills do not prevent leaching of contaminants. The mere fact that our water table is
very close to the surface should preclude this solution for 560,000 cubic yards of toxic soil. Talso
realize that the groundwater issue is a separate Operable Unit, but at this juncture, the two cannot be
separated. What is in the soil must be stopped from seeping into the groundwater before you can
address what to do with what might already be present there. OU1 must at least set up OU2 for
some measure of success.

Our community needs and deserves a solution that will adequately clean the soils and protect human
health. I wonder whether the solution would be different if the decision makers lived in this area?
Would you find this an acceptable solution if it were across the street from your child’s school, in a
commercial park where you planned to work for the next 20 years, or just upwind of your
neighborhood? Our community has worked very hard to come to this latest resolution and to accept
the plans proposed for redevelopment of the property. The site has been an eyesore and blight in the
area for 20+ years, and we are anxious to move on and make the property productive once again.
Every indication was given earlier in this process that the EPA would seek community acceptance of
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their plan. This proposal is unacceptable, and I think I speak for many others in my wish to
reconsider a solution that includes some level of treatment from this mountain of contaminants.
Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Eleanor Godwin

Response — EPA shares your concern that the cleanup for the ETC site be protective of human

health and the environment and also be supportive of the intended future use of the site property.

The cleanup plan proposed by the EPA does meet both of these objectives. The capping/containment
option is an effective remedial alternative used to manage contaminated materials at hundreds of
contaminated sites across the country. Several of these sites have been successfully redeveloped for
commercial use as is proposed for the ETC site.

Under the capping/containment option, the ETC contaminated soils exceeding the site cleanup goals
both on the former facility property and the surrounding property will be excavated and
consolidated within an engineered containment cell at a depth of 4 to 6 feet below the land surface,
thereby minimizing the potential of direct contact with the contaminants. The engineered
containment cell is specifically designed to keep water out of the cell, thereby minimizing potential
of the contaminants leaching out of the soil. As described in EPA’s response to General Comment
#3, the containment system will be designed with several layers of backup protection to ensure that
the contaminants remain isolated in the containment cell.

The remedy proposed by EPA in the Proposed Plan Update does include treatment of the principal
threat waste using solidification/stabilization (S/S) to reduce the mobility of the contaminants. The
principal threat waste for the ETC site is the soils containing the relatively mobile contaminants
such as naphthalene. The S/S process is a cost effective and proven treatment technology for
treating waste generated from wood treating sites. The chemical reaction of the S/S reagent forms a
microscopic crystalline matrix that binds the contaminants and reduces the permeability of the soil
so that the movement of the contaminants through the soil is effectively eliminated. The effectiveness
of the S/S treatment will be verified through Quality Assurance testing during construction. Actual
samples of the treated soil will be collected and tested for strength, permeability, and leachability at
a laboratory during the treatment process. The S/S treatment, combined with the composite cap and
liner containment system provides the best option for achieving the site’s cleanup goals.

3.3.4 Clarinda Triangle Association
Katherine D. Wade

Clarinda Triangle Association

RE: Health Issues

We the residents of the Clarinda Triangle stand together and demand that we be compensated for the
exposure that we have lived throughout the years and for most of our lives. We respect the fact that
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each and every neighbor might all face health issues and this current selective process will have long
been extinguished. The opportunity presents itself now to ask for what is due to us currently. We
did not ask to be exposed and only feel we should be compensated for the exposure as well as the
buying out of our homes, also paying us for irrefutable damage that is continuing taking force and
that has yet to come. The government is responsible for the lack of guidelines and the exposure.
Our marketability has been compromised, our neighborhood has a stigma attached to it as a
contamination area or zone. We have lost the ability to effectively sell our once viable properties in
any way other than commercial.

All of our families have been affected. Our work, our children, our homes and church have been
compromised. There has been disruption of our personal lives, we have lost friends and neighbors.
Death is all around us.

Due to the fact that we are not aware of all of our rights and the contingencies involving this
situation, we will be seeking legal advice regarding our options.

Thanks you so much for your time,
Respectfully,

Katherine D. Wade

Response — See EPA’s response to General Comment # 2.
Katherine D. Wade

Clarinda Triangle Association

RE: Value of Property

We the residents of the Clarinda Triangle would like to make sure that not only the value of our
homes and property but the commercial value be considered. We know that the value of commercial
property will be estimated much higher than residential. We have to compensated fairly and with
dignity. The sale of our property in the Clarinda Triangle is a matter far more complex than just
simply buying us out of our homes. A realtor gave me the value of commercial property versus
residential property and [ know that this area is now designated commercial, therefore we expect to
be paid on that basis.. We demand to be treated fairly and to be given our just due.

We all are joined together and support the best clean up effort available. Put human lives first, do
not take short cuts. Relocate us expeditiously and with compassion with respect to all of the
residents of this community and the county in general. We expect to be paid what is fair and will not
move for any less than what is right.

Please do not take advantage of some of our individuals in the area who lack the understanding of
some of these issues and are ignorant to all of the complexities that have come forth. I will stand
firm to help them understand and not let or local government, EPA or any organization abuse their
power or muscle and the truth. Let’s work together so we can get back to normalcy and family life.

e N S ——
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Response — See EPA’s response to General Comment # 2.
3.3.5 League of Women Voters

Ms. Vivian Faircloth and Ms. Mary Gutierrez Co-Presidents of the League of Women Voters of the
Pensacola Bay Area provided these comments to EPA in a letter addressed to LaTonya Spencer
(EPA) dated November 14, 2005.

The League of Women Voters of the Pensacola Bay Area continues to support a complete and
permanent clean up of the Escambia Treating Company site.

The proposed solution by the EPA is neither of these things.

l. There is no mention in the EPA proposal of detoxification of the organics using either
bioremediation or chemical oxidation.

Response - See EPA’s response to General Comment # 6.

2. The proposal calls for solidifying “the most toxic soils”. The separation of the most toxic
soils from all the other toxic soils, we believe is not feasible.

Response - The proposed remedy selected by EPA includes treatment of the principal threat waste
using solidification/stabilization (S/S) to reduce the mobility of the contaminants. The principal
threat waste for the ETC site is the soils that contain the relatively mobile contaminants such as
naphthalene. Representative soil samples will be collected and analyzed and the principal threat
wastes will be segregated from the other contaminated soils.

3. Solidification works on metal contaminants like arsenic but not the organic contaminants,
such as dioxin and PCP.

Response — Solidification/stabilization (S/S) is a cost effective and proven treatment technology for
treating organic waste generated from wood treating sites. The chemical reaction of the S/S reagent
forms a microscopic crystalline matrix that binds the organic contaminants and reduces the
permeability of the soil so that the movement of the contaminants through the soil is effectively
eliminated. It also should be noted that representative samples of the S/S treated soil will be
analyzed using laboratory leaching tests such as the Synthetic Precipitation Leaching Procedure
(SPLP) test to verify the reduction in mobility of the soil contaminants. Please see the Appendices to
this Responsiveness Summary (on Compact Disk) for literature documenting the successful
application of S/S treatment of soils contaminated with wood treating chemicals.

4. What life expectancy does the manufacturer guarantee on the proposed geomembrane?

Response — The manufactures guarantee should not be confused with the life expectancy of the
geomembrane material.  Published literature has estimated the durability of the HDPE
geomembrane material to be used for the liner and cap to be in excess of 200 years based on
stringent laboratory testing.
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What will be done if and when the membrane starts to leak?
Response — See EPA'’s response to General Comment # 9.

We believe the EPA proposed solution is inadequate to deal with the problem at hand and is
therefore unacceptable. Government actions should provide for the long term sustainability of the
community by implementing solutions that will not endanger future generations.

3.3.6 City of Pensacola, Florida

The following excerpts were taken from the City of Pensacola Resolution 34-05 adopted on
September 7, 2005:

A RESOLUTION REJECTING THE CAPPING AND CONTAINMENT REMEDIATION
METHOD SELECTED BY THE UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY (EPA) IN THE PROPOSED PLAN ISSUED IN AUGUST 2005 FOR ESCAMBIA
TREATING COMPANY SUPERFUND SITE IN PENSACOLA, FLORIDA.

WHEREAS, the EPA criterion for the use of permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies is not met by the Plan;

Response — EPA fully expects the remedy to be a permanent long-term solution and remain effective

Jor at least 200 years. EPA has considered alternative treatment technologies and resource
recovery technologies in the Feasibility Study and found that such technologies are not practical for
treating the soil contamination at the Escambia Treating Company site. This is primarily due fo the
large volume of soil requiring treatment and the chemical contaminants in the soil which are
resistant to degradation.

WHEREAS, the criterion for preference for treatment as a principal element to the extent practical is
not met by the Plan;

Response — The proposed remedy selected by EPA includes treatment of the principal threat waste
using solidification/stabilization (S/S) to reduce the mobility of the contaminants. The principal
threat waste for the ETC site is the soils that contain the relatively mobile contaminants such as
naphthalene.

WHEREAS, EPA criterion for long-term effectiveness and performance for protection of human
health and the environment is not met by the Plan because the scientific literature clearly
demonstrates that at some point in time all landfills leak leachate;

Response — The proposed containment cell will include several layers of backup protection as
described in General Comment #3. The containment cell is expected to remain effective for at least
200 years.

WHEREAS, EPA criterion for reduction of toxicity and volume of contaminants of concern is not
met by the Plan;
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Response — See the response to General Comment #6.

WHEREAS, the chemicals of concern in the soil include known cancer causing polyaromatic
hydrocarbons and dioxins that will remain unaltered by the Plan;

Response — See the response to General Comment #6.

WHEREAS, the property will be difficult to market and develop into a commerce park because of
public perception of toxic contamination, and the potential legal liabilities of businesses on the site it
the chemicals of concern are land filed on site in their toxic forms;

Response — The Capping/Containment technology has been a remedial component at several sites
which have been successfully redeveloped for commercial and even recreational end uses. It should
also be noted that the capped containment cell will occupy only a small portion of the overall
redeveloped area. The contaminated soils that are currently spread over the ETC site and
surrounding properties (combined total area of about 60 acres in size) will be excavated,
consolidated, and isolated in a secure engineered containment cell (currently estimated to be about
10 to 15 acres in size).

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA:

Section 1: That the City Council of the City of Pensacola does herby reject the preferred
alternative of remediation selected by EPA in the Proposed Plan issued by the EPA in August of
2005 and urge the EPA to implement the following regarding the remediation of the Escambia
Treating Company Superfund site in Pensacola, Florida.

l. Perform a complete and permanent remediation that includes but is not limited to: a remedial
method or a combination of remedial methods that will yield a reduction and or degradation of the
levels of the chemicals of concern for both onsite and offsite contamination identified in OUI.

Response — See the response to General Comment #6.

2. Before the Record of Decision is issued, testing of any remedial methods proposed including
treatability, bench, and pilot tests must prove the proposed remedy or remedies to be effective in
achieving the remedial goals identified in the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study issued by the
EPA in June of 2005.

Response — See the response to General Comment #6.

3. Upon completion of the treatability, bench and pilot tests, immediately begin cleanup of the
ETC OU1 and the permanent protection of human health, ecological health, and groundwater must

be assured through complete cleanup and ongoing monitoring of OUI.

Response — See the response to General Comment #0.
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3.3.7 Escambia County, Florida

The following excerpts were taken from the County of Escambia Resolution R2005-172 adopted on
September 15, 2005:

WHEREAS, the EPA criterion for the use of permanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies is not met by the Plan;

Response — EPA fully expects the remedy to be a permanent long-term solution and remain effective
for at least 200 years. EPA has considered alternative treatment technologies and resource
recovery technologies in the Feasibility Study and found that such technologies are not practical for
treating the soil contamination at the Escambia Treating Company site. This is primarily due to the
large volume of soil requiring treatment and the chemical contaminants in the soil which are
resistant to degradation.

WHEREAS, the criterion for preference for treatment as a principal element to the extent practical is
not met by the Plan;

Response — The proposed remedy selected by EPA includes treatment of the principal threat waste
using solidification/stabilization (S/S) to reduce the mobility of the contaminants. The principal
threat waste for the ETC site is the soils that contain the relatively mobile contaminants such as
naphthalene.

WHEREAS, EPA criterion for long-term effectiveness and performance for protection of human
health and the environment is not met by the Plan because the scientific literature clearly
demonstrates that at some point in time all landfills leak leachate;

Response — The proposed containment cell will include several layers of backup protection as
described in General Comment #3. The containment cell is expected to remain effective for at least

200 years.

WHEREAS, EPA criterion for reduction of toxicity and volume of contaminants of concern is not
met by the Plan;

Response — See the response to General Comment #6.

WHEREAS, the chemicals of concern in the soil include known cancer causing polyaromatic
hydrocarbons and dioxins that will remain unaltered by the Plan;

Response — See the response to General Comment #6.

WHEREAS, Resolution R2005-106 adopted at the regular meeting of the Escambia County Board of
County Commissioners on June 2, 2005 specifies detoxification of organics:

Response — See the response to General Comment #6.
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WHEREAS, the property will be difficult to market and develop into a commerce park because of
public perception of toxic contamination, and the potential legai fabilities of businesses on the site it
the chemicals of concern are land filed on site in their toxic forms;

WHEREAS, as a result, the Containment and Capping remedy is not compatible with the planned
reuse of the site because it will create difficulty of the successful installation of utilities and
roadways necessary to develop the proposed commerce park as well as creating legal and financial
uncertainty for the park tenants.

Response — The Capping/Containment technology has been a remedial component at several sites
which have been successfully redeveloped for commercial and even recreational end uses. It should
also be noted that the capped containment cell will occupy only a small portion of the overall
redeveloped area. The contaminated soils that are currently spread over the ETC site and
surrounding properties (combined total area of about 60 acres in size) will be excavated,
consolidated, and isolated in a secure engineered containment cell (currently estimated to be about
10to 15 acres in size).

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMISSIONERS OF
ESCAMBIA COUNTY, FLORIDA AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. That the Board of County Commissioners requests a soil cleanup remedy, other than
containment and capping that will provide long-term protection of human health and the
environment of Escambia County and will allow successful development for the intended use of the
property as a commerce and light industrial park.

Response — See the response to General Comment #0.
3.3.8 Pensacola Area Chamber of Commerce

Mr. Evon Emerson, President/CEO of the Pensacola Area Chamber of Commerce provided these
comments to EPA in a letter addressed to David Keefer (EPA) dated November 22, 2005. These
comments were responded to in the Technical Memorandum prepared by Black & Veatch Special
Projects Corporation on November 22, 2005. The Technical Memorandum is provided in Appendix
__of this Responsiveness Summary.

The Pensacola-area Chamber of Commerce appreciates this opportunity to provide comments on the
proposed Soil Treatment Plan update for the OU-1 (soils) at the Escambia Treating Company
Superfund site. The purpose of this letter is to follow up on the meeting that you and the other EPA
representatives attended at our Environment Committee and our Sites and Buildings Committee on
November 10, 2005. At that meeting, we discussed the proposed Soil Treatment Plan update and
provided you with a number of comments and recommendations. Those comments and
recommendations are recapitulated in the following text.

Following the publication of the first proposed Soil Treatment Plan for the Escambia Treating
Company (ETC) Operable Unit 1 (OU-1) soils, the Pensacola area community requested that EPA
consider a number of improvements:
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« Provide for the permanent relocation of additional residents in the “Clarinda Triangle” area
of off-site soil contamination.

« Provide for additional sampling both on-site and off-site to ensure that all soils contaminated
in excess of Florida’s “commercial / industrial” cleanup standards are excavated.

» Provide for an improved design of the proposed “containment” facility that would receive
the contaminated soil, so as to permit the redevelopment of the area over the “cap.”

» Provide for incorporation of contaminated soil treatment into the remedial design.

Subsequently, Region IV published a Proposed Soil Treatment Plan Update (October 26, 2005;
hereinafter, “Modified Plan™) in an effort to address these concerns.

There appears to be no question that the EPA has made an effort to address the community’s
concerns with the Modified Plan. As with any document of this type, however, the “devil is in the
details.” While we understand that many of the details cannot be addressed until such time as a
formal “Remedial Design” is undertaken, there are some questions where answers should be able to
be forthcoming.

1. One method of determining the effectiveness of a proposed treatment plan for hazardous waste is
through use of the Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) test. Are there sites where
soils contaminated by equivalent levels of similar contaminants have been treated in the fashion
described in the Modified Plan where *“pre-treatment” TCLP values have been compared with “post-
treatment” TCLP results? Can copies of the test reports be furnished to the Pensacola community?
These questions were provided to you verbally at our November 10 meeting and you promised to
research the issue and respond prior to the close of the comment period on November 28. Please
understand that, as was stated by Mr. Dohms, a satisfactory answer to this inquiry is critical if the
community is to be expected to accept the Modified Plan as it bears directly on the question of what
constitutes “treatment” of the soils.

Response — Solidification/stabilization of soils contaminated with wood treating chemicals has been
used at several EPA Superfund sites. EPA evaluated S/S treatment at four wood treating sites and
published the findings in the journal “Remediation” in the summer of 2000. Leachability testing
(i.e., TCLP and SPLP tests) has shown that the concentrations of contaminants of concern in
leachate for S/S treated soils were generally 95 to 99% less than leachate from untreated soils.
Published papers documenting these results have been provided by EPA to the Pensacola-area
Chamber of Commerce in the November 22, 2005 memorandum.

2. In determining the potential for migration of those contaminants of greatest concern (dioxin,
which very likely originated as a manufacturing contaminant of the wood treating chemical
pentachlorophenol), it is important to know the chemical form of pentachlorophenol that was used at
the ETC site. Did ETC use the solid form of pentachlorophenol, which would have to be
“dissolved” in diesel fuel prior to its use in the treatment process, or did they use the water-soluble
sodium- or potassium-pentachlorophenate in the treatment process? It is naturally the case that the
solid-phase pentachlorophenol would be far less mobile in the environment than the water-soluble
form of that compound. It follows that the associated dioxin would similarly be less likely to
migrate if contained in the solid-phase pentachlorophenol.

B T A p V—
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Response - From 1944 to approximately 1970, coal-tar creosote was used as the primary wood
preservative. PCP dissolved in No. 6 diesel fuel was used at the facility as a preservative from
1963, and was the sole preservative in use from 1970 to 1982 (Draft RCRA Facility Assessment
Report, Escambia Treating Company, Pensacola, Florida, A.T. Kearney 1990).

There are a few additional points where the Chamber’s Sites and Buildings Committee would like to
see some additional discussion and/or consideration by Region 1V:

o Please clarify that soil placed in the containment would be properly compacted (e.g., 98% of
Standard Proctor, or 95% of Modified Proctor).

Response — The soils placed in the containment cell will be properly compacted to support the cap
system and are expected to be compatible with the planned redevelopment. EPA’s subcontracted
engineer currently expects that the soil will be compacted to at least 90% of the maximum dry
density as determined by the Modified Proctor test (ASTM 1557). The engineer will re-evaluate the
density requirements during the remedial design.

» Discussions with construction firm representatives to the Sites and Buildings Committee
indicates that a six-foot thickness of compacted clean soil above the cap would be amenable
to site redevelopment much more readily than would a four-foot thickness.

Response — Comment noted. EPA's subcontracted engineer will work closely with the
redevelopment team to optimize the design for future redevelopment. Flexibility exists in the design
approach to accommodate some changes in cap/cover closure system thickness to support the
intended future use of the property.

» Additional placement of a treated soil-cement layer at the base of the contaminated soil and
above the geotextile in the containment structure is recommended.

Response - The base liner system will be evaluated during the detailed design to meet the
performance requivements of the selected remedy. Preventing the leaching of contaminants from the
containment system over the long-term is the primary objective of this remedy.

e Consideration of a treated soil-cement layer separating the contaminated soil from the
geotextile along the sides of the containment structure is also recommended.

Response — The base liner system will be evaluated during the detailed design to meet the
performance requirements of the selected remedy. Preventing the leaching of contaminants from the
containment system over the long-term is the primary objective of this remedy.

The addition of a “3 — 4 foot layer” of solidified / stabilized soil affected with the “greatest degree”
of contamination near the top of the containment structure is greatly appreciated. It is the suggestion

of the Sites and Buildings Committee that the thickness of this layer be not less than four feet.

Response — The solidified/stabilized sub-cap layer will be at least 4 feet thick.



Record of Decision Page 126
Escambia Wood Treating Company Superfund Site February 2006

The Pensacola Bay Area Chamber of Commerce sincerely appreciates the efforts of Region IV EPA
to modify and improve the Proposed Soil Treatment Plan for the OU-1 Soils at the Escambia
Treating Company site. We look forward to continuing the dialogue and rapidly reaching a point
where the site is cleaned up and returned to the community as an asset for future growth and

prosperity.
3.3.9 Federal Elected Officials
Response to:

The Honorable Bill Nelson

United States Senate

SH-716 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Nelson:

Thank you for your letter dated September 19, 2005, concerning the Proposed Cleanup Plan for the
Escambia Wood Treating Company (ETC) Superfund Site, Operable Unit 1 (Soil). EPA shares your
concern that the remedy for ETC soil contamination be protective of human health, address
relocation of the residents in the Clarinda triangle neighborhood, and support the intended future use
of the site property. The cleanup plan proposed by EPA meets these objectives, but a thorough
review of the proposed remedy has been undertaken based on the concerns expressed by yourself
and the community. EPA reviewed the Proposed Cleanup Plan, along with the supporting
investigations and studies, to evaluate the proposed remedy in context with the risks posed by the
contaminated soil, the proposed cleanup levels, and the relevant remediation technologies. This
review has resulted in the issuance of a Proposed Plan Update that affirmatively addresses treatment
of the waste, relocation of the Clarinda triangle residents, and the long-term permanence of the
remedy.

The review was used to identify potential improvements to the proposed remedy and reassess the
costs and benefits of the proposed cleanup plan. Two improvements to the cleanup approach were
identified. First, a cement and soil sub-cap, to be constructed below the final cap, will be included
as part of the remedy. This sub-cap will be constructed of a mixture of cement and the soil
containing the most mobile and toxic contaminants at the Site. Thus, these contaminants will be
bound up in solid concrete, minimizing the likelihood they will enter the aquifer. The sub-cap will
improve the long-term reliability of the final cap operation and maintenance by ensuring that water
will not infiltrate into the waste below it in the unlikely event the final cap is compromised.
Additionally, inclusion of the sub-cap will allow for greater use of the portion of the Site overlying
the containment.

The second improvement is to include the remaining ten residential properties adjacent to the
Clarinda triangle neighborhood with the 55 households currently addressed by the proposed cleanup
plan within the scope of the remedy. This change results in the opportunity for permanent relocation
for the residents from all residential properties impacted by the ETC site at EPA’s expense.
Recently, a Health Consultation was performed by the Florida Department of Health and U.S.

-’----.-ﬁ---‘-
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Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (June, 2005) for the Clarinda triangle
neighborhood and it was determined that there is “No Apparent Public Health Hazard” from surface
soil in that neighborhood. These findings are consistent with the results from the prior relocation
which included a number of factors in addition to environmental risk in the decision to offer
relocation to the residents. :

The cleanup levels EPA has proposed for the ETC contaminated soils are based on a combination of
human health risk, applicable, or relevant and appropriate, requirements, and modeled values for
ground water protection. The mobile contaminants that are threats to ground water are primarily
found in the subsurface soil. This contaminated subsurface soil will be excavated and incorporated
within the containment system. Surface soil is impacted by two relatively immobile contaminants.
These contaminants are benzo(a)pyrene equivalents, abbreviated as BaP EQ, and 2,3,7,8-
tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin toxicity equivalents, abbreviated as dioxin TEQ. The proposed cleanup
level for BaP EQ is 400 pg/kg based on human health risk assessment, which corresponds to a less
than one in a million incremental lifetime cancer risk under commercial use. The proposed cleanup
level for dioxin TEQ is 0.030 png/kg and 1s based on an applicable requirement under Florida Statute.
The dioxin TEQ cleanup level is among the most stringent ever selected by EPA, and is much more
stringent than the current national standard of 1.0 pg/kg. For comparison, the U.S. Agency for
Toxic Substances and Disease Registry has established a minimum screening value of 0.050 pg/kg
that is protective of children under residential land use. These proposed cleanup levels meet or
exceed all EPA requirements for protection of human health and the environment.

Review of the cleanup technologies provided in the Feasibility Study indicates that an appropriate
range of treatment, containment, and disposal alternatives were evaluated. Selection of containment
as the basis for the cleanup is consistent with the remedies selected for other wood treating
Superfund sites around the country. In fact, the containment system proposed for ETC has the
advantage of excavating and completely encapsulating the waste above the water table as opposed to
the more typical in situ barrier wall and cap system. The ETC waste and site geology are compatible
with the construction and maintenance of a containment system. EPA believes the unqualified
support for the proposed remedy by the Florida Department of Environmental Protection confirms
the suitability of the selected technology.

EPA has evaluated the cost-effectiveness of the various remedial alternatives for the ETC Site.
Containment with solidification/stabilization of principle threat waste and capping attains the
remedial action objectives established for ETC Operable Unit 1 (Soil) at a lower cost than other
feasible alternatives. This is due to the large volume of soil being addressed (more than 566,000
cubic yards) and the very stringent cleanup standards being selected. A value engineering
assessment will be performed during the remedial design to optimize the remedy. In terms of cost,
EPA has expended approximately $3.4 million on the prior removal action, $25.5 million on the
interim remedial action, and is proposing an additional $28.1 million to address ETC Operable Unit
1. Cleanup options for ground water have not been evaluated yet, but it is likely that total cleanup
costs for the ETC site will exceed $60 million. The ETC site is one of the few mega-sites in EPA
Region 4, and we are committed to a complete and final cleanup of this site. The Proposed Cleanup
Plan with updates achieves this objective and is both protective of human health and supportive of
the intended future use of the property.




Record of Decision Page 128
Escambia Wood Treating Company Superfund Site February 2006

EPA appreciates your interest in this site, and will continue to work closely with your office and
local government through the decision process and remedial design to ensure the remedy meets the
needs of the citizens of Pensacola and Escambia County to the maximum extent possible. The
comments you expressed in your letter will be made part of the Administrative Record for this site,
and will be publicly available. .1 have enclosed a copy of the Proposed Plan Update, and hope you
find these improvements to the cleanup plan address your concerns. If you have questions or need
additional information, please contact me or the EPA Region 4 Office of Congressional and
Intergovernmental Relations at (404) 562-8327.

Sincerely,

J. 1. Palmer, Jr.
Regional Administrator

Enclosure: Proposed Plan Update, Escambia Treating Company Site, Operable Unitl (Soils) —
October, 2005

Response to:

The Honorable Jeff Miller

United States House of Representatives
324 Cannon House Office Building
Washington D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Miller:

Thank you for your letter dated September 15, 2005, concerning the Proposed Cleanup Plan for the
Escambia Wood Treating Company (ETC) Superfund Site, Operable Unit 1 (Soil). EPA shares your
concern that the remedy for ETC soil contamination be both protective of human health and
supportive of the intended future use of the site property. The cleanup plan proposed by EPA does
meet these objectives, but a thorough review of the proposed remedy has been undertaken based on
the concerns expressed by yourself and the community. EPA reviewed the Proposed Cleanup Plan,
along with the supporting investigations and studies, to evaluate the proposed remedy in context
with the risks posed by the contaminated soil, the proposed cleanup levels, and the relevant
remediation technologies. This review has resulted in the issuance of a Proposed Plan Update that
affirmatively addresses both treatment of the waste and the long-term permanence of the remedy.

The review was used to identify potential improvements to the proposed remedy and reassess the
costs and benefits of the proposed cleanup plan. Two improvements to the cleanup approach were
identified. First, a cement and soil sub-cap, to be constructed below the final cap, will be included
as part of the remedy. This sub-cap will be constructed of a mixture of cement and the soil
containing the most mobile and toxic contaminants at the Site. Thus, these contaminants will be
bound up in solid concrete, minimizing the likelihood they will enter the aquifer. The sub-cap will
improve the long-term reliability of the final cap operation and maintenance by ensuring that water
will not infiltrate into the waste below it in the unlikely event the final cap is compromised.

-’---—‘----‘-
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Additionally, inclusion of the sub-cap will allow for greater use of the portion of the Site overlying
the containment.

The second improvement is to include the remaining ten residential properties adjacent to the
Clarinda triangle neighborhood within the scope of the remedy. This change results in the
permanent relocation of the residents from all residential properties impacted by the ETC site.

The cleanup levels EPA has proposed for the ETC contaminated soils are based on a combination of
human health risk, state requirements, and modeled values for ground water protection. The
proposed cleanup level for benzo(a)pyrene is based on human health risk assessment and
corresponds to a less than one in a million incremental lifetime cancer risk under commercial use.
The proposed cleanup level for dioxin is based on an applicable requirement under Florida Statute.
It is among the most stringent ever selected by EPA, and is much more stringent than the current
national standard. For comparison, the U.S. Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry has
established a minimum screening value nearly twice the proposed cleanup level that is protective of
children under residential land use. These proposed cleanup levels meet or exceed all EPA
requirements for protection of human health and the environment.

Review of the cleanup technologies provided in the Feasibility Study indicates that an appropriate
range of treatment, containment, and disposal alternatives were evaluated. Selection of containment
as the basis for the cleanup is consistent with the remedies selected for other wood treating
Superfund sites around the country. In fact, the containment system proposed for ETC has the
advantage of excavating and completely encapsulating the waste above the water table as opposed to
the more typical in situ containment system used at other wood treating sites. The ETC waste and
site geology are compatible with the construction and maintenance of a containment system. EPA
believes the unqualified support for the proposed remedy by the Florida Department of
Environmental Protection confirms the suitability of the selected technology.

EPA has evaluated the cost-effectiveness of the various remedial alternatives for the ETC Site.
Containment with solidification/stabilization of principle threat waste and capping attains the
remedial action objectives established for the soil portion of the remedy. This is due to the large
volume of soil being addressed (more than 566,000 cubic yards) and the very stringent cleanup
standards being selected. In terms of cost, EPA has expended approximately $3.4 million on the
prior removal action, $25.5 million on the interim remedial action, and is proposing an additional
$28.1 million to address ETC Operable Unit 1. Cleanup options for ground water have not been
evaluated yet, but it is likely that total cleanup costs for the ETC site will exceed $60 million. The
ETC site is one of the few mega-sites in EPA Region 4, and we are committed to a complete and
final cleanup of this site. The Proposed Cleanup Plan with updates achieves this objective and is
both protective of human health and supportive of the intended future use of the property.

EPA appreciates your interest in this site, and will continue to work closely with your office and
local government through the decision process and remedial design to ensure the remedy meets the
needs of the citizens of Pensacola and Escambia County to the maximum extent possible. The
comments you expressed in your letter will be made part of the Administrative Record for this site,
and will be publicly available. 1have enclosed a copy of the Proposed Plan Update, and hope you
find these improvements to the cleanup plan address your concerns. If you have questions or need
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additional information, please contact me or the EPA Region 4 Office of Congressional and
Intergovernmental Relations at (404) 562-8327.

Sincerely,

J. 1. Palmer, Jr.
Regional Administrator

Enclosure:  Proposed Plan Update, Escambia Treating Company Site, Operable Unitl (Soils) —
October, 2005

-’----‘----‘-
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PENSACOLA, FLORIDA; SEPTEMBER 1, 2005, 6:30 P.M.
P-R-0-C-E-E-D-I-N-G-S

MR. KEEFER: Good evening, everyone. If I
could ask the folks to kind of work their way to the seats,
please?

(AUDIENCE IS SEATED.)

MR. KEEFER: - I am David Keefer. I am here
with the Environmental Protection Agency to present the
proposed clean-up plan for the Escambia Wood Treating
Company site. I would like to welcome everyone tonight.

The first order of business, I think, 1s to
thank the Reverend Wright for letting us use his church for
our meeting. And we really appreciate that; that's been a
real help to use through the years on this project.

I would like to -- also, before we starct,
I'd like to take a few minutes to acknowledge some of the
State, local, and Federal officials that are represented
here tonight. I don't think I know everybody.

With the State of Florida, we have Don and
Nancy --

(AUDIENCE STATES THEY CANNOT HEAR MR. KEEFER.)

MR. KEEFER: Is the microphone on? Will
someone crank it up a little bit? I will try to speak more
clearly. It will be okay.

With the local government, I was told we had

AnchorReportersfaol.com
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a City Council person here tonight. We have Marty,
and, I believe, from Cohgressman Miller's office, John
Gallagher is here tonight.

Dia I leaQe anybody out?

MS. BENNETT: Me.

MR. KEEFER: Yes, ma'am?

MS. BENNETT: Ann Bennett, Water
Conservation District.

MR. KEEFER: Did everyone hear? Ann Bennett

with the Soil and Water Conservation District Board is

here.
I apologize for the unusual angle of the
projectipn there. Let me know if everybody has any problem
reading it. This is the agenda we would like to try to go .

through tonight.

What we're going through now 1is the
introduction and opening remarks. Then, I have a
presentation about the proposed clean-up plan that I would
like to make to everybody. Then, there is a question and
answer and public comment period.

During that period, that's to allow everyone
to put their comments, concerns, oOr questions about this
remedy on the record. We have a stenographer with us this
evening, and she will take your comments or questions down.

So what we ask is when the public comment period comes up

AnchorReporters@aol.com
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that you stand and identify yourself; make your comments.
We prefer that you keep your comments to three minutes, 1if
you can, so that everybody will have a chance to make their
comments.

We are also asking since this remedy does
involve the temporary or permanent relocation of some
residents in the Clarinda Triangle neighborhood, we will
allow them to speak first. And then, we will address other
issues related to the remedy selection. We will have some
closing remarks at that point, and then, we will be
available for the media.

MR. CHAFFINS: We would also like to point
out that this is not the only opportunity for you to submit
comments. Just because you don't get to voice those
comments here and get them on the record, we have comment
cards that you can mail into us anytime during the comment
period, and they are considered just as if they were taken
down by the stenographer so you have more opportunities.

MR. KEEFER: I don't know if everybody heard
that, but there are a number of different avenues
throughout the public comment period after then you can
make your comments. These comment cards that we referred
to -- you can e-mail us, mail us, fax us; and we will go
over all of that at the end of the meeting.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Will you acknowledge that

AnchorReporters@aol.com
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the Board of County Commissioners for Escambia County could
not be here because there is a County board meeting at this
time. The commissioners are meeting at this time. They
can't be here because they have their own board meeting
tonight, but more County staff will be here later on this
evening.

MR. KEEFER: The public comments period, as
Scott said, we could point out has been extended through
September 22nd at the request of Escambia County, and I was
going to go over that at the end of the meeting, but
we do have an extension that has been made in the public
comment period.

Are there any other guestions?

(NO AUDIBLE RESPONSE FROM AUDIENCE.)
INTRODUCTION OF PROPOSED CLEAN UP PLAN

MR. KEEFER: Well, I guess I will get
started on the presentation. The Escambia Wood Treating
site is a former wood preserver. As I think most people
are aware, the wood preserving operations there consisted
of treating wood with creosote in the early days and
pentachlorophenol later on.

In the early 90s, the EPA performed a
removal action that resulted in 255,000 cubic yards of
contaminated soil stockpiled on the site. That's the black

tarp that many people are aware of. This project was also

AnchorReporters@aol.com
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the subject of a national relocation pilot project. Many
of the residents -- I know Ms. Williams here -- who lived
in this area have been relocated by the Federal Government,
and the soils that were contaminated in those neighborhoods
are going to be addressed by this remedy.

There are unexcavated areas of surface and
subsurface soil contamination both on and off the Escambia
Treating Company site. This proposed final remedy that we
are bringing before you tonight will meet State of Florida
regulations and all other applicable standards and
requirements, and I think it's also real important to
understand that this remedy is .strictly for the soil.

The ground water that -- there is ground
water contamination present at this site. That's gouing to
be addressed by a separate investigation, a separate study,
and a separate decision. The remedy that we are proposing
will be compatible with the ground water clean up. This
remedy does not address the ground water.

I expect to be back, maybe in the same
church in a year, bringing a proposal to you for the ground
water clean up. This is a location map. (demonstrating)
Since we're here at'the'church, I think most people are
aware the site is a couple of blocks over this way.

The site property, the former Escambia Wood

Treating Company, occupies about 26 acres. The

AnchorReporters@aol.com
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neighborhoods that have been relocated, including the
portions of the Clarinda neighborhood that are addressed in
this remedy, constitute about another 80 acres we refer to
as the offsite portion of the project.

Just to recap, the wood treater, the
Escambia Wood Treating Company, operated for about 40
years. From 1942 to 1970, coal tar creosote was the
preservative that was used by them.

Then, from 1970 to 1982, pentachlorophenol
dissolved in Number 6 diesel fuel was the preservative.
During the operation of the facility, there were waste
water ponds and cooling ponds that were constructed at the

site to -- as part of the process of wood treating, and

these ponds are the primary sources of contamination for
soil and ground water.

Airborne releases from the site produced a
secondary source of contamination that we have located in
some of the heighborhoods and surrounding sites.

The enforcement status of the site of the
Escambia Treating Company had a long enforcement history
with both the State of Florida and U.S. EPA. As you see
there, there was a State consent order for closure. The
site was working toward closure.

There were a number of violétions,

complaints, and other environmental regulatory activities

AnchorReporters@acl.com
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in the period of 1983 to 1991 when the Escambia Treating
Company filed for bankruptcy and abandoned the site.

In 1994, the EPA and the Florida Department
of Environmental Protection agreed to list the site. It
was placed on the national priorities list. That's what
makes the site a Superfund site. And then, finally, in
2002, the Department of Justice reached a settlement, a
final settlement, with the PRP, the potentially responsible
parties.

The removal action that created the black
tarp was performed in 1991 and 1992. The objective of that
removal was to get all of the heavily contaminated on-site
soils and other waste materials that were abandoned on the
site out of the ground so they wculd stop, prevent ongoing
impacts to groundwater, and to contain them in a way they
wouldn't pose a threat to -- an immediate threat to people
in the area while we developed a remedial strategy to
address this material permanently.

During the removal, as we noted before,
255,000 cubic yards of soil was stockpiled, a very large
stockpile. Most of the structures that remained on the
site were demolished, the foundations were torn up, and the
stockpile was designed to last ten years.

That was 13 years ago. It is almost 13 and

a half now. And we do inspect the stockpile reqularly.

AnchorReporters@aol.com
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Any tears or other nicks in it are repaired. And myself
and the other members of the EPA were out at the site today
and looked it over. It's performed very well. It has
exceeded our expectations, but we're anxious to make a
final decision and get this remedied.

The slide that is up there is an aerial
photograph. You can't gquite see the church in that view,
but the large black sort of number nine-shaped area is the
stockpile from the air, and this is what it looks like from
the ground.

The National Relocation Pilot Project. 1In
1995, the EPA Region IV nominated the Escambia Treating

Company as a National Relocation Pilot Project. The Agency

agreed to move forward with that, and an interim Record of

Decision was signed in 1997 that has resulted in the

‘"permanent relation of 358 households in this area.

That's the Rosewood Terrace, Oak Park,
Escambia Arms, and Goulding neighborhoods. Part of that
work included, after the relocations were completed, a
demolition of the structure and applying institutional
controls so we could effectuate or perform the remedy we're
contemplating this evening.

The demolition activities are nearly
complete now, and this interim action is almost done. The

basis for the interim action was health risk reduction.

AnchorReporters@aol.com
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There was contamination in specific portions of these
neighborhoods.

There were alsoc other goals of the
relocation that included community welfare, cost benefit
and operational factors, the configuration of the land, and
trying to develop a contiguous parcel that was consistent
with community development goals as we understood them.

In 1998, EPA issued an explanation of a
significant difference to allow for the maintenance of the
site and the cover while pending the final decision for the
site.

This is just an illustration of where the
relocated neighborhoods are relative to the Escambia
Treating Company site. I apologize for the lack of a
pointer.

In 1994, EPA began the remedial
investigation of the Escambia Treating Company Site. At
that point in time, there was combined soil and ground
water investigation. There were 250 soil samples,

55 ground water samples collected during that phase of the
investigation, and it was completed in 1998.

At that point, we began a series of
discussions with the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection regarding the dioxin clean up standards and what

would be an appropriate target for that. At the conclusion

AnchorReporters@aol.com
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of those discussions, we agreed that additional sampling
was necessary and an additional investigation was
undertaken and another 107 soill samples were collected from
different areas around the site.

This kind of busy drawing is what we refer
to as a conceptual site model. What this drawing tries to
communicate is what are the modes of exposure to the soil
materials that potentially cause human harm. And the modes
of exposure that we're concerned about are for the soil's
volatilization and dust generation. If the soil is
uncovered and can blow around, and someone would inhale it
or ingest it from the air, that could be harmful.

Direct contact with the soil; if

contaminated soil is in a place where you can have direct
contact with it through your skin, there is a potential
for harm.

Leaching of contaminants from the soil to
ground water; those are the pathways that we're trying to
address with this remedy. Those are the exposure pathways
that we think are complete.

There is a series of drawings we're about to
show you that are the results of the various investigative
activities that have been performed both on and off.

I've been told to speak up.

These drawings are a series of drawings of

AnchorReporters@aol.com
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13

results of the investigative activities that have been
performed both on and off site, and the yellow dots on the
aerial photographs are places where we have collected
samples.

Tonya, can you go back?

Ms. L'Tonya Spencer is going to show you the
shaded areas that are imbedded on these photos. They are
outlined with the dark line, and these shaded areas are
port areas where the soil contamination exceeds the clean
up goals for this project. Okay?

Does anybody have any problem with that?

FEMALE IN AUDIENCE: This is an aerial

photo --

MR. KEEFER: I'm sorry?

FEMALE IN AUDIENCE: This is an aerial
photo. What streets or what area are you talking about?

MALE IN AUDIENCE: Can you read the street
names, please?

FEMALE IN AUDIENCE: North Pace Boulevard --

MR. KEEFER: ©North Pace is on the left-hand
side. Palafox Highway is the large -~

FEMALE IN AUDIENCE: I know. I can see
that. I was saying that we can't see the street names on
it.

MR. KEEFER: Yes, ma'am.
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We can provide additional information on this. This is
the same information we went over in the last community
meeting, so there are handouts that have been distributed.
I can find some more of those and have them mailed to you.

MR. SUDWEEKS: It's pretty clear in the
picture in the handout that you have got, page 16; did you
pick up a copy of that?

MS. WADE: Page 167

MR. KEEFER: 16.

MR. SUDWEEKS: Figure 7. It's a little
clearer than what is on the --

MR. KEEFER: Does anyone need a copy of the
proposed plaﬁ?

MR. SUDWEEKS: I can help, Dave. Let me
get that.

(PAPERS ARE DISTRIBUTED TO AUDIENCE.)

MAN IN AUDIENCE: Do you have full addresses
of these samples?

MR. KEEFER: We provided that at the last
meeting. Maybe we can find that.

(MALE MAKES INAUDIBLE COMMENT.)

MR. KEEFER: I am sorry, sir. I couldn't
hegr you.

(MALE MAKES INAUDIBLE COMMENT.)

MR. KEEFER: Sir, if we could ask you to
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hold your comments until the end of the meeting, we would
like to get your comments down.

I believe what he was saying was there are
areas that he feels like haven't been addressed; is that a
fair summary?

MAN IN AUDIENCE: I don't know why we have
to pay taxes on it for 25 years. Now you tell me to leave;
it's not fair.

MR. KEEFER: We're going to move forward to
the presentation. The next slide is the Pearl Street and
Hermann Avenue area which is where we are now.: )

And, as you can see, there are a number of
shaded grids where there is soil contamination that we're
going to come remove and take care of.

FEMALE IN AUDIENCE: - Does that correspond
with something in the book, also?

MR. KEEFER: All of these illustrations are
in the proposed plan handbook.

FEMALE IN AUDIENCE: Tell us what page.
They are too small to read.

MR. CHAFFINS: That's figure 8 on page 15,
ma'am. Page 15.

MR. KEEFER: Figure 8 on page 15.

This next illustration is for the

Rosewood Terrace, Oak Park, and Escambia Arms neighborhood,
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which is over on the other side of the Escambia Treating
Company site.

As you can see, there are areas of soil
contamination on the property adjacent to the former
treating company as well as an area of soil contamination
in the area of the former Escambia Arms Apartments.

This is the area of soil contamination in
the Palafox Industrial Park. There is a small strip of
soll that we're going to remove on the north side of that
industrial or commercial park.

This is an area that we refer to as the
former "SWMU 10" area. This was part of the waste

management operétions at the Escambia Treating Company, and

there is both surface and subsurface soil contamination
present around what today is a detention basin, a small
pond there.

And this is the Escambia Treating Company
property. As you can see, the soil contamination is
fairly widespread across that property. We have a lot of
excavation to do on that site.

These are the chemicals of potential concern
that were identified during the remedial investigation.
The first one, the lower case c, cPAH, refers to
carcinogenic polyaromatic hydrocarbons. Those are

represented as benzo(a)pyrene equivalents.
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Benzo(a)pyrene is a polyaromatic
hydrocarbon, and it is the one with the highest known
carcinogenity. My toxicologist is behind me.

Another compound that I'm sure you have
heard talked about here is dioxin. Dioxin is also similar
to the PAH compounds represented by one of the chemicals
that makes up the dioxin group. That's the 2378 TCDD
equivalents, and the reason that one was chosen is, once
again, it has the highest carcinogen -- I can't even say
the word now -- it has the highest cancer risk of the
various dioxin compounds.

There are also a number of chemicals;
naphthalene and these other derivatives, such as
2-methylnapthalene, dibenzofuran, and carbazole that are
all related to the creosote timeframe or treating period at
the site.

And then, pentachlorophenol is the other
treating compound that was used at the site, and it is
present in the soils.

In the offsite area, the only chemicals of
potential concern we have identified are the carcinogenic
PAHs and dioxin. We performed a couple of risk assessments
at this site to try to determine what the risk is to the
people that live or work in this area of the chemicals that

are found in the soil.
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We have divided that up into the soil
stockpile, the materials that are actually contained inside
the black tarp, the onsite soils; those are the soils that
are out there today, and then, the soils that are present
in the neighborhood areas.

The risk is divided into cancer risk and
hazard, and it is just the mode of impact on you, you know,
whether it is a hazard or a carcinogen. So it is just two
different ways of measuring risk.

For hazard, a risk greater than -- yes?

MS. BENNETT: Do I understand you to say
that you said that you took the different places and
averaged them?

MR. KEEFER: That's not correct, ma'am.

MS. BENNETT: Okay.

MR. KEEFER: For hazards; if you have a
hazard greater than one, that's considered too much hazard.

For cancer risk, it is a cancer risk exceeds
one in a million, that's an excess risk. That's a
statistical probability. Okay?

So, to move forward, where do we have
problems with risk from these chemicals? In the soil
stockpile, as a hazard, as a chemical hazard, there would
be a risk under a residential use for that soil.

As a cancer agent, there would be a risk for
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residential workers or visitors. Okay? So the stockpiled
soll has a significant amount of risk. The on-site soils
pose risks for residential use. If there were a home --

if someone were to build a home on those soils on the site,
there would be a risk and a hazard.

In the offsite areas, the excess risk for a
hazard index was found in one grid back here, in the Pearl
Street and Hermann Avenue area. And in three grids, there
was an excess cancer risk up in the Roséwood Terrace,

Oak Park, Escambia Arms neighborhoods.

Those three grids; 39, 40, and 41, are the
grids that abut or are adjacent to the former Escambia
Treating Company site.

Part of the process of investigating and
assessing the risk from these problems has been trying to
decide what to do about them. We have performed or we
developed a document called a "Feasibility study." One of
the first steps in the feasibility study is to try to
understand what is the expected future use -- the end use
of the site is going to-be.

For this site, the Escambia Treatipg Company
was designated as a community redevelopment area in 1995.
EPA provided a redevelopment grant to the local government
and the Palafox Commerce Park master plan was developed,

which envisions a mix of commercial retail, light
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manufacturing use, with some 600 to 650,000 square feet of
development on the combined, approximately, 100 acres of
impacted property from this area.

This is an architectural rendering of what
the Palafox Commerce Park might look like, and this is the
end use that the remedy is designed to support.

The next step in a feasibility study is to
define what the objectives of the remedial action are. For
the soils at the Escambia Treating Company site, we have
defined remedial action objectives as;

"One, "Preventing ingestion, inhalation, or
direct contact with contaminated soils."

"Two: to control the migration and leaching
of contaminants from the soils to ground water."

"Three; prevent the ingestion or inhalation
of soil particulates.”

"Four; control any future releases of
contaminants to protect human health and the environment."

During the feasibility study, we looked at
the chemicals that we had identified before and determined
what appropriate clean up standards could be applied.
These are the clean up goals that were developed in the
feasibility study.

For the benzo(a)pyrene eguivalent; that's

400 ppb, (parts per billion.) That's a risk base number
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that is consistent with commercial standards. For dioxin,
it's .030 ppb (parts per billion) or 30 ppt (parts per
trillion) which is also a risk based standard.

For protection of ground water, we conducted
modeling using a model known as the "Summers Model," to
back calculate a protective concentration for the
chemicals, and the other chemicals that are present at the
site in the subsurface to insure that any contamination
that might remain in the subsurface would not be available
to leach the ground water and create problems.

I am not going to read all of those numbers,
but, és you can see, it is a calculated value that varies
from 5 ppb to 3800 for -- and that's based on the
leachability and geochemistry of those chemicals.

Then we identify alternatives that can
address the problem at the site, and these are the
alternatives that were identified for the Escambia Treating
Company site.

The first one is no action. Every EPA
feasibility study considers no action as a baseline to
compare the other alternatives against.

The second alternative; onsite containment
and capping.

The third alternative; thermal treatment

with on-site disposal.
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The fourth alternative is ex-situ
bioremediation with on-site disposal.

The fifth alternative is ex-situ chemical
oxidation with on-site disposal.

The sixth alternative is solidification and
stabilization of on-site disposal.

And the seventh alternative was to dig it
all up and ship it offsite.

The evaluation of those alternatives; theré
is a basis for evaluation that we use. Before we move onto
that, I think it's important to understand that whatever
alternative or what remedy is selected will.have to address

566,000 and some odd cubic yards of contaminated soil.

And that is a large amount of soil to
address through any mechanism, containment, or treatment,
and defining that volume was part of this process.

So we looked at these nine criteria or we
are looking at these nine criteria to select the remedy.
The first two criteria refer to as threshold criteria. Any
remedy that EPA selects will have to meet the standard of
overall protection of human health and the environment and
will have to comply with the applicable laws and standards.

The next five criteria are referred to as
balancing criteria. These are long-term effectiveness and

permanence, short-term effectiveness, reduction of
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toxicity, mobility in volume through treatment, the
implementability of the remedy, and the cost.

And, finally, the modifying criteria that we
consider after all of the engineering criteria have been
gone through are State acceptance, which, in this case, 1is
represented by the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection and community acceptance, of which this public
meeting is part of.

In order to try to evaluate how the
different alternatives stack up relative to each other, the
engineers put together these tables that qualitatively
compare short-term effectiveness, long-term effectiveness,
and assign a number one through five, one being the
lowest -- one being the worse; five being the best, and
provide this information to us so that we can balance these
criteria to select the remedy. This table is in the
proposed plan. '

Well, we will move on. Okay. The
alternate that EPA has identified as the preferred remedy
for the Escambia Treating Company site is on-site
containment and capping. What that remedy would consist of
is excavation of the contaminated soil from the surrounding
offsite properties, bringing that soil back into a staging

area on-site and constructing a containment that would be

laid down and designed to be consistent with the future use

AnchorReporters@aol.com



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

24

of the site.

The excavation would be lined with a
geomembrane. The contaminated soil would be placed in
there and compacted. And the soil, the containment would
be built so that all the contaminated soil would be below
the existing surface grade and then a multi-layer cap
system would be placed over the top and contoured over the
site, and the expectation is that the area that will --
that the containment will occupy will be 15 to 20 acres.

The cap will be distributed over something
closer to 30 acres, so there will be no perceptible rise;
This won't look like a landfill cap, which is one of the
concerns that we have had people bring up. It will be
contoured in so that the selected end use can be
supported.

After the remedy is constructed, there will
be operation and maintenance activities that are required.
These are to maintain the integrity of the cap. That would
be through inspection, repair of erosion, maintaining the
grass cover in areas that are vegetative, and insuring that
the drainage controls work.

There will also be monitoring. The
monitoring will make sure that if the cap were to be
compromised we have a second line of defense to catch any

water that might leak into the waste materials.
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The next thing would be institutional
controls. Those would be a series of steps that would be
taken to insure that only compatible use is made of the
site -- that anybody who were to build at the site would
know that they have a limitation on how much weight they
can place on it or how deep they can dig before they would
compromise the remedy.

And then, finally, EPA and FDEP will monitor
the performance of this remedy. You know, these reports of
these inspections, monitoring reports will be sent to EPA,
and FDEP will monitor the performance of the remedy. If
there is ever any question that it is working right, we
will come in and find out what is going on.

Every five years, we will do a five-year
review that will .-assess the protectiveness of it. And we
were asked earlier by some representatives of local
government, "What would happen if, even after all of that,
if the remedy were to fail?"

Well, EPA is the steward of this remedy. If
there were a failure, which we don't believe is even
possible, but, you know, just to conceive of it, if there
were a failure, you know, we would repair it. So that's
the remedy that we're proposing.

This is a schematic that tries to illustrate

what the containment system would look like. This is just
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a generic schematic. The soil waste i1s the diagonally
striped material in the center. It would be contained in a
liner.

Above that will be two feet of compacted
clay that would have a very low permeability, and above the
clay Qould be another liner. Okay? The purpose of the
liners is to keep water out of the waste material. Okay?
This waste is_in soil, and while it is in the soil, it's
not going to move.

The only problem that could occur would be
if water were to be -- were to leak into the waste, and
that's why we build it above the water table, and we put
this cap system above it that keeps the water out of it.

Over the liner is a soil fill layer that
will be at least 18 inches thick. That's called a cushion
layer, and there will be top soil or if, you know, part of
the redevelopment is a parking lot, then there may be
asphalt instead of grass, but an impervious surface or a
grass surface will exist over all of the capped areas.

This is the rationale that EPA used to
select this alternative from among the other alternatives
that were considered. This alternative meets the threshold
criteria. It provides for the protection of human health
and the environment, and it complies with all of the

applicable laws and statutes.
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The balancing criteria; this remedy is
effective in minimizing impacts to the community during
construction. In conjunction with the operation,
maintenance, and monitoring, it will afford good long-term
protectiveness and permanence.

This remedy does not reduce the volume of
toxicity of the waste through treatment. It is a highly
implementable remedy using proven technology that is used
throughout the country, and it also provides the lowest
cost for all goals that we have.

We have discussed this remedy with the
Florida Department of Environmental Protection. They
support our remedy selection.

As I said, we're here tonight to meet with
the community. We are seeking your input, your comments,
throughout the public comment period on this remedy. This
remedy meets our remedial action objectives.

Now, if you recall, our rgmedial action
objectives are to prevent direct contact with the soil
waste. This waste will be isolated. No one will be able
to have contact with it.

Another goal was to prevent dust generation
or vapor generation. Once, again, when the waste is
contained and isolated, that won't be an issue. Another

one of the remedial action objectives is to prevent
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leaching of contaminants in the soil waste to ground water.
This remedy accomplishes that.

And the fourth objective is the long-term
permanence, long-term protection of human health and the
environment. This remedy meets that objective through the
0 and M, the monitoring, the five-year review process, and
the ongoing stewardship by EPA.

This remedy addresses all on and offsite
soill contamination. it's one of the objectives of the
community. We feel we have gotten that. This remedy will
be the final remedy for soil. It is compatible with ground
water remedy, which will be separate. Okay?

This remedy will in no way impair our
ability to address the ground water. And it's also
compatible with the reuse plan that the community has
provided to us.

The public comment period for this remedy
has been open for a couple of weeks, and we have received
some comments from the community. And, essentially, our
comments have fallen into two general concerns; one is
regarding the long-term permanence of the containment and
cap system.

As I said, the containment will be placed
abové the high water table at the site. The only issue

with this waste would be if water were to move through it.
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The geomembrane and liner materials are extréemely durable.

On behalf of this community, I have spoken
to people at EPA who have assured us that this is their
responsibility -- 1is the technology of liner materiél.
They assure me that they last for many hundreds and
thousands of years, as long as the testing period is able
to measure.

The active operation and maintenance of this
remedy will ensure both that the cap does its Jjob and a
compatible reuse -- or only compatible reuse activities are
made at the site. The monitoring will make sure that all
of that works, and then, the institutional controls and
five-year reviews will maintain the administrative
oversight and control on this remedy by EPA.

The other concern was about the future use
of the site property. I know there were concerns-that the
cap would be an eye sore or the cap would be too tall; the
site would look like a landfill site and that we would not
be able to build, you know, everything that we would like
to build on it.

As we move forward through the remedy
selection process, the next step is remedial design. The
remedial design for this remedy will be performed in
consultation with local government. That's to insure that

it meets the needs of the community for reuse.
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The location of the containment system and
the configuration of it will be determined, at least in
part, by the future use and redevelopment needs of this
community. The cap system thaf we envision is referred to
as a low profile.

It has low slopes and grades. And, as I
have indicated before, the containment may have a footprint
of 15 to 20 acres, and then, over a 30-acre area will be
the contoured end cap.cover system.

The bearing capacity of this cap will be
sufficient to insure its long-term protéctiveness and that
will be compatible with light commercial use. We can work
with the community to talk about ways to upgrade the
bearing load, the bearing capacity of the cap, if that is
the desire of the community.

And then, there will be use restrictions and
O and M requirements, but they will be built in on the
front end of this remedy so they should not impair the
future use of the site.

And that concludes our description of the
preferred remedy. Does anybody -- do we need to take a
break? Or are we ready to start with some public comments
and gquestions?

PUBLIC COMMENTS

(AUDIENCE MEMBER MAKES COMMENT THAT IS UNINTELLIGIBLE.)
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MR. KEEFER: If you could please stand and
speak up, our stenographer has to be able to --

MS. WALBER: Yes. My name is Kathryn Walber
(phonetic). I was wondering how deep will the greatest
depth be?

(AUDIENCE MAKING INAUDIBLE COMMENTS.)

MR. KEEFER: Randall reminded me, I would
like to address any comments from the Clarinda residents
first.

To answer your question, you know, we're
estimating about 20 feet, which should be right now, as we
understand it, about eigﬁt feet above the high water table.
The final depth will be determined during design, and we
are going to make sure that we understand the water table
depth.

Did any of the -- are any of the Clarinda
residents here tonight?

(AUDIENCE MEMBER MAKES INAUDIBLE COMMENT.)

AUDIENCE MEMBER: What you were talking
earlier about the site -- that site over there -- what are
y'all going to do about that? Are y'all going to address
that before y'all take care of the residents?

MR. KEEFER: No, ma'am.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Before you disturb the

land is what I are saying.
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MR. KEEFER: The clean up in the offsite
areas will be done first.

That's what I want to know. Are you going
to clean up first before the relocation?

MR. KEEFER: ©No. The temporary and
permanent relocation aspect of this remedy; there won't be
clean up taking place until, you know, y'all, the
relocation, has been worked out.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Okay. That's what I was
concerned about. Because y'all are going to address that
first. Do you know what I am saying?

MR. KEEFER: We are going to address that
first but during the design phase.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I understand you will
address it separately, but what I am saying you are
addressing the clean up first. But, you know, the
residents are my concern,

MR. KEEFER: We're addressing the residents
first. I'm sorry I was not clear about that.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: You are going to address
the residents first?

MR. KEEFER: Yes. We're going start on the
relocation.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: That's what I am saying.

MR. KEEFER: That comes first.

AnchorReporters@aol.com




10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

25

5 9 2100

33

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Okay. That's my question.

MR. KEEFER: Did anybody else from the
neighborhood have anything?

(MS. WADE IS RECOGNIZED FROM THE AUDIENCE.)

Yes, ma'am?

MS. WADE: Good evening. My name is
Katherine Wade. I was concerned also, as the young lady
stated, about making sure that the citizens of Clarinda
Triangle are treated fairly, that we are moved
expeditiously, and we're treated with respect.

We do understand the value of our property.
We have lived in the area for many years, made many
friends, and we are concerned with being treated fairly,
you know, as opposed to what the relocation process will be
and being'cqmpensated for being exposed and, also, for the
property of our -- the value of our property.

MR. KEEFER: Yes, ma'am.

MS. WADE: We're very concerned about that
because we need to make sure that we're confident that
everybody is playing fair and is going to do right by the
individuals that live in the community, and I have a big
concern about that.

We would appreciate your comments.

MR. KEEFER: Regarding the relocation, the

soil contamination in the Clarinda Triangle neighborhood
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area will require that we move folks out so we can do the
clean up. Okay?

There's two ways that relocation can take
place. One is temporary location, and we will find an
apartment or someplace; we'll move you out of your home, do
the clean up to the residential standards, and then
allow -- and then move you back.

The other is permanent relocation, where we
pay you for the value of vour home and then identify
another property or properties that are comparable and go
through a whole process to try to get you into a new home
that is, at least, equivalent to where you iived before.

The gentleman with the Army Corp of
Engineers that was going to be here tonight; he is based in
Mobile, and because of the storm in New Orlean;, he 1is
unable to make it here tonight. And so, I am not able to
answer tﬁe kinds of questions I know you have about the
details of relocation.

But I can tell you that we're fortunate, 1if
you will, that we're able to offer -- this is the full
range of relocation options that are available to the
Government. It's all going to be done in accordance with
the Uniform Relocation Act, the law that governs this
process.

(MS. WADE IS RECOGNIZED FROM THE AUDIENCE.)
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MR. KEEFER: Yes, ma'am?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Okay. Once again, my
question and concern is -- I understand what you are saying
as far as being relocated. I want to ask you specifically,
and this is a concern of why we are here.

My concern for myself and my neighbors in my
community in Clarinda Triangle Circle; we appreciate being
moved. We have a problem there. We don't need to live
there. We have lived there -- many of us have lived there
years before I lived there, and it's a shame what has
happened, you know, the codes, and the fact that this was
allowed to happen by ETC or to have that company there.

My concern is that we are relocated fairly,

expeditiously, and I am concerned about being given us what

the value of our property is. It's not just a matter of
our home. We are sitting on C-2 commercial; you can verify
it online. It's a very expensive property. I know what

the value is. I had my property appraised. I know what my
property is on the market for. I am not interested being
relocated at a fair market residential because I can sell
it as commercial.

Everyone in Clarinda Triangle is in a
cohmercial zone. My question and concern is that we're
treated fairly. Yes, we appreciate the clean up. We need

it for Escambia County. You know, this is a tragedy here.
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You know, we need to clean the area. No matter what area
we live in, we're concerned about that. I want to make
sure we're not overstepped, overlooked, that they are not
going to take our property from us.

My property is worth $300,000. Don't come
and tell me, "Well, Ms. Wade, you bought your home for
$60,000 in 1%70." I know the value of my property. I am
going to lay it on the line; that's what I am concerned
abouf. We concerned that we're not going to be treated
fairly, and no one is going to represent us. We're not
going to represent ourselves.

MR. KEEFER: That's right. I can't answer
that question. I know the Corp of Engineers performed that
work on the part of EPA. I can answer the part that will
be done fairly. Let me tell you a couple of things I do
know. Okay?

They will use national appraisal standards.
Okay? I will make those available to everyone in the
community, you know, the book that they are using, okay,
so you will know, and I Jjust don't know how they apply
that. Okay. I just honestly don't know.

MR. CHAFFINS: I would like to add
something. The process that we follow is a Uniform

Relocation Act, and this is a law that was passed through

Congress, and it is used all over the country in any type
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of relocation, whether it is a dam being built or a
Superfund site. These are the rules that we have to follow
aﬁd will follow. And, you know, we will follow them to the
full extent of what they allow.

And if, you know, they say that in this
case, "Your property has been rezoned commercial,"” and
that's what we are supposed to follow is commercial
appraisals, then that's what we will do. 1It's not that
we're going to somehow give you less of an option because
we want to. We're going to follow the Relocation Act.

MS. WADE: And, you know, I am not trying to
be difficult.

MR. CHAFFINS: No. I understand.

MS. WADE: But someone has to represent the
community. You know yourself, sir, I have been living here
for over 40 years. It happened a lot in the South. They
take land they claim is for something, and then, you know,
they use it. I know myself what my realtor told me. That
property is going to be very valuable in ten years.

That's the truth. So a lot of people are
going to be making money. Why not the people in Clarinda
Triangle? That's our property. So we just want to be
treated fairly.

MR. KEEFER: Right. I can assure you that

you will be treated fairly and because you have the full
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range of options under this relocation program, okay, you
will be able, when you go through that, to make the choice
that you find benefits or is the best for you and protects
your interest. Okay? By having all fhe options available,
you can do what is in your best interest.

MS. WADE: That's what they said the last
time.

MR. KEEFER: I know, but I wasn't there. I
know Ms. Williams was and, you know, I regret that there is
that feeling in the community. I don't know the details.

MS. WADE: Absolutely. It's there. A lot

of people are not going to say it, but I am going to speak

up and say it. This is the way a lot of people feel. They
probably should be recompensated. .

MR. KEEFER: Well, the way this will work --

MS. WADE: That's another issue.

MR. KEEFER: -- is the Corp of Engineers
will set up an office, a storefront here in the
neighborhood and begin counseling with each of the
families, you know, about what their options are, and, you
know, what it means to them financially. They will help
run the numbers.

And if, you know, all of that is going on, I
think that's going to be both to address the needs of the

community. I think it will be done with sensitivity and
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1 fairness. And I will be involved. 1If there is anybody

2 that feels like, you know, they are not getting information
3 they don't understand; they think they are not being

4 treated fairly, let me know. I will get to the bottom of

5 this. Okay?

6 MS. WADE: Okay.

7 MR. KEEFER: I mean, that's, sometimes, I
8 mean, real estate is -- I am being honest with you -- 1
9 understand this stuff. I don't understand real estate.

10 So, you know, it's complicated.

11 MS. WADE: It is.

12 MR. KEEFER: Okay? You know, making choices
13 that have important implications, people need to be given
14 the information in a way they can do that in their own

15 interest, and we will make sure that will happen.

16 MS. WADE: Thank you.

17 MR. SUDWEEKS: Folks, there are yellow

18 comment cards that are being circulated through the

19 auditorium, and if you get a chance to fill one out when

20 you came in or if some of you feel uncomfortable speaking
21 this evening, or if you want to as well, I urge you,

22 please, to complete one of those and hand them to us or

23 mail them in later; okay?

24 Do we have more of those, L'Tonya? Any more

25 of those comment cards available? 1If you didn't get one or
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want one, be sure that you pick one of those up.

MR. CHAFFIN: I just want to say one more
thing on the relocation. The rules for relocation are not
arbitrary; okay? We can't go into that law and say,
"We're going to follow this rule and not that rule.™

They are set. And, therefore, you know,
there may be something that you want to brihg up that you
think that is not being implemented, but there may be a
good reason why it's not. But I'm just saying that the
rules are set, you know, and they are not set by EPA.
We're going to charge the Corp of Engineers with
implementing those.regulations fully.

MS. WADE: So there are no new rules coming
out?

MR. CHAFFINS: Yes.

MR. KEEFER: As we move forward and as we
make decisions for what the remedy is going to be here,
then I will be in -- I will proceed with the remedial
design phase. Part of --

MS. WADE: I would like to get a report of
it.

MR. KEEFER: I will get you my card. And
part of the remedial design will also -- separately, I will
set up an agreement between: EPA and the Corp of Engineers,

and they will undertake this. This takes time, you know,
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to talk to people, to do it in a way, you know, that nobody
is going to be rushed out of their homes; okay? So

that's -- and we're going to make time available for all of
that.

(AUDIENCE MEMBER RAISES HAND.)

MR. KEEFER: Yes, sir?

MR. TOLKE: (phonetic) I have a question.

My name is D.C. Tolke. Has EPA ever used this system in
any other state that you reviewed here tonight for the
following guidelines for the various things?

MR. KEEFER: I'm sorry, sir. I didn't
follow you.

MR. TOLKE: I want to know that the system
you represented here tonight about the various hazard
wastes; has that technology been used in any other state in
the United States?

MR. KEEFER: Yes, sir. This is standard
technology. This is not atypical.

MR. CHAFFINS: We have had many successes.
It has been used in many places with success.

MR. KEEFER: 1Is that -- has everyone from
the Clarinda neighborhood had an opportunity?

MS. DUNHAM: I have a comment, please. Do
you think that you could use that microphone and take the

other one, the mobile microphone, to the people so they can
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for us to be able to hear the comments that are being
made.

I am Frances Dunham. I will have comments
on the remedy shortly, but as far as how the comments aré
received, I was hoping that you could turn that podium
around and let people come up to the mike.

We are just not able to hear the comments
that our fellow citizens are making. Would that be
possible if you took this mike and turned the other one
around; is that acceptable?

MR. KEEFER: Yes. I have no problem with

that if that is acceptable to everybody here. That's fine.
Yes, sir? .
(AUDIENCE MEMBER RECOGNIZED.)
MR. STAPLES: I would like to make a comment.
MR. KEEFER: All right.
MS. SPENCER: Actually, if there is anyone

that doesn't want to come to the mike, just let me know,

and I will come bring you a microphone if you feel

uncomfortable coming up here.
MR. STAPLES: My name is Tom Staples. I

live over on Bayou Texar. I want to make some comments. I

don't agree with what is being proposed. I think what we

are doing here is the proverbial "Putting the lipstick on
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the pig," except I think what we're doing here is we're
putting lipstick on a wild boar that's going to come
blowing out of there one of these days, and all you are
doing is covering up a problem that you are’going to
continue to live with in this community.

. I do not agree with what they are proposing
here whatsoever. I have lived here all my life. I want to
tell you that I'm an attorney. I also sat as a class
representative in the Conoco case, and I sat in on a lot of
the settlement discussions.

One thing we learned from that class action
lawsuit was a lot of us -- and I think a lot of these folks
that are here were talking about, "Well, what about the
contamination? How do we clean that up? How do we make
Conoco clean that up?"

And the legal answer to that is you couldn't
do it in the Conoco case because EPA has the sole Federal
jurisdiction to do this. Okay? So I want everybody to
know that what you are doing here tonight, talking to these
folks is very important, and what the outcome of this is is
very important because this may be your only remedy.

Now, in dealing with EPA, I want to mention
a couple of things. There are three options in dealing
with EPA. One is to convince these people through your

comments tonight to do the right thing and what the right
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thing is, in my opinion, is not what is being proposed here
tonight. They need to get rid of this stuff out of this
community.

It amazes me that in a nation where we can
spend $200 billion on a war that a lot of us are beginning
to feel like we should have never been involved.in, we have
got to sit here and nickel and dime EPA for 15 years to try
to clean this mess up out of our éommunity. It's just
absolutely absurd.

The second option is put political pressure
on EPA. Okay? It is a political animal, just like
everything else in Government is. This gentleman back here
needs to go back and tell Jeff Miller that I don't think he
is doing a very goéd job with EPA in helping Pensacola with
their problem. Neither do I think the rest of Congress is
doing a very éood job.

And your third option is you can sue EPA,
and those are your remedies. Now, the problem with suing
EPA is.you have to sue them for abusing their authority or
not following some of the laws that set them up. They were
set up, I believe, back in the Kennedy administration.

They have been emasculated over the years by the Reagan
administration, and now, the coup de grace is about to be
delivered by the President Bush administration.

They are emasculated. They are not very

AnchorReporters@aol.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

59 0106

45

effective. Their funding has been cut. That's why they
are nickel and diming you on trying to clean up this mess:
over here. And so, back again to the options. One is to
try to make the outcome of what we're doing here tonight
positive and what it ought to be, to be the right thing.

The second option is political pressure, and
the third option is you can sue EPA. So I just want you to
know where you stand here tonight, and I want you to know
where I stand on this thing. Thank you.

MS. SPENCER: We want to make sure we have
got all the residents of Clarinda Triangle's comments or
questions. If there is anyone else from Clarinda Triangle
that has a comment or question before we move on toc the
questions and comments for the remedy?

MS. COLES: The only thing I want to know.
My name is Regina Coles (phonetic) and I was trying to find
out about the timeframe they are talking about moving us
from Clarinda Triangle. If you are saying that it is
contaminated over in this area; are we're going to just
have to sit and wait, and it continues to be contaminated?
Or are you going to move us out?

So we won't continue -- we're still drinking
the water. We're still being contaminated. How long will
it be to help us to get out of the contaminated area?

MR. KEEFER: As we move forward with the
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decision process, what I would énticipate, if we are able
to move forward with the decision process, this fall, I
will be able to task the Army Corp of Engineers to start
the process.

I can get that started in a few months. I
don't know from the day they start to the day the last, you
know, person that wants to be relocated is moved how long
that will take. Okay? I don't, but I can start it as soon
as I can.

MR. SUDWEEKS: There was, perhaps, a concern
that the drinking water source has been impacted for the
community.

MR. KEEFER: We have no reason to believe
that this affects your drinking water in any way, ma'am.
Your drinking water is provided through the Escambia
Utilities.

MS. COLES: We don't know that.

MS. WADE: Have you studied our water?

MR. KEEFER: The local municipal water
supply? ©No, ma'am. I have not.

MS. WADE: Maybe, you don't know. That's
the problem we are having. We would like to be
expeditiously relobated. We all have agreed in our
community that we want to be relocated.

We want -- I am kind of interested in this
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gentleman's comments. I think I will be speaking more with
him. I am kind of interested in some of his comments.

I do agree that we are in a grave situation
here. We know it's contaminated. We know we're exposed,
and that was my other concern and since no one else is
speaking I am speaking again, Kathryn Wade, about the
health concerns, you know, a lot of birth defects in the
community, a lot of people with shingles and Parkinson's
disease that is attributed to living in the area.

So that's another concern that I have,
separate from being fairly relocated from our property and
our homes is the health concern. And we need to do this
soon for our community.

I kind of agree; why are we going to bury
our problem if we know we have to live here. This is a big
problem in Escambia County. The rules and regulations are
just absolutely ridiculous for some of these companies, you
know, that were allowed to pollute our families like this.

One way would be to accept nothing. No
attempt, you know, just we all just want to be relocated.
We want it to be done as soon as possible and make this a
priority. This is a priority. You know, many families --
all families on Clarinda have children or grandchildren
living in that area.

So this is something that we really need to
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work on and move soon, and I agree with him that that will
not solve the problem.

MR. KEEFER: On the health S&udies, my
understanding is that the health studies are continuing; is
that correct, Ms. Williams? The health studies through the
University of West Florida -- that is ongoing?

MS. WILLIAMS: Yes.

MR. CHAFFINS: I would just like to address
the comment that you made. I think that whét we're
proposing here for the residents of Clarinda Triangle;
it's obvious that EPA does care about you and the residents
of Clarinda Triangle. That's why we're moving forward with
this relocation.

So we are committed to moving forward with
it as expeditiously as possible. So I care. I think EPA
cares as a whole, and I think that's demonstrated by the
plan that we are proposing, so I hope you understand.

MS. WADE: Thank you.

MR. SUDWEEKS: May I ask a little bit more
about the gentleman's comment? My name is Scott Sudweeks.
I didn't understand why you thought the proposed remedy was
not sufficient.

I heard you say that it was tantamount to
putting lipstick on a pig. I wasn't sure specifically what

you are concerned about. Would you mind sharing with us
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why you don't think it is adequate?

MR. STAPLES: Because 1it's still here in
this community. My name is Tom Staples. The reason is
because it's still here in our community. This is one of

the biggest Superfund sites in the United States, and

‘nothing is being done about it. Period.

What needs to happen is this stuff needs to
be burned or dissipated some other way and gotten rid of.
It's going to cost a lot of money, but you need to spend a
lot of money to do this.

My reasoning for that is what if some
terrorist comes over there and puts a big bomb in that
stuff and blows it up. All of a sudden, you've got half of
Pensacola contaminated. What if you have a tornado or
something that hits that thing and spreads that mess all
over the community out here? What are you going to do
then?

You've got dioxin everywhere. We had
Katrina. Katrina would have done a nice job on this,
possibly. But those are the things that concern me a lot
because I live here. I have lived here all of my life, and
I am real concerned about this. I didn't come here from
Tallahassee or Washington. I live here. That's what my
concerns are. Thank you.

MS. SPENCER: Are we finished with the
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residents? Any other questions before we move on to the
remedy?

(MRS. WILLIAMS IS RECOGNIZED.)

MS. WILLIAMS: Is the Corp of Engineers the
only agency who can be responsible for relocating people?
The Corp of Engineers? You know, they made all kinds of
promises to the first relocation.

We were the pilot program, and there were so
many things that should have been taken into consideration
that were ignored. They came to a meeting just like this
and made promises on top of promises, but when it came down
to the final analysis, people were made to feel
intimidated, were made to feel that if you don't accept
this, you are not going to get anything, or if you don't do
this, we're going to condemn your property.

I mean, these are the kinds of things we
have experienced, and I hope no other community will have
to experience the same kind of things that we went through
for relocation. So if they are the only persons -- they
brought in appraisers from Arkansas and all over the place
rather than use the ones in this area, and they came up
with appraisals that were ridiculous.

And I am telling you a lot of people moved
into homes that were not properly inspected. They had

problems after problems after relocating. And I do hope
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that somewhere along the line you have come up with a
relocation policy. I know several communities have been
relocated, but when it came to our area, I was told that
they did not have a relocation policy.

They are using their old method of
relocation that was used by the Department of
Transportation years and years ago that has not been
updated since the 80s. And these were the things that we
were exposed to as a community for the relocation.

I do know that other relocations have been
done successfully. People have received ample appraisal
values for their homes, and some got into pretty decent
homes, but not everybody here in this area.

And if it is left up to the Corp of
Engineers, I am afraid that the Clarinda Triangle group
will experience the same thing. You will get a lot of
promises beforehand, but when it comes down to reality, you
are going to be shoved aside and not treated fairly.

MS. ANDERSON: My name is Debra Anderson,
and whatever you decide this evening, there should be a
contract made. And then, you know, if you don't go through
with what.you have proposed to us, we would have a contract -
to make you -- to hold you to it.

MS. SPENCER: Any other comments from the

community concerning the relocation from Clarinda Triangle?
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MR. CHAFFINS: I just wanted to address
Ms. Williams' comment. The Corp of Engineers, we hire the
Corp of Engineers to work for us. Okay?

They implement the Uniform Relocation Act,
which is what we have to follow. That's the law, and they
have to follow that. And I'm sorry if that process didn't
go as smoothly as it should have.

And we can commit to you that EPA will stay
more involved with this relocation. We have heard you. We
have been aware of your concerns throughout the process,
and we can try to be more involved- 'with the Corp of
Engineers in making decisions one on one with the residents
if thaf's what it takes to make this process run more
smoothly and fairly.

So we are willing to do that. If that
process was not followed, according to the law, then, you
know, we need to know about it, and I can commit to you
that we will be involved and try to make that happen.

MS. WILLIAMS: I can appreciate that, but I
am telling you there seems to be a lack of communication
between the regional Corp of Engineers, the State and the
Federal. When we would confront the Corp of Engineers
about their activities and what they were doing, they were
saying, "Well, the EPA is my boss, and I have to do

everything that EPA tells me to do."
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When we would call EPA to talk about what
was happening in the area, what we received from them was,
"We hire the Corp of Engineers, and all decisions are left
up to them." So the buck kept being passed from one person
to the other, and we never got a clear answer.

Since you are committing yourself to do this

thing right, as that lady said, maybe you need to provide a

contract and say, "This is what we're going to do," and
live up to it. Because, as I said earlier, there is a lack
of communication somewhere. And we -- this was the first

time for us, and we just got ripped.

That's exactly what happened. We got
ripped. And i1f they are going to use that area for an
industrial area and build a complex; they had the mind to
use the Rosewood Terrace area and do the same thing, and it
was commercial property. I think those pecople should have
been compensated fairly.

I mean, that Uniform Relocation Act is old.
I don't know whether it has been updated since the 80s or
whatever, but that's what was used to relocate people even
though they ignored -- ignored the value, the property
value that was here in this area.

You know, I mean, the people that were
relocated were relocated in homes at the rate of $35 to $40

a square foot, you know. And you know that wasn't right.
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And some of them were just forced to live -- move rather,
in certain areas that weren't too much better than where
they left. And even that old act states that you are not
supposed to be made worse off than you were where you were
relocated.

You were supposed to have equal to or better
than. The money was there for that. I don't know whether
it's there now or not since elected officials have decided
that the polluters don't even need to pay that tax money;
it's not going into the Superfund site like it used to go
into, and I think we need to bind, join our forces together
to make sure that polluters pay for what they do and not

leave it up to the community and the taxpayers to pay for

what you have done in a particular community.

Whatever happens here, it happens throughout
the United States of America. The polluters get off and
the community pays. Whenever they come into a community,
they ought to be forced to give you that method of how they
are going to eliminate their waste so it won't be hazardous
to the health of people in this area.

You know, just saying we are going to put a
cap on it isn't enough. We're talking about chemicals in
here that are dangerous to our people here in this area.
We're talking about Escambia County, where out of 3300 --

3350 communities throughout the United States of America,

AnchorReporters@aol.com



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

5 9 0111

55

we rank "Number 19."

Now, I think it's Number 1ll1. Are we
clamoring for Number 1 position as the most polluted
county? I hope not.

Toxic relief inventory here; our rating is
the highest group. Our cancer death outranks the national
average and the State average in Escambia County.

Recently, when we had a health study, and
our people that were studied and looked at, the results and
the diseases like diabetes in Escambia; the State
percentage was 21 percent; nationwide was 7.2; Florida,
8.5. Hypertension; the percentage, 58.4; nationwide,

it's 33; Florida, it's 26.

Hepatitis -- I mean, and we Jjust outrank
people everywhere with diseases and things. We can buy
bottled water. We are trying to save the soil. But we

have no control over the air we have to breathe, so we're
asking for a clean up.

That's all we're asking for, you know, and
before you make a final decision about how you are going
to clean up this place, ask yourself a question: "Is it
clean enough for me to live in? Is it clean enough for my
grandchildren?"

Because dioxin is one that will stay in your

system for years. And the children who play in this area,
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the%r children are the ones who are going.to be suffering.
And what does dioxin do? It break down your immune system;
your endocrine system. It affects your reproductive
system.

I mean, you will problems from now on with
birth defects, young girls not being able to bear children
because of being exposed to chemicals; children with
behavior problems; learning disabilities.

Is this the type of legacy we want to leave
our children? I hope not. I hope not. We may not make it
to Number 1, but I do hope we will stay at a standstill and
try to clean up this area.

And Pensacola is a beautiful place, a
beautiful place. But I imagine if the visitors knew
exactly how contaminated it is in this area, they would
refrain from coming here. And those who are living here,
once they find out how contaminated it is, they might want
to leave.

So we can do something about it. We don't
want that soil placed in an area where it can leach through
and the contaminants go into the ground water. I don't
know whether there will be any circles or not or whatever,
but that clean up that was placed at Agrico, what happened?
It escaped. Both went together and went on into the bayou,

and people, all people southeast of that plant have been
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affected by it.

So think carefully before you make a
decision that is going to ruin people's lives for a long
long time. You don't live here, so it may not affect you,
I am sure. But I'll bet if you lived anywhere near a
contaminated site, you yourself would want to make sure
that the cheapest way is not always the best way; that a
person's life 1s more valuable than the dollars that you
save, and do something to help people in this area.

MR. JONES: First of all, my name is Sammy
Jones, and I am a living witness that the thing you are
about to do is a mistake. You made it twice. A whole
community is dead. My wife died nine or ten months ago.

Once you get it in your system -- and it's
in mine -- she was not sick. She walked around the
neighborhood, got sick, and now, she ain't going to wake
up. Now, this proposed cover up that you done in Escambia
County -- by the way, I was out there for 40 years.

And I think God must have kept me here
because I am concerned about the peoples here. You don't
see those blacks that were relocated; you don't see them
here. You see those over there from Clarinda Lane which
were not moved. All of them are dead. There's a few
alive.

It's in my system. And I guess God is

AnchorReporters@aol.com

0112



10

11

12

i3

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

58

keeping me here to tell you, "Don't put money above life,
because it won't do you no good."™ If it costs you money to
clean that water out of there -- clean up that water in the
soil, so be it.

I fought World War II. My next birthday is
a couple months from now, and I will be 80 years old, but
God is keeping me here to tell you something. Let's come
together and do the right thing. Let's do no less and
clean that thing up the very best that technology can allow
you to do it.

Because all of these contaminants is going
to cost you, you and you, because it's death, and death is
all right. 1It's coming to us. But you just stay dead too
long.

MS. SPENCER: Any other questions from
Clarinda Triangle before we move on? Okay.

MS. STARLING: Hi. My name is Sherry
Starling. (phonetic) I have actually worked as an
environmental professional. I have been in the field of
health and safety for over 20 years.

I have worked as a hazardous waste
compliance inspector in California. I have worked as an
air conditioner inspector in California. I worked in
Florida for DEP many years ago, and I saw séme things go on

when I worked there that were kind of interesting. I saw

AnchorReporters@aol.com




10

11

12

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

5 9

59

some things here that kind of trigger my concern.

I am concerned -~ just comparing what is
going on here, I am not that familiar with what you are
doing, but I kind of want to get a feel for this. I think
what you are doing comes under what is called a "Brown
field." 1Is that what this is called? Creating a brown
field, essentially?

It's using the land for a different use,
designating it for a different use; right?

MR. KEEFER: This clean up we're proposing
is not part of EPA's brown fields program. I believe it's
a State brown field.

MS; ZOKOVITCH: It's both. Both with the
State and Federal program.

MR. HARRIS: 1It's also with the Florida
DEP.

MS. STARLING: This is about the brown
fields pilot program?

MR. HARRIS: With EPA, it is a pilot
program.

MS. ZOKOVITCH: It is a State program.

MR. HARRIS: The clean up itself is not
associated with the brown fields program. The brown fields
program is different in that it's been working with the

City and the County to have this property converted into a
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brown fields program.

They are really two separate issues that
kind of merge into each other, but I am not really sure.

MS. STARLING: I just want to know if it
was. It sounds similar to what I understand the brown
fields are. Basically, you are converting property from,
you know, since they can't clean it all up, they say, then,
they use it for some other use that is not going to allow
people to live there, essentially.

Okay. Let's go on. Just to begin with,
okay, the contamination there, is that actually a RCRA

hazardous waste? That doesn't meet the criteria to be RCRA

hazardous waste? The contaminated soil; is that a RCRA
hazardous waste? .
MR. KEEFER: Yes.
MS. STARLING: It is? Okay. I have taught
RCRA classes for ten years, and I always thought that a
RCRA hazardous waste had to go to an approved treatment
facility.
MR. KEEFER: That is managed under a CAMEN
(phonetic) rule.
MS. STARLING: 1Is that an approved treatment
facility you are creating over there, a RCRA treatment
facility?

MR. KEEFER: I can bring an attorney if you
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are going to -- I can't answer all of the legal questions.

MS. STARLING: Well, no. but is it not a
RCRA hazardous waste?

MR. KEEFER: 1It's not a RCRA facility up
there, no.

MS. STARLING: Okay. So from my
understanding from teaching these RCRA classes for ten
vears is that RCRA hazardous waste has to go to a RCRA
approved treatment storage for permanent treatment or
disposal facility for disposal.

I don't think that site is one of those.
So I am wondering why is this being allowed in lieu of
disposal to an approved treatment storage disposal
facility?

MR. HARRIS: This is a CERCLA action that
is not associated with RCRA.

MS. STARLING: But it is a RCRA hazardous

waste; right? It meets the criteria to be a RCRA hazardous

waste?

MR. HARRIS: It falls under separate
category under the EPA Superfund's site, being dealt with
as a Superfund site.

MS. STARLING: Okay. But if it was any --
if it was a typical industry, and it was a contaminated

area, and you had the RCRA, it would be disposed of as
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RCRA hazardous waste in an approved treatment storage
disposal facility:; right?

MR. KEEFER: It would look very much like
this.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Excuse me, if we could
have the people speaking to go to the mikes and the other
people that are answering can use the hand mike so we can
all hear what is being said?

MS. STARLING: Okay. So we determine
whether it's regulated under CERCLA or whatever it is. It
originally was a RCRA hazardous waste that was illegally

disposed of, right, into the ground?

And now, they're proposing, instead of
cleaning it up as it should be, since it meets the criteria .

for being RCRA hazardous waste, they are proposing just

leaving it there and capping it instead of disposing of it
at a permitted RCRA treatment site.

That's just from teaching the classes. I
always told people that they had to dispose of their waste
properly, but maybe I have been teaching them the wrong
stuff.

Another question; is the capping that vyou
propose; is that the least expensive option that you can
do? O©Of all of the options I saw you put that chart up; was

that the least expensive?

AnchorReporters@aocl.com



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25°

5 9

63

MR. KEEFER: 1It's the lowest cost
alternative.

MS. STARLING: That's what I thought. Okay.
Is capping generally the choice for comparable sites versus
other options?

Let's take all of the Superfund sites we
have that we have addressed, and I guess this one has been
here ten years already and hasn't been addressed yet. But
is that generally what you are doing with all of these
Superfund sites? Are they just being capped? I mean,
like, what percentage are being capped versus what
percentage are being handled another way?

MR. CHAFFINS: This is consistent with
other Superfund sites. I don't have percentages for you,
but, yes, it 1s consistent.

MS. STARLING: It is consistent. But, I
mean, capping occurs how often versus some of the other
options like cleaning it all up and disposing of it
properly in a RCRA permitted treatment facility?

MR. CHAFFINS: I don't have those
statistics for you, but I am saying they are consistent
with what we do at Superfund sites.

MS. STARLING: Okay. Is there any way we
can find out what the statistics are? And what percentage

is capped, and what percentage is this, you know, for
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comparable sites? 1Is there data like that that we can look
at?

MR. CHAFFINS: f think we can, as I
mentioned before, the response of this summary is designed
to address your questions that we can't answer here
tonight. We will go back and find out what that is and
that will be in response to the summary.

MS. STARLING: Okay. Just, for example, in
California; you know, I don't know if you people have dealt
with California, but how often is capping allowed in
California versus some of these other options for a similar
type of site like this?

MR. CHAFFINS: When we proposed this remedy

in Region IV, we have what is called a "National Remedy
Review Board," for EPA. This is a headquarters ran
organization.

We bring in people from all ten regions of
the EPA. Those are all over the country. And this remedy
went before those ten regions; these represent everyone
across the country in EPA.

And one of the purposes of that is to make
sure it is consistent with how they handle things in their
states. So that process is something that we have already
gone through and, therefore, I am comfortable, you know, in

having gone through the process that it is consistent with
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how they would handle the site -- or simiiar.

MR. KEEFER: So, in California, it would
probably be capped the same way as it would be here; is
that right? We're not getting special treatment or
anything? Or less than special treatment? So that would
be typical across the country, not just in our area?

MR. CHAFFINS: Yes.

MS. STARLING: Okay. Monitoring; if a
leak -- well, first of all, what-is the thickness of that
liner that you are going to line this whole pseudo-landfill
with? How thick is it?

MR. KEEFER: We're designed around 60 mil.
We're going to redesign the geomembrane for durability.

(AUDIENCE SAYS THAT THEY CAN'T HEAR SPEAKER.)

MR. KEEFER: The basis for the design is a
60 mil geomembrane. The remedial design phase is to be the
exact manufacturer's specifications for that geomembrane,
so I can't answer specifically what geomembrane is going to
be used and the size.

MS. STARLING: Okay. Well, the last
question, though, from monitoring; if a leak was detected,
how, you know, with your monitoring, if you detected a
leak, how quickly would you know it had happened? And how
quickly would it be corrected before it gets to the ground

water, which is only eight feet below that?
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MR. KEEFER: The way the monitoring network
would work is if there were to be a leaching generation
within the soil waste --

MS. STARLING: Uh-huh.

MR. KEEFER: -- because of the cap failure --

MS. STARLING: Right.

MR. KEEFER: Okay? It would deflect with
the Sun, it would not be moving down to the ground water.
And we would notice this later. We would know we had a
problem with the cap, okay? So we could remove the
leaching and rectify the problem with the cap before it
reaches the ground water. Thank you.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Can you say that again
how you know if there was a problem? I missed some.

How would you know there was a problem?

MR. CHAFFIN: With the monitoring?

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Yes, please. How would
you know? I just couldn't hear.

MR. KEEFER: The monitoring will be through
a series of observation points that will be over a low
point in the contour of the bottom of the containment
system. And that would allow, if the liguids were to enter
the containment system, which the whole design is based on
preventing, but in the event of a failure, then they would

collect in this low area and through these monitor points
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we would be able to observe that liquids exist in the
landfill or in the containment system.

And then, we could remove those liquids;
okay, and that would be part of it. Then, we would also
know we had a problem with the containment, and we would
take action to repair it. Presumably, it would mean that
the cap was not functioning properly in some portion.

MS. STARLING: Or the liner had ruptured or
something like that -- the liner ruptured, so how would
you contain that?

MR. KEEFER: The containment is above the
water table, so there wouldn't be, you know, a rupture
issue. You are talking about ground water coming into --

MR. SUDWEEKS: 1It's over the land; correct?
It's actually almost like it would collect fluid. It's
confusing about this thing, how they are thinking about
building this. And the way it's being described -- I am a
toxicologist, not an engineer. I had some questions, too,
about how this was going to be designed.

And the whole point is to see if there is
any liquid actually getting into this system before it
even gets to the liner. And so, the point is not to find
out, "Oh, my God, we have got a hole in the liner," before
we even do anything about it.

The point is that this is something -- the
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way they built this -- the fluid, even if it gets into this
cap, this cap, they will know and can fix the cap so no
more liquid can get in and can be removed.

And so, the point is to solve the problem,
identify the problem, before it could even possibly get
through the liner.

There are redundant fail safe over

engineering methoas that are going to be applied here, so
there are different ways of back up systems.
- We call them, "Back up systems, pump backup
systéms," that are designed to prevent any kind of material
getting into the ground water. That's how I understand it
as a sort of a non-technical engineering point.

MS. SPENCER: Excuse me for a second. If
there is anybody that's driving a red Jeep, would you
please move your car so this gentleman can get out,
please?

MS. BENNETT: Actually, I have quite a
number of questions. However, on topic, I don't understand
if you are putting in one layer of plastic how that makes
multiple backups. But I am also wondering, has anybody
looked at the effect of these chemicals on the plastic?

MR. KEEFER: Our engineers did.

During the feasibility studies, the engineers looked at

both the chemicals and the concentrations that exist within

AnchorReporters@aocl.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

5 9

69

the stockpile; that would be where the highest
concentrations are, and it's not incompatible with the
liner materials.

MS. BENNETT: Okay. The second thing is
making the assumption that with your landscaping, that you
have grass in lieu of cement, making the assumption that
some water gets into your contaminated soil, and this water
goes dowﬁ to your low point in your plastic liner, and you
are going to pull this out with your monitoring system.
How do you know that your plastic liner has not got a hole
in it, also?

MR. SUDWEEKS: We will also monitor ground
water.

MS. BENNETT: From where? Will you have to
have holes all through your site or what?

MR. SUDWEEKS: They would be outside the
area.

MS. BENNETT: So you would be outside the
area. So if this stuff comes out and goes straight down,
your monitors won't pick it up; is that correct?

MR. KEEFER: I believe that you can
construct a scenario where you can think that may happen;
we don't think that's a credible possibility.

MS. BENNETT:. In our sand and gravel

agquifer, please explain to me why it is not possible or
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probable that the water would go straight down?

MR. KEEFER: We don't think that you would
have a combination of a cap failure, a liner failure, and
heat detection or a monitor failure simultaneocusly. That's
three extremely improbable things that have .to happen
altogether.

Monitoring the ground water; the ground
water in the sand and gravel aquifer, as you know, moves.
Okay? 1It's an aquifer. If the water were to become
contaminated, this is speaking after the ground water
remedy is in place, it would move ocut from under the cap,
and we would be able to defect contamination, new
contamination, was entering the aquifer.

MS. BENNETT: Then you would be having it
completely surrounded?

MR. SUDWEEKS: Upgrading and downgrading,
yes, ma'am.

MS. ZOKOVITCH: Can I say something, since
ground water contamination already exists?

MR. KEEFER: We're going to address that,
too. That's why I predicated that statement. We're
confident that the system that we're proposing to build has
redundant safeguards built into it.

But the ground water monitoring would be

included after the ground water clean up is completed.
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MS. BENNETT: Okay. Well, I am not sure I
understand what all of your fail safes are if you are
talking about the one plastic liner.

The other thing I wanted to ask you, please,
is that if you have a number of these similar remedies that
you have done elsewhere, how old are they? What is your
duration of experience with these things?

MR. KEEFER: As Mr. Chaffin indicated, you

" know, we will go back and collect information to answer

those kind of questions. I can't answer that off the cuff.
But the agency has been building both through the RCRA
program and talking about the CERCLA program containment
systems based on geomembrane liner technology for over 20
years, so there is a great deal of experience.

MS. BENNETT: Okay. All right. Thank you.
I do have more questions. If you don't mind, I will come
back, please, on other topics?

MR. KEEFER: No, ma'am. That's what we're
here for.

DR. ROWE: My name is Dr. Patrick Rowe. I
live in East Hill in Pensacola, and there are a number of
things that concern me.

First, just the arrogance of engineers 1is
mind-boggling sometime. When you are telling me of this

plan, basically, to put this terrible material in a plastic
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bag, it's scares me to death.

What comes to mind is Three Mile Island,
where the engineers, I am sure, guaranteed redundancy.
"Everything's fine." Space shuttles blowing up; what kind
of guarantees were given them?

I mean to think that this crazy scheme is
foolproof is insane. You are already saying, "We can't put
too much pressure on this or we're going to have problems."
That, by itself, is a major concern.

"We can't develop it that much." You
develop this area; you_have problems; how are you going to
get down to it? Are you going to dig up all of these
buildings and try to find where the problem is? I think
this has to do more than anything with saving money, saving
money .

You don't want to pay the money to do the
real clean up, and the developers are waiting to get in
there and develop the property. It's money.

Spend the money. Do the right thing. This

scheme is wrong. We should do either plan four -- we
should do both plan four and plan six. It's more
expensive. It's the right thing. It will give us a

long-term solution not a short-term solution.
I mean, don't give us these guarantees.

History teaches us that these things oftentimes do not
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work. They might work for our lifetime, but not for our
children, not for the future generations. Spend the money.

Do the right thing. Both plan four and plan six.

Also, the idea of separating the water
problem from this problem is wrong. They are connected.
You have to think that this is going to impact the water as
well.

Last thing I want to say is I don't live in
this area. I am over in East Hill, but I certainly support
my fellow citiéens that they should be compensated fairly
for the problem. I don't know if they can be compensated
fairly for the way their lives have been disrupted.

Do the right thing. Do the right thing.

Pay the price or our children are going to pay the price
down the road. That's what is going to happen.
Thank you.

MR. CHAFFINS: I would like to address the
characterization of this remedy as a plastic bag. And I
would like to make a point for you -~ that you did not hear
that from me. That is a total mischaracterization of what
we're doing here, and I think it's intended to mislead
people, and I don't appreciate it.

DR. ROWE: Well, that's your opinion.

MR. CHAFFINS: Well, I'm telling you the

facts.
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DR. ROWE: You are telling us your opinion.

MR. CHAFFINS: I am telling you the facts of
what this remedy is. .

DR. ROWE: If you think this is error free,
you are arrogant beyond belief.

MR. STAPLES: The New Orleans engineers said
that the levee would hold.

MS. SPENCER: Excuse me, please, let this
gentleman speak who has not had an opportunity to speak.
Thank you.

MR. BOLLING: Good evening. I am Eric
Bolling. I am a civil engineer, and I resent the fact that
you told this man that he was a liar and that the plastic
bag theory was debunked.

You don't need to offend anybody for their
opinion. That's not your job. Your job is to come here
tonight and to lay out your plan of action and to allow us
to comment and to see where we stand as citizens and
residents of this county and this city.

So don't hold it on your shoulders. 1It's
not for your shoulders. Your shoulders are not big enocugh.

First of all, when you consider the
geography of Escambia County, the soil levels, and the

geography of the soil, you have a big problem because this

is not like the rest of the country. It's not a clay base;
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it's a sand base. And it's permeable. Things go right
straight thrbugh it.

Hard 'pan is less than 45 feet. And when you
go and put a cap on top of something in a tropical zone or
a subtropical zone, you get thermal energy created within
the plastic liner, which creates more what? Moisture.

When the moisture becomes too heavy, what
does it cause the liner to do? It causes it to sag. When
it sags under moving water, which is our aquifer, it what?
It creates friction, another thermal energy.

Now, what do you have when you have two
frictions meeting together? A whole lot of kinetic energy:
right? Don't come here and assume that everyone who sits
out in this audience doesn't know what science 1is.

There's plenty of engineers. There's
plenty of chemists. There's plenty of doctors out here.
We're not just a community of people you can just come and
push over. We proved that one time before. How long does
it take before you get it? Don't insult our people.

I sat back there as long as I could, but I
thought you were really here to do a job, your job, what
you were really assigned to do; what you signed on your
evaluation that you would do, to come and serve and
protect. Because that's what you are; you are a servant of

the people. Be that.
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Now, all of this stuff you are talking about
capping; we're not satisfied with the capping. Go back,
rethink this thing because, apparently, somebody hasn't.

Once I render this, you can say anything you
want, but, at this moment, I want to make it clear that
when you are going to do the science on remediation for
this site that you take into consideration all of the
things that come into play.

The highest and best use of the land has
already been determined by somebody, because we determined
that it's now becoming an industrial park. Well, if the
highest and best use has already been determined to be an
industrial park, the highest and best use prices needed to
have been paid to the people who lived there before. And
that's already established.

The City Council claimed that they wanted
Clarinda Lane Triangle because they had a highest and best
use of it to be part of their Gateway Community, which
means that you couldn't give them less than commercial
value for their property.

So, please, go back and do your homework
because it's apparent that you came up here this afternoon,
and you haven't got your ducks in order, and you are not
prepared for this audience.

Go back to Region 3. Let them know that you

AnchorReporters@aol.com




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

5 9

77

haven't done your homework, and you need to study a little
bit more and come back with something satisfactory.

You have wasted our time. This is
something -- we could have done other things this evening
with our family members rather than be here and being
subjected to you getting upset.

Try living in our shoes. We have been here
for 12 or 13 years breathing this mess, living on this
mess, dying under this mess, and you haven't done anything
yet.

And yet, when you come up with the very
solution to solving the problem, you get upset because we
are not agreeing with it. That's not professional.

Now, if it takes us to write into your boss
personally name by name, man by man, and to tell him that
you were not professional here, we'll do that, but we would
rather work with you knowing that you are going to be
truthful enough, man enough, to go back and tell them that
we're not satisfied, and we need a remedy that will solve
the problem. Thank you.

MS. WILLIAMS: I wanted to know if you can
identify any site that you have cleaned up using this
method and how successful was that method at that
particular site. Can you identify any? We would like to

know where they are.
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And while I have the mike, I am going to ask
one more thing. The comment period, we are in the middle
of it right now, and there's only about two more weeks
left. We don't have our TAG advisor yet.

And I wanted to know can you extend that
comment period at least 30 days? And that will give us
time to get with our TAG advisor and see if she can -comment
also on Operational Unit One.

MR. CHAFFINS: We are going to take your
comments back to our office and think about it. I need to
check with the folks who administer that TAG grant. They
are not here tonight, so I need to get back and talk to

them first, and we will get back to you.

As you heard earlier that we have already --
we have already talked about extending this for one week
right now based on your comments and discussion with the
City and the County. So we have already agreed to that, so
I'm going to go back and find out the specifics of the
TAG grant and find out what the status of that is, and we
will get back to you on that.

MS. BARBER: My name is Kathy Barber. I am
representing the League of Women Voters, Pensacola Bay
area. The League of Women Voters has consistently
supported a complete and permanent clean up of the

Escambia Treating Site to the highest levels.
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We believe that Government action should
provide for the long-term sustainability of the community
by meeting the needs cf the present without endangering the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs.

The League of Women Voters finds the current
remediation plan unacceptable. The EPA's preferred plan of
capping and containment, alternative number two, does not
provide for a complete clean up or a permanent clean up.
Therefore, it does not, in any way, address the long-term
sustainability of our community or the needs of our future
generations. Thank you.

MS. SPENCER: Okay. How many more people
have a comment? Okay. If all of you would like to make a
comment tonight, we're going to have to continue to limit
the minutes so that we can get everybody in.

Time is of the essence, actually. So if
everyone who would like to make a comment, if you could
come stand right here so we can do a cutoff, if at all
possible, and limit your comments to two minutes so
everybody can get in. You can come first.

MS. DEAN: My name is Addy Dean, and my.
husband and I and family live -- didn't live on Clarinda
Lane, but I think that we weré sort of in the neighborhood
off of it because Clarinda Lane is east of Pace Boulevard,

and Clay Street where we lived for 20 years is just north
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of Pace Boulevard, and I feel that that soil over there
should be tested because there are so many people over
there that have died.

Some of them have sickness right now, and
before -- after we moved, my daughter and her family live
there, and her children has allergies, and I had a severe
sinus problem when we were living there. That's why we
moved. And I still have it. I am taking medication.

My husband has a breathing problem, and he
has to sleep under a humidifier, and I am wondering if that
soil can be tested. 1It's right -- it's just north of
Pace Boulevard -- I mean, just west. Clarinda Lane is
just east.

MR. CHAFFINS: We are planning to do some
additional testing in the areas around the Clarinda Lane
Triangle and the roads that make that up with the intent
that if the problem is more widespread that it can be
included in the scope of this remedy.

So sampling will be done and the current
plan will be done during the remedial design phase. I
think that's what -- I think you have heard it referred to
as cutline sampling in the past. So that we get additional
sampling in that area.

And if you could get with L'Tonya and let us

know the address of the property you are taiking about. I
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am not sure exactly where you are, but we're going to
address that concern.

MS. DEAN: Okay. Like I said, it's just
across Pace Boulevard. It's next to -- well, in fact, it's
across west and east, and we live west.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Excuse me, this is not
working having all of us stand here like this.

MS. SPENCER; Well, the reason I was doing
this is I was asking everybody to have two minutes and
because everybody was scattered out, it is hard for me to
have a cutoff with knowing who is in line.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Do we have a time limit?
Do you have a bus to catch?

MS. SPENCER: No. We don't have a bus to
catch, but it is laée, and I do realize that some of these
people, like the gentleman stated earlier, have other
things to do, but we want the opportunity to hear --

AUDIENCE MEMBER: Well, we can still sit
down. This is not working. We can't hear.

MS. SPENCER: Okay. If you want to have a
seat, that's fine, but I have to have some point of
cut-off. It's not fair to stay here until midnight.

If you would like to have a seat; that's
fine. But I still need to have a point of cutoff.

MS. ROWAN: Hi. My name is Robin Rowan,
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and my daughter went to Brown Barge Middle School, which is
across the street from the Agrico Superfund site and 3000
feet from Escambia Treating.

Everybody here knows that our city and our
county is badly polluted. We know that toxic plumes of
chemicals are seeping through the ground water to our
bayous, bays, and even into our drinking water.

We have 160 sites in Escambia County
contaminated with dry cleaning chemicals and more sites
than that containing chemicals from leaking underground gas
tanks. The soil near our railroad tracks ié drenched with
arsenic used as a weedkiller in a bygone era.

Many of our schools expose our children to

toxic chemicals from nearby industrial sites, busy
highways, and toxins left behind in the soil from bankrupt
industries.

Escambia County releases more toxins into
the ground, water, and air than 19 other states combined,
including New Jersey. So, yes, we know we have an almost
insurmountable problem here.

But we have to make a start and, today,
that's what we're trying to do. To have the EPA propose
the least expensive and least protective ﬁlan possible is
unacceptable to the residents of the city and the county.

Because Pensacola is already so polluted,
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it's easy for you to propose this plan and be done with
Mt. Dioxin and Pensacola.

You would be correct to assume that most
residents don't know what is going on and probably don't
care because they are down at the outdoor concert tonight.
But there are those of us who want to stay, and we want to
see a clean up.

We have deep roots here. We don't want to
leave. So we're asking the Environmental Protection Agency
to do its job of protecting human health and the
environment by helping us clean up Mt. Dioxin and
contaminants in the surrounding area to the highest
standards possible with the most sophisticated technology
available.

We're asking you, pleading with you, to
begin the clean up of our town by starting in the heart of
it. And, yes, it is costly, but it is the right thing to
do.

Please, EPA, do the riéht thing in
Pensacola. Thank you.

MR. TURNER: My name is Hugh Ed Turner. I
live up 9%th Avenue by PJC. My main interest in this is
that I drink the local water, and I am concerned about
that. I can remember -- I have lived here over twenty

years -- I can remember when several of the well-pumping
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sites in town received large filter tanks that were used to
filter the dry cleaning fluids that had percolated down
through the water table.

And so, I am concerned that your
geomembrane liner has got potential flaws in it, that --
I'd like to know where it's been used in very similar
situations, both geologically and temporally. And I would
like to know how it's going to be used for 1000 years.

I think that was the figure on the slide. 1000 years is a
long time for a piece of plastic. Thank you.

MS. BENNETT: Ann Bennett. And I have a
number of questions. First, I would like to tell you that
my neighbor was a geologist working on one of the Superfund .
clean up sites. And he told me éomething that I found very ‘
difficult to believe. I personally called both the DEP and
the EPA. Both of them verified to me personally that
Pensacola area has been home to 13 of the nation's
top 20 Superfund clean up sites.

Guess what, folks? We have got a lot of
contamination, and we need to be looking at what is left in
terms of low level exposure over a long period even if you
clean up all of these things. And my concern is that if we
accept the lowest level of clean up on this site, what
precedent is that going to set for the American Treating

Creosote place down at Barrancas and M -- no, L -- I think
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it is L; Barrancas and L -- and any of the other 13 sites?

Can you tell me what that will do to the
precedent?

MR. CHAFFINS: We handle each site
separately. I mean, each site has different conditions and
just because we select it here doesn't mean it is going to
be appropriate for there.

MS. BENNETT: Well, so far, that's all they
are proposing for there.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: The first creosote site
was the Barrancas site.

MR. SUDWEEKS: Part of the process when we
do the risk assessment -- part of the process is a
requirement that you consider cumulative risks. It's not
just risk in total.

There is also a concern about mixtures,
combination of effects, combination of sorts of exposure;
that is partially why some of the clean up values are so
low and so protective.

In the case of the remedy that we're
proposing, there will be no exposure. There is no contact
with the material. It's underneath the cap. There can be
no health effect if there can be no exposure contamination
within the containment unit. Okay?

Did that answer your question?
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MS. BENNETT: Well, I understand what you
are saying. I am not sure I have a 1000 percent agreement
with it, particularly in view of the fact that I think
quite a number of us here are concerned about the plastic
liner.

My understanding is that this is not even
actually a plastic bag. This is half a bag. This is like
a bowl, a bowl that could conceivably have leaks. I am not
sure that I have confidence that your monitoring system
would pick up any leaks that might exist in your plastic.

MR. SUDWEEKS: It sounds like what might be
helpful, perhaps, to the community would be a better
description or more discussion about how this thing might
be constructed. Because it sounds like a lot of concern,
and that might be due in part, perhaps, to our failure to
more clearly communicate how this might be constructed and
how it has been applied in other places with success.

I think we are obligated and owe it to your
community to make sure that that's clearly indicated.
That's part of the purpose of this meeting, and I think
what is of real value here is we're seeing where we might
be deficient in our communications with the community.

MS. BENNETT: VYes.

MR. SUDWEEKS: And I want to thank you for

being candid and honest about this and asking questions.
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BENNETT: And may I point out here,

please, that what you are telling us is that you don't

really know what this thickness is going to be.

"Well, it depends on the design phase."

Well, that's kind of like asking us to accept the pig in a

poke. I don't know if you are familiar with that
terminology.

MR. SUDWEEKS: I am familiar.

MS. SPENCER: How many more gquestions do you
have?

MS. BENNETT: I have a couple if that is
okay.

MS. SPENCER: We have got some other people.

MS. BENNETT: Oh, I'm sure there are. I'm

would like to ask

is there some reason that we have to

leave? 1Is there not some reason that everyone here can't

find out what they
MS.
rushing you. It's
the opportunity to
MS.
MS.
want to be able to
MS.

more questions. I

need?

SPENCER: It is not a question of

a question of making sure everyone has
speak.

BENNETT: Okay.

SPENCER: And people are leaving, so we
hear what everyone is saying.

BENNETT: All right. I do have some

will go back to the end of the line
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again.

Thank you.

AUDIENCE MEMBER: I didn't hear the answer
to the other questions.

MS. SPENCER: My answer was it's not a
matter of rushing anyone to do anything.

It's just that when people are leaving,
everyone 1is not having the opportunity to hear what
everyone else is asking or what everyone else is saying.
So when we have another meeting, we will get these same
guestions again.

So I try to have everyone the opportunity to

speak while the majority of the people are still here.

That's what this comment was. .
MR. REFERMAT: Thank you. Good evening.

My name is James Refermat. I am a senior environmental

scientist. I have got over 26 years in analytical and

environmental chemistry so I am somewhat familiar with

dioxin, bicaccumulation, baseline risk assessment,

et cetera.
My first question is what obligation does

EPA have here? I mean, if you don't like all of the

comments, can EPA just simply take their money and go

someplace else? 1Is there an obligation?

MR. KEEFER: We are committed to the clean
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up of this site.

MR. REFERMAT: Okay. My second question 1is
how did EPA arrive at the dollar figure for this? I am
working on several sites, one in Arizona that is
$400 million, seven miles outside of town, and it's -- I am
familiar, basically, with the proposed remedy.

It appears to be a Subtitle RCRA type
containment cell, which we have designed many of. However,
the location doesn't seem to be the best in the community's
interest.

And, certainly, you know, one of my concerns
is that thé comments will impede the clean up process.

That needs to happen. I am glad EPA is here. We need this
to happen because it's a real problem.

My other question was what is -- has EPA or
FDEP considering giving the Clarinda Triangle people legal
representation in order to insure their needs are met in
terms of real estate value?

And, then, basically, my last comment is --
ah, geez, I just lost my train of thought. I guess my
biggest concern is that this just seems to be the wrong
location for a RCRA type containment cell.

I am very familiar with the various types of
geomembrane. We've used them all over the country. They

are an applicable remedy, and they are chemically inert,

AnchorReporters@aol.com



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

.22

23

24

25

90

but it just seems to be the wrong place, being that we are
in a tropical zone, as the gentleman back here mentioned.
We do have the heat. We do have
the tornadic. We have hurricanes episodes. Hopefully, no
more, but those are real possibilities, and then, of
course, there is the whole issue of future land use.
Thank you.
MS. PETERSON: Hi. My name is Kate
Peterson, and I actually live in Santa Rosa County in
Gulf.Breeze City. And the reason I am here tonight is I
feel like the decisions made here affect every resident in
every county that's anywhere near us, here, particularly,

and everywhere around us.

I would like to address three things, and
the first and foremost is the relocation for the residents
of Clarinda Triangle. High levels of contaminants have
spread into their yards on the west side of Palafox
opposite the site making it incredibly unsafe for them to
live there.

The method of soil clean up is the second
thing. Capping does not work due to the soil being
immersed into the upper portion of the drinking aquifer.
Leaking from plastic bags, which I realize is not really --
that's the reality of what we believe it 1is.

Although it may be a different containment
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system, it feels that way to the residents here and being
compromised from day one and a 30-year life expectancy.
Also, the end result of that is no access for the repairs
to the tanks in the future, if there is a problem.

What would work -- and there are three
items, the first three steps; I should say. The first is
detoxify the organics using bioremediation or chemical
oxidation, stabilize the organics using solidification, and
bury the detoxified waste onto the site on top of a plastic
liner.

The third item that I wanted to address 1is
the level of dioxin clean up. The EPA should choose the
most protective standard for this site -- Environmental
Protection Agency.

The residential standard of two to seven
parts per trillion of dioxin is endorsed by a number of the
citizen's groups in this area and also myself and my
family. And I think you just have to look at these
children to understand what is really important.

There's no cost on these children's lives,
really. They are beautiful, and they need to be taken care
of. Anyway, the end result is we really want you to do the
right thing. It's really important. Thank you.

MS. GARY: Hi. My name is Denise Gary.

I've lived here since third grade. I have five children.
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They have gone to school here. I have had two that have
gone to school at Brown Barge.

And as this meeting and other meetings have
shown, it's a very charged issue that we're talking about
here. And I realize that it's a complex issue when you
have a mixture of contaminants on a site. But I really
feel that it's unrealistic to have the containment that
you're proposing because of the area that we live in.

First, it's just 50 feet, really less than
50 feet, above the sand and gravel aquifer where the
majority of our drinking water comes from for a large

portion of Escambia County. And due to the nature of our

area, to say that things can change pretty quickly, and you .

don't know what the effect would be, it would really be
risking the future of our water supply to have the
contaminants in that containment system without being
treated.

I feel that, clearly, a combination of
clean up methods need to be employed, and there are
dechlorinization methods that exist now that have been
developed since 2000 that actually remove 99 plus percent
of dioxin. Bioremediational aspects would clearly be a
good thing to apply to this site.

The solidification of using clay materials

on the inorganics would really be great, too. And I just
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want to encourage the EPA to reexamine the choice. I know
it is a huge, huge problem, and I will say again, it's very
complex, but we're talking about the future of a lot of
people.

And I just had my first grandbaby born a
couple of weeks aéo, and I want you to know with what I
have known -- and my daughter did a lot of outside
activities at Brown Bargé_and everything -- it was not fun
going through her pregnancy. And I really had to keep my
lip buttoned because of what I know. And, currently, I am
an environmental studies student at UWF.

So, please, reconsider your stand. I really
believe that a solution can be arrived at that will meet
the needs of the community and that will let EPA feel like
they really have done a good job in the community that
really needs your help. Thank you.

MS. TOLBERT: Good afternoon. My name is
Alberta Tolbert, and I live in number two in the front of
where you are talking about. My father died with cancer.
My mother, she passed with a bad thyroid condition, and my
brother, he just deceased last year, and he had a bad
breathing problem. And my niece, she just passed with
cancer. Just all of my peoplés that lived on this street;
they had passed with something.

And my sister and I and my companion; she
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has arthritis; she can't walk. I have it, and I have a
nervé condition. And we just want to be relocated. And
after we gone, then you can clean it up. But I would like
that yesterday here, if it's possible. And I would just
like to get away from this street where all of my people
have passed.

It's a hurting and a bad feeling when I walk
up and down the street where my peoples lived and they gone
on from all of this toxic waste. I would like for you to
please consider this for all of us because we need to get
out of there. We are all dying.

Everybody on that street is dying of cancer,
mostly, and it's time for us to leave, to go, please. Get
us out of there. Pay us off. I would thank you. ‘

MS. DUNHAM: Since 1995, CATE has been

trying to get the soil tested in the Clarinda Triangle
area, and we appreciate that EPA --

MS. SPENCER: Say your name.,

MS. DUNHAM: O©Oh, I'm sorry. I am Frances
Dunham. I am a long-term member of CATE. We have been
trying to get the soil tested since 1995, and we appreciate
that EPA along with the State has agreed to do that. Of
course, what we found there was not good news.

And so, I want to reiterate what so many

people have said. The residents in Clarinda Triangle need
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to be relocated permanently. I hope you won't fight with
them over the values that you place on their homes. And I
hope you will do this expeditiously so they are not there
when the soil is being moved around in some way and be
exposed again. Remember, most of the people that are there
lived through that excavation in '91 and '92 and were
exposed.

Now, as far as what is going to happen with
the soil; EPA has proposed capping. To me, like to many
pecple, this is a plastic bag. And into it goes soil that
has in no way been detoxified or cleaned up in any way.

A clean up involves making something clean,
and this is not what we're discussing here, I am sorry to
say. The plastic liner will have imperfections. Where it
has seams, there will be gaps. 1It's not a question of when
it will leak. It will start leaking immediately. There's
no doubt about it.

As a matter of fact, I was hearing earlier
some discussions about a RCRA containment system. This is
not a RCRA containment system. That was one of the
alternatives that was considered and set aside. That's a
way to make a landfill, but make it a little more secure
than what you have here.

We wouldn't like that, but that would be

better than what is being proposed with the capping. So I
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don't think those two things should be confused.

We want to see the soil detoxified,
particularly the organics that can be treated with either
chemical oxidation or bioremediation; then, solidification
to contain the arsenic, which can't be removed in that
manner, and, finally, a plastic liner under that when it
goes on the site.

I have heard a surprising amount tonight, I
think,'about how it's going to lcok. I am not too
concerned about how it is going to look. The question is
how is it going to be? How protective is it going to be
for everyone that lives in the community?

And especially for the people that live in
the community that have already been exposed; remember that
they will still be drinking the water. They will be eating
the seafood. They may take the jobs that involves putting
in the utilities under this new industrial park.

We don't want to see any additional pathways
of exposure for anyone, especially people that are already
exposed. The 30 parts per trillion industrial standard is
just not adequate for dioxin. TIt's based only on the
cancer risk. It doesn't take into account the immune
system, reproductive, neurological, and brain damage
potential.

We know that under the Superfund rules,
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where there are multiple contaminants or multiple pathways
of exposure, the Superfund rules urge EPA to use the most
protective, that is the residential, 10 to the minus 6
standard.

And, finally, I want to remind you how many
people there are that have endorsed a two tc seven parts
per trillion, not only Citizens Against Toxic Exposure has
been working on this site for 13 years, but the Bayou Texar
Foundation, the Pensacola Gulf Coast Keepers, the Gulf
Coast Environmental Defense, the League of Voters of the
Pensacola Bay area, the Bethel AME Church, Cedar Grove
Baptist Church, Ebenezer Baptist, Morningstar Church,

Mt. Lily Baptist Church, and the New Hope Missionary
Baptist Church where we are here this evening.

I understand that EPA is tired of this site,
and you would like to get out of here with a free pass to
never come back again, and we would like you to be able to
do that. And the only way to do that is a permanent clean
up that makes the soil as clean as it can be. So please
reconsider. Thank you.

MS. ZOKOVITCH: My name is Jeanne Zokovitch,
and I am a staff attorney with WildLaw, which is a
nonprofit public interest environmental law firm in
Tallahassee. I have been advising CATE on environmental

and health issues for more than five years. And they asked
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me to come here this evening to support them in their
concerns with this proposed plan.

Because we have a limited amount of time, I
want to put on the record that I do echo many of the
concerns that people have given here tonight. And
frequently during the comment period and the response
period, comments are dismissed from the public because only
one or two persons made those comments.

And I would encourage you to take the view
that if one person said it, there's probably 50, 100, if
not 1000 more people in this community that feel those
comments are valid.

And so that you take every comment valid and

recognize that in the shortness of time that that's
probably part of -the reason why people are not being
redundant, although they have similar concerns.

I do think that you need to relocate the
Clarinda Triangle residents as soon as possible. I think
that that needs to be done in a better way than was done
with the original residents of the site, and I also think
that that actually opens the case as to, if mistakes are
acknowledged, further compensation of the previously
relocated residents.

And this is something that's been kind of

tossed around and discussed on and off for quite some time
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for additional accommodations to put people in safe places
that didn't end up in safe places. But no one has ever
tackled it head on. So if you are going to take on another
relocation, I would encourage you to include those issues
of the prior relocation in with that as well.

With respect to the clean-up, unfortunately,
I don't think your proposed plan constitutes a clean up at
this point. As many people have dictated, this is just
trying to limit the exposure to the contamination.

It's not actually cleaning up the
contamination, and your own scientist explained it best
himself when he said that one of the ways to prevent harm
is to prevent exposure, and that doesn't have to be
achieved through actually cleaning up the soil. That can
be achieved through other ways.

This is part of a movement for about 10 or
15 years now to use risk-based corrective action, and,
obviously, Superfund has had this for quite some time, and
they finally convinced the State after the bill failed
three years in a row that they should pass it, too. And
that whole policy has fundamental problems.

You are approaching something by saying
that, "While we could clean it up and assure that nobody
will be ever exposed to it again, we're going to choose to

put it in a little box and just hope that everything we put
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in place, make sure no people or at least not many people
are exposed in the future:"

If we have the technology; if we have the
ability to treat the contamination now, we must do it now.
Every time we make one of these decisions, we come back and
scratch our heads and say, "What the hell were people
thinking?" And we're going to be in that situation if we
do this with this site.

Those clean up ideas, too, are largely
reliant on institutional and engineering controls. And
they have been used mostly in the Superfund context but now
are being used by states, including the State of Florida,
on top of the great water qualities standards that we used

to have in the State of Florida.

And they were relying on these institutional
and engineering controls, although time and time again,
institutional and engineering controls have proven faulty,
even here in the community.

Natural attenuation was used at the Agrico

site, and everybody said, "Don't worry. We put slurry

walls in. Slurry walls will keep the ground water from

moving."
We all know it didn't work. . Not only did it
not work in the long term, it didn't even work in the short

term. So you have to forgive people if they feel like
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these engineering controls are not necessarily going to
pass muster, but we have seen that time and time again.

In 2000/2001, the Environmental Law
Institute did a report on institutional and engineering
controls and using EPA's own documentation of a review of
Superfund sites, they found by and large extensive amounts
of problems with engineering and institutional controls.

Failure of engineering controls and then
mass chaos in the way that institutional controls were
managed =~-- you have talked about institutional controls in
this instance. You say future property owners Or users are
going to know that there's a problem with the site, and
they can't do X, Y, 2.

But even in the limited time that
institutional and engineering controls have been used in
the Superfund context, that report dictated that there were
people drilling on sites that were supposed to have well
restrictions. There were people that were using the
property for uses which were not supposed to be acceptable.

So unless you can assure that those
institutional and engineering controls are not going to
fail, you are not giving a method that it is really not
going to prevent exposure in this community.

The other thing that that all kind of brings

up 1is that we have never heard that EPA has accepted DEP's
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Global RBCA standards as ARARs. So I am assuming there is
some agreement in place that you guys have changed your
mind on that. I would like to see that issue addressed.
And what standards DEP is relying on? Whether they were
clean up pre-RBCA or if there were relying on RBCA
standards at this point.

And the last thing I want to say is that I
think that it's really critical ;hat you really take to
heart the public involvement in this process. What we have
seen over the years as this site has been aédressed is that
different agency officials meet with different layers of
government associated with the site without the
inconclusion of the public. And that has built the
mistrust that you hear in this room. .

And while all of you thrée may not have been

involved with this site from the get-go, you have to know
that your predecessors created a lot of this mistrust, and
that's because they came to town, and they met with the
City or they met with the County or they met with the brown
fields people. And they didn't even tell the community
they were coming to town.

All of these meetings need to include
everyone. When CATE has a meeting, they never exclude any
party. They invite every level of government to come to

every meeting. And I implore EPA that you do the same with
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CATE, that you include them in every meeting that you are
having because that's the only way that you are going to
overcome the distrust that is in this community that has
been earned by the elected officials and the agencies on
this issue.

Also, with respect to that, I encourage you
to turn over more documentation. We have both the State
and the Federal public records access, but, frankly, people
shouldn't have to resort to a lawyer writing them a letter
to get these documents.

They need to have more access to everything,
even the thought processes that went into these things, so
it's only by taking that information that they can help you
come up with better solutions. Thank you.

MS. PEARSOL: Hi, my name is Julia Pears