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SUPERFUND RECORD OF DECISION
American Creosote, FL

ABSTRACT Continued

The selected remedial action for this site includes excavation of all
contaminated soils and sludges. both on and offsite, with consolidation and
onsite disposal in a landfill that meets RCRA standards. Total capital cost
for the selected remedial alternative is estimated to be $5,678,000 with
annual OSM costs approximately $50,000 for years 1-5 and $19,000 for years
6-30. At a later date the Agency will consider a second operable unit which
will involve the selection of an alternative for the Management of Migration
of contaminants in the ground water at the site. Operable units I and II
will be the basis for the site's remedial design.



RECORD OF DECISION A
Remedial Altermative Selection

Operable Unit I

SITE: American Creosote Works Inc., Pensacola, Florida
NPL CERCLA Site

Documents Reviewed
I am basing my decision upon the following documents describing the analysis

of cost-effectiveness and feasibility of remedial alternatives for the
American Crecsote Works Inc., Pensacola, Florida.

- Remedial Action Master Plan

= Remedial Investigation Report, Volumes I and II

- FPeasibility Study, Volumes I and II, with addendum

- Respcnsiveness Summary to Public Meeting and Recommendations
= Summary of Remedial Alternative Selection

Description of Selected Alternative

After a thorouch review of all options, I have determined that alternative
mmber 2, -as detailed in the Feasibility Study and described below, is the
appropriate remedy for Source Control Measures at the site. This altermative
will be identified as Operable Unit I of the remedy and will result in:

- Contaminated soils being excavated fram areas off the site
to be managed with contaminated soils and sludges fram areas
cn the site.

- The consolidated contaminated soils will then be managed on the
site consistent with RCRA standards.

= The State of Florida will evaluate whether use of other alternatives
is possible for portions of the contaminated material presently onsite.
These alternatives would be implemented through use of the State
Fund or a combination of the State Fund and CERCIA. The State's
intent is to corplete this activity within 30 days from the receipt
of available environmental infarmation.

At a later date, Operable Unit II will be required which will constitute
the Agency's official selection of an alternative for the Management Of
Migration of contaminants in the groundwater at this site. Operable Units I
and II will then farm the basis for the entire site's Remedial Design.




Declarations

Onsistant with the Conprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,

and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) and the National Contingency Plan (40

CFR Part 300), I have determined that excavation and consolidation of
ocontaminated soils and sludges for placement in a landfill constructed on
the American Crecsote Works Site in Florida, is a cost-effective remedy and
provides adequate protection of public health, welfare, and the environment.
Based on available infarmation, the remedial action does not adversely
affect any floodplain or wetland areas.

I have further determined that the State of Florida has an independent
Fund and may choose to handle portions of the contaminated material through
other than land disposal onsite. The Remedial Design will incorporate State

" Funded and additional CERCIA activities as agreed to within a Cooperative

Agreement or Contract in order to proceed.

I have also determined that the action being taken is appropriate when balanced
against the availability of Trust Fund monies for use at other sites.

SEP 30 1985

DATE Jack E. van
Regional Administrator
EPA Region IV



SUMVARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION
.SITE LOCATIQN AND DESCRIPTION

The American Creocscte Works, Inc., (ACW) Site occupies approximately 12 acres
in a moderately dense, cammercial and residential district of Pensacola,
Florida. The site is located about ane mile southwest of the intersection of
Garden and Palafox Streets in downtown Pensacola and is approximately 600
yards north of Pensacola Bay and Bayou Chico. Immediately north of the Site
is a lunber company, an auto body shop, an appliance sales and repair shop
and a wire storage area. Residential neighborhoods are immediately adjacent
to the Site on the east and scuth and a yacht sales shop is southwest of the
Site. The residential population within a one mile radius was approximately
5,000 persons in 1970. The approximate population in the area of the site
was 1,056 in 1970. A total of 404 dwellings units were present in this same
area in 1970. Figure 1 shows the general location of the ACW Site.

The more pertinent features of the site are shown on Figure 2. The site is
about 2,100 feet long, east to west, and an average of 390 feet wide, north
to scuth. Primary access to the plant is off Pine Street at its intersection
with "J" Street. A railroad spur line of the Burlington Northern Railroad
traverses the plant west to east. The majority of site buildings, process
tanks, and equipment was situated near the center of the site in an area
designated as the main plant area. A few amall work sheds, miscellanecus
equipment and debris lie about the remainder of the site.

Four surface impoundments were located in the western portion of the site.
The Main and Overflow Ponds, located adjacent to "L" Street, were used for
disposal of process wastes and are 1.8 and 0.9 acres in size, respectively.
During former plant operations, liquid wastes periodically overflowed and were
“drawn-off” fram the two larger impoundments and allowed to accumulate in the
smaller Railroad Impoundment, 0.3 acres, and Holding Pond, 0.1 acre, or were
spread on the ground in “spillage areas.”

SITE HISTORY

Wood-preserving cperations were carried cut at the ACW Site from 1902 until
Decenber, 1981. Prior to 1950, crecsote was exclusively used to treat poles.
Use of pentachlorophenol (PCP) started in 1950 and steadily increased in the
later years of the ACW cperations. During its years of operation, liquid
process wastes were digcharged into the two unlined, onsite surface impound-
ments. Prior to about 1970, wastewaters in these ponds were allowed to over-
flow throuch a spillway and follow a drainage course into Bayou Chico and -
Pensacola Bay. In subsequent years, wastewater were periodically drawn off
the ponds and discharged to designated "spillage areas” on site. Additional
discharges occurred during periods of heavy rainfall and flooding, when the
ponds overflowed the contairment dikes.
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In March, 1980, considerable quantities of "oily/asphaltic/creosotic material”
were found by the City of Pensacola in the groaundwater near the intersection
of "L" and Cypress Streets. In July 1981, the U.S. Geological Survey instal-
led nine groundwater monitoring wells in the vicinity of the ACW Site.

Samples taken from those wells revealed that a contaminant plume was moving
in a southerly direction toward Pensacola Bay. In February 1983, the Site
Screening Section conducted a Superfund investigation. The investigation
included sanpling and analyses of onsite soils, wastewater sludges, sediment
in the area drainage ditches and existing onsite and offsite monitoring wells.
Concurrent with this investigation, the USGS initiated a site and laboratory
research study.

Becauge of the threat posed to human health and the enviromment by frequent
overflows fram the waste ponds, EPA, Region IV, Emergency Response and Control
Bection performed an immediate cleanup during September to October 1983. The
immediate cleanup work included dewatering the two large lagoons (Main and
Overflow Ponds), with the water being treated via coagulation, sedimentation
and filtration with subsequent discharge to the City of Pensacola sewer
systeam. The sludge in the lagoon was then solidified with lime and fly ash.
A temporary clay cap was placed over the solidified material. The Florida
Department of Environmental Requlation (FDER) also assisted during the clean-~
up. In Jamary 1964, a remedial investigation and feasibility study under
CERCIA was initiated by EPA's contractor.

SITE GEOMORPHOLOGY

The ACW Site is located in the Gulf Coastal Lowlands of western Florida. The
Site is nearly flat, with elevations ranging between 12 to 14 feet above sea

level. The land slopes gently southward at about 25 feet per mile toward the
Pensacola Bay.

The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map
(FIRM) indicates the boundaries and elevations of the 100-year floodplain.
Based on the FIRM, the 100-year floodplain is not located within the ACW Site
area and will not be affected by removal or source control types of actions
at the site.

Local Geology

The wvater-bearing zone underlying the ACW Site area is camposed primarily of
sand with many interbedded layers and lenses of clay and sandy clay. These
clay layers and lenses range from less than an inch to approximately 38 feet
in thickness. Based on characteristics of the sands in these areas, the
water-bearing zone can be stratigraphically divided into two areas.

The sand in the upper 25 feet of sediment varies in grain size from fine to

coarse and in density fram loocse to dense. These variation in grain size and
density are important, since these are a factor in the seepage rate of water
through the sediment. Figure 3 presents a generalized stratigraphic colum.
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There are two massive clay formations in the water-bearing zane in the area
of investigation. One clay layer is directly under the ACW ponds. This clay
layer appears to be continuous under the ACW pond area, although it does
pinch aut south of the site. South of the site, a second massive clay layer
underlies the Pensacola Yacht Club property and extends south to the Pensa-
cola Bay. This second clay pinches aut before reaching the ACW Site. The
results of a ground pentrating radar survey have shown many channel deposits
in the site area.

Surface Water

The dominant body of water in the ACW site area is Pensacola Bay. During
rainfall events, most runoff fram the site passes through the street and
storm drains to the bay.

There is a smll drainage ditch on the Pensacola Yacht Club (PYC) property
directly sauth of the AOW surface impoundments. The drainage ditch begins
approximately 200 feet south of Cypress Street and extends to the bay. Al-
though the drainage ditch is fed by same rnunoff fram the land surface during
rain, most recharge of the ditch is from the groundwater. The bottam of the
ditch is below the top of the groundwater table. .

The Pensacola Bay exerts a tidal effect on the drainage ditch. During high
tides, water flows into the ditch, flowing north fram the bay. Wwhen the tide
recedes, water flows south to the bay from the ditch, creating a 'washing'
effect, vhere the contaminants that have collected in the ditch are washed to
the bay.

Hydrogeology

In scuthern Escanbia County, practically all the fresh groundwater is cbtained
fram the sand-and-gravel aquifer. The aquifer is recharged by local rainfall.
Because of the sandy nature of the aquifer and overlying soils, infiltration
rates are relatively high. Anmal recharge is 0 to 10 inches per year.

The direction of gramdwater flow is to the south with discharge to Pensacola
Bay. There are no public water supply wells in the immediate vicinity of the
AW site. The closest well field belongs to the City of Pensacola, located

approximately a mile north of the site. The cone of influence of these well
does not reach the ACW Site, and are not effected by the contamination fram

the ACW Site.

Surface Water Drainage

Drainage at the Site is not well developed. Most drainage in the area is by
overland gheet flow through the streets and into storm drains scuth of the
site to Pensacola Bay and by way of the drainage ditch on the Pensacola Yacht

Club property.



Ecology

The ACW Site is located in the Pensacola urbanized area. Vegetation around
the site consists mostly of cultivated grasses, trees and shrubs. Trees in
the surrounding area are largely oaks, while no mature trees are present on
the site. Vegetation on the site is mixture of grasses and other herbs.
wildlife in the area is typically urban with rodents, squirrels, racoons and
opossums occasionally entering the site, as well as urban birds species.

Same shore birds fram adjacent marine and freshwater habjitats sametimes freg-
uvent the site. Pensacola Bay and Bayou Chico represent critical enviromment-
al systems downgradient fram the ACW Site. The ecosystem in these water

bodies has been stressed in the past due to pollution of these water caused
by industrial, municipal and storm water discharges. -

NATURE AND EXTENT OF CONTAMINATION

Table 1 sumarizes the chemical data gathered durino the RI and presents the
concentration ranges of the most frequently occurring contaminants.

waste Oonditions

Liquid and sludges samples taken fram the onsite surface impoundments during
an EPA investigation in February, 1983, revealed the presence of 1,1,2,2-
tetrachloroethane, chlorobenzene, ethylbenzene, xylene, styrene, pentachloro-
phenol, and 1,1,1-trichlorophenol in the aqueous phase and PAHs associated
with wood preserving creosote processes in the sludges. Various metal were
also identified, including aluminum, arsenic, copper, iron, manganese, and
zinc.

A study conducted by the Envirommental Response Team in June, 1983, determined
the creosote distribution in the main and overflow ponds by cbtaining sludge
cores and visually cbserving such characteristics as sludge thickness, total
colum height and other physical characteristics. The volume of sludge deter-
nmined fram this study was approximated at 107,300 cubic feet for both ponds.

The water depth noted in the two ponds during this investigation was about 4
feet with a water surface about 2 feet above the surrounding grade. Tests
indicated that the contaminated sludge is in direct and constant contact with
the shallow groundwater table.

The sludges in the ponds were de-watered and then mixed with lime and fly ash
and a temporary clay cap was placed over the solidified material left on site.
As a result of the immediate cleanup, the pond areas contain 40,000 cubic .
yards of material consisting of a mixture of sludge, fly ash and lime, and
24,122 cubic yards of clay used for capping.



QOhtlmlnlﬂ‘

TABLE 1

RANGE AND FREQUENCY OF CHEMICAL CONTAMINANTS

IN VARIOUS MEDIA
AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC., SITE
ALL CONCENTRATIONS IN mg/kg (SOILS) AND ug/l (WATER)

Soils

Groundwaster

Concentration
Range and No.

of Observations

Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)

penzo(a)anthracene

benzo(s)pyrene

benzo(b)fluoranthene
dpenzo(k)fluroanthens

chrysens
snthracene

benzo(ghi)perylene

filuorene
phenanthrene

dibenzo(a.h)anthracens
indeno(1.2.3-cd)pyrens

pyrens

8.8-870 (16)
8.7-140 (10)
9.2-480 (17)
7.9-8.7 (2)
5.6-750 (19)
7.2-1,600 (17)
5.4-20 (5)
7.1-1,800 (13)

$.7-29,000 (21)

7.8-81 (2)
8.1-210 (5)
7.2-8,000 (29)

her Acid and Base/Neutral Organics

scenaphthene
filuoranthene
naphthaiene
dibenzofursn

2-methyinaphthalene

pentachlioropheno!
Volstile Organics

benzene
ethylbenzens
toluene
scetone
o-xylene

Pesticides

beta-BHC
endosulfan

7.3-6,900 (12)

8.1-10,000 (30)

74-1,100 (7)
£8-880 (8)
39-540 (7)
7.2-2.500 (10)

0.04-0.13 (3)
0.03-0.26 (5)
0.01-0.22 (7)
0.08 (1)
0.01-0.35 (10)

+ One reported concentration @ 230*
<+ Same sample as above 12 ug/!

. May dbe in error due 10 nonreprasentive data

() Frequency of chemical found.

Sediment

Concentration
Range and No.

of Observations

6.400-430.000%(2)

50-140,000* (13)
30-1,300 (10)

2,200 (1)

40-140,000* (12)
60-2,700 (3)
35-580,000° (17)
45-660 (6)
35-3,880 (8)

6-150 (15)
15-110 {15)
5=150 (15)
400-2,700 (8)
5-240 (16)

+0.66-0.9 (5)
++0.47 (2)

Concentration
Range and No.

o7 Observations

7.300 (1)
8,300 (1)

§.700 (1)
20,000 (1)

15,000 (1)

18,000 (1)



Groundwater Contamination

Data gathered during the RI indicate that groundwater contamination extends to
an approximate depth of 60 feet below the ground surface and at least 900
feet south of the site. The data show that major contaminants in the ground-
water are arcmatic hydrocarbons cammon to creosote, such as, polycyclic aro-
matic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, and xylene
(BTX). Other contaminants that have been identified include methylphenol,
carbazoles, pyridenes, quinolenes, styrene, acetone, naphthalene, and a few
pesticides.

The data indicate the groundwater contamination is greatest south of and
irmediately adjacent to the former surface impoundments. The data also
indicate the contamination generally decreases with depth at each monitoring:
well cluster and that contamination generally decreases downgradi ent of the
site. At a depth of 20 feet contamination decreases as the groundwater moves
south of the site toward the bay, this is further verified at the 60 foot
depth. OContaminant reduction is most probably a cambination of adsorption on
soil and sediments and removal by mixing with surface water. The drainage
ditch area south of the site receives most of its recharge fram the ground
water. Hence, contaminated groundwater may be moving rapidly toward the bay
as surface runoff. The effect of surface water runoff is enhanced by tidal
backwash, which 'washes' the ditch area.

Soil Contamination

Onsite soil samples show that the areas where wood-preserving operations were
carried out are contaminated with PAHs. The data show that the primary soil

contaminants are the higher molecular weight PAH species, anthracene, benzo-
(a)anthracene, chrysene, fluoranthene, benzo(a)fluoranthene, fluorene, phen-
athrene, pyrene, and benzo(a)pyrene. Lower agueous solubility and higher
affinity for adsorption on soil is to be expected for these campounds.

The analytical data also show two different patterns of soil contamination in
the ACW soil samples. Samples taken in areas 1,2,3,8 and 9 show a generally
decreasing degree of contamination with depth and a total base/neutral frac-
tion content of less than 500 mg/kg in all samples, while samples taken fram.
areas 4,5,6 and 7 show a less distinct variation of contaminant concentration
with depth and a much higher total concentration of organics. Figure 4 ill-
ustrates the locations of these areas.

Offsite soil samples show that various PAHs, similar to those found in the
onsite soil samples were identified in the area representing the northeast
corner of the PYC. Based on the available data, it appears that soil contam-
ination on the PYC property is limited. Based on additional offsite soil
samples, collected in January 1985, it appears that there is soil contamina-
tion on city blocks 179 throught 184 and block 162, immediately south and
west of the ACW Site.
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AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS,INC,,SITE, PENSACOLA,FL ——_ E
NCT TO sCaLE — _ CORPORATION

G A Haliburion Compar
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Surface Water and Sediment Contamination

The data show very little contamination in the surface water of the drainage
ditch. A possible explanation for this could be the effect of dilution from
other surface water contributions and the tidal washing effect. The low
levels of contaminants in the drainage ditch would not pose a threat to human
health and the enviromrment. The high chloride content in certain samples
taken in the drainage ditch indicated the presence of seawater.

Sediment data fram the drainage ditch area show the presence of the PAHs and
volatile camponents previously identified in the monitoring well samples.

The high oil and grease content of samples collected also shows the attraction
of creosote oil to the sediment matrix. No contamination was found in the
sediment samples take at the Pensacola Bay.

PUBLIC HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL RISK EVALUATION

Envirormental data show that most contaminated materials are surface soils,
subsurface soils and the sludge present in the bottam of the main and over-
flow ponds. The major pathway for the migration of contaminants is via
leaching by infiltrating, precipitation or groundwater inflow, followed by
transport with groundwater.

Contaminated sediment transport is also possible via surface water runoff.
This would be confined to the drainage ditch running to Pensacola Bay. Trans-
port of the types of contaminants found in the groundwater under the ACW Site
may present the potential for short-term bicaccumulation in the marine biota.
Because envirommental pollutants resulting fram other sources could just as
easily be the contaminant source, it would be difficult to differentiate
among the potential sources of PARs in marine, fish and invertebrates in the

m.

In summary, on the basis of present contaminant distribution, the most sig-
nignificant transport is through the movement of contaminants fram the fommer
sludge lagoons through and with groundwater to Pensacola Bay. A minor trans-
port mechanism is the physical transport of contaminanted sediments in storm
runoff, also moving toward the bay via the drainage ditch. Although air
transport is not likely, another minor transport mechanism could be through
s0ils dust mobilized during remedial implementation. ‘

A process was developed to select the campounds that most represent the over-
all site hazard. The criteria included, significant health consequences, the
frequency of occurrence and magnitude of the contaminants, data validation,
the availability of standards and known toxic and/or carcinogenic properties,
and the relationship of the campound to the site. Table 2 presents the
critical contaminants used for the risk assessment.

-11-



TABRLE 2

CRITICAL CONTAMINANTS
FOR ASSESSMENT OF RISK

°PAHs
~ benzo(a)anthracene — soils, sediment and groundwater
~ benzo(a)pyrene ——— in soils, and -edi.mnts
~ anthracene ——————— in soils and
~ fluarene nost frequently dctectod in groundwater
~ phenanthrene ————— in soils and groundwater
- pyTene most frequently found in soils and groundwater

*Other Acid/Base/Neutral Fraction Organic Contaminants
- acenaphthene ————— in gramdwater
- flucranthene ——— in soils
- naphthalene ————— in water
~ dibenzofuran —————— in groundwater
« 2-methylnaphthalene - in groamndwater
-~ pentachlorophenol — in soils

*Volatile Organics
- benzene in gromndwater
- ethylbenzene ———— in groundwater
in
in

= toluene soil and groundwater
-~ o-xylene gramdwater

-12-



Potential human receptors include consumers of marine fish and shellfish, in
vhich sare of the contaminates may accumilate on a short-term basis. Poten-
tially, the site could be a contributor of these contaminants, but not neces-
sarily the sole source or nmost significant contributor. Remedial cleamup
persomnel may be exposed, if they have direct contact with contaminated
sludges, ar contaminated dusts. lLocal residents who may come into repeated
contact with contaminated soils and sediment may be exposed. Other potential
receptors may be childern ingesting contaminated groundwater through lawn-
wvatering and other casual use of the residential wells.

Potential environmental receptor include the groundwater, as related to qual-
ity and limitation on its use for all purposes. Ambient air may be a recept-
or in the context of aesthetic factors. Another potential receptor includes

the marine flora and fauna as well as the Pensacola Bay vhere limitations on

its recreational use mmy be imposed. Terrestial flora and fauna may be a

receptor. _
ENFORCEMENT SUMMARY

The earliest documented incident of a release of any type fram the ACW plant
occurred in the sumer of 1978, vhen a spill of liquids flowed onto a nearby
street and then onto the property of a yacht sales company. A flood in March,
1979, resulted in a similar spill. This incident resulted in increased reg-
mtcfyatﬁmtimtombytheﬂoridanepammofmﬁmmhguh-

tion (FDER).

AW filed an incamwplete application with the FDER in May 1980, for the const-
ruction of an industrial wastewater treatment system. The FDER issued a
Notice of Violation (NOW) and orders for corrective action to ACW in Jamary,
1961. This enforcement action included an order to cease cperations until a
permit was issued. In addition, ACW was to submit a restoration plan, install
a gramdwater well monitoring system, and remove contaminated soils. In Janu-
ary 1981, the FDER canpleted a responsible party search, a title search, and
a financial assessment for the site. The FDER issued a consent order in
March 24, 1981, incorporating the NOV requirements and allowing ACW to contin-
uve cperations. The Order included schedules for campleting construction of
the wvastesmater treatment systam and for meeting the other NOV requirements.-

Throughout 1981 and 1982, the FDER encaurtered difficulty with AW's campli-
ance efforts. In March, 1982, AOW announced that it was going cut of busi-
ness. In April 1982, the FDER filed a Petition for Enforcement and Agency
Action and a Corplaint for Permanent Injunction and Civil Penalties as a re-
sult of AXVW's failure to make progress toward campliance. One month later,
in May 1982, AW, Inc., of Florida, filed for reorganiutiaulhumcruptcy

court. The FDER prepared motions opposing the removal and the stay of its

case aqainst American Crecsote as well as proof of claim and a motion for

default.
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In the sumer of 1981, the information required for the Hazard Rank Scoring
- (Mitre ranking) of the site was collected by Ecology and Enviromment, Inc.,
an EPA contractor. The site was ranked on September 24, 1981, and was propos-
ed for the Natioanl Priorities List (NPL) in October, 1981. It scored 58.41
points out of 100 possible points and now ranks S0th amongst 538 total NPL
sites nationwide. In September 1983, the main and overflow ponds were found
to be within 1 to 2 inches of overflowing. EPA initiated an immediate remov-
al action. EPA's cost for the immediate removal to stabilize the site was
approximately $730,000

In 1984 the bankruptcy court presented a final court stipulation for the app-
roval of the litigants. The ACW site would be sold after cleanup and the
proceeds would be divided amongst the FDER, the EPA, and the financial organi-
zation holding the corporation's assets, i.e., Saving Life Insurance Campany
(as of July 1985, the court stipulation had not been signed by the litigants

in the bankruptcy proceeding).

In March 1985, the Burlington Northern Railroad was sent a notice letter re-
questing that they performm certain tasks on-site. Specifically, they were to
remove, utilizing an EPA-approved work plan, railroad spur lines which exist
over an area of known contamination. Oommnications with Burlington Northern
representatives since then indicate that the railroad is amenable to cam-
pleting the assigned tasks within the time frame specified.

ALTERNATIVE EVALIATION

A list of all alternatives considered are given in Table 3. Onsite alterna-
tives that camply with other envirormental laws are listed in Table 4. Each
of the remedial alternatives has passed technology screening on the basis of
public health and envirormental concerns. Each alternative was evaluated in
tems of the extent to which the alternative remediates or minimizes the pot-
ential health hazards and environmental impacts as identified in the RI
Report, Section 7. and the potential public health impacts as a result of
implementation of the alternative

The remedial alternatives developed were placed into one of the following
categories:

1) Alternatives specifying offsite storage, destruction treatment or secure
disposal of hazardous substance at a facility approved under RCRA. Such a
facility must also be in campliance with all other applicable EPA standards
(eogo' Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, Toxic Substance Control Act).

2) Alternatives that attain all applicable or relevent Federal public
health or envirommental standards, guidance or advisories.

3) Alternatives that exceed all applicable or relevent Federal public
health or envirommental standards, guidance and advisories.

4) Altermatives that meet the CERCLA goals of preventing or minimizing Pre—
sent of future migration of hazardous substances, but do not attain the app-
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Genera! Response
Action

No Action

Pumping

Contsinment

Diversion

Removal

Onsite Treatment

Oftfsite Treatment

Onsite Storage

Onsite Disposal

Offsite Disposal

TABLE 3

GENERAL RESPONSE ACTIONS & ASSOCIATED

REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES

AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC,, SITE

Technologles

Site Moniltoring (surface disturbance, monitoring wells,
surface discharges)

Groundwster pumping; dredging (sediments in dralnage
ditch)

Capping: groundwater containment barrier walls

Grading; construction of surface water drainage
ditches and berms

Excavation end handling of sludges, soils, and

sediments; and removal of raliroad trascks, stored
drums, and debris

incineration; biological, physicsl, and chemical
treatment

incineration; biological, chemical, and physicil

treatment

Temporary storage structures
Landfills; surface impoundments; iand application

Landfills; surface impoundments; land applicatidn



tame 4

CATICOMES OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE COMPONENTS

. DEVELOFED FON THE AMEIMCAN CRIOSOTE WORKS, MC., SITE ° .
EPA CATEQOMES
Nemedial ANernative . 4. Meets CERCLA
Components 1. Ofishe 2. Attaing 3. Eaceeds Goals But Does Not
(Table 2-2) Messures Stendyrds Stendurds Attain Standards S. No Action
1. Exncevate snd bachit Olfsite disposal in Onsite disposel in RCRA Not Applicadle Not Applicedle Not Applicable
select locations. RCRA Landil, Lendiin. .
2. Necover prowndwater Ssme 23 Alternative : Onshte, a9 Alternstive Tresiment of grownd- Growndwater iresiment Not Applicadle
encavale, snd backiilt, Component No. 1. No. 2, snd groundwaler water 10 drinking water levels do not meet aN
treatment. stendards and discherge veriows treaiment
8) Pretrestment to off site. standards.

tequired stondards
for POTW discharge.
§) Treat 10 NPOES/Water
Quatity Standerds for
discherge.
c) Treatment 10 other
stete stondards lor

teinjection.

3. Recover groundweter. Oftsite disposal Seme o3 Alternative Not Applicedle Same 83 Alternastive Not Applicabdle

s) to » POTW, Component No. 2 sbove. Component No. 2 sbove.

b) t0 suerface waters.

c) with or without

treatment,
4. No Action, with or Applicable to no action
without monitoring. but does not meet CERCLA

goals for public health



licable or relevent standards. This category may include an alternative that
closely approaches the level of protection provided by t.'he applicable or
relevent standards.

5) No action.

All the alternative listed in Table 5 are assumed to include long-term site
monitoring and inspection to verify cleamup levels and maintain the remedial
aciton reliability.

Same of the alt&mtives. notably those involving groundwater treatment,
could fit into miltiple categories by modifying the treatment process.

Amemsmmwwulmﬂwmtwhuml
alternatives. First, an initial screening of feasible technologies was used
to eliminate infeasible, inappropriate or environmentally unacceptable tech-
mologies. This screening includes technical concerns, institutional perfor-
mance and cost criteria. Second, techonologies that pass the screening are
evaluated individually or combined to form definitive remedial alternatives.

Site data and weste characteristics were revieved with respect to each tech-
nology to identify the technical criteria. Table 6-A shows limitations of
certain technologies because of the physical limitation of the site character-
istics. Table 6-B will limit certain technologies because of the limitation
of the waste characteristics. Other technical criteria considered was the
reliability and performance of the technology, and the implementability or
how easily the technology could be constructed, operated and maintained.

Remedial technologies must carply with institutional criteria from federal,
state and local standards wherever applicable to the design, construction and
operation of each technology. Same considerations include but are not limit-
ed to the following; a) Resocurce Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), b)
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES), ¢) State and Federal
Department of Transporation regulations on the handling/shipping and manifest-
ing of hazardous waste, d) local zoning and construction permits and e) Local
permits issued by publicly owned treatment works (POIW).

Technologies that are an order of magnitude or greater in cost than other al-
termatives are screened ocut if the increased cost offers no greater reliabil-
ity or if the increased cost provides no greater envirammental or public
health benefit. This cost screening is intended to reduce the mmber of tech-
nologies that are excessively costly but does not replace the detailed cost
analysis for the alternatives remining after the initial screening. A list
of remedial alternatives remaining following the screening procedures are
given in Table 7 and Table 8 list the remedial alternatives. A total descrip-
tion of each remedial alternative is given in the Feasibility Study Report.

OQOMMUNITY RELATIONS

Three fact sheets have been issued to keep the public informed about the pro-
gress of the remedial investigation and the develcpment of the feasibility
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TABLE 5

TECHNOLOGY SCREENING
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY
-AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC, SITE

Source Control

1.
2.

Capping of select ireas.

Excavation of contaminated onsite soils and sludge and excavstion of
contaminated offsite soils and sediments,

Surface water run-on/runoff controls st the site.

Clearing and grubbing of the site:

¢ Remove railroad tracks complete, including ties, except the main-line
within the raliroad right-of-way, which may be temporarily removed at
select locations and restored to facilitate excavation of contaminated
soll.

e Remove trash and debris, including abandoned equipment and foundations.

e Remove stored onsite drums.

e Remove fuel tanks and service utility lines,

Options to 2, 3, and 4, above:

- 8) Dispose of excavated materia! at offsite RCRA landfill.

b) Dispose of excavated material at onsite RCRA landfill.

Mansgement of Migration

S.
6.

Recover contaminated groundwater--collect drill soils and mud.

Ciean and flush existing storm sewers.

Options for 5 and 6, above:

8) Trest groundwater on site and discharge treated water t0 the bay.

b) Pretreat groundwater on site and discharge to 8 publicly owned treatment
works (POTW).

-18~



"TABLE s

TECHNOLOGY SCREENING
REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY
AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC., SITE
PAGE TWO
d) Seme options as listed for 2, 3, and 4 for Source Control.

e) Collection and disposa! of sediments and waters from storm sewers on site
or off site.

No Action
7. No action.

8. No action with monitoring (including drum removal).



Site Limiting Characteristics

Existing land use (zoned
residential/light commerical)

Depth of contaminated ground-
water plume (approx. 60-80 ft.)

Site configuration
Depth to bedrock

Site area

Waste Limiting Characteristics

Chemical Composition (PAHs,
metals)

Treatability

Current condition of sludge
Low BTU content
Bicdegradability
Volatility

TABLE 6-A

Technologies Eliminated
fram Considersaton

Incineration; land application

Subsurface collection drains

Land application
Groundwater barriers
Land application

Technologies Eliminated
fram Consideration

Puping and discharging to surfacey
water or WWTP without treatment

Chamical treatment with the
exception of oxidation

In-situ treatment
Incineration

Biological treatment by itself
Air or steam stripping



TABLE 7

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR EVALUATION
AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC,, SITE

1. Tota! Excavation with Offsite Disposal

Total exceavation, transportation, and disposal of all contaminated
materials, and the backfill of excavations (ses Table 3-2A). Dispose of
approximately 83,000 cubic yards of excavated materials off site in @
RCRA landfill.

Supportive items include clearing snd grubbing, removal of rallroad
tracks, onsite drums, debris, grubbed material, buried fue! tenks, block
shower building, office=laboratory bullding, snd other abandoned utilities.
Materials classified as hazardous will be transported snd disposed off site
in 8 RCRA lendfill; non-hazardous materisis will be disposed of locally in
an aspproved lsndfill. Other items include grading, revegetation, snd
storm water management.

2. Total Excavation with Onsite Disposal

Tota! oxcivnlon and disposal of sll contaminated materials in an onsite
landfill. The quantities to be excavated and the quentities of various
materisls to be used for construction of an onsite landfill are shown in
Table 3-28B.

Supportive items wlill be the same as described in Alternstive No. 1,
above; however, a8ll materials except the onsite drums and raliroad tracks
will be disposed on site in the newly=-constructed landfill. Onsite drums ,
will be transported and disposed off site in 8 RCRA landfill, while the
raliroad tracks (rails only) will be sold as ulvngo._

Other Tables mentioned are presented in the Draft FS Report.
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TABLE 7

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR EVALUATION
AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC, SITE
PAGE TWO

3.

Partial Excavation with Offsite Disposal

Selective excavation, transportation, and disposal of grossly-contaminated
sludges, onsite soils, and offsite sediments, In an offsite RCRA flandfill.
Excavation snd backfill quantities sre as shown in Table 3-2C.

Supportive fitems will inciude fencing around site, storm water
management, and beackfilling contaminated city blocks with topsoil,
reseeding, and revegetation.

Partial Excavation with Onsite Disposal

Selective excavation and disposs! of grossiy-contaminated sludges, onsite
solls, and offsite sediments In an onsite landfill. The quantities to be
excavated and the quantities of various materisls to be wused for

construction of an onsite landfill are shown In Table 3-2D.

Supportive items will be the same as those described for Alternative
No. 3, above.

Alternative No. 1 (as listed previously), Plus Groundwater Recovery

Supportive Items would include the following treatment options:

- 8. Pretreat groundwater on site and discharge off site to POTW.

b. Treat groundwater on site and discharge Off site into surface water
body.

Other Tables mentioned are presented in the Draft FS Report.

-22-



TABLE 7 .

REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR EVALUATION
AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC,, SITE
PAGE THREE

6. Alternative No. 2 (as listed previously), Plus Groundwater Recovery

Supportive items would include the same treatment options as listed under
Alternative 5.2 and 5.b.

7. Alternative No. 3 (as listed previously), Plus Groundwater Recovery

Supportive items would includs the same treatment options as listed under
5.2 and 5.b.

8. Alternative No. 4 (as listed previously), Plus Groundwater Recovery

Supportive items would include the same treatment options as listed under
5.a and 5.b.

§. No Action with Groundwater Piume Monitoring and Assessment



Remedial ARernstive
[Table 3-1)

mee 8

SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL AL TERNATIVES
AMEMCAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC, SITE

EPA Cotegories

1. Ofishe
Measwros

2. Attolns
Stonderds

3. Enceeds
Stenderds

4. Meets CERCLA
goels but does
not sttein
Standards

$. No Action

. Total Encavation with Offsite

Disposs! in 8 RCRA Lendti

. Totst Encavation with Onsite

Dispossl in s RCRA Lendi

. Partisd Excavation with Offsie

Disposat in 9 RCRA Lendiif

. Favtist Encovetion with Onsite

Disposal in 8 RCRA Londiit

Oftshte Dispossl ot
RCRA Landi

Offsite Disposel ot
ACRA Lendin

NA

NA
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Some 03 Aternetive
No. t sbove

Oy lsolstion of major
conteminent sowrces
ongd reduction of further
grovndwater conteming-
tion, wilt reduce future
odverse impects to
humeon and environ-
mentsl receptors with
time

Seme o3 Aternative
No. 3 sdove

NA



e 8
SUMMARY OF REMFDIAL ALTCRNATIVES

ANTIMCAN CIMOSOIE WONKS, INC, SITE

PAGE TWO

EPA Categories
4. Mgets CERCLA
goels but does
Remedial Allgrnative 1. Oftsihte 2. Attsing 3 Enxcoeds not sttein
{¥able 3-1) Measures Standards Stendards Standards S. No Action
5. Tots? Encavation with Offsite Offshte Disposse! ot Oftsite Dispossl Onthe groundweter NA nA
Disposat Plus Groundwater Recovery RCRA Landlif st RCRA LendniR trestment scheme will
enceed Federal Pro-
trestment Stendards for
the POTW substternstive
ond will exceed FDER
Water Quaiity Stenderds
for the Bay Discherge
Substternstive
8. Tois? Excevation with Onsite NA Onsite Disposal ot Same o3 In Alternstive NA NA
Disposatl Plus Groundwster Recovery RCRA Lendtin No. S sbove
7. Partiatl Encavation with Offshe Ottsie Disposel ot Offsite Dispose! ot Seme o3 In Alternstive NA NA
Oisposat Plus Groundwater Recovery NCARA Lendiin RCRA Lendtift No. $ sbove
8. Partist Encavetion with Onsite NA Onshe Disposet st Some o3 In Alternative NA NA
Disposat Ptus Groundwater Recovery RCRA Landiifl No. S sbove
9. No Action NA NA NA NA Applicadie, but does

not meet CERCLA
gosls for public
hesith snd environ-
mente! proteclion



study. The local press has been involved with the progress of the American
Crecsoste Works operations beginning before the site became an interest of
EPA or the National Priority List. A meeting was held at the Pensacola Yacht
Club to inform the membership of the findings of the remedial investigation.
The Yacht Club is very interested in the development of their property in the
form of condaminium or yachting slips. The portion of the Club's property
that would lend itself to such develocpment has been established as contaminat
ed from the remedial investigation. A public meeting was held to inform the
public and present the draft feasiblity study of alternatives and allow for
public camment. A responsiveness sunmary outlining the results of the public
camrent is attached. Information repositories are established at the West
Florida Regional Library, the Pensacola Junior College and the West Florida
University. Wwhen approved, the remrd of decision will be mailed to these
repositories.

REQCOMMEND ALTERNATIVE

Section 300.68(j) of the National Contingency Plan (NCP) [47 FR 31180; July
16, 1983) states that the appropriate extent of remedy shall be determined by
the lead agency's selection of a remedial alternative which the agency deter-
mines is cost-effective (i.e., the lowest cost alternative that is technically
feagsible and reliable) and vhich effectively mitigates and minimizes damage
to and provides adequate protection of public health, welfare and the environ-
ment. In selecting a remedial alternative EPA considers all environmental
laws that are applicable and relevant. Based on the evaluation of the cost
effectiveness of each of the proposed alternatives, the camments recieved
from the public, we recommend Alternative muber 2 to be implemented at the
Arerican Crecsote Works Superfund Site. This selected altermative will
address all onsite surface and subsurface contamination problems identified

in the Remedial Investigation Report.

The No-action alternative is an unacceptable solution to the problem at the
AW site. Even if the 317 drums of drilling waste are removed, the contami-
nated source ramins in the enviramment without mitigation. Under the No-
action alternative, contaminates would continue to migrate offsite and affect
the quality of the gramdwater. The No-action alternative would not be
acceptable in meeting the cbjectives of mitigating or minimizing the threat
to public health, welfare and the envirament.

Those reamedial alternatives that suggest offsite disposal of both the highly
and lesser contaminated soil do not meet the criteria for cost-effectiveness.
Generally, the cost related for transporting all or part of the hazardous
mterials to an approved Hazardous Waste Management Facility is cost-prohibi-
tive. This eliminates remsdial alternative mumbers 1,3,5 and 7 from further
consideration because of the excessive cost without any greater protection to
humn health or the environment.

Remedial alternatives 6 and 8 are eliminated fram further consideration be-
cause these remedial alternatives address groundwater and the groundwater
issue has been deferred until more groundwater data can be gathered.



The remaining remedial alternatives (2 and 4) suggest either excavation of
both the highly and lesser contaminated soils or excavation of only the high-
ly contaminated soils for disposal on the ACW property. Based on the quanti-
tative risk assessment presented in the Peasibility Study Report, either
excavation remedial alternative will meet the criteria for protection of

human health and the envirorment. Table 10 presents the life-time Maximum
Risk estimations for the contamination identified on the site. The estima-
tions are based on a variety of "worst possible case" assumptions, all occurr-
ing at the same time. Each of the assumptions used in the Risk calculations
are also presented in Table 10. In reality, the true carcinogenic risk will be
essentially zero because a foot of clean soil will be backfilled after the
excavation of the contaminated soils, thereby, eliminating all likely exposure.
A health and safety plan should be developed for any construction activities
in the area to insure proper maintenance of the one foot of clean f£ill.

It is EPA's position that all contaminated soils be excavated and disposed
on the ACW property as a Source (ontrol Measure in a landfill that meets RCRA
standards. To achieve this will require implementation of remedial alterna-
tive nunber 2. Ramedial alternative number 2 meets the criteria for protec-
tion of human health, protection of the enviromment and cost-effectiveness.
Table 11 list the area to be excavated and the volumes for disposal and Fig-
ure S illustrates the locations to be addressed during the implementation of
alternative number 2.

The design will include excavation of the:

1) highly contaminated soils onsite,
- existing pond areas
= 0ld process areas

2) highly contaminated soils offsite,
= drainage ditch area on the Yacht Club
- a section of City Block number 184

3) lesser contaminated soils onsite,
= 0ld pole storage areas
- cleaning and grubbing of the site
- contents of the 317 drums of drilling waste

4) lesser contaminated soils offsite
-~ City Block number 179 through 183 and Block number 162
- Yacht Club property at the corner of Cypress and 'K' Street

Figure 6 illustrates cross-section of the landfill, while Figure 7 depicts
an aerial view of the landfill.
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TARLE 9
MAXIMM RISK
Polynuclear Aramatic Hydrocarbons & Benzene
AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS INC., SITE

Maximm Concentration (mg/kg) Carcinogenic Risk
permal(2)  accidentia)(3)
Altermative Total PAis(1)  Benzene Exposure stion
No-Action 800 0.13 5.6x1071 2.3x1071
Partial Excavation 138 0.13 9.7x10™2 4.1x1072
Total Excavation 12.0 0.13 8.4x1072 3.5x10™2

Note: (1) The concentrations tabulated are the summation of the maximumm concent-
ration of the capounds found.

(2) Dermal exposure risks were based on Table C-~3 in the Draft FS.
(3) Accidential exposure risks were based on Table C~4 in the Draft FS.
Assurptions used in the estimation of the excess cancer risk associated with dermald

contact are as follows:
(a) All carcinogenic PAH's used in the estimation of cancer risk have the

same carcinogenic potency as benzo(a)pyrene.

(b) A receptor will be exposed to the maximm concentration of carcinogenic
PAH's over a lifetime (70 years).

(c) Lifetime dermal soil acoumilation is 110,000 grams (Schaum, 1984).

(d) 1008 of the PAH's are absorbed through the skin.

(e) PAH's 40 not degrade in soil over time.
Additional assunptions used in the estimation of the excess cancer risk associated
with accidental ingestion are as follows:

(a) Body weight of a child is 14 kilograms.

(b) Exposure duration is 365 days per year from ages 2-6, for a total of
1,830 days (Schaum, 1984).

(c) A receptor ingest 5 grams of soil per day.



TABLE 10

TABULATION OF EXCAVATION AND BACKFILL ’
(TOTAL EXCAVATION-ONSITE DISPOSAL)
AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC,, SITE

Quantity
Description ' for Disposal
1. Excavation from Existing Ponds
Tota! - cap, sludge, kiln dust, end lime . . . . .- 50,500 cu yd
Clay Cap (Salvage) e« + o« .« 13,100 cu yd
Net Quantity for Disposal ¢ e e e e e e e s s s+ o « 37,400 cu yd
2. Excavstion of Contaminsted Soils at Select Locations
Dnsite
8. At 4.5 ft depth (sampling sreas 4, 5, 6, and 7) 10,600 cu yd~-
b. At 2.0 ft depth (sampling area 8) 1,100 cu yd
c. At 1.0 ft depth (sampling areas 1, 2, 3, and 8) 2,350 cu yd
d. Excavation for landtih ., . . . . . . . 4,400 cu yd
Qﬂsltg_
e. At 1.0 ft depth at Yacht Club property ' 3,500 cu yd
1. Contaminated sediments from “L" Street drainage
outtall ditch on Yscht Club propenty 800 cu vd.
g. At 1.0 ft depth (offsite sampling sreas 0-1, 0-2,
_*0-3, and 0-4 within City Blocks 178 through 184
and Block 162) 20,000 cu yd
3. Ciearing and grubbing 8.0 acres at 0.5 ft depth . 2,250 cu

Tota! Excavation, General . « «+ ¢ o« o+« 17,500 cu yd

Total Excavation of Contaminated Materials for Disposal .+ . 83,000 cuyd

-29-
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CONSISTENCY WITH OTHER ENVIRONMENTAL LAWS

Alternative 2 will result in a disposal site being constructed on the ACW ,
property to RCRA design standards. While same contaminated soils will remain,
the potential for any health risk are well below the established acute toxic-
ity or the probability of injury fram short-term exposure due to the relative-
ly low observed concentration for the critical contaminants. The selected
alternative will not effect any floodplaines and the wetlands area. We do
not anticipate any conflict with other envirommental laws. Table 8 summarizes
the evaluation of alternatives with respect to other envirommental concerns.
Remediation for the groundwater is being deferred until more information is
gathered. a

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE (O&M)

A Post-Closure and Monitoring Plan is required under RCRA. The Plan provides
for the procedures, frequencies and technical considerations of such activi-

ties necessary to preserve the integrity of a capped disposal facility. The

estimated Annual Oost associated with Operation and Maintenance are presented
in Table 12, Alternative number 2. Operation and Maintenance cost are avail-
able for Fund monies for a period of one year and the OeM cost following one

year are a responsibility of the State.

SCHEDULE

The Corps of Engineer will advertise for firms to conduct the remedial
design. Review and selection of a contractor is scheduled for March 1986
with remedial design completed by June 1987. Construction should proceed
{immediately thereafter and should be campleted by July 1988.

FUTURE ACTIONS

At a later date Operable Unit II will be required which will constitute the
MAgency's official selection of an alternative for the Management Of Migration
of contaminants in the groundwater at this site. Operable Units I and II will
then form the basis for the entire site's Ramedial Design.
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Anernstive No. |

Alternative No. 2

. ACMEDIAL ACTION ALTERMATIVES SUMMARY
AMENMCAN CREOSOTE WONKS, INC, SITE *
Costs (81,000 Public
. Annust O & M Health Environmental Techmical
Componems ____ Copitel yr. 1-5 yr. 6-30 Considerations Conslderations Considevations
Tets! Encovation with $21,3¥%7 1 " Minimel short term Surfece weter runoff Uncertainty
ofishe disposst enposwe of workers control messwres and regarding
clearing and grubbing: $33.077 3 | and nesrby residents proper construction endpoint lor
drums, debris, teacks, vis Inhatstion or practices witt minimize cleanup
other misceflaneous dermal contect with potentist adverse
removst; contaminated materials. environmental impacts
grading, revegetation, Does nol eddress residusl
ond stormwater mansgement groundwater contemination
Impacting locel receptors
through Inhatstion, dermal
contract or casul ingesiion
Totel excavation with $ S.670 S0 1} | Semae a3 ln ANernstive Same s Alternative No. 1 Same as Alter-
onshe disposst Mo. V. n eddition, im- native Mo. 1
Drum dispossl olfshe; $ 5.697 S0 19 pacis on locat receptors

tracks 30id 83 selvege;
clesring ond grubbing;
site prepacstion and
stormwater mansgement

during construction of the
onsite landiil wit be mini-
mel. Short-lerm enposure 10
nesrdy residents due t0
temporsry stockpiting

of conlaminsted materisls
during she preperation for
construction of onsite

landtin
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NUMIINAL ACTION ALITRRATIVES SUMMARY
AMEIICAN CRTOSOIE WONKS, INC, SITE

PAGE TWO

Alternative

ARlernstive No. 3

U
w
t'n Alternsiive No. 4

Costs (31,000}
) Annuat 0 & M

—Componemts =~ Cophat ye, 1-5 . 6-30
Partisi Excavetion with *  $13,030 43 1"
offsite disposat :
fencing:
backiining city blocks; $20.044 [} 14
grading snd stormwater :
mansgement
Partial Excovetion with $ 4,078 S0 19
onsite disposst
fencing: $ 4,008 S0 19
backtitiing city blocks;
grading and stormwater
management

. Public
Health
Considerations

Same o3 fer Alternative
No. 1, however, risks

to onsite snd offsite
receptors lower due 1o
selfective versus totel
encavation lor Alter-
native Mo. 1. Residust *
srisks I3 grester, o8

s shiernative does not
sddress il sources of
conteminetion. Does not
eddress growndwater
contsmination snd its
potentisl impects on loce!
receplors.

Same o3 for Alternative
No. 1, however, risks
during implementation less
due (0 reduced quantities.
Residust risks grester
than No. 1 since partist
excavetion doss not
sddress afl sowrces

of contsminstion. Does
not sddress the impact

of conteminated ground-
welter.

Environmental
Considerations

Technical
Considerations

Ssme o3 Alternative No. 1 Same a3 Alter-
native No.

Environment impacts would
depend on contaminant
sttenuation snd the
concentration st the point
of exposure.

Same 93 Alternstive No. 1 Ssme as Alter-
native No. 1

Environments! Impacts

would depend on contsminant
stientustion and the
concentration st the point

of exposure
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111 MEDIAL ACTION ALTERNATIVES SUMMANY
AMLINCAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC, SITE

PAGE 1IM(CE

Alternstive

Components

Ahernative No. $

Anernstive No. §

Total encevetion with
offsite dispossl plus
groundwater recovery.
Same supportive Hems

s Ahernstive No. 1

plus pretrest ground-
wsler onsite end discherge
to POTW, or treatl onsite
and discharge (0 the bsy.

Total encevetion with
onsite dispossl plus
groundwater recovery
some supportive Hems

s Alternative No. 2

plus pretrest groundwater
onsite snd discherge 10
POTW or trest onsite

and discharge to the day.

Costs {31,000) Public
Annusl O 6 M Health Enviconmental Technicsl
Cophtet, yr. 1-% Jyr. 6-30 Considerstions Considerstions Considerations
s, 04 728 13 For eacavetion end ot~ Same o3 Alternative No. 1 Seme es Alternstive
34,044 shte disposel seme as In No. 1
No. 1; groundweler treal-
$23,08Y/ n 15 mem would pose minimel No adverse environmentsl  Operstion and
35,822 . hezerds t0 operetors end  Impacis on the bay en- maintenance of
focel residents. Trested pecied becsuse the de- the onsie treat-
$23. 27 843 1 discher je 10 POTW or signed efftuent concen- ment plent critical
35,019 the bay wil not heve trations of the critical with respect to
any sdverse impects ¥ conteminants are below the elflvent quality
$24,04%/ 420 19 elffuent meets pretrest-  acule and chronic water snd its potential
3%.78% ment standards or water  quality criteris for the mpect on the POTW
quelity stendards protection ol salt-water or the Bay.
asquatic Hile.
$7.44%/ 733 20 Same a3 Alternative Seme es Aernative No.2  Same as Alternative
7.454 No. 2 for the excevation  for the excavation No. 2 lor the
$6,.22y/ 2 20 snd onshe disposel component eacavation
8.232 component component
$7.820/ 850 24 Same a3 Alternetive Same a3 Alternative No. 8 Samae a3 Alternative
7.629 No. 3 for the grownd- for the groundwater No. S tos the
$9,)90/ a3 24 water recovery and recovery snd treatment groundwater
8.399 trestment component component recovery and

resiment component
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RLMIMIAL ACTION ALTENNATIVES SUMMANRY
AMIICAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC, SIIE

PAGE TOUR

Alternative

Ahlternstive No. 7

Alternative No. 0'

——LOTpORONS

Partisl Encovstion with
Oftsite Disposs! plus
Groundwater Recovery.
Same supportive items
88 Alternstive No. 3
plus pretrest ground-
water onsite end dis~

chorge to POTW or trest
onshie snd discherge to

the bay

Partial Eacovation with
Onsite Dispossl plus
Groundwater Recovery.
Same supportive ltems
83 Alternative No. &
plus pretreat ground-
water ongite end dis~

cherge to POTW or trest

onsite and discherge
to the bay.

Costs 91,0000

Sephet.

$%4,797
28,80

$18.37%
22,5089

$14. Y
21,908

318,74V
22.7%

$8.40Y
8.452

$7.22v
7.230

$s.0w
6,027

$7.38%/
2.397

Annusl O & M
J. -8 - yr.6-30
720 19
k124 19
843 19
420 19
733 20
302 20
80 24
423 24

Public
Heahth Environmentel Technicat
Considerstions Considerations Considerations
Some 83 Alernstive Same a3 Alternsiive Ssme as Aher-
No. 3 lor the No. ) for the native No. J for
excavetion component excavetion component the excavstion
component
Same o3 Alernetive Ssme o3 Alternative
No. $ lor the ground- No. S for the ground- Same »3 Alter-

water recovery end
treatment component

Seme o3 Alternative
No. 4 tor the excavation
component

Same 83 ARemative
Mo. S lor the grownd-
water recovery and
treatment component

woter recovery and
tresiment component

Ssme a3 Afternstive
No. 4 for the excavation
component

Ssme »s Alternstive
No. $ for the ground-
water recovery and
trestment componem

native No. $

for the ground-
water recovery
ond treatinent
component

Ssme as Atter-
nallve No. 4 for
the excevstion

component

Ssme o3 Alter-
nstive No. S lor
the ground-
water recovery
and trestment
component
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PAGE FIVE . .
Costs (31,0000 Public
Annysl O & M Heslth Enviconmental Technical
Alernative Components Copttel yr. 1-% yr. 6-30 Considersiions Considerations Considerstions
Alternstive No. 9 No Action with Cround- 48 a 1) Dermsl sbsorptien of Consemption of contem-  None
water Plume Monitoring £11 4 10 site contaminants would  insted groundwater by

snd Assessment with
Drum Disposel Otfsite

not have scute tonic
Impacis, )

Cosusl ingestion of
groundweter could heve
chronic toricHy effects
since meximum observed
concentrations In ground-
water 1or naphthalene
snd fluorenthene will ex-
ceed the Accepteble

Daily intekes {ADr's)

Incidentisl orel enposure
or dermal contact with
PCP-contaminsted solls
could heve chronic
toxicity impects

terrestisl animals may
Neve some long-term con-
sequences

Contaminent fevels
enpected to reach the
bay wouid not impose
fimitations on Its recres-
tionsl use

Blosccumulstive sffects of
PAHs on marine biots are
of s short duration thus
blomagnificetion up the
100d chain I3 not expectled



TOPIC:

Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:..

Discussion:
Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE
AMERICAN CREOSOTE WORKS, INC. NPL SITE
PENSACOLA, FLORIDA

BASED ON COMMENTS FROM THE
PUBLIC MEETING OF
AUGUST 15, 1985

HEALTH CONSIDERATIONS

Who s the chemist here? What is your definition of an aromatic
hydrocarbon? Is that a creosote or a phenol?

That 1s essentially associated with creosote.

People have 1ived near the site, worked there, and played near
there. No case studies (health problems) have been found and now
you're telling me that the contaminants are going to kill me.
I'm asking you, is it the phenol or the creosote?

Are you asking which one is more toxic?

Pentachlorophenol is the more dangerous of the two substances,
isn't it?

I believe so, yes. That's the position we've taken so far.

What 1s an aromatic hydrocarbon?

The polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons we are talking about are
the major components of creosote. The chemical contaminants
associated with creosote are polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons.
Some examples of polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons {include
naphthalene, anthracene, and fluoranthene, just to name a few.

These are components of creosote?

Yes, these are components of creosote. The pentachlorophenol is
an acid-fraction and 1s not part of creosote. As I understand
the history of the site, most of the processes involved creosote
at this plant. After 1951, they also started using

- pentachlorophenol as a wood-treating chemical.



Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:
Discussion:
TOPIC:

Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

How many people have died from these hazardous wastes? How many
case studies (health problems) have been documented? There's no
evidence of cancer, and if there is, I want to know about it
because I grew up there. I played on that property. You spent
$15,000 for a clay cap--one that is poorly packed--and there
isn't a problem. I don't think that's saving money; that's a
waste.

Just because no people have died does not mean that there is not
a problem. We adopt a "Chicken Little" syndrome at these sites;
that is, we treat them as {if there is a problem and remediate
them before a bigger problem occurs.

Are health department representatives here tonight?

They are not here. However, they were invited.

REMEDIAL TECHNOLOGIES

There are basic chemical processes that were used at the plant.
Creosote is being destroyed by bacteria in the ground and has
been for over the last 80 years. Is the bacteria in the soil
destroying the pentachlorophenol? I understand there {s one kind
that is destroying the creosote.

We don't know of one. If there is any process with bacteria that
is biodegrading the creosote, it is not evident from the data we
have collected.

I read this in the (Pensacola) News Journal.

I'm not aware of that. I think you're talking about the process
of biodegradation of this particular compound. There 1s some
indication that aerobic bacteria, that {s, bacteria which need
air in order to live and work on the contaminants--will
biodegrade certain coal-tar derivatives, such as polynuclear
aromatic hydrocarbons. However, when you get away from air and
start going down into the ground, you get into anaerobic
conditions. There have been no demonstrations that I know of
that anaerobic bacteria will work on these particular
contaminants under the ground.

There is a news release saying that there's a new technique of
pumping oxygen into the ground for these bacteria.

We are aware that there are some new technologies on the leading
edge that could possibly be used. However, none have been proven
to date.



Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

piscussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

If this aerobic bacteria destroys this material, why not till up
the ground and bring it to the surface and let the bacteria
destroy 1t? Or, why don't you introduce more bacteria that would
work on the polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons?

We have looked at this technology. The reason we screened out
this technology is again the same reason we screened out
incineration, i.e., we have pockets of contamination mixed in
with earth and sofl and fly ash and 1ime. And even if you bring
it up to the surface and mix this stuff, you are going to have
partial treatment of these contaminants. If you had homogeneous
wastes and if it were localized, biodegradation could very well
work. But we would have to really {solate the wastes from the
soil {itself in order for us to aerobically treat this stuff. We
felt that the technologies currently on the market are not proven
for this particular site in its present condition. There have
been some attempts in other areas to use biodegradation on sites
of this nature that are contaminated with creosote. Part of the
problem with biodegradation is that you have many factors to
manage that could influence the way the bugs are going to attack
the material. The weather, the amount of rainfall, temperature--
these all have to be controlled very carefully in order for this
to work. Biodegradation is not what we consider to be a proven
technology. :

Have you thought of deep well disposal, pumping the stuff
underground? _

That compounds the problem somewhat, because, as you can well
understand, it 1s very difficult to fathom or delineate what
happens to a waste stream when you pump it underground under
pressure. We have many horror shows in the regions where
permitted injection wells have contaminated local water supplies
because of improper installation of the well or because of the
fnability to determine what the substance {is 1ike, which might
have prevented it from getting into the water supply. I think we
would be compounding our problem.

I want to know ﬁhy you dismissed incineration as an alternative
when your other regions are promoting it as a method of
destroying dioxin.

We are basically looking at materfals that are tnert. We're
looking at materials that have a low BTU content. When the
immediate removal occurred on the pond area, they mixed the
sludge with fly ash and 1ime, which are essentially {nert
materfals. The costs for both onsite and offsite incineration
are therefore considerably higher than some of the other
alternatives we are looking at. Offsite incineration costs would
be more than the total cost of the offsite disposal alternative
that we are discussing. Also, we evaluated capacities of
exifsting permitted incinerators. It will take 7 to 10 years to
burn this material, and if you use an offsite facility, you must
store this matertal someplace in any case. With onsite
facilities there would be an incinerator in the middle of
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Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

TOPIC:

Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

downtown Pensacola, surrounded by a residential area. ]t would
have to meet air pollution standards. There would also be
residues left over after incineration since we would be burning a
lot of inert material. We would have to dispose of the ash after
we burn the wastes. Since there is a lot of inert material, the
high costs involved, which are 5 to 10 times greater than some of
the other alternatives proposed, were the main reasons why we
screened out incineration as a viable alternative.

Were you comparing this to the dioxin incineration in Missouri,
at the Verona Site?

I don't know what quantities were involved at that site. I'm not
familiar with that site.

What about putting the contaminated material under concrete or
asphalt with a shopping center over it?

There are many materials that are evaluated as materfals for
1iners, which are designed to contain wastes of one kind or
another. We have found that when it comes to containing organic
wastes, organic materials cannot contact the liner. For example,
asphalt would be out because creosote would go right through it.

ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES

What is the purpose of this meeting? We've identified the
problem. What is next? Where do you see this going?

The purpose of this meeting is to inform the public of the
findings of the Feasibility Study and to obtain input from you,
the citizens, concerning the recommended alternatives. The
public comment period closes in 3 weeks, and you may send your
letters to me or to Beverly Mosely. Our addresses are listed in
the Fact Sheet. We will use your comments in guiding us in our
decision. Once an alternative has been chosen, a Record of
Decision will be written. The next step 1s design and
construction of the alternative.

Which alternative have you decided on?

No selection has yet been made. We will select the alternative
after the public comment period and after we consult with the
DER. The alternative we select will be cost-effective and
technically sound.

You do not have a recommendation at this particular stage that
you think is the best one?

At this time, we are leaning towards partial excavation with
onsite disposal and groundwater monitoring.
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Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:
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Are you asking what we think should be done? As a homeowner, I
would 1ike to see Alternative No. 9 implemented (No Action with
groundwater plume monitoring and assessment).

Thank you.

The Fact Sheet indicates that these reports are available at the
libraries 1isted. Are all reports available for public review at
these libraries?

Yes. The Remedial Action Master Plan (RAMP), the Draft Remedial
InvestigationReport (RI), and the Draft Feasibility Study Report
(FS) are at the repositories. The Community Relations Plan is
also available at those locations.

What s your proposal concerning the railroad? 1 bought all of
the railroad property adjacent to my property.

We are proposing, only for those alternatives containing total
excavation, to remove the following: 360 feet of the main line
in order to excavate contaminated soils (the line will then be
replaced); about 6500 1inear feet of tracks on the ACW property
for site preparation, grading, and any other site activities; and
2500 feet of track on Pine Street south of the site for
installation of the storm water collection system.

Based on comments I've heard so far, and as a taxpayer and an
environmentalist, I would 1ike you to go for the entire works. I
think onsite disposal 1s not going to remedy the situation,
because you will still have a block of land with contaminated
sediments. The Yacht Club has plans for the redevelopment of the
area and we could partially recover and use the land.
Redevelopment of that land after it has been totally cleaned is
much better. Superfund is a tax, right? Doesn't 1t [the money]
come from a tax on the chemical companies? '

The future use of the land at and surrounding the American
Creosote Site will have to be compatible with the remedy selected
as well as all other local and State institutional restrictions.

Superfund cleanups are financed by a trust fund which will grow
to $1.6 billion over a five-year period. The Fund can be used to
provide both emergency and long-term cleanup of releases of
hazardous substances and fnactive waste sites. It 1is collected
through taxes paid by manufacturers, producers and exporters and
importers of oil and 42 chemical substances.

In the total excavation alternative, what provisions are made for -
the homeowners? Do you put us up in other houses or what?

It 1s not EPA's policy to relocate people.

Are the people compensated or do the people just get a new yard
in return?
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Issue:
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There are no provisions for compensation; however, the property
would be restored to its original condition after excavation work
is completed.

Did you check out Ashley for its pentachlorophenol? They were
treating wood with pentachlorophenol before American Creosote
knew what pentachlorophenol was.

I'm not familiar with that site.

Back in 1981, when you first discovered this problem, why weren't
the adjacent property owners notified of this problem? Wouldn't
it have been proper to notify the people of the problem?

That was the first time the site was discovered. There was not
enough data to assess the nature and extent of the contamination
and its potential impact on human health or the environment.

I have a ground well that is contaminated. Will I be
reimbursed for {t?

At this point, we do not have plans for that.

How soon do you anticipate the most rapid action? How soon can
you clean up the site?

I would say next summer would be the earliest. But that hinges
on the fact that money is available. Congress has not yet
reauthorized the Superfund Bill.

As far as you hauling the stuff away in trucks--to another
l1andfill or whatever--who is going to keep track of the trucks
and assume responsibility for them? The State? EPA? Who is
going to clean up this hazardous waste if these trucks jackknife
or break down?

You're saying that you don't want it trucked away?

I'm saying, "keep that snake in the box." I don't want 1t on the
highways. Why move it 300 miles to Alabama? Florida ought to
take care of its own problems.

The problem here in Florida is that the groundwater table 1s very
close to the surface. It's only about 3 feet underground.
Therefore, land burial of hazardous waste in Florida is not
feasible, as it would be buried right next to our groundwater.
There are many demonstration projects going on for new
alternative ways of treating wastes. We're hopeful that some of
them will pan out and will be applicable. The potential in this
program fs that down the road, if there is a really unique
alternative that comes to 1ight that may be useful in treating a
particular waste, then we could use it. Until such a treatment
comes along, we have to act on what we have right now in the way
of acceptable, proven technologies.
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What about storing it over on some of Eglin's property? That's
Federal Government property, and it would seem that they could
spare a few inches over there on that bomb range.

I think Eglin might have their own hazardous waste prob]ems The
Department of Defense has some sites on our 1ist, and I'm not
sure that they would be receptive to that {dea.

Did you cost out incineration and biodegradation in your report?

We did not cost every technology under the book. If we did that,
this report would cost a lot more than it did. But we looked at
every single technology before we began the screening process and
explained why we screened those technologies out, whether it was
because of site characteristics, waste characteristics, or
excessive costs as compared to other acceptable, proven
technologies. In this particular area of hazardous waste
cleanup, we are looking at proven track records on technologies.
There are a lot of cleanup methods currently on the market. If
you use one of them, and it doesn't work, then you have to go
back and reinvent the wheel, so to speak.

Is there going to be money left over from Superfund to clean up
this site?

I think Superfund will be here for awhile. Judging by the number
of sites we turn up annually, it [the problem] {s growing and
there will be a need for the Superfund to be around.

The way 1t was explained to me was that when Congress revised
RCRA and made these regulations on hazardous waste, they intended
it to be oversight. The intent of Congress is not to even have
these wastes and to find alternatives such as incineration. If
you have liabilities and take the material to Emille, and {f they
take it from you, than as a private company they are liable if
the stuff leaks out of their landfill. Would you have to clean
up Emille 1f you dispose of the material there?

Emille has about a 600-foot clay layer and it will take 5800
years or so for the material to migrate, {f it does. They are
building the cells a lot smaller and are also being extra
careful, utilizing sampling to a large extent in order to verify
what is going into the landfall. The overall goal of the
hazardous waste management program fs to get out of the landfill
business eventually and get more into reducing the amount of
hazardous waste we produce and also move into the recycling and
resource recovery aspects of hazardous waste.

Where does the local government fit in when we get further into
the process with these alternatives? I'm with the City of
Pensacola. You were talking about local permitting at one point.

That's correct. Before we do anything, we would first have to
take into consideration all of the requirements, whether they are
tocal, State, or Federal, including environmental or engineering



TOPIC:

Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

Issue:

Discussion:

TOPIC:

Issue:

Discussion:

permits. The city has been contacted during the time of this
study. The city engineer's office was contacted in order to
determine things such as whether existing sewer lines would be
adequate to convey the treated groundwater to the sewage
treatment plant or whether existing storm sewers are adequate.
The city and the county have been involved one way or another.
We also involved the Escambia County Utilities Authority because
we were talking about discharging groundwater into their system.
Any affected parties have been kept abreast of our activities.

LAND REDEVELOPMENT

Under any of the alternatives considered, what potential fs there
for future development in the area? The Yacht Club fis
considering building boat slips. Would any of the alternatives
permit future development or would they preclude this?

Future development would depend on the alternative selected and
also upon local permitting requirements, 1including compliance
with local ordinances.

Would total excavation with offsite disposal permit more
development in the area?

Yes.

Is it correct that the land surrounding the disposal area could
not be developed as much as it could if there were not onsite
disposal?

That 1s also true. The onsite landfill would essentially isolate
that particular area from any development. The area around the
site property could be developed regardless of onsite or offsite
disposal.

1f the onsite disposal alternative is selected and the land is
recovered and revegetated, would you be able to use the area as a
park or recreational area?

As long as the use 1s consistent with the alternative selected in
the remedial action that's taken, there is probably no reason why

it couldn't be used for whatever the local permits would allow
for the area.

TECHNOLOGICAL CONCERNS

When you talk about total excavation, does that mean the total
removal of the houses?

No, just the soil would be removed.
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So how are you going to remove the soil from under the houses?

We will not remove sofl from underneath the houses. We will work
around permanent structures such as driveways, houses, trees, and
shrubs. And a lot of it will have to be done manually as opposed
to using heavy equipment so as to disturb only those soils that
are contaminated.

Could you report the depths of the excavations?

For those areas where the contaminant concentrations {ncreased
with depth, we will excavate down to the water table, which is
approximately 4 1/2 to 5 feet. In all other areas we will remove
the top foot of contaminated soils.

Can you show me where the underground plume is now, where 1t is
going, and how fast it is moving south?

Based on the groundwater monitoring data, contaminants have been
detected in the southernmost well to a depth of 60 feet. This
well is approximately 900 feet south of the site. Based on the
concentration of the contaminants found at this well, it can be
surmised that the contaminants have migrated further south, close
to the bay.

Is there a wall of clay preventing the groundwater from going

. into the bay?

There are various thicknesses of clay underneath the pond area,
but the most extensive clay is on the Yacht Club property. It
starts at a depth of 20 feet, and 1t is about 20 to 30 feet
thick. As the plume moves south of the site, this clay area
divides the plume. Part of the plume goes above the clay area;
part of it goes below it. The one that goes above the clay area
eventually recharges the ditch and flows into the bay through the
ditch itself, as surface water. There is water in the ditch and
especifally during dry times, what you're looking at is not
rainwater--it's groundwater, recharged from that area.

So there's no wall between the ditch and the bay?
No, there is no wall.
Is 1t already flowing into the bay?

We do not have monitoring wells down to the bay level, but we
have detected contamination in the southernmost wells.
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Where is the 100-year flood plain in relation to the site?

We are required to study that issue under Superfund statutes.
The 100-year flood plain begins right where the site ends. The
100-year flood plain is at an elevation of 10 feet, and the
average elevation of the site is 12 to 13 feet. When we refer to
the ditch, we are in the 100-year flood plain because the
elevation is under 10 feet. However, the site itself 1s not in
the 100-year flood plain elevation.

Are the contamination levels measured in parts per million or
parts per billion?

In the soils, we measured in parts per million, or what we call
miligrams per kilograms. In the groundwater, we measured
contaminants such as napthalene and fluoranthene in parts per
million. The rest of the contaminants in the groundwater were
measured in parts per billion. Essentially, the one contaminant
that we found in different media and at high levels was
napthalene. In the soils, we detected napthalene at levels
varying from 74 to 1100 parts per million. As far as groundwater
is concerned, we did find very high levels of napthalene ranging
between 35 and 580,000 parts per billion. So to answer your
question, we have ranges of parts-per-million level in the soil
and parts-per-billion level in the water.

You detected 580,000 parts per billion?

Yes. However, this might not have been a representative sample.
It is a questionable result because this one sample was an order
of magnitude higher, compared to data for the same contaminant in
other wells. What this tells us is that the data might be
questionable for that particular sample, but we had to include
ft--with a qualifier that said that the number may not be
representative.

How high above the ground would the onsite landfill be?

About 15 to 19 feet, depending on whether you go with total or
partial excavation.

With regard to the amount of material you have to remove, how
does it compare to other projects? Do you have to remove a lot
of material?

The only other project that I can think of where we moved
anywhere near the amount of dirt that we have to remove at this
site consisted of half that amount, or about 40,000 cubic yards,
which we moved to a specially constructed landfill in the State
of North Carolina. So we are talking twice that amount of
material for this site.
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Would incineration completely clean up this area as well as total
offsite removal?

'Yes, it would. You would have to do something with the residual

ash that would contain heavy metals, and you might have to
transport that material offsite if you decided not to have an
onsite landfill.

If you had to pick a place to put hazardous waste, this would be
one of the worst places because the groundwater {is so close to
the surface, right?

That 1s correct. The remedies that we have basically proposed
for leaving the waste on the site are to contain it and abate
further migration of the waste from the site--in other words, to
t;y to prevent 1t from spreading any further and to hold it in
place.

But isn't there already contamination in the water table beneath
the site?

Yes, but that could be taken care of if you pick an alternative
in which you are also treating the groundwater. If you
consolidated all the excavated material and stored it in an
onsite 1andfill, and at the same time put in wells and pumped out
the contaminated groundwater and treated it, you would have

~essentially taken care of the problem.

What's the time period involved?

Based on the data that we have evaluated, we are looking at a
span of about 5 years. .

Why don't you leave things as they are and just monitor the
public health until a new technology is discovered to completely
clean up the site?

The No-Action alternative with monitoring is an alternative we
are "evaluating.

In addition to the oral comments received at the public meeting on August 15,
1985, the EPA also received one written comment from the Audubon Society.

Issue:

Tolerance levels and specific effects on humans, plants, and
animals were not given. In the report, there was not adequate
information on bioaccumulation or the potential effects on humans
who frequent Sanders Beach, where the underground plume emerges.
Also, the possibility of chemicals at the site interacting with
each other was not discussed in the study.
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We feel that particular attention should be given to the onsite
treatment of groundwater. Discharge of the groundwater into the
Main Street Plant should occur only if there is assurance that
this facility is capable of properly handling this treatment in a
manner safe to the plant and the Bay where it discharges. We do
not recommend onsite disposal.

Since EPA has been involved with the American Creosote Site, EPA
has made an effort to inform the residents, the local government
and the State about the activities at the site.

Both chronic and acute toxic effects that may affect human health
as well as the environment as a result of the contamination from
the ACWN Site have been presented in the Remedial Investigation
Report and the Draft Feasibility Study.

Total excavation plus groundwater recovery is a proposed
alternative that {is under consideration for final remedial
action. The groundwater discharge to the Escambia County Utility
Authority Waste Water Treatment Plant (WWPT) is an item of
concern, since the WWPT has not always been in compliance with

. their NPDES permit. An onsite disposal alternative which will

result in the site being somewhat higher in elevation fis
possible. However, with revegetation and proper design the
disposal area could blend in with the surrounding area. Our
information indicates that the ACW property is not within a 100-
year flood plain, and that an onsite disposal alternative would
not of itself create an environmental or health hazard.
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