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DECLARATI ON OF THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
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Reeves Sout heastern Corporation Site
H | | sborough County, Florida

STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) docunment presents the selected renedial action for the Reeves

Sout heastern Corporation site in Hllsborough County, Florida. This ROD was devel oped in
accordance with the Conprehensive Environnmental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA) of 1980, as anmended by the Superfund Amendrment and Reaut horization Act (SARA) of 1986,
42 U S.C. 9601 et seq., and to the extent practicable, the National O and Hazardous Substances
Pol | uti on Contingency Plan (NCP) (Section 105 of CERCLA), 40 CFR Part 300. This ROD is based on
the Reeves Southeastern Site Qperable Unit Three Administrative Record.

The State of Florida, as represented by the Florida Departnment of Environmental Protection
(FDEP), has been the support agency during the Renmedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
process for the Reeves Southeastern site. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.430, FDEP, as the
support agency, has provided input during this process. Based upon coments received from FDEP,
it is expected that concurrence will be forthcom ng; however, a fornmal |etter of concurrence has
not yet been received.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDY
This operable unit is the third of three operable units planned for the site. The first
operable unit selected for this site involved the renediation of the soils/sedinent on the site.
The second operabl e unit addressee the contam nation in the northern surficial aquifer
groundwat er underlying the site.
The naj or conponents of the sel ected renedy include:
. No Acti on;
. Long- Term Monitoring of the North Wtland and unnaned creek;
DECLARATI ON STATEMENT
The EPA has determned that no action is necessary to ensure the protection of human health or

the environnent. The five year revieww |l apply to the no action renedy because nonitoring of
the North Wetland and unnanmed creek will be perforned.

John H Hanki nson, Jr. Dat e
Regi onal Admi ni strator
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RECCRD COF DEC SI ON
OPERABLE UNI T THREE
REEVES SQUTHEASTERN SUPERFUND SI TE
H LLSBORQUGH COUNTY FLORI DA
DECI SI ON SUMVARY

1.0 SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Reeves Sout heastern Corporation Site is located in central H Il sborough County, Florida.
The site consists of two facilities |ocated across the road fromeach other: the 17.36 acre
Reeves Sout heastern Galvanizing (SEG facility on the north side of State Road (SR 574

approxi mately 1200 feet west of Faul kenburg Road; and the 11.6 acre Reeves Southeastern Wre
(SEW facility located on the south side of SR 574 approxi mately 600 feet west of Faul kenburg
Road. Oiginally, just the SEGfacility was listed in the National Priorities List (NPL) and it
was considered to be the site. Because contam nation was di scovered on the SEWfacility during
the RI, both facilities are now considered part of the site. Both facilities are still in
operation. Two additional Superfund sites are located in the area. These are the Peak Q|
site, which is located i medi ately west of the SEWfacility and the Bay Druns site, whichis
located i medi ately west of the Peak C site. Figure One, taken fromthe Reeves site source
characterization Feasibility Study (FS), shows a nmap of all three sites.

Currently, the area north of the SEG facility is Sabal Industrial Park, a devel opnent containing
various light industrial and office buildings. The area south of the Reeves site is generally
undevel oped, but does enconpass about 400 acres owned by H Il sborough County that contains a
wastewat er treatment plant, a solid waste resource recovery facility and an area desi gnated as
the potential location of a newjail. There ia no residential developnent in the i medi ate
vicinity; the nearest being .25 mles east of the SEWfacility. According to the Oficial
Zoning Atlas for Hillsborough County (1985), the Reeves, Peak G| and Bay Druns properties are
all currently zoned for light nmanufacturing. Al of this information would indicate that it is
unlikely that the future use of the property would include residential devel oprnent.

The largest building on the SEGfacility is where commercial steel products are pre-treated and
gal vanized. There is also a small office building and mai ntenance shed. A 300 gallon tank
situated in a small rectangular area in the northwest corner of the maintenance shed was used in
the 1960s as a wastewater catch basin during electroplating. Two inactive liquid waste

percol ati on/ evaporati on ponds are located in the north-central part of the property area. A
waste-water pretreatnent facility and a double-lined storage basin for settled solids are

|l ocated on the northeast portion of the SEG

<I MG SRC 0494209A>

The largest building on the SEWfacility is where steel wire is drawn, weaved into chain link
fence, pre-treated and gal vani zed. The snaller building on the facility is an office building
There are three former percol ation/evaporation ponds: one on the central western edge of the
property (now backfilled); and two on the sout hwestern corner of the property. There are
several offsite wetlands near the three sites. The North Wetland is the one that is associated
with the Reeves site.

Aeri al photographs fromthe 1950s show that the North Wetland and unnamed creek predated the SEG
facility. 1In the late 1970s, the devel opers of Sabal Industrial Park submtted a permt
application for the construction of a stormwater nmanagenent systemfor the proposed devel opnent.
The Permt Application Appraisal, dated May 9, 1978, included the unnaned creek as a part of the
system and defined the unnaned creek as a swale. A letter from FDER dated Decenber 31, 1981
states that the North Wetland drai nage systemis a part of the already existing stormater



managenent systemfor Sabal Park and a letter fromthe Southwest Florida Water Managenent
District (SWWWD) dated April 18, 1984 reconfirns this. The plat for the Sabel Park Master
Drai nage Plan that was subnmitted to SWWWD in 1984 clearly shows that the unnaned creek and, by
extension, the North Wetland are considered by Sabal Park to be a part of its stormuater
managenent system In the early 1990s, after the sanpling for the WS had taken place, the
unnaned creek was dredged by an unknown party.

2.0 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

The SEG facility was originally built and operated as Acne Pl ating and Gal vani zi ng Conpany in
the md-1960s. In 1970, the facility was acquired by Metal Coatings, Inc, which nmerged into

t he Sout heastern Gal vani zing Corporation in 1971. Through internal reorganizations,

Sout heastern @l vani zi ng Cor porati on becane the Southeastern Gl vani zi ng Divi si on of Reeves

Sout heastern Corporation. The SEG facility utilized two depressions as percol ati on/ evaporation
ponds for their wastewater. The ponds were |ater enlarged to their present size of 100' by 100
each, with 5 berns surroundi ng them and a bel ow grade depth of about 10'. The ponds were used
for disposing of process wastewater until 1982, when the current wastewater pretreatnment system
was installed. Wstewater fromthe facility is now discharged into the | ocal publicly owned
treat nent works (POTW.

The SEWfacility was originally built in 1955 and operated by Florida Wol esal e Fence, Inc., a
subsi di ary of Reeves Fences, Inc. Through two nergers, Florida Wol esal e Fence becane the

Sout heastern Wre Division of Reeves Southeastern Corporation. The first percol ation/evaporation
pond for disposal of SEWs wastewater was built in 1955 and was used until it was backfilled
inthe late 1960s. |Its dinensions were approximately 75' long and 25' wi de and was | ocated
along the central western border of SEW A second pond was constructed prior to 1969; it was
subdi vided in 1975 to formthe two current ponds in the southwest corner of the facility. Both
ponds are approxi mately 35 by 35, and are surrounded by a 3' berm The ponds were excavated
to a depth of 3'. D scharge into these ponds ceased ir 1980 when SEWbegan using its wastewater
pretreatnment program Discharge fromthis facility also goes into the | ocal POTW

The U. S. EPA conducted a site investigation in 1981 that indicated el evated netal levels in
surface water and groundwater at the SEG facility. Subsequently, the Florida Departnent of
Envi ronnental Protection (FDEP) (fornerly the Florida Departnent of Environnental Regul ation)
conducted a survey of the types and magni tude of chemical contamination at SEG this survey
resulted in the 1982 placenent of SEG on EPA's National Priorities List (NPL). Reeves
contracted in 1985 with CH2ZMHi Il for a terrain conductivity survey utilizing el ectronagnetic
induction technology to be perforned at both SEWand SEG The results indicated a possible
groundwat er contam nation problemin the surficial aquifer underneath both facilities.

In 1988, the Reeves Southeastern Corporation and a group of potentially responsible parties
(PRPs) for the adjacent Peak Q| site signed individual Adm nistrative Orders of Consent (AQCs)
to performsource characterization Renedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies (R /FSs) at
their respective sites. Under the ACCS, the Peak G| PRPs agreed to performa source
characterization RI/FS at the Peak G| site and the Reeves Sout heastern Corporation woul d
performa source characterization RI/FS at its SEG and SEWfacilities. EPA decided to performa
source characterization RI/FS at the Bay Druns site. The results of the source characterization
RI/FS for the Reeves site and the resulting renedy decision is docunented in the Qperable Unit
One - Record of Decision, Cctober 1992. That renedy decision consists of the follow ng:
excavation of contam nated soils and sediments on the SEG and SEWfacilities; backfilling of
excavated areas with clean fill; solidification/stabilization of the contaninated soils and

sedi nents; disposal of the solidified material above the water table on the SEG facility; and
capping of the solidified naterial with a | ow perneability cap.



In addition to the source control RI/FSs, the Peak Q| and Bay Druns PRPs and the Reeves

Sout heastern Corporation agreed in a separate AOCC to performan area-w de groundwater R /FS.
The results of the groundwater RI/FS and the resulting remedy selection on the groundwater
under | ying the Reeves site are docunented in the Qperable Unit Two - Record of Deci sion,

Sept enber 1993. The renedy decision consists of the follow ng: natural attenuation of the
Northern Surficial Aquifer; installation of additional nonitor wells in the Northern

Surficial Aquifer; prevention of discharge of ground water fromthe Northern Surficial Aquifer
into the surface water in the unnaned creek; installation of a nonitor well in the Upper
Floridan Aquifer in the general vicinity of the former production wells on the Reeves SEG
facility inplenmentation of an intensive well survey within a one mle radius of the site; and
conpl etion of the renedial design for the contingency remedy. The contingency renedy, to be
inplenented 2.6 years after conpletion of the QU1 renedy should the O renmedy be failing, is to
punp and treat the groundwater in the Northern Surficial Aquifer and then discharge the treated
water into the POTW

EPA conducted the Wetl ands Inpact Study (WS) at the sane time the area-w de groundwater R /FS
was bei ng conducted by Reeves and the Peak Q|/Bay Druns PRPs. The risk assessnent was provi ded
by the PRP groups as a part of the area-wide RI. The FS was devel oped by EPA personnel
information provided by the PRP groups and the WS,

In February 1993, Reeves signed a Mdification to the site-specific RI/FS ACC under which Reeves
agreed to performthe Renedial Design for the QU1 renedy. For the Reeves QUL and QU2 renedies,
EPA issued a special notice letter (SNL) to the Reeves Southeastern Corporation on Septenber 30,
1993. The SNL offered Reeves the opportunity to performthe QU1 and QU2 renedi es and rei nburse
out standi ng EPA past costs relating to the site. Reeves and EPA Region |V signed a Consent
Decree (CD) in which Reeves agreed to performthe work, pay EPA's future oversight costs and

rei nburse EPA's past costs. The past cost amount was $297,778.28. The CD was referred to the
Departnment of Justice (DQJ) on April 21, 1994.

3.0 H GHLI GHTS OF COWUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

Community relations for the Reeves Site has, for the nost part, been handled in conjunction with
the Peak Ol and Bay Druns sites. Interest in the Reeves site itself has been miniml. Wat
community interest that has been noted was focused on EPA activities at the other two Superfund
sites. This is probably due to the renoval at Peak G|, where contam nated sludge froma | agoon
was incinerated, and the renoval at Bay Druns, where a large pile of roofing shingles had to be
renoved fromthe site in order to conduct the RI/FS.

The source control RI/FS was conpleted and presented to the public in August 1992. A public
neeting was held at the Brandon Community Col | ege on August 18, 1992, at which the Agency's
preferred alternative for the Reeves source control cleanup plan was presented. The preferred
alternatives for the sources at the Peak G| and Bay Druns sites were al so presented at this
neeting. The preferred alternative was, in fact, the cleanup plan that was selected in the
Cctober 1992 ROD. The area-wi de groundwater RI/FS was conpl eted and presented to the public in
February 1993. The public neeting was held on February 24, 1993. The preferred alternative
presented at this nmeeting for the Reeves site was a punp-and treat renedy for the northern
surficial aquifer. The selected remedy in the ROD was natural attenuation, with the
punp-and-treat system selected as a contingency renmedy. In addition, nmeasures will be taken in
the design process to prevent the surficial aquifer fromdraining into the unnaned creek. The
only witten comments received on the Reeves site fromeither comment period came fromthe
Reeves Corporation itself.

The North Wetland WS/ FS and Proposed Plan for the Reeves Southeastern Site were released to the
public on April 30, 1994. These docunents were released in conjunction with the Peak Q |/ Bay



Druns Central and South Wetlands WS/ FSs and Proposed Pl ans and were nade available to the
public in both the Adm nistrative Record and the information repository naintai ned at the EPA
Docket Roomin Region |V and at the Brandon Public Library. The notice of availability of these
docunents and announcenent of the pendi ng public neeting was published in the Tanpa Tri bune on
May 3, 1994. A public coment period was held fromMy 2 to May 31, 1994. The public neeting
was held on May 11, 1994. At the neeting, representatives fromEPA presented the two Proposed
Pl ans and answered questions regarding the problens at the three sites and the wetl ands renedi al
alternatives under consideration for the North, Central and South Wtlands. A response to the
comrents received for the North Wetland during the public comrent period is included in the
Reaponsi veness Summary, which is Appendix A of this ROD. This decision docunent presents the
sel ected renedial action for the North Wtland and unnanmed creek at the Reeves Southeastern
Site, in Hllsborough County, Florida, chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as anended by SARA
and, to the extent practicable the National Contingency Plan. The decision for this siteis
based on the Adm nistrative Record.

4.0 SCOPE AND ROLE OF CPERABLE UNI'T

As with many Superfund sites, the problens at the Reeves Sout heastern site are conplex. As a
result, EPA divided the work into three operable units (OJs). These are:

. QU One: Contamination in the soils and sedi nents;
. QU Two: Contamination in the groundwater;
. QU Three: Contamnation in the North Wtland and unnaned creek.

QU one has been addressed in the Reeves QU One - ROD, Cctober 1992, QU Two hen been addreased
inthe QU Two - ROD, Septenber 1993. The Reeves QU Three will address the North Wtl and and
unnaned creek. This is planned to be the final operable Unit for the Reeves site. The Peak
Ql/Bay Druns QU Four will address the Central and the South Wetlands. The Peak G| and Bay
Druns QU Four will be selected in a separate ROD.

5.0 SUWARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS
5.1 Scope

This section will discuss general site characteristics and outline the results of the WS and
other North Wetland sanpling events. The issue of source contanmination is addressed in the
Qperable Unit One - Record of Decision; the issue of groundwater contam nation is addressed in
the Operable Unit Two - Record of Decision.

5.2 CGeneral Site Characteristics

Climate in the Tanpa area is characterized by mld winters and relatively long, humd, warm
summers. Spring and fall tend to be dry, with the nmajority of the rainfall in the sumrer. The
general topography is flat. The land use in the area is either industrial or undevel oped, with
the nearest single famly residential area being 0.25 mles east of the SEWfacility.

Topogr aphi cal ly, surface elevations on the SEG facility range from 36 feet above nean sea | evel
(MBL) at the southern boundary to 26 feet above MSL on the northern boundary. The southern
portion of the SEWfacility slopes gradually toward the south and southwest toward small wetl and
areas. The area around the two facilities is relatively flat.

The groundwat er system beneath the area consists of two nmajor water bearing unite: a surficial
aqui fer and the Floridan aquifer system The surficial aquifer, which in defined as a Class |IIB



aquifer, is from8.5 feet to 37 feet thick with a saturated thickness of about 5 to 25 feet. It
is separated fromthe Floridan aquifer by the Hawthorne formation, a clayey |ow perneability
layer from16 to 40 feet thick. The surficial aquifer is hydraulically connected to the
wet | ands near the site and the flow direction varies seasonally. Wter levels also fluctuate
seasonal |y and change rapidly in response to rainfall and other natural influences. Although
regionally the Floridan aquifer flows to the west-southwest, in the vicinity of the site the
flowdirection shifts to the northwest. This is thought to be due to the proximty of the site
to the Tanpa Bypass Canal, which reportedly cuts into the |lowperneability layer and reaches
the upper Floridan aquifer in several places. The Floridan aquifer is the prinmary source of
drinking water and water for industrial use in Hllsborough County, however, there are no
permtted wells which are used for drinking water in the general vicinity of the site. To EPA's
know edge, the surficial aquifer is not currently used for any purpose. It neets the criteria
for classification as a Cass |1B aquifer under EPA's groundwater protection strategy. A Cass
11 B aquifer is considered a potential drinking water source.

The North Wetland is located to the i nmediate west of the Reeves SEG facility. It is about 1.75
acres in size and is located in the maintained right-of-way of power lines and is the only one
of the studied wetlands with a surface water inlet and outflow After rain events, surface water
infloworiginates in a ditch paralleling SR 574 and runni ng west between the Peak O |/Bay Druns
sites and the south side of the road. The topographic contour of the SEWfacility would tend to
cause surface water runoff to the south of the plant, not into the ditch. This ditch is joined
by runoff fromthe Peak O l/Bay Druns sites via a series of culverts that run fromthe sites
under the CSX railroad and then into the drainage ditch. The surface water then runs through a
cul vert under SR 574 at the power lines and then enters the North Wetland. It exits the North
Wetl and and flows in a drainage ditch northeast and crosses the northwest corner of the SEG
facility, where it is joined by a drainage ditch carrying runoff fromthe SEG facility. The
drai nage ditch (a.k.a the unnaned creek) then heads north, where it is joined by the runoff
fromthe parking lots of various other office buildings and another road, and eventually flows
into the retention pond for the stormmater drainage systemat Sabal Industrial Park. The
outflow fromthe retention pond flows into the Tanpa Bypass canal. The classification of the
wet | and was conducted according to a U S. Fish & WIldlife nethodol ogy. The vegetative
classification is palustrine system energent/aquatic bed cl ass.

5.3 Results of WS and Additional Studies

The topography of the SEG site elopes toward the northwest. The drainage off the SEG facility
is into a drainage ditch that runs fromthe east to the west of the facility, imrediately south
of the two ponds, then turns north and joins the unnaned creek i mmediately north of the
northwest corner of the facility. Qher sources of contam nation for the North Wetland can
potentially be identified. |In particular, stormmater in an urban setting contains el evated

| evel s of inorganics such as zinc, |ead, copper, cadm um and chrom um from vehi cul ar use of

hi ghways and parking |lots. The sources of such inorganics include vehicle parts such as brakes,
tires and hydraulic fluids, as well as direct fallout fromthe atnosphere and degradati on of

hi ghway naterial s.

A limted anount of sanpling done for the WS tested material fromthe site itself. Surface
water fromthe two inactive ponds and soil fromthe eastern part of the SEGfacility did not
show significant toxicity to the test organisns. Sedinents fromthe SEG ponds, however, are
highly toxic. Qher onsite soil areas that showed toxicity were the former drum storage area
and the onsite drainage ditch. The onsite source areas that tested toxic wll be addressed by
the Operable Unit One renedy that was selected in the Cctober 1992 Record of Decision

Three phases of sanpling were done for the North Wetland and the unnaned creek. Phase
sanpling took place in Novenber 1989 and Phase 2 sanpling took place in January 1990. Phase 1



and Phase 2 were conposed of both surface water and sedi ment sanpling. Both Phase 1 and Phase 2
data were used in the WS. On its own, Reeves undertook a third phase of sanpling. This data
was taken in 1993 and consisted only of sedinment sanpling. The sanple points are shown on
Figure Two. The sedinment data is reported in Table One and the surface water data is reported
in Table Two. The data reported in these two tables have been narrowed down to the data reported
for the contam nants of concern (as selected in Chapter Three of this FS). The entire range of
results can be found in Tables 4.5 and 4.6 of the WS. The levels of netals found in the North
Wet | and are conparable to those found in the drainage ditch leading to it. The levels found
during the WS in the unnaned creek, after being joined by drainage off the SEG facility, were
significantly higher than the levels in either the North Wetland or upgradi ent drainage ditch
However, since the field work for the WS was conpl eted, the unnaned creek has been dredged by
an unknown entity. Sanpling perforned on Reeves' behest by its consultant in 1993 indicate that
the current |evels of contam nants of concern (COCs) in the unnamed creek are significantly
lower than the levels found during the sampling for the WS. Surface water levels in the North
Wet | and and upgradi ent drai nage were conparable; the levels were significantly higher in the
unnaned creek. There are no 1993 sanple results for conparison purposes for the surface water

The WS concl uded that the wetlands associated with the three Superfund sites provide a
diversity for a bal anced community of plants and aninals. The ecol ogi cal functions of these
wet | ands were rated as noderate to high. The apparent toxicity of the sedi nent does not appear
to inpair the wetland functions. On the other hand, the WS showed that the unnaned creek
associated with drainage fromthe SEG facility was severely inpacted by heavy neta
cont am nat i on

6.0 SUWARY OF SI TE RI SKS
6.1 Human Heal th Ri sks
6.1.1 Scope

A baseline risk assessnment (BRA) was conducted as part of the Rl to estinmate the health or
environnental problens that could result if the Northern Wetland was not renmedi ated. A BRA
represents an evaluation of the "No Action" alternative, in that it identifies the risk present
if noremedial action is taken. The assessnent considers environnental nedia and exposure

pat hways that could result in unacceptable |evels of exposure in the foreseeable future. Data
detected and anal yzed during the Rl provided the basis for the risk evaluation. The BRA process
can be divided into four conponents: contam nant identification; exposure assessnent; toxicity
assessnent; and risk characterization

Two separate BRAs have been developed for this site: the first devel oped for the site-specific
source control RI/FS; the second devel oped as part of the area-wi de groundwater RI/FS. The
source control BRA is discussed in detail in the Qperable Unit One ROD (Cctober 1992) and the
Northern Surficial Aquifer BRA is discussed in detail in the Qperable Unit Two RCD ( Septenber
1993). The BRA for the North Wtland and associ ated drai nage ditch was devel oped as a part of
the area-wi de BRA. This section will discuss the BRA for the North Wtlands and associ at ed

dr ai nage system

<I M5 SRC 0494209B>



TABLE ONE

Sedi nent Data Summary (Md KG

Station 4 1 A (01- NOW B (01- UNO 10 111
Date 19- 89 93 89 93 89 93 89 90 93 89 93 89
arsenic 11.1 8.6 46N 5.2 12.7U <2 NT -- <2 3.4UN <2 3.8U
cadm um 2.8N 6 2N <1 1.1B <1 . 8B -- <1 1. 6N <1 .25
UN
chrom um 92.2N 320 168N 25 22.3 3 21.9 -- 9 23. 4 9 7.9N
| ead 860 1100 3070 160 266 3 70. 8 18 2.7 62.8 2.7 5U
ner cury .24 .4 .16 .3 1.1* <.1 .22* -- .5 .09 .5 .04
ni ckel 9.8 19 71.9 <8 4.5B <8 9.7 -- <8 4.9B <8 2B
zinc 2960 4500 4480N 470 355EN 6 11,200 -- 170 3430 160 153
1 - Station not sanpled in 1993
U - Anal yzed but not detected
B - Analyte present in associated bl ank
N - Spi ke sanple recovery out of control limts
* - Duplicate analysis out of control linits
E - Estimated value due to interference
TABLE TWD
Surface Water Data Summary (UG L)
Station 4 A (01- NOW B (01- UNO) 10
Dat e 11/10/ 89 11/ 30/ 89 11/ 30/ 89 1/9/90 11/ 10/ 89
arsenic -- 3B 41.2S -- --
cadmi um -- -- 9.8 -- --
chrom um -- -- 135 16 --
| ead 5.1 -- 352 15 5W
mercury -- NA NA -- --
ni ckel -- 4.1B 155 -- --
zinc 37.9 48.7 172000 11000 1410

(--) - non detect.

B - Analyte found in associated bl ank as wel |

as in sanple.

W - The post-digestion spike for furnace AA analysis is outside of the
85-115% control limts while sanple absorbance is | ess than 50% of

t he spi ke absor bance.



6.1.2 Chemcals of Concern ldentification

Based on the study area data, the BRA sel ected chem cals of potential concern (COPCs) to focus
on those likely to pose the greatest threat to human health. The final list of COPCs for the
site-wi de BRA included chemcals found on all three sites. For reasons that are nore fully

expl ained in another Chapter, it has been determ ned that the nain contributor to any potentia
problemin the North Wetlands is the Reeves SEG facility. Therefore the initial selection of
COPCs for the North Wetlands woul d be the sane as the COPCs identified in the Reeves Site Source
Characterizati on Baseline Ri sk Assessnment, February 1992. These COPCs are as fol |l ows:

. arsenic

. cadm um

. chr om um

. gol d

. | ead

. nercury

. ni cke

. pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls (PCBs)
. pol ynucl ear aronati c hydrocarbons (PAHs)
. 1,2,4-trichl orobenzene

. zinc

Further exam nation of the COPCs for the source control RI/FS, however, reveals that the organic
COPCs were found only on the Reeves SEWfacility. The organics on the SEWfacility were not a
result of the facility itself, but rather were a spillover or contam nants fromthe i nmedi ately
adj acent Peak Ol site. There is no conplete pathway between the SEWfacility and the North
Wet | ands. For that reason, the organic COPCs were elimnated fromthe list of indicator
chemcals. Cold was elimnated fromthe |ist because it was not found in the surface water or
sedinent of the North Wetland. The final list of chemcals of concern (COCs) for the North
Wet | ands and associ ated drai nage areas is as foll ows:

. arsenic
. cadm um
. chr om um
. | ead

. nmer cury
. ni cke

. zinc

Appropri ate exposure point concentrations (EPC) were then calculated for each COC. The CCCs,
t he hi ghest concentrations detected and the EPCs sre found in Table Three

6. 1.3 Exposure Assessment |nformation

Generally, there are two scenari os devel oped for the BRA: a current use scenario; and a
potential future use scenario. The North Wetland presents a potential route of exposure through
wadi ng and subsequent contact with chenmicals in the water. For the current use scenario,
exposures are assunmed to occur to trespassers near the site. These individuals would be exposed
t hrough dernal contact and incidental ingestion of sedinents and incidental contact with
sedinent. Direct ingestion of surface water was not consi dered because the water in the wetland
woul d not ordinarily be considered suitable for drinking. Incidental ingestion of the surface
wat er was not considered because the wetland is too shallow for swiming. For the future use
scenari o, exposures are assunmed to occur to children and teenagers living at the site. The
exposure pathways woul d renmain the sane. The summary of exposure pathways and scenari os can be



found in Tabl es Four through Seven
6.1.4 Toxicity Assessment Information

Sl ope factors (SFs) have been devel oped by EPA' s Carci nogeni ¢ Assessnment Group for estinmating
excess lifetinme cancer risks associated with exposure to the potentially carcinogenic

contam nant (s) of concern. SFs, which are expressed in units of (nmg/kg-day)-1, are multiplied
by the estinmated intake of a potential carcinogen, in ng/kg-day, to provide an upper-bound
estimate of the excess lifetinme cancer risk associated with exposure at that intake level. The
term "upper bound" reflects the conservative estimate of the risks calculated fromthe SF. Use
of this approach nakes underestimation of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Slope factors
are derived fromthe results of human epi dem ol ogi cal studies or chronic ani mal bioassays to
whi ch ani nal -to- hunman extrapol ati on and uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g., to account
for the use of aninal data to predict effects on humans). Reference doses (RfDs) have been
devel oped by EPA for indicating the potential for adverse health effects from exposure to
contam nant (s) of concern exhi biting noncarcinogenic effects. RfDs, expressed in units of

ny/ kg-day, are estimates of lifetine daily exposure |evels for humans, including sensitive
individuals. Estimated intakes of contam nant(s) of concern ingested from contani nated
drinking water can be conpared to the RfFD. RfDs are derived from hunan epi dem ol ogi cal studies
or aninal studies to which uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g., to account for the use
of aninal data to predict effects on hunmans). The Chronic Daily Intake (CDI) factors and the
applicable route-specific Slope Factors for the chemcals of concern can be found in Table

Ei ght.

Envi ronnental contamination with | ead presents a problemin the devel opnent of the BRA. This is
because the "nornal " background exposures to | ead from sources such as food, water and air
together contribute a substantial fraction of what EPA considers the "acceptabl e" |evel of
exposure and because the normally accepted neasure of nmaxi mum al | owabl e exposure i s expressed
not as a daily intake as is for nost chemcals, but as a concentration in the blood. EPA has
exam ned several procedures for assessing |lead and currently recommends the Upt ake/ Bi oki netic
(UBK) nodel be used to predict blood | ead concentrations resulting from environmenta
concentrations of lead. For this BRA version 0.4 of the UBK nodel was used. Blood |levels for
cancer risk is calculated fromthe follow ng equation

Risk = CDI x SF
children fromO - 6 years of age were nodel ed. Based on a directive from EPA Region 1V,

accept abl e exposures were defined as those that result in predicted blood | evels of less than 10
ug/dl in at |least 95% of the exposed children



TABLE THREE
Sunmmary of Chemical Concentrations of the Chem cals of
Concern in the North Wtl ands

Chemi cal Medi a Concentration
surface water (ug/l)
sedi nent (ng/ kg)
H ghest Exposur e Poi nt
Concentration Concentration
Det ect ed
Arseni c surface 3 2
wat er
sedi ment 12.7 8.7
Cadm um surface ND --
wat er
sedi ment 1.6 1.28
Chrom um surface ND --
wat er
sedi ment 108 73.8
Lead surface 5 4
wat er
sedi ment 266 177
Mer cury surface ND --
wat er
sedi ment 1.1 0.712
N ckel surface 6 6
wat er
sedi ment 4.9 4.7
Zi nc surface 1410 971
wat er
sedi ment 3430 2200



TABLE FOUR
Sunmary of Exposure Pat hways
for the North Wtland

Current Use Condition/Onsite Trespasser

. Dermal contact with sedinents
. Dermal contact with surface waters
. Inci dental ingestion of sedinents

Future Use Conditions/ Onsite Resident
. Dermal contact with sedinents
. Dermal contact with surface waters

. Inci dental ingestion of sedinents



TABLE FI VE
Assunptions Used to Estimate Exposure via
I ngestion of Sedi nent

Par anet er Current Use Future Use Resi dent
Tr espasser

Chemi cal

Concentrations in see EPCs in Table Three
Sedi ment

I ngestion Rate 100 100
(ny/ day)

Exposur e Frequency 30 30
(days/ year)

Exposure Duration 9 9
(years)

Body Wi ght (kg) 35 35

Aver age Ti ne (days)
Noncar ci nogens 3,285 3,285
Car ci nogens 25, 550 25, 550



TABLE SI X
Assunptions Used to Estimate Exposure via
Dermal Contact of Sedi nent

Par anet er Current Use Future Use Resi dent
Tr espasser

Chemi cal

Concentrations in see EPCs in Table Three
Sedi nent

Skin Area Exposed 1520 1520
(cn#)

Deposi ti on Factor 0.2 0.2
(mg/ cn?/ day)

Exposur e Frequency 30 30
(days/ year)

Exposure Duration 9 9
(years)

Body Wi ght (kg) 30 30

Aver age Tine (days)

Noncar ci nogens 3,285 3,285
Car ci nogenn 25, 550 25, 550
Absor pti on Factor Chem cal Specific Chem cal Specific

(unitless)



TABLE SEVEN
Assunptions Used to Estimate Exposure via

Dermal Contact with Surface Water
Par anet er Current Use Future Use Resi dent
Tr espasser
Chem ca

Concentrations in
Sedi nent

see EPCs in Table Three

Skin Area Exposed 1520 1520
(cn®)

Dermal Perneability Chem cal Specific
Coefficient (cmhr)

Exposure Ti ne 1 1
(‘hour s/ day)

Exposure Duration 9 9
(years)

Exposur e Frequency 30 30
(days/ year)

Body Wi ght (kg) 35 35
Aver age Ti ne (days)

Noncar ci nogens 3,285 3,285
Car ci nogens 25, 550 25, 550
Absor pti on Factor Chem cal Specific Chem cal Specific

(unitless)



Chem ca

Arseni c

Cadm um

Chrom um

Lead

Mer cury
N cke

Zi nc

TABLE El GAT

Summary of Chronic Rfds and Sl ope Factors

Rf D
(my/ kg/ day)

3. 00E-4
5. 00E-4
5. 00E-3

NA

3. 00E-4
2. 00E-2

3. 00E-1

Oal Toxicity
SF

1/ (ng/ kg/ day)

1.75

£ £ 5

=

=

Ref er ence

IRIS

IRIS

IRIS

UBK nobde

used

i nst ead

HEAST

IRIS

IRIS



6.1.5 Risk Characterization Information

For carcinogens, risks are estimated as the increnental probability of an individual devel oping
cancer over a life-tinme as a result of exposure to the carcinogen. Excess life-tine where:

risk = a unit less probability (e.g., 2E-6) of an individual devel opi ng cancer

CDl = chronic daily intake averaged over 70 years (ng/kg-day)
SF = slope-factor, expressed as (ng/kg-day)-1

These risks are probabilities that are generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g., 1lE-6).
An excess lifetime cancer risk of 1E-6 indicates that, as a reasonabl e maxi numestinate, an
individual has a 1 in 1,000,000 additional chance of devel oping cancer as a result of

site-rel ated exposure to a carcinogen over a 70-year lifetinme under the specific exposure
conditions at a site. The National Contingency Plan (NCP) states that sites should be

renmedi ated to chem cal concentrations that correspond to an upper-bound cancer risk to an

i ndi vidual not exceeding 1E-6 to 1E-4 excess lifetinme risk

The potential for noncarcinogenic effects is evaluated by conparing an exposure |evel over a

specified tine period (e.g., life-tine) with a reference dose derived for a sinilar exposure
period. The ratio of exposure to toxicity is called a hazard quotient (HQ. By adding the HG
for all contam nant(s) of concern that affects the sane target organ (e.g., liver) within a

medi um or across all nedia to which a given popul ati on nay reasonably be exposed, the Hazard
Index (H) can be generated.

The HQ is calcul ated as fol |l ows:
Non-cancer HQ = CDI/RfD
wher e

Dl

Chronic Daily Intake
RfD = reference dose; and

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

Usi ng these procedures, the lifetime cancer rates estinmated to be caused by the surficia

aqui fer at these sites can be found in Table Nine. The hazard index due to ingestion of
surficial aquifer water for both future use scenarios are greater than 1.0. The results can be
seen in Table Ten. The results for both the carcinogenic and the noncarci nogenic COCs were wel l
within the range that EPA considers acceptable

The UBK nodel predicts as its output a probability curve around the geonetric nean of the bl ood
| ead concentrations, fromwhich the 95th percentile of the children's blood | evel concentration
can be determ ned. The nodel calculated that the percent of exposed children predicted to have
bl ood I evel s below 10 ug/dl is 99.70%



TABLE NI NE
Cancer Ri sk by Individual Pathway

SCENARI O EXPOSED Rl SK CHEM CAL
POPULATI ON

CURRENT USE - TRESPASSER
Dermal Cont act, 2E-9
Sur face water
I ngestion, Sedi nent 1E-6
Dermal Cont act, 9E-8
Sedi nent
FUTURE USE - RESI DENT

Dermal Cont act, 2E-9
Sur face wat er

I ngestion, Sedi nent 1E-6

Dermal Cont act, 9E-8
Sedi nent



TABLE TEN
Hazard I ndex Estinates by Pat hway

SCENARI O EXPOSED Rl SK CHEM CAL
POPULATI ON

CURRENT USE - TRESPASSER

Dermal Cont act, 0. 0003
Sur face water

I ngestion, Sedi nent 0.03

Dermal Cont act, 0. 001
Sedi nent

FUTURE USE - RESI DENT

Dermal Cont act, 0. 0003
Sur face wat er

I ngestion, Sedi nent 0.03

Dermal Cont act, 0. 001
Sedi nent



6.2 Environnental Risks
6.2.1 Scope

The Area-Wde Wetland I npact Study (WS) has two objectives: (1) to evaluate the ecol ogi ca
status of wetlands in the study area; and (2) to extend the toxicity testing to include possible
source materials, soil, surface water and sanples fromthe three sites. Since the source
material fromthe Reeves site is addressed in Operable Unit One, that information is not further
di scussed here

Five wetlands were considered in the Area-Wde WS. These wetlands are: The North Wtl and; the
Central Wetland; the South Wetland; the Spray Field Wtland and the Cypress Pond Wtland. The
latter two wetlands have no relation to any of the three sites, but instead were selected as
conpari son wetl ands based on their hydrol ogic, vegetative, and sedinment simlarities to the
three site related wetl ands

6. 2.2 Bioaccumul ation

Overall, fish and crayfish sanpled fromthe various wetland areas that conprise this study were
not inpacted with a wi de spectrumof chemcals at concentrati ons grossly over background. The
exception is the very high concentrations of iron and zinc found in either fish or crayfish
sanpl es fromthe unnaned creek. Several inorganic analytes were w dely present over the area
sanpl ed at concentrati ons noderately over background. These include al um num barium copper
iron, nanganese, titaniumand zinc. Mercury concentrations in tissue analyzed were typically

| ower than the national nean values. However, three of the four sanples of fish and crayfish
taken fromthe reference wetl ands exceeded criteria proposed for the protection of birds that
may prey upon them

6.2.3 Environnental Toxicity Assessnent

This section discusses the results of the toxicol ogical assessnent performed to determ ne the

i npact constituents nay have upon the biota. Sanples of water, soils and sedi ment were

eval uated for toxicity based on acute and chronic test results after various organi sns were
exposed to various site nedia. Water sanples were tested using a bacterium a freshwater al gae

a small freshwater cladoceran, a freshwater fish and a species of lettuce. Sedinent sanples
were eval uated and the el uates produced were tested using the same suite of organisms. The data
generated indicated the foll ow ng:

. The waters of the North, Central, and South Wetlands showed little toxicity to the
or gani sns tested;

. The sedi nents of each wetland area studied were at least chronically toxic to
daphni a
. The water and sedi nent of the unnanmed creek at the northeast corner of the Reeves

SEG facility were toxic to al nost all organi sns tested

. The sedi nents of the Cypress Pond were highly toxic to fish, daphnids, algea, and
bacteri a.

It should be noted that, since the WS was conpl eted, sone unknown entity has dredged the
unnaned creek area that was highly toxic. As discussed in Section 5.3 of this ROD, data taken
in 1993 indicates the levels in the sedinents are now |l ower than the levels found in the WS.



6.3 Uncertainties and Limtations in the BRA Process

Ri sk assessnment provides a systemati c neans for organi zi ng, anal yzing, and presenting
information on the nature and nagnitude of risks posed by chenical exposures. Nevertheless,
uncertainties and limtations are present in all BRAs because of the quality of available data
and the need to nake assunptions and devel op i nferences based on inconplete infornmation about
exi sting conditions and future circunstances. These uncertainties and |limtations should be
recogni zed and consi dered when di scussing quantitative risk estinmates. |In general, the
uncertainties and limtations in the BRA can be classified in the followi ng categories

. environnental sanpling and | aboratory nmeasurenent;
. mat hemati cal fate and transport nodeling

. receptor exposure assessnent; and

. t oxi col ogi cal assessnent.

The BRA is based on surface water and sedinent data specific to the sites gathered for the
Area-Wde RI. The quality of data depends on the adequacy of the set of rules or procedures
that specify how a sanple is selected and handl ed. The quality assurance and quality contro
procedures used to mnimze uncertainties were based on Region |V procedures and were revi ewed
and approved in advance by EPA. They are described in detail in the R Report.

The use of mathematical nodels to predict the fate and transport of chemicals is accepted by
EPA, however, EPA does not specify which nodels woul d be the nost appropriate to uee in any
given situation. Because few nodels have been authoritatively verified by field observations
there is sone uncertainty associated with their use. Tradeoffs in the various nodel s between
sinplicity, generality and accuracy are nade on a site specific basis and are based in part of
t he professional judgenent of the technical staff involved in that particular site.

In the BRA, a |large nunber of assunptions are nade to assess potential human exposure. 1In the
absence of site specific data, many of this BRA s assunptions were assunptions nmade by the EPA
As can be expected any tinme that an assunption is nade, there is sone dispute as to the
appropriate |level of conservatism and should be factored into that assunption

Avail abl e scientific information is currently insufficient to provide a thorough understandi ng
of all the toxic properties of chemicals to which hunans are potentially exposed. This nakes it
necessary in sone cases to infer these properties by extrapol ating them from data obtai ned under
ot her conditions of exposure, generally in experinental |aboratory animals. This nmay introduce
uncertainties of two types into the BRA: those related to extrapolating from one species to
another and those related to extrapol ating fromthe high exposure doses usually used in
experinental aninal studies to the |ower doses usually estimated for human exposure situations

7.0 DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES
7.1 Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirenments (ARARs)

Section 121 (d)(2)(A) of CERCLA specifies that Superfund Renedi al Actions nust neet any Federa
standard, requirenent, criteria or limtation that is determined to be an applicable or rel evant
and appropriate requirenent (ARAR). ARARs fall into three categories: contam nant-specific;

| ocation-specific; and action-specific. Sone rules do not specifically apply to a renedial

acti on; however, because of the subject nmatter, they nay provi de some guidance in inplenenting a
chosen RA. These rules are called to-be-considered (TBCs). Potential ARARs and TBCs can be
found in Tables El even through Thirteen



Pot ent i al

Aut hority/
Requi r enent

Clean Water Act (CWY),
Section 304(a)(1),
Anbi ent Water Quality
Oiteria (AMX)

Fl ori da Surface \Water
Quality Standards, FAC
17-302

TABLE ELEVEN

Description
Feder al

Heal th based criteria for
chenmicals - designed to
protect aquatic 1life and
hurman heal t h

State
Est abl i shes m ni num

surface water quality for
desi gnated cl asses

Chemi cal - Speci fic ARARs and TBCs

St at us

To Be
Consi der ed

Rel evant and
Appropriate

Consi deration
inthe FS

Considered in
devel opnent of
renedi al
alternatives

Considered in
devel opnent of
renedi al
alternatives



Aut hority/
Requi r enent

Executive Order on
the Protection of
Wet | ands, 40 CFR
Part 6, Appendi x

Fish and Wldlife
Act, 40 CFR 6. 302

Endanger ed Speci es
Act (50 CFR Part
402)

CWA Dredge and Fil
Provi sions, 40 CFR
Part 230

Pot enti al

TABLE TWELVE

Description

Feder al

Requi res federa

agencies to avoid, to
the extent possible, the
adverse inpacts
associated with
destruction or |oss of
wet | ands

Requires EPA to
coordinate with federa
and state agencies if
the renedy woul d nodify
any stream or other
wat er body. Renedy nust
contain provision for
protection of fish and
wildlife resources

Requires action to
conserve endanger ed
species for activities
incritical habitats

The DA Fish and
WIldlife Service and DOC
NOAA need to be

consul ted

Restricts discharge of

dredge or fill materia
that will have an
adverse inpact on
wet | ands.

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs and TBCs

St at us

Rel evant and

Appropriate
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e

Rel evant and
Appropriate

Consi der ati on
inthe FS

Consi derati on
i f renedy

i nvol ves
alteration of
wet | and

Consi derati on
i f renedy

i nvol ves

di scharge to
or alteration
of, wetl ands

and streans

Consi der ati on

if siteis
located in
the area of a
critical

habi tat for

endanger ed or
t hr eat ened
speci es

Consi derati on
in the

devel opnent
of
alternatives

i nvol ves

dr edgi ng,
filling, or
ot her
excavation
activities
near or in

wet | and



Fl ori da Regul ati on
of St ormwat er

Di scharge, FAC 17-
25. 020( 14)

Fl ori da Regul ati on
of St ormwat er

Di scharge, FAC 17-
25. 020( 16)

Fl ori da Regul ati on
of St ormwat er

Di scharge, FAC 17-
25. 025

Fl orida Rul es on
Hazar dous Waste
Warni ng Signs, FAC
17-736

State

Definition of a

"Stornwat er Di scharge

Facility"

Definition of a "Swale"

Defines the design and
per f or mance st andar ds
required of a stornmater

management system

Requi res use of
appropriate warning

signs to informpublic
of potentially harnful
conditions at the site

Rel evant and
Appropriate

Rel evant and
Appropriate

Rel evant and
Appropriate

Appl i cabl e

Consi derati on
in the

devel opnent
of renedi a
action

obj ecti ves

Consi derati on
in the

devel opnent
of renedi a
action

obj ecti ves

Consi der ati on
in the
devel opnent

of renedi a
action

obj ecti ves
May be
required on
borders of
Wet | and



Aut hority/
Requi r enent

Identification and
Li sting of

Hazar dous Waste, 40
CFR Part 261

Land D sposa
Restrictions
(LDRs), 40 CFR 268

Water Quality
St andards [ CWA
402(a) (1)]

Pot ent i al

TABLE TH RTEEN
Acti on-Speci fic ARARs and TBCs

Description

Feder al

Identifies solid
waste, which are
subject to

regul ation as
hazar dous waste

Regul ations identify
hazar dous wast es
that are restricted
fromland di sposa
and define the

ci rcunst ances under
whi ch an ot herw se
prohi bited waste nay
continue to be

di sposed.

Effluent limtations
are required to

achi eve al
appropriate state
water quality

st andar ds

St at us
Appl i cabl e
Appl i cabl e

To Be Consi dered

Consi deration in
the FS

Considered in
devel opnent of
alternatives

Considered in
devel opnent of
alternatives

Considered in

t he devel opnent
of renedi a
alternatives



Fl orida Surface
Wat er St andards,
FAC 17-302. 300

Fl ori da Hazardous
Waste Rul es, FAC
17-730

Florida Permt
Regul ati ons, FAC
17-4

State

Ant i degr adati on Rel evant and
policy for surface Appropriate
water quality

Prohi bits discharge

of wastes into

Florida waters

wi thout treatnment to

protect beneficial

uses

Fl ori da hazar dous Appl i cabl e
wast e managenent
regul ations

Est abl i shes Appl i cabl e
procedures and

requirenents to

obtain a permt from

FDER

Considered in

t he devel opnent
of renedi a
alternatives if
a renedy

i nvol ves

di scharge to
surface water
that are
consi der ed
"waters of the
state"

Considered in

t he devel opnent
of renedi a
alternatives if
a renedy

i nvol ves

hazar dous waste
treat nent,

st orage or

di sposa

Considered in
t he devel opnent
of renedi a
alternatives if
a Florida pernit
is required



7.2 Description of Alternatives
7.2.1 Description of Process

The contam nated naterial both at the site and in the North Wtland and unnaned creek was
evaluated in regard to the applicability of the RCRA Land D sposal Requirenents (LDRs) and it
was determ ned that the RCRA LDRs were not an ARAR

Based on the WS results, EPA conducted a FS to identify and eval uate appropriate renedi al
alternatives for mnimzing risks to people and the environnment which could be caused by

contam nated surface water and sedinents in the North Wetland and the unnarmed creek. EPA
considered six remediation alternatives in the wetlands FS. Those six alternatives are |isted
inthe FS as Alternatives 1A 1B, 2, 3A, 3B and 3C. Two of these alternatives are variations of
the nmandatory no action alternative devel oped as required by the National Contingency Plan
(NCP). The no action alternative is devel oped to provide a baseline conparison of human health
and environnmental benefit to that which is provided by the active renedi ation alternatives.

In conjunction with the source characterization and groundwater RI/FSs, the North Wtland FS was
devel oped. It assumes that the Reeves sel ected source control and groundwater renedial actions
wi Il be inplenented.

7.2.2 Alternative 1A - No Action Alternative

For this alternative, no action would be taken to renove or control any of the constituents of
the sediments in the North Wetland. The North Wetland and the unnaned creek would be left in
their present condition without disturbing the sedinents. A no action response provides a
basel i ne assessnent for conparison with other alternatives for the North Wl and and unnarned
creek that contain greater levels of response. Under no action, no renedial technol ogi es would
be inplenented. However, these other operable units will inprove the general conditions in the
area and thus shoul d have a beneficial effect on the North Wtl and.

TOTAL COST: $0

7.2.3 Alternative 1B - No Action/Mnitoring

Moni toring of the sedi nents woul d be conducted at intervals over a period of eight years to
verify that the inmproved conditions in the North Wetland i s mai ntai ned. Under no action/
nonitoring, no renedial technol ogies would be inplenmented in the North Wtl and.

TOTAL COST: $39, 860

7.2.4 Alternative 2 - Filling of wetland and Unnaned Creek

Filling of the North Wetl and and the unnaned creek woul d i nvol ve the renoval of vegetation and
pl acenent of clean fill over areas of sedinent that exceed the clean-up goals established by the
EPA. It would further be necessary to construct a replacenent detention pond and repl acenent
swal e to handl e the stormmat er nmanagenent functions currently handl ed by the North Wetl and and
the Drainage Swale. It nay al so be necessary to prepare and inplenent a mtigation plan for the
wet | and that woul d be destroyed.

TOTAL COST:

with | and purchase - $546, 250
wi thout |and purchase - $316, 250



7.2.5 Alternatives 3A, 3B and 3C - Excavation of Sedinents

These alternatives woul d invol ve the excavation of sediments. Excavated sedinents woul d have to
be pl aced on adjacent |and or disposed off site. Due to the |lowlevels of constituents in the
sedinents, it would not be necessary to place the excavated sedinents in a RCRA Subtitle C
hazardous waste landfill or to treat the sedinents by solidification or other neans. However, it
woul d be necessary to determine a location for placenent of the sedinents. Three options have
been identified as possibilities. Those options are as foll ows:

. Alternative 3A - disposal in industrial waste landfill in Georgia;

. Alternative 3B - disposal in Springhill Regional Sanitary Landfill in Gaceville,
Fl ori da;

. Alternative 3C - disposal in Pinellas County Landfill in St. Petersburg, Florida.

After conpletion of the excavation activities, the excavated area woul d have to be backfilled
with clean soil froman off-site location, and the original contours would have to be
established. It then would be necessary to replant the site with appropriate vegetation.

Moni toring of the vegetati on woul d be necessary for a period of three years to verify the
establ i shnment of the plants.

TOTAL COST:
. Al ternative 3A - $2,526, 550
. A ternative 3B - $2,003, 300
. Al ternative 3C - $2, 311, 644

8.0 SUWARY OF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES
8.1 Oriteria for Evaluating Renedial Alternatives

In selecting its preferred cleanup alternative, EPA uses nine criteria to evaluate each of the
detailed alternatives developed in the FS. Those nine criteria are explained in nore detail in
Figure Three on the next page. The conparison of the six alternatives using those criteria can
be found in the remai nder of Section 8 of this ROD.

8.2 Threshold Criteria
8.2.1 Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

Protection of human health and the environnment is provided by Alternatives 2, 3A 3B and 3C
Alternatives 1A and 1B provide slighter |esser protection of the environment in that these
alternatives would | eave levels of two netals that are slightly above the ER-Ls.

CRI TERI A FOR EVALUATI NG REMEDI AL ALTERNATI VES

In selecting its preferred alternative, EPA uses the following criteria to eval uate each of

the alternatives developed in the Feasibility Study (FS). The first two criteria are essenti al
and nust be net before an alternative can be considered further. The next five are used to
further evaluate EPA' s proposed plan after public comment period has ended and comments fromthe
State have been received. Al nine criteria are explained in nore detail here.



Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment - Assesses degree to which alternative
elimnates, reduces, or controls health and environnental threats through treatnent, engi neering
met hods, or institutional controls.

Conpl i ance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs) - Assesses
conpliance with Federal /State requirenents.

Cost - Weighing the benefits of a renmedy against the cost of inplenentation.
Inpl emrentability - Refers to the technical feasibility and adm nistrative ease of a renedy.

Short-Term Ef fectiveness - Length of tine for renmedy to achi eve protection and potential inpact
of construction and inplenentati on of a renedy.

Long- Term Ef fecti veness - Degree to which a renedy can naintain protection of health and
envi ronnent once cl eanup goal s have been net.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treatnent - Refers to expected perfornance
of the treatment technologies to | essen harnful nature, novenent or anount of contam nants.

State Acceptance - Consideration of State's opinion of the preferred alternative.

Community Acceptance - Consideration of public comrents on the preferred alternative and the
Proposed Pl an.

FI GURE 3

8.2.2 Conpliance with ARARs

Al of the alternatives neet ARARs.

8.3 Primary Balancing Criteria

8.3.1 Long-Term Effecti veness and Per manence

Alternatives 1A and 1B have the | east |long-termeffectiveness in that nothing woul d be done.
Alternative 2 has relatively nore long-termeffectiveness because it prevents further
degradation of the environnent by preventing contact between the contam nated nedia and the

anbi ent environnent. Alternatives 3A, 3B and 3C provide the nost |ong-termeffectiveness and
permanence by pernanently renoving the contami nated nedia fromthe site.

8.3.2 Reduction of Toxicity. Mobility or Vol ume

Alternatives 1A and 1B wouldn't result in any reduction of toxicity, nmobility or vol une.
Alternative 2 would result in a reduction of toxicity and nobility by preventing contact between
the contam nated nedia and the anbient environnent. This alternative would not affect vol ure.
Alternatives 3A, 3B and 3C offer the reduction of toxicity, nobility and vol une by pernanently
renoving the contam nated nedia fromthe site. However, given the proxinmty of the North Wtland
to the road, there is the possibility that this may not be a pernanent condition.

8. 3.3 Short-Term Ef fecti veness

The short-termeffectiveness of Alternatives 1A and 1B is higher than that of Alternatives 2,
3A, 3B and 3C. The reason is that there is some mninal hazard to workers who woul d be invol ved



in the construction of these four alternatives.

8.3.4 Inplenentability

Alternatives 1A and 1B have no administrative barriers to inplenmentation. Alternative 2 may
require mtigation under the Clean Water Act in addition to the alternative as descri bed.
Alternatives 2, 3A, 3B and 3C will require obtaining the perm ssion of the property owners of
the land on which the North Wetland and the unnaned creek are located. Alternatives 3A 38
and 3C nay require permts to transport and di spose of the contam nated naterial.

8.3.5 Cost

The cost of the six alternatives are conpared bel ow

. Alternative 1A - $0
. Alternative 1B - $39, 860
. Alternative 2

w | and purchase - $546, 250

w out | and purchase - $316, 250
. Alternative 3A - $2, 526, 550
. Alternative 3B - $2, 003, 300
. Alternative 3C - $2, 311, 644

8.4 Modifying Oriteria
8.4.1 State Acceptance

The State of Florida, as represented by the Florida Departnment of Environmental Regul ation
(FDEP), has been the support agency during the Renmedial Investigation and Feasibility Study
process for the Reeves Southeastern site. In accordance with the 40 CFR 300. 430, FDEP, as the
support agency, has provided input during this process. Based upon coments received from FDEP,
it is expected that concurrence will be forthcom ng; however, a fornmal |etter of concurrence has
not yet been received.

8.4.2 Comunity Acceptance

The general public in the community expressed no major concerns about the selected renmedy during
the public comment period. The comments are discussed in detail in the Responsiveness Summary,
which is Appendi x A of this ROD.

9.0 SELECTED REMEDY
9.1 Selection of Renedy

Based upon consideration of the requirenents of CERCLA, the NCP, the detail ed anal ysis of
alternatives and public and state comments, EPA has selected alternative 1B, the No Action/
Monitoring renmedy, as the renedy for this site. Results of the Wtlands |Inpact Study and the
Area-Wde Baseline Ri sk Assessnent indicated that no action is necessary at the site. However,
because contami nants were found at |evels above background in wetland sedi nent and surface



water, nmonitoring of wetland surface water, sedinent, and the nearby surficial aquifer shall be
conduct ed.

The purpose of the selected renedy is to assess the overall ecologic status of the North Wtl and
and unnanmed creek as the Qperable Units One and Two renedi es are being inplenmented. Mnitoring
data shall be conpared to past wetland data, Florida Surface Water Standards (F.A C 17-302) and
NOAA sedinent ER-L and ER-M screening values. The renedies for Qperable Units One and Two
(described in detail in the ROD-QUL, Reeves Site, Cctober 1992 and the ROD-OU2, Reeves Site,

Sept enber 1993) are expected to significantly reduce or elimnate the potential for the Reeves
Sout heaster site to act as sources of contanmination to the North Wetland and unnamed creek
However, If nonitoring indicates a potential threat to hunman health or the environment, EPA, in
consultation with the State of Florida, will reconsider the protectiveness of this alternative
and the need for additional remedial actions.

The estimated cost for the remedy is $39,860. This Selected Remedy is protective of human
heal th and the environnent.

9.2 Major Conponents of the Renedy

The No Action/Mnitoring renmedy consists of ecol ogical assessnents of the wetlands for a period
of at least 8 years, to be perforned on no less that a sem -annual basis for the first 5 years
The 8 year tine period was selected to parallel the approxinmately eight year tine period that
the QU2 natural attenuation renedy is anticipated to take. If the OR groundwater renedy takes
| onger than eight years, then the nonitoring of the North Wetland and unnaned creek will be
extended to match the nonitor period for the QU2 renedy. Depending on the final selection of the
engi neering neasures that will be undertaken to prevent infiltration of the surficial aquifer
into the unnaned creek, the installation of surficial aquifer nonitor wells inmediately

upgr adi ent of the unnamed creek, for the purpose of nonitoring the discharge of the surficial
aqui fer into the surface water in the unnaned, may be required. Every effort shall be nade to
tine the nonitoring schedul e such that one or two assessnents occur before work begins on the
Qperable Units One and Two renedi es. The renaini ng assessnents shall occur once the Operable
Unit One and Two renedi es have been inplenented. Each assessnent shall include the follow ng

a. GCeneral vegetation surveys to assess the conposition and health of the plant
communities and col |l ection of sanples to assess rel ative abundance and diversity
of aquatic vertebrates and invertebrates.

b. Sanpling and analysis of wetland surface water, sedinent, and biota. At a
m ni rum assays shall be conducted for the COCs identified in the FS and Section
6 of this ROD. Toxicity and Bi oaccunmul ati on anal ysis shall be conducted at |east
once each year of sanpling (at a minimum 8 rounds in all).

c. Field nmeasurenent of hardness, Ph, tenperature, dissolved oxygen and conductivity
at each sanpling station

d. Mnitoring selected surficial aquifer wells for the sane paraneters as in part b
and c¢ of this section

The wetl and renedial action will be considered conplete when the followi ng conditions are net:

a) (1) engineering nmeasures taken to prevent discharge of groundwater to the unnaned
creek have proven to be effective; or

(2) nonitoring wells imediately upgradi ent of the unnamed creek denonstrate that



groundwat er di scharging to the surface water in the unnaned creek does not
exceed F. A C. 17-302 surface water standards for site-related contam nation;

b) Qperable Unit Two groundwater cleanup goals identified in the QU2 RCD (or any
subsequent nodification of those cleanup goal s) have been net; and

c) areview of post-ROD nonitoring data confirns the effectiveness of the selected
remedy in providing adequate protection of human health and the environnent.

9.3 Conpliance with ARARs

The Florida Adm nistrative Code Chapter 17-302 Maxi num Contam nant Levels (MCLs) for class |11
surface water bodies are considered to be ARARs for the site wetlands. NOAA ER-MER-L val ues
are not ARARs for this site, but will serve as guidelines to assess overall conditions in the
wetl ands. The Florida surface water standards and the NOAA ER-Ls nay not be initially net by
the selected remedy. However, these values are expected to be achi eved over a short period of
time once the source and groundwater renedies are inplenented. Once the Reeves source and
groundwat er renedi al actions are inplenented, the potential for contam nant transport fromthe
Reeves Southeastern facilities will be significantly reduced.

10. 0 DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

In the North Wetland FS, F.A C. 17-302 was listed as a TBC rather than as an ARAR In listing
it as a TBC, EPA was narrowly focusing on its application to surface water runoff fromthe road
and other non-site sources. F. A C 17-302 is an ARAR in regard to hazardous substances

di scharges into the surface water fromthe site. The ARARs table in the ROD has been nodified
to reflect this change.



RECCRD COF DEC SI ON
OPERABLE UNI T THREE
APPENDI X A
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

Reeves Sout heastern Superfund Site
Hi I | sborough County, Florida

I. Overview

The United States Environnmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a public coment period from May 2,
1994 to June 1, 1994 for interested parties to comment on EPA' s Proposed Plan for Qperable Unit
(QU) Three addressing the North Wetland and unnaned creek at the Reeves Superfund Site. The
comrent period was originally set to end on May 31, but because the newspaper ran the notice a
day late, on May 3, the coment period waa extended to June 1. During this conment period, the
EPA held a public neeting at the Brandon Canpus of the Hillsborough Conmmunity Coll ege on May 11,
1994. At this tine, EPA representatives presented both the results of the studies undertaken at
the site and EPA's preferred alternative for addressing the surface water and sedi nent

contam nation in the North Wetland and unnaned creek. EPA also inforned the audi ence about the
one day extension of the public coment period.

A summary of EPA' s response to comments received during the public comment period, known as the
responsi veness summary, is required under Section 117 of CERCLA. EPA has considered all of the
comrents sunmmarized in this responsiveness summary in determining the final selected renedy
presented in the Record of Decision for QU Three.

Thi s responsi veness summary consi sts of the foll owi ng sections:

I. Overview This section provides an overview of the contents of the responsiveness
sunmary.

I'l.  Background of Community Invol venent an Concerns: This section provides a brief
hi story of community interest and concerns regarding the Peak O |/Bay Druns site.

111, Summary of Mjor Questions and Comments Received fromthe General Public During the
Public Comment Period and EPA's Responses: This section presents both oral and
witten comments submitted by the public and i nterested governnent agencies during
the public neeting and public comment period, and provi des the responses to these
comrent s.

V. Summary of PRP Comments and EPA' s Responses: This section presents coments subnitted
by the PRP, the Reeves Southeastern Corporation, and EPA's reply to those coments.
These comments were contained in the June 1, 1994 letter from Gayl e Carlson, Esq.,
(Reeves' attorney) to Martha Berry, RPM EPA. The PRP's coments are subdivided into
three sections: coments on the Proposed Plan; the Feasibility Study; and the
Adm ni strative Record.

I'l.  Background of Community Invol venent and Concerns

In accordance with Sections 113 and 117 of CERCLA, EPA has conducted community relations
activities at the Reeves site to ensure that the public renains informed concerning progress at
the site. EPA periodically issued press releases to keep the public infornmed. There was
noderate | ocal press coverage of EPA's activities, and EPA held neetings with county and state
officials to advise themof the progress at the site.



A community relations plan (CRP) was devel oped in 1988 and revised in 1989 to establish EPA' s
plan for community participation during renedial activities. Follow ng conpletion of the
Wet | ands | npact Study and Feasibility Study (WS/FS), a Proposed Plan fact sheet was nuiled to
local residents and public officials in May 1994. The fact sheet detailed EPA' s preferred
alternative for addressing the contamnation in the North Wetl and and unnaned creek
Additionally, the Adm nistrative Record for the site, which contains site related docunents
including the WS and FS reports and the Proposed Pl an, was nmade avail able for public review at
the information repository in the Brandon Public Library. A notice of the availability of the
Adm ni strative Record for the Reeves site was published in the Tanmpa Tri bune on May 3, 1994.

Finally, EPA held a public neeting in Brandon, Florida on May 11, 1994 at the Coll ege to discuss
the remedial alternatives under consideration and to answer any questions concerning the
Proposed Plans for the North, Central and South Wetlands at the Bay Druns, Peak Q1| and Reeves
Superfund Sites. Although attendance was fairly low, a few concerns were raised during this
neeting. Questions were raised concerning all three wetlands sites; this Responsiveness Summary
only addressee comments directed towards all three sites in general or the North Wetland in
particular. Corments that apply specifically to the Central and South Wtl ands and proposed
renmedi es are addressed in the Responsiveness Summaries for the ROD for those wetlands. EPA's
responses to these concerns fromthe neeting sud fromwitten comments that were submtted to
the Agency are summarized in Section IlIl. The Reeves Southeastern Corporation also submtted

a nunber of questions in witing. Because Reeves is the PRP, its comments are addressed
separately in Section IV. A transcript of this public neeting was prepared by a certified
notary public, and this docunent is a part of the Adm nistrative Record upon which the renedy
selected in the QU Three Record of Decision is based.

Fol | owi ng the issuance of the final Record of Decision for QU Three, EPA will continue to keep
the community informed about progress at the site through fact sheets and infornal infornation
neetings. Additionally, design and constructi on docunents pertaining to the inplenmentation of
QU Three will be placed in the infornmation repository at the Brandon Public Library.

111, Summary of Mjor Questions and Comments Received fromthe General Public During the Public
Comment Period and EPA' s Responses

1. Comment: In the Proposed Plan, the followi ng statements are made concerning the results of
the WS

a. The sedinment of each wetland area studied were at least chronically toxic to daphnia

b. The water and sedi nent of the unnaned creek at the northeast corner of the Reeves SEG
facility were toxic to alnost all organisns tested.

c. The sedinments of the Cypress Pond were highly toxic to fish, daphnids, algea, and
bacteri a.

How woul d the preferred alternative, No Action/Mnitoring, satisfactorily address these issues?
Response: The responses to these issues are addressed in the order they were asked:

a. O the five wetlands studied, two, the Cypress Swanp and the Spray Field Wtland, were
studied to provide "background" data for the WS. CERCLA only authorizes EPA to denand cl eanup
of problens caused by the Superfund site. Since the toxicity to the daphnia also resulted from
the sedinents in the two background wetl ands, EPA concluded that this was not a problemthat
could be attributed to contam nation fromthe site.



b. The WS found that the water and sedinment fromthis area was indeed highly toxic. However

vi sual observation since the conpletion of the WS by several people famliar with how the
unnaned creek historically |ooked indicated that the unnaned creek had been dredged and

strai ghtened out by an unknown entity since the WS sanpling event. Sedinent sanpling conducted
by Reeves in 1993 confirned that the levels of COCs in the sedinent were dranmatically |ower than
the levels found during the WS. It is EPA's conclusion that the current levels of COCs in the
sedi nent woul d not cause significantly nore toxicity to aquatic organi sns that woul d be caused
by sedinent fromthe background wetlands. To assure that this is the case, EPAis proposing to
require an extensive nonitor plan that woul d require chem cal characterization, bioaccunulation
and toxicol ogi cal anal yses testing over a period of years. |If the nonitoring required under the
pl an shows that there is extensive toxicity posed by the current |evels of COCs, then EPA will
use that infornmation to reassess the appropriateness of the renedy.

c. EPA is not authorized under CERCLA to address the Cypress Swanp as a part of this project
because the Cypress Swanp is not a part of, or affected by, the Reeves site. It was used as a
background wetland for the WS.

2. Comment: In the Proposed Plan, EPA states that inplementation of the preferred alternative
woul d | eave levels of two netals slightly above the ER-Ls. After reviewing the data in Table 1
of the Proposed Plan, it appears that the ERLs are exceeded in the sedinents for each of the
seven netals represented. Chromumwas found in levels up to four tines the ERL level, |lead up
to eighty-eight tinmes, nercury up to 1.6 tines, nickel up to 2.4 tinmes and, finally, zinc at
levels up to 93 times. Please explain this discrepancy.

Response: In nmaking this statenent in the Proposed Plan, EPA was referring to the 1993 data
taken fromsanple points A, B and 10. Sanple points 4 and 1 are upstreamfromthe North Wtl and
and the levels found in these sanples are nost likely the result of stormwater runoff fromthe
road. Information found in Appendix A of the FS states that netals, including | ead and zinc,
are a significant conponent of road runoff. Sanple points A B and 10, which are all downstream
fromsanple points 4 and 1, are the sanple points affected by surface water runoff fromthe SEG
facility. Based on the nost recent sanpling fromthese three sanpling points, inplenentation of
the preferred alternative would | eave levels of two nmetals slightly above the ER-Ls.

3. Comment: Are NOAA's ER-Ls for inorganics applicable to the sedinments in the wetlands, the
unnaned creek and the Cypress Pond? |If not, please state what specific criteria are to be used
in assessing toxicological risk of the contam nants to various organi sns.

Response: Screening Quidelines for Inorganics were devel oped and are used by the Nationa
Qceanogr aphi ¢ and At nospheric Adm nistration (NOAY). The ER-L levels are the | owest screening
I evel s used by NOAA for purposes of evaluating the effect of sedinents in wetland areas. These
ER-L levels are the nost conservative of NOAA's screening levels for sedinments and do not
necessarily indicate that sedi nent should be remediated to these | evels. Qther screening
concentrations established by NOAA and used by the EPA Region IVin the WS are the

Ef fects Range--Median (ER-M and the Overall Effects Threshold ("Threshol d') levels. EPA does
not have any pronul gated standards for sedinent, nor does EPA have a standard met hodol ogy for
sel ecting acceptabl e sedinment levels on a site specific basis

4. Comment: In the NWFS, it was stated that the contam nated sedinents in the unnanmed creek
had been renoved by an unnaned entity prior to the 1993 sanpling event. Does EPA know who this
entity is or where this entity took the material ?

Response: EPA is not aware of who this entity is or where it took the material

5. Comment: The Florida Ganes and Florida Fresh Water Comnmi ssion have a list of aninals,



specifically birds, that are not on the federal endangered species list. Wen considering the
potential effects on endangered species, does EPA | ook at lists of aninals designated by state
agenci es or does EPA just use species that are listed by the US. Fish & Wldlife Service?

Responses: The concern behind this question seened to be that EPA did not consider State
concerns when anal yzi ng potential effects on endangered species. However, CERCLA/ SARA nandates
that both the federal and the state governnent designate agencies to function as Natural
Resource Trustees (NRTs). One of the nmjor mandates of the NRTs is to determ ne potential
adverse effects on natural resources, which include wildlife and plantlife, as well as

t hreat ened and endangered species. Fornmerly in the State of Florida, there were two agencies
desi gnated as NRTs: the Department of Environnental Regul ation; and the Department of Natural
Resources. Recently, these two agencies were nerged into one, the Florida Departnment of

Envi ronnental Protection (FDEP). Both the federal and the state NRTs had input into the entire
wet | ands i nvestigation process and have concurred that the preferred alternative in the Proposed
Plan will be protective of both human health and the environnent.

V. Summary of PRP Comments and EPA' s Responses
The Proposed Pl an

1. Comment: The "Description and H story" section includes a detail ed description of Reeves
Sout heastern Corporation ("Reeves") and the Superfund studi es conducted at Reeves' Southeastern
Gal vani zing ("SEG') and Sout heastern Wre ("SEW) properties. This section incorrectly gives the
inmpression that the North Wetland is part of the Southeastern Gl vani zing site.

It is inportant to note that the North Wetland is not and has never been a part of the property
owned by Reeves. It also is inportant to note that only the snall portion of the drai nage swal e
(referred to in the Proposed Plan as the "unnaned creek") that crosses the northwest corner of
Reeves' SEG property is owned by Reeves. The renmi nder of the drainage swale is owned by a
third party. Additionally, Reeves has never conducted any activities in or around the North
Vet | and.

Based on the information in the Area-Wde Hydrol ogi ¢ Renedi al |nvestigation Report ("Area-Wde
RI") and the North Wetland Feasibility Study ("NWS"), inpacts to the North Wtland woul d have
resulted fromsources other than Reeves. As the NWS notes, the Area-Wde R states that the
stormnater runoff at the SEG property flows north and west into the drainage swale, not to the
North Wetland. In addition, the NWS (page 2-3) notes that the levels of inorganics in the
North Wetland are conparable to those in the upgradi ent drainage ditch that flows into the North
Wetland via the culvert under State Road 574.

The Proposed Plan and the Record of Decision to be issued subsequently shoul d incl ude

di scussions of the many other sources of potential inpacts to the North Wetland and the drai nage
swal e, which are discussed in the NWFS. These other sources include, but are not limted to,
air emssions fromthe Hillshorough County Resource Recovery Plant and stormmater runoff from
ditches along State Road 574, froma culvert under State Road 574 (draining a 49-acre watershed
south of the highway, including the Peak G| and Bay Druns Superfund Sites and the railroad
tracks), and fromwest of the North Wetland (i ncluding drainage through a large area fornerly an
aut onobi | e sal vage yard and still containing remmants of junked vehicles and debris), and
stormmater fromditches, stormsewer outfalls and sheetfl ow runoff fromroadways, parking lots
and other areas in an industrial and office park.

In spite of statenents to the contrary in certain EPA docunents, these culverts remain open, and
in fact there are other culverts fromthe Peak Q| and Bay Druns Sites to the ditches along the
railroad tracks that are still open (see the letter fromJohn Gool shy contained in the Reeves,



submittal by Gayle B. Carlson to David Abbott dated Cctober 5, 1993, which is part of the

Adm ni strative Record). W want to enphasize the continuing influences fromthese sites as well
as the likelihood that contam nants will be released fromthe Peak Q| and Bay Druns Sites to
the North Wetland during the renedial actions scheduled to take place at those sites.

Response: EPA does not dispute the significant points of this comment, therefore, EPA has no
response. However, EPA enphasizes that the inplenentation of the renedies for the Peak Q| /Bay
Druns sites, if properly done, should not result in the rel ease of contam nation fromthose
sites

2. Comment: Pages 2 and 4 of the Proposed Plan discuss only Operable Units One and Two that
wi Il be conducted by Reeves. This discussion should also include the operable units for the
Peak G| and Bay Druns Sites because these other operable units may affect the conditions in the
North Wetland and in the drainage swale. The effects could be beneficial (e.g., reducing
contaminants in a source area) and/or detrinental (e.g., creating the release of contam nants
during construction of a remedial action).

Response: To date, EPA haa not found it useful to summarize the sel ected operable unit renedies
for all three sites in its decision docunents. To provide the histories for all three sites
woul d be very cunbersone and would only grow nore so as the various RO RAs are inplenmented. EPA
does agree with the point that the source control R RAs at the Peak O |/Bay Druns sites may
have an inpact on the North Wtland and unnaned creek if the RDY RAs are not properly

i npl enent ed.

3. Comment: The first paragraph on page 4, the phrase "within a one mle radius of the site"
should be omtted to reflect the EPA's revised scope of work for the Reeves QUR2.

Response: This revision will be nmade as appropriate in future docunents.

4., Comment: Page 5 of the Proposed Plan states as follows: "Based on data devel oped in the
Wet | ands I npact Study ("WS"), it has been deternmined that the main contributor to any potentia
problemin the North Wetlands is the Reeves SEG facility." This conclusion is not drawn in the
WS, and the WS actually states that surface water drainage fromthe Peak G| and Bay Druns
sites flows to the North Wetl and via a drainage ditch and a culvert under SR 574 (see pages 2-3
and 5-1 of the WS). Wth respect to the SEG property, the WS states, in much | ess concl usive
terns than reported on page 5 of the Proposed Plan, that surface runoff fromthe SEG property
"appears probable" (see page 5-1 of the WS). Further, contrary to this inconclusive intinmation
inthe WS, we show below in the Feasibility Study comments that the SEG facility could not have
contributed to any inpacts in the North Wetland. It is clear frominfornation reported in the
Area-Wde R (see pages 4-76 through 4-78), the WS (see pages 2-3 and 5-1), and the North

Wetl and Feasibility Study (see, e.g., pages 2-7, 3-6, and 3-20) that there are many sources that
may have affected and nmay be affecting the North Wtl and

Responses: There are many potential sources of contamination of the North Wtland, of which
the SEG facility is probably one. The topography-of the southwest corner of the SEG facility
sl opes towards the North Wetl and; therefore any contam nated soils in that area coul d have been
carried by stormmater runoff into the wetland. Regardless of the many sources of contam nation
for the North wetland, there is no question that the SEGfacility is the main contributor of
contam nation in the unnamed creek and this is the area of offsite contanmination that was of
nost concern to EPA and to the natural resource trustees.

5. Comment: At the top of the right-hand colum on page 8 of the Proposed Plan, there is a
reference to "by contam nated groundwater in the Northern Surficial Aquifer." It appears that
t he above phrase should be del eted and replaced by "by the North Wetland and the drai nage
swal e. "



Response: This error will be corrected in future docunents.

6. Comment: Reeves agrees with the EPA's selection of Alternative 1 B for the North Wtl and
QU3. Reeves notes, however, that the cost estimate included in the Proposed Plan nmay be
significantly understated, depending on the types of testing required (see Corment 5 below in
the comments on the North Wetland Feasibility Study).

Response: EPA concurs that the cost estinmate in the Proposed Pl an does not reflect the cost of
the types of testing requested by the natural resource trustees. However, the cost estinmate is
accurate in its relationship to the other cost estimates and, thus, fulfills its requirenment to
provi de an accurate conparison of the relative costs of the alternatives.

The Feasibility Study

1. Coment: Wth respect to Sections 1.2.1 (Site Description) and 1.2.2 (Site History) of the
NWFS, we here incorporate Comment 1 fromthe Proposed Pl an di scussion above.

Response: Please refer to EPA's response to Comment #1 on the Proposed Pl an

2. Comment: Wth respect to Section 1.2.2 of the NWS, we al so here incorporate Comment 2 from
the Proposed Pl an di scussi on above.

Response: Please refer to EPA's response to Comment #2 on the Proposed Pl an

3. Comment: |In the |last paragraph of Section 1.2.2.1 (page 1-6), the phrase "within a one mle
radius of the site" should be deleted to reflect the EPA's revi sed scope of work for the Reeves
QL.

Response: This change will be reflected in future docunents.

4. Comment: Reeves disagrees with the statenment in Section 2.2.1.1 (page 2-8) that "for the
reasons that are nore fully explained in another Chapter, it has been determ ned that the nain
contributor to any potential problemin the North Wetlands is the Reeves SEG facility." There
sinply is no other chapter in the NWS that discusses any basis for the foregoing concl usion

To the contrary, as stated in Conments 1 and 4 fromthe Proposed Pl an di scussi on above, inpacts
to the North Wetland have resulted fromsources other than Reeves. As the NWS itself notes

t hroughout, all the topographical information collected during the Area-Wde R shows that the
stormnater runoff at the SEG property flows north and west into the drainage swale, not to the
North Wetland. The NWFS includes several discussions of the nany other sources of potentia
inmpacts to the North Wetland and the drainage swale (e.g., page 2-7 in the | ast paragraph of
Section 2.1.2, page 3-6 in the next to |ast paragraph of Section 3.2.2, page 3-20 in the second
full paragraph, page 6-7 in the second paragraph of Section 6.3.3.2, page 6-1 0 in the | ast

par agraph of Section 6.3.4.2, page 6-12 in the second paragraph of Section 6.3.5.2, and page 6-1
5 in the second paragraph of Section 6.3.6.2). 1In addition, we note that the report in
Appendi x A to the NWS and the information in the August 6, 1993, letter from Gayle B. Carlson
to Martha Berry (copy attached) show the many sources of contam nants found in urban stornmwater
in Florida.

The materials that have been submtted on behalf of Reeves and the points that the EPA itself
has nade in various docunents indicate numerous PRPs in connection with the North Wtland and
the drai nage swale. The materials submtted on behal f of Reeves al so show Reeves is not
responsi ble for inpacts to the North Wetland. The EPA shoul d consider identifying the
appropriate PRPS.



Response: Please refer to EPA's response to Comment #4 on the Proposed Pl an

5. Comment: In Section 5.2.2, the NWS states that nonitoring of the sedinents will be
conducted over a period of eight years and that chem cal characterization, bioaccunulation and

t oxi col ogi cal anal yses, as well as other types of environnmental testing, should be considered in
t he devel opnent of the final nonitoring plan. In the discussion of costs of the No Action/
Monitoring alternative in Section 6.3.2.5, the NWFS notes that the cost estinate includes only

t he sedi nent sanpling because cost figures for the chem cal characterization, bioaccunulation
and toxicol ogi cal anal yses were not readily available. Thus, depending on the additiona
sanpling that ultinmately is selected, the costs of the No Action/Mnitoring alternative may be
substantial ly higher

Reeves objects to the requirenent of sanpling of the sedinents twice a year for the first five
years. Reeves requests that this portion of the NWS be changed to specify sanpling of the
sedi nents once a year for the entire eight-year sanpling period

In addition, Reeves objects to the inclusion of chem cal characterization, bioaccurulation and
toxi col ogi cal analyses in this alternative. The nonitoring of the sedinents on an annual basis
will be sufficient to track the status of the North Wetland and drai nage swal e

The North Wetland does not belong in the Superfund process because it is part of a stormater
nmanagenent system Any effects found in the North Wetland are the sanme as those found in

hundr eds of stormater nanagenent systens throughout Florida (see the subnmittals attached to the
August 6, 1993, letter fromGyle B. Carlson to Martha Berry). Neither the EPA nor the Florida
DEP has ever suggested that CERCLA and all of its requirenents should be inposed on all those

ot her stormwater managenent systens. Therefore, the bioaccumul ati on and toxi col ogi ca
assessnents should not be required for the North Wetland and drai nage swal e, particularly when
not hi ng has shown Reeves to be responsibie for the North Wetl and, when the sedinments fromthe
drai nage swal e have al ready been renoved by sonme other party, and when the QU2 ROD requires
Reeves to provide a barrier in the drai nage aware.

Response: EPA disagrees with this cooment. At the beginning of the RI/FS process, there was
anpl e reason to suspect that runoff fromeither the SEG or the SEN facility was carrying

contam nation into these bodies. A though the results of the WS indicate that the North
Wetland itself is inpacted by a nunber of different sources, this nost certainly was not
intuitively obvious at the beginning of the process. Certainly, there can be no quest on that
the main contributor of contamination to the sedinents in the unnaned creek is drai nage of f of
the SEG facility. The sanple with the highest levels of netals fromthe offsite wetlands/

drai nage ditches was found in the unnaned creek at the point where it was joined by the

drai nage ditch off of the SEGfacility. The sanples fromthis area showed significant toxicity.
The two significant reasons that cause EPA to consider nonitoring in the area, rather than an
active renedi ation renmedy, are: (1) sanpling from 1993 indicates that these highly contamn nated
sedi nents have been renoved fromthe area; and (2) conponents fromthe QUl and OU2

renmedi es, when inpl enented, should prevent recontam nation of the unnaned creek fromthe SEG
facility.

EPA al so disagrees with the assertion that CERCLA should not be applied to the North Wtland and
unnaned creek because these areas are a part of a pernitted stornwater nanagenent system

Al though this fact is considered when EPA considers the potential |and use aspects of the risk
and renedy selection process, it would not prevent EPA fromtaking an action in these areas.
The issue of the stormwater nmanagenent system had a nore direct inpact on whether or not certain
state regul ations woul d be ARARs, not whether EPA had the legal authority to order a renedia
action in the wetl and



EPA bel i eves that the bioaccunulation and the toxicity testing is necessary for the nonitoring
program because the levels left in the sedinents are slightly above the ER-Ls established by
NOAA. Al t hough the ER-Ls are not considered "cleanup criteria", they are useful in determning
what | evels of contami nants are of no concern vs. what |evels are probably not of concern but
should be nmonitored. It is EPA's opinion that the current state-of-the-art know edge about
sedi nent contam nant | evels does not yet allow for regulatory establishnent of cleanup |evels.
Therefore, the decision on cleanups of sedinent should be made based on site-specific data
concerning the inpact of those actual sedinents on the flora and fauna at the site. Wthout the
types of testing suggested in the NWS, nere know edge of the levels of contam nants in the
sedi nents woul d not provide information that could be used in determ ning whether the site is
not having a significant adverse affect on the North Wtland and unnaned creek.

It should be noted that the paraneters of the nonitoring plan will be established in the final,
EPA approved, Wrk Plan for inplementing the No Action/Mnitoring alternative and will be
subject to nodification based on the results of that nonitoring.

6. Comment: Wiile not critical to the substance of the NWS, there are a few typographi cal
errors that we noted in reviewing the report. W are providing a list of the corrections bel ow
for your use in producing the final version of the NWS.

Page No. Correction

ES-4 The words "nmay be" should be onmitted at the
end of the third to last line on the page.

1-2 The word " Sout hwest ern" shoul d be changed to
"Sout heastern" in the fourth line fromthe
bottom of the page.

1- 4 The first two words on the fourth line of the
page need a space between them The sane
change should be nade for the first two words
on the sixth line of the page. Additionally,
the word "@al vani zi ng" shoul d be added
bet ween the words "Sout heastern" and
"Division" in the fifth line fromthe bottom
of the page.

1-6 The word "Part” in the sisth line fromthe
bottom of the page should be "Park".

2 - 20 The word "later" should be "latter"” in the
fourth line fromthe bottom of Section
2.2.2.1. The work "creed" should be "creek"
inthe fifth line on Section 2.2.2.2.

2 - 21 The word "di scuss" should be "di scusses" in
the first line of Section 2.2.2.3. The word
"toxilogical" should be "toxicological" in

the last |line on the page.

2 - 22 The word "that" should be added after
"conservatism' in the next to last |line of
the third paragraph.



3-9 The word "and" should be "any" in the fifth
l'ine of the second bl ock of the second
colum. In the third block of the fourth
colum, it appears that either sonething is
m ssing or there are extra words.

3 - 12 The references to FAC 1 7-020(14) and 1 7-
020(16) should be to FAC 1 7-25.020(14) and 1
7-25.020(16).

3-17 The order of the words "the that" in the
third Iine of Section should be reversed.

5-1 The word "is" should be "are" in the third
line of Section 5.2.2.

Response: EPA will be using the NWFS information in its preparation of the QU3 ROD and will
nmake the necessary corrections in that docunent. The NWFS found in the Administrative Record

will not be revised further.

The Administrative Record

1. Coment: Section 3.7. Item1l: Al the even-nunbered pages of the authorizing statutes
were omtted, probably because they were not copied fromthe reverse sides of the odd nunbered
pages. In addition, only part of the Menorandum of Agreenent between FDER and SWFWD concer ni ng

del egation of authorities between FDER and SWFWWD i s included. Please add to the OU3
Adm ni strative Record ("AR') all these nissing pages.

The diskette referenced in this itemwas not included in the AR W have been advi sed by
representatives of the Peak Q| and Bay Druns Groups that the contents of the diskette are
identical to the contents of the "Assessnment of U S. EPA Bay Druns, Peak G| and Reeves

Sout heastern Area-Wde Wetland I npact Study: (1) Comments on Wetland | npact Study; (2)

Remedi ation Alternatives" that acconpani ed Robert L. Rhodes, Jr.'s letter of Cctober 29, 1993,
to David Lloyd, which also is part of the QU3 AR If there are differences between the diskette
and that submttal of Cctober 29, 1993, Reeves reserves its rights to comment on the diskette
contents later.

Response: In reference to Item 1, the acconpanying statutes in the copy of the ARin the EPA
Records Center was conplete. EPA will nmake sure the final AR that goes out with the ROD has the
correct pages. In reference to the SWAWD Menorandum of Agreenent, the pages duplicated in the
AR reflect the pages that are attached to the original itemin EPA's files. The files for this
project to not contain a conplete copy of MU In reference to the diskette nentioned in this
item a search of the files did not reveal a copy of the diskette. Therefore the contents of the
di skette, if different fromthe docunent referenced in this comment, will not be concluded in
the Operable Unit Three AR

2. Comment: Section 3.8. Iteml1l: It also appears that only one side of each page of this
report was copied (i.e., only the odd-nunbered pages were included). After discovering the

m ssing pages on May 24, we requested and received the conplete copy fromRegion IV, but we have
not had a chance to reviewthe report fully. Reeves reserves the right to submt supplenental
comrents on this item including conments concerning the appropriateness of including this
report in the Admi nistrative Record.

Response: In reference to this report, the copy of the ARin the EPA Records Center was



complete. EPA will neke sure the final AR that goes out with the ROD has the correct pages.

3. Comment: Section 3.10. Itens 1-12: A though letters requesting comments on the Wetl ands
I mpact Study Plan (WSP) and responses to those letters are included, the WSP itself is not
included in the AR Reeves requests that the WSP be included in the Admi nistrative Record, as
wel | .

The EPA requested coments on the WSP froma nunber of people, but only three responses are
included in the AR Pl ease advise us whether there were other responses, and if so, provide us
with copies. Reeves reserves its rights to comment on any additional responses foll ow ng

recei pt of the copies.

Response: A copy of the WSP has been located and will be added to the final AR A review of
the site files did not turn up any additional replies to the comrent request letters.

4. Conment : Section 3.1 0. |Items 13-14: These two nenoranda refer to two attachnents, the
WSP and "a 1986 paper by an Assistant Attorney General with the US Departnment of Justice, Land
and Natural Resources Division," which were not included in the AR Reeves requests a copy of
the 1986 Departnent of justice paper and reserves its rights to submt comrents on that paper
follow ng recei pt, including coments concerning the appropriateness of including this report in
the Administrative Record.

Response: EPA has searched the Reeves, Peak O | and Bay Druns files and was unsuccessful in
locating the DQJ attachnent to these two nmenos. Therefore, it will not be possible to include
the DQJ paper in the Qperable Unit Three AR

5. Comment: Section 3.1 0. Item23: This nenorandum from Waynon Johnson of NQAA states that
the flow of stormwater under the railroad track south of SR 574 has been elininated. This is an
incorrect statenent. As reported in a letter fromJohn Gool shy of Heidt & Associates, the

cul vert under the railroad track south of SR 574 is open, and stormmater continues to flow
through the culvert. The letter fromM. Goolshy is attached to the submittal on behal f of
Reeves from Gayl e B. Carlson dated October 5, 1993, which is part of the ARat item25, § 3.1 0.

There also is an incorrect statenent concerning flow fromthe "unnanmed creek"” into Six Mle
Creek before it reaches the Tanpa Bypass Canal. Flow actually is into the Mango Canal and then
into the Tanpa Bypass Canal .

Response: EPA agrees that this coment is correct.

6. Comment: Additional Itens- Reeves requests that the following itens be added to and made a
part of the QU3 North Wetland Adm nistrative Record:

The Reeves' QUL and OU2 Administrative Records (which can be incorporated by reference),
including the following letters and all docunents referenced in and attached to the follow ng
letters: the letter fromGyle B. Carlson, Trenam Simmons, et al., (Septenber 1 7, 1992)
regardi ng docunents proposed to supplenent the Site Source Administrative Record, the foll ow up
letter fromGayle B. Carlson, Trenam Sinmmons, et al., (Septenber 22, 1992) regarding the sane,
the letter fromGayle B. Carlson, Gayle B. Carlson, P.A (April 21, 1993) regardi ng docunents
proposed to supplenment the QU2 Administrative Record (this letter is already in the QU3 AR), and
the followup letter fromGayle B. Carlson, Gayle B. Carlson, P.A (April 22, 1993) regarding

t he sane.

Aeri al photographs prepared by the EPA's Environnental Photographic Interpretation Center,
entitled "Site Anal ysi s- Reeves Sout heastern Corporation; Peak G| ; Bay Drum-Brandon, Florida-



-Volune 2," TS-PIC 85117, Decenber 1985.
Letter fromGayle B. Carlson to Martha Berry dated August 6, 1993.

Suppl enental Analysis of Remedial Alternative 1 Source Control/Mnitoring Operable Unit Two,
Reeves Sout heastern Corporation, July 1993, prepared by RUST Environnent & Infrastructure.

Response: The letters referenced in the second paragraph of this comment all have to do with
items that Reeves requested be added to the QUL and 2 ARs. These issues were resolved by EPA at
the time these Ars were assenbl ed and do not have an inpact on the renedy sel ection process for
the QU3 renmedy. Therefore, these letters will not be added to the QU3 AR

The letter fromGayle B. Carlson to Martha Berry dated August 6, 1993 and the Suppl enent al

Anal ysis of Renedial Alternative 1 Source Control/Mnitoring Operable Unit Two, Reeves

Sout heastern Corporation, July 1993 are considered by EPA to be renedi al design issues for the
O selected renedy. For that reason, these two docunents will not be added to the QU3 AR

EPA agrees that the aerial photographs prepared by the EPA s Environnental Photographic
Interpretation Center and the Reeves QUL and 2 Ars were used in the renedy sel ection process and
will add themto the final QU3 AR



