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Abstract (Continued)

water source, and prevention of contaminant migration to the deeper Floridan aquifer.
The primary contaminants of concern affecting the ground water are VOCs including
benzene, PCE, TCE, and toluene.

The selected remedial action for this site includes pumping and treatment of ground
water using air stripping, followed by offsite discharge to a publicly owned treatment
works (POTW), if treatability studies show the discharged water meets pretreatment
standards; and ground water monitoring. If a local POTW will not accept the treated
effluent, a contingency remedy will be instituted, which includes ground water pumping
and treatment using air stripping followed by precipitation, filtration, carbon
adsorption, and possibly biological oxidation; conducting treatability studies to ensure
compliance with surface water discharge criteria; and discharging the treated effluent
offsite to a nearby drainage canal. Both the selected and contingency remedies include
implementation of institutional controls, including land use and deed restrictions, and
securing construction rights-of-way and easements at the site. The estimated present
worth cost for the selected remedial action is $4,575,632, which includes an annual 0&M
cost of $292,500 for 15 years. The estimated present worth cost for the contingency
remedy is $4,262,101, which includes present worth O&M costs of 52,849,191 for 15 years.

PERFQRMANCE STANDARDS QR GOALS: The surficial aquifer is a potential source of drinking

water, therefore, contaminant levels must be reduced to drinking water standards,
including benzene 1.0 ug/l (State drinking water standard), PCE 3.0 ug/l (State drinking
water standard), TCE 3.0 ug/l (State drinking water standard), and toluene 2,000 ug/l
(Proposed MCLG) .



RECORD OF JECISION

SITE NAME AND LOCATION

City Induetries (City Chemical)
Winter Park, Florida

STATEMENT QF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the City Indus-
tries Site in Winter Park, Florida chosen in accordance with CERCLA, as amended
by SARA and, to the extent practicable, the National Contingency Plan. This
decision is baged on the administrative record file for this site.

The State of Florida concurs on the selected remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this site, if not
addressed by implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present

l
E an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the
\ environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY

This remedy is the final action for the site. It addresses the ground-water
contar.*ation, which is the principal threat remaining at the site. This is
accompiished by pumping and treating the contaminated ground-water. The

treated ground-water will be discharged to a publicly-owned treatment works
; (POTW) . h

The ma;or components of the selected remedy include:

Instituzional Controls or Other Land Use Restrictions;
Ground-water Monitoring of Surficial and Ploridan Aquifers;
Ground-water Recovery via Wells;

Ground-water Treatment by Aeration to Pre-treatment Standards;
Discharge of Treated Effluent to the Iron Bridge POTW or other local
POTVH;

Treatability Studies to Ensure Compliance with POTW Pre-treatment
Standarzds

Backup Discharge Plan; and

Review of Ground Water Use for Surficial Aquifer Every !xvc Years.

EPA has also selected a contingency alternative, in the event that the POTW
does not agree to accept the discharge.



The major components ©of the contingency remedy include:

Institutional Controls or Other Land Use Restrictions;

Ground water Monitoring of Surficial and Floridan Aquifers;

Ground water Recovery via Wells;

Ground water Treatment by Aeration, Precipitation, riltratxon, and
Carbon Adsorption; and

Surface Water Discharge of Treated Effluent.

Treatability Studies to Ensure Compliance with Surface Water
Discharge Criteria

Review of Ground Water Use for Surficial Aquifer Every Five Years.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected and contingency remedies are protective of human health and the
environment, comply with Federal and State requirements that are legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, and are
cost-effective. These remedies utilize permanent sclutions and alternative
treatment (Or resource recovery) technologies to the maximum extent practicable
and satisfy the statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment that
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume as a principal element. Because these
remedies will not result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above
health-based levels, the five-ysar review will not apply to this action.

2 M B MAR 2 9 1590

Greer C. Tidwell, Regicnal Administrator Date
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1.0

SITE LOCATION & DESCRIPTION

The City Industries (City Chemical) - Forsyth Road site is located at 3920
Forsyth Road, Winter Park, Florida. 1t should be noted that while the
mailing address for the site is Winter Park, it is actually located in the
unincorporated township of Goldenrod. The City Chemical Company operated
a waste storage, disposal, and recycling facility at the Forsyth Road site
from 1971 until Auguet 1983. The one acre site is situated in a light
industrial area in the eastern section of Orange County, Florida,
approximately 1.2 miles east of Winter Park and 2.2 miles northeast of
Orlando. A map showing the site vicinity is provided in Pigure 1-1.

The site is bounded by Cato Steel, a metal fabricator, to the north, Top-
gun Gunite to the west, Forsyth Road to the east, and a wooded area to the
south. A site location map showing the City Chemical site and adjacent
properties is presented in Figure 1-2. Activities at the facility
included the receipt, handling, storage, reclamation, and disposal of
various waste chemicals. General classes of wastes handled included
c¢hlorinated and nonchlorinated organic solvents, éaint and varnish wastes,
acid/alkaline plating wastes, and waste ink.

SITE HISTORY

In 1971, City Industries, Inc., purchased the fuel cil business previocusly
owned and operated by Charles Blackburn. Mr. Blackburn retained ownership
of the property at Forsyth Road. 1In 1977, it developed into a recycling
and transfer facility for hazardous wastes. Due to inadequate plant
practices and intentional dumping, soil and ground water at the site
became contaminated. Prom 1981 through 1983, EPA and Orange County found
the company to be out of compliance with safety and Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act (RCRA) requirements, and ordered the business to be
closed in July, 1983.

In August 1983, the sits was abandoned by the owner/operator of City
Industries, Arthur Greer, leaving approximately 1,200 drums of hazardous
waste and thousands of gallons of sludge in a number of large holding
tanks on the site. A removal cof these wastes, funded by the Plorida
Department of Bnvironmental Regulation (PDER), was conducted during August
and September 1983. In early 1984, EPA issued an Administrative Order
under CERCLA requiring City Industries to clean sludge from holding tanks,
remove contaminated soils, and treat contaminated ground water. The
company did not comply with the EPA order. Beginning in Pebruary 1984,
the remaining sludge and storage tanks were removed by the EPA. In May
1984, the EPA removed 1,670 tons of contaminated soil, heat treated it,
and returned it to the site. Additionally, 180 cubic yards of highly
contanminated soil were removed and transported to a hazardous waste
landfill. The City Chemical site was proposed for the National Priorities
List (NPL) in August 1984. EPA notified approximately 250 potentially
responsible parties (PRPs), primarily waste generators, of their potential
liability for remediation of the site and demanded payment for cost
incurred during the removal of wastes. A settlement with approximately
163 PRPs for §520,722 was obtained in July, 1988,
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FIGURE 1-2

SITE LOCATION MAP
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In December 1985, Arthur Greer was indicted on thirty-three counts
involving mail fraud and environmental crimes. In Jure 1986, he was
convicted on seventeen counte involving fraud and RCRA violations and
received a jail sentence.

In 1984, the FDER contracted with Bnvironmental Science and Engineering
(ESE) to conduct a Contaminant Assessment (CA) study, or Remedial
Investigation (RI) of the site. BESE completed a multi-phased Contami-
nation Assessment in May 1986. The final CA concluded that a contaminant
plume in the surficial aquifer had migrated to the east, apprcximately 600
feet. A surface depression was discovered in close proximity to the site,
causing concern that a sinkhole had developed and formed a connection
between the surficial and Floridan aquifers. ESE completed an
investigation of the area in October 1986. This study recommended
monitoring of the Floridan aquifer, which is the primary source of
drinking water in the area. 1Installation of a Floridan Aquifer monitoring
well was completed in July 1988, and sampling results from this well
indicated that the Floridan Aquifer has not been contaminated by the City
Industries Site. Approximately thirty-two of the 250 PRPs identified by
EPA formed a Steering Committee and entered into a consent agreement with
FDER to perform the Peasibility Study. A draft Peasibility Study (FS)
report was submitted by the Potentially Responsible Parties (PRP)
contractor in December 1988. Efforts to modify the PS were unsuccessful.
In March 1989 at the State'’'s regquest, the lead management role for the
site was transferred from FDER to EPA. Revised FS reports wers submitted
to EPA by the PRPs in June and December 1989.

COMMUNITY RELATIONS HISTORY

The City Industries Site has come to be associated with the town of Winter
Park, as it .has a Winter Park mailing address. It is situated, however,
outside the city limits in the unincorporated township of Goldenrod, which
is where the majority of community interest is centered.

In 1983, the community of Goldenrod held meetings for the purpose of estab-
lishing emergency evacuation procedures. These meetings included represen-
tatives fram FDEBR, Orange County, Seminole County, neighborhood watch and
homeowners agseociations, apartment complexes, private citizens,_and var-
ious media personnel. The threat at the time was considered to_be that of
explosion of fire. In addition, a concern was voiced that City Industries
trucks traveling through the streets carrying drums might have an

accident, or the drums might fall from the truck, spilling contaminants.

On one occasion, evacuation procedures were begun in the immediate area in
response to an onsite spill, but were later determined to be unnecessary.

When onsite investigative activities began, the protective suits worn by
the workers alarmed the people both in the immediate vicinity, where they
questioned why they were allowed to be so close if the suits were
necessary. Those who were a little further away but close enough to be
affected should an emergency situation arise, were also concerned.
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Citizens who own private wells in the surficial aquifer voiced concern
about the quality of their water. None of thege wells have been used
for drinking water, but the concern was mentioned that pets or children
playing in water from lawn sprinklers - or possibly drinking some of the
water - may have been at risk, or that somecne walking through freshly
watered grass may have absorbed contaminants through the skin.

Several of the well owners stated that they had never received
informarion regarding the results of samples collected from their

welle. The question was raised by one individual whether a number of
deaths attwributed tO cancer were related to possible contaminants in the
water. It was suggested that a health survey be conducted to assess the
possibility, and be used as a learning opportunity should a connection
exist.

One businegsperson found monitoring wells installed on his property
without his permission, and attempts by FDER to rectify the installation
deficiencies had been unsatisfactory. (These wells were among the cnes
installed in early attempts to monitor the movement of contaminants in
the ground water).

The guestion of effect of the site on property values was raised,
predominantly by residential property owners. In the business area,
property seems tO be at a high enough premium for values not to be
aignificantly affected, although scme businesses contacted expressed
concern about the possibility. The problem for the business sector
seems to be that property ownership may be nontransferable until the
property is declared clear of contamination.

Virtually everyone interviewed expressed extreme dissatisfaction with
the nominal sentence received by Arthur Greer, the owner/operator of
City Industries, Inc.

Recently, the site is mentioned only when reference is made to pollution
or contamination in general. The Environmental Health Division of
Orange County Hsalth Department reported that nc recent comments or
concerns had been voiced to that Department. Most people indicated that
the critical issue now is to expedite the implementation of the final
remedial efforts. -

In the course of investigative and remedial activities at the site,
federal response to community needs and concerns has been perceived as
sufficient. Criticism regarding the response by officials usually
pertained to difficulty in locating the correct contact. Inquiries were
always referred elsewhere.

The primary concerns of pecple in the vicinity of the site are that the
necessary remedial actions at the site be completed as soon as possible,
and that the community be kept informed of the status of the site or any
potential threat resulting from site conditions. Por those who do not
feel their health may be threatened, the main concern is property
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devalu!ﬁi°§- ?h. leniency of punishment sustained by Mr. Greer is also
a focal point in the minds of many of the citizens interviewed.

The RI/FS and Proposed Plan for the City Chemical Site were released to
the public in January 1990. These two documents were made available in
both the administrative record and an information repository maintained
at the EPA Records Center in Region IV and at the Winter Park Public
Library. The notice of availability for these two documents was
published in the Orlando Sentinel on January 23 and January 31, 1990. A
public comment period was held from Pebruary 6, 1990 through March 8,
1990. 1In addition, a public meeting was held on Pebruary 6, 1990. A
prese release was isgued February 2, 1990 announcing the public meeting,
comment period, and availability of documents at the repository. At the
public meezing, representatives frocm EPA and the Agency for Toxic
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) answered questions about the
findings of the RI/PS and the remedial alternatives under

consideration. A response to the comments received during this period
is included in the Responsiveness Summary, which is part of this Record
of Decision. This decision document presents the selected remedial
action for the City Chemical Site, in Winter Park, Plorida, chosen in
accordance with CERCLA, as amended by SARA and, to the extent
practicable, the National Contingency Plan. The decision for this site
is based on the administrative record. '

SCOPE AND ROLE OF PON

This ROD addresses the final response action for the City Chemical Site,
which consists of extraction and treatment of contaminated ground

water. This remedy is being implemented to protect public health and
the environment by controlling the migration of contaminated ground
water in the surficial aquifer, which is a potential source of drinking
water in the future for area residents and businesses. It will also
prevent migration toc the deeper Floridan Aquifer, which is the current
drinking water source. The response actions are consistent with the NCP
(40 CFR 300.68).

SUMMARY cs .

The major smrface-water features in the area of the site are ths Crane
Strand wetlamd directly to the north, which is being developed; various
small wetland areas to the south and east; the Little Econlockhatchee
River approximately 2.5 miles to the southeast; and a series of county
maintained drainage canals traversing the Little Bconlockhatchee Drain-
age Basin. PFigure S5-1 shows the drainage canal system in the vicinity
of the City Chemical Site. The closest major lakes are Lake Waunatta,
Lake Nan, and Perch Lake, located less than one mile east of the site
(ESE, 1985). Primary surface drainage across the site is by overland
flow from west to east. Discharge to a ditch along Porsyth Road occurs
along the east side of the property. The Forsyth Road ditch drains to
the north past Cato Steel and then tc the east under PForsyth Road to a
storm-water catch basin. The basin discharges to the north through an
underground storm culvert and an open ditch tc a large, county
maintained, drainage canal.
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The site s underlain by approximately 60 feet of sands, silty sands and
clayey sands containing variable amounts of unconsolidated limerock,
chert, and phosphate fragments. Silt and clay content of the soils
generally increases with depth. The surficial soils are underlain by
the Hawthorn Formation at depths of 60 to 70 feet bls. The Hawthorn is
characterized by up to 170 feet of inter-layered clayey gravel, clayey
sand, clay, and limestone layers. The karstified, erosional limestone
surface of the Ocala Formation is found beneath the Hawthorn at depths
ranging from 140 to more than 230 feet below land surface (bls).

The surficial agquifer occurs in the uppermost 60 to 70 feet of permeable
sands and is reportedly separated into an upper unconfined zone and a
lower, semi-confined zone. The water table is encountered at depths of
3 to 5 feet bls. Ground water flow is to the east at flow velocities
ranging from about 10 to 145 feet per year. Flow rates generally
decrease with depth and are greater during the summer wet season than

.during the dry season.

The Floridan aquifer, widely used as a source of potable water in the
region, occurs in a thick sequence of limestone units generally en-
countered at the top of the Ocala Formation. The Ocala was identified
at a depth of 237 feet during drilling of the PFloridan Aquifer monitor
well; however, depth to the Floridan from land surface may vary from
about 140 to more than 230 feet in Orange County.

The findings of the RI, September 1986, confirmed the presence of
chemical constituents in the shallow ground water aquifer underlying the
City Chemical Site. Plume delineation results established that the
areal distribution of impacted ground water extended beyond the site
property boundaries. A data augmentation program was conducted in 1987
to provide more recent data for constituents previously detected at the
site and define the migration of the ground water plume since the RI was
performed.

Contaminants of concern identified during these two studies are acetons,
benzene, 1l,l=dichloroethane, l,2-dichloreothane, 1,l-dichlorcethene,
echylbenzene, msethylens chloride, methyl ethyl ketone (MEK), methyl
isobutyl katone (MIBK), tetrachlorocethene, toluene,
1,1,1-trichloroethane, and trichloroethens. -
The results of the RI and data augmentation program indicate that .
several of the target list compounds are present in the shallow

aquifer. The data also indicates that the ground water plume identified
by ESE has migrated downgradient from the City Chemical Site and is now
centered in the vicinity of monitoring well 12. (See Figure 5-2).

Constituents were not detected above detection limits during soil sam-
pling and analysis completed in the data augmentation program. No con-
stituents analyzed during air monitoring exceeded detection limits. RI
and Data Augmentation sample analysis results along with corresponding
sample locations are provided in Appendix A.
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Ground water 18 not currently being pumped for use at the City Chemical
Site. An inventory of wells within a two-mile radius of the site
indicated that 1) existing wells downgradient (east) of the site are
open to permeable intermediate units in the Hawthorn Formation or to the
Floridan Aquifer and 2) these wells are used for non-potable purposes
(e.g. cooling water and irrigation). The well inventory identified
several wells located north and south of the site which are open to the
surficial aquifer and are being pumped for landscape irrigation and heat
pump exchange water. NoO users of the surficial-aquifer as a source of
potable water or for irrigation of edible crops in areas downgradient of
the site were identified.

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS

The following discussion provides an overview of the baseline public
health and environmental risk evaluation for the City Chemical Site. It
is based on the "Endangerment Assessment for the City Chemical Company,
Forsyth Road Site, Winter Park, Florida", which is Appendix C of the
FS. The baseline evaluation helps determine if a remedial action is
necessary at the site. It represents an evaluation of the "no-action
alternative”, in that it identifies the risk present if no remedial
action is taken. The baseline assessment also provides the framework
for developing the preliminary remediation goals for the City Chemical
Site. Field observations and analytical data as presented in the Reme-
dial Investigation and Data Augmentation reports provided the basis for
the risk evaluation. The media of concern at the City Chemical Site is
the ground water. Risk from dermal exposure from contact with the soil
was mitigated by the scil removal conducted in 1984.

The compounds mentioned in Section 5.0, which were detected in the
ground water, were selected as indicator compounds for the site. The
selection is based on the frequency of detection, the concentrations
detected, and the toxicological properties of the contaminants which
were detected. Concentrations of the indicator compounds detected
during the RI and Data Augmentation Program can be found in Appendix A.

EXPOSURE

Major pathweys of potential expcocsure to these 14 conatituents were iden-
tified as:

¢ Contact with, and ingestion of, small quantities of surficial soil;
Contact with, and ingestion of, drainage-ditch waters; and

Contact with, and/or ingestion of, ground water pumped for bathing,
hypothetical drinking-water usage, landscape irrigation and/or
other non-potable usages.
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surficial Soji]l Contact

Exposure scenarios for exposure to the soils were evaluated for a worker
(i.e., Cato Steel employee) or a child trespasser. The average daily
dose (ADD) for reasonable worker exposure was calculated based on the
following assumptions: (1) a 70-kg adult body weight; (2) exposure to
surficial soils for 120 working days (once per month over a l0-year
period); (3) exposed skin surface area of 870 em® (both hands); (4)
incidenzal soil ingestion rate of 100 mg/day; (§) a dermal absorption
factor of 0.02; and (7) exposure to average concentrations of con-
stituents detected in the soil. '

Worst-case assessment for worker average daily dose from soils would use
the parameters listed above with the following exceptions: (1) exposure
frequency is doubled to 240 working days; (2) dermal absorption factor
is 0.10; and (3) exposure is to the maximum concentrations detected in
soils.

The exposure scenario for reasonable child trespasser climbing over the
security fence, accessing the site, and being exposed to scils is
calculated based on the following assumptions: (1) a 3l-kg child
(average of age § to 12); (2) trespassing 6 times per year over the
€-year age period; (3) incidental ingestion of 100 mg of scil per day;
(4) exposed skin surface area of 360 cm® (both hands); (5) dust
adherence factor of 1.45 mg/cm“; (6) dermal absorption factor of 0.02;
and (7) exposure to average concentrations of constituents detected in
soils.

Worst-case exposure for the child trespasser is the same with the ex-
ception that: (1) exposure frequency is doubled to 12 times per year
over the 6-year period; (2) dermal absorption factor is 0.10; and (3)
maximum soil concentrations azre used at the exposure point.

Drainage Ditch Exposure

The drainage ditch is the other point of potential current exposure.
Wading and aocidental irmmersion are potential exposure scenarios. The
drainage diteB is located along a street with relatively high traffic
volume; thesefore, the frequency of exposure at this site is assumed to
be relatively low. 1In addition, flow in the ditch is intermittent and
throughout most of the year the ditch is dry; therefore, swimming in the
ditch is not a reasonable exposure scenario. PFor this reason, the rea-
sonable exposure scenario for ditch water wading was calculated based on
the following assumptions: (1) a 70-kg adult or 3l-kg child; (2) wading
the ditch 2 hours per day; (3) 4 times per year for 6 years for the
child or 1 time per year over a l0-year periocd for the worker; (4) an
exposed skin surface area for one-half the hand and neck, two-thirds of
the upper limbs, and one-half of the lower limbs (3,10S cmz child and
6,210 cm? adult); (5) water flux across skin of 0.5 nq/cnz-hz: (6)

100 percent dermal absorption of organic constituents; and (7) exposure
to maximum concentrations detected in surface water. The maximum con-
centration data are used due to the limited number of surface-water
samples available.
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The worst-cnlo.lcena:io agsumes that the adult or child falls into the
ditch and receives total immersion exposure: (1) with the same frequency
of 24 times for the child and 10 times for the adult; (2) for a period

of 0.25 hrs/day; but (3) incidental ingestion of 0.0l liters of water
per immersion.

Future exposure to the soils or ditch waters are assumed to be com-
parable to the current exposure scenarios.

Ground Water Exposure

The other possible future exposure scenarios include exposure to ground
water from a potable or non-potable well. There are presently no wells
screened in the shallow aquifer identified downgradient of the site, 80

these scenarics consider a hypothetical well installed downgradient in
the future.

For potable well exposure, the reasonable exposure scenario ADDs were
calculated based on the following assumptions: (1) a 70-kg adult; (2)
ingests 2 liters of water per day; (3) exposure occurs over a 70-year
lifetime; and (4) exposure is to average concentrations detected in the
ground water. The worst-case exposure scenario assumptions are the same
except maximum detected concentrations are used.

Potential non=drinking water exposures considered as hypothetical future
exposure scenarios include use of the ground water for bathing
(showering), landscape irrigation, or for filling small swimming pools.
The bathing exposure is considered independent of the drinking water
because scme receptors may utilize tap water for bathing but use bottled
water for d{inking.

To consider the potential exposure if the potable supply is not
ingested, the ADDs were calculated using the following assumptions: (1)
a 70-kg adult; (2) bathes or showers for 20 minutes per day; (3) every
day of the year for 70 years; (4) a skin surface area of 18,150 cm®;

(5) a water flux across the skin of 0.5 mg/cmz-h:; and (6) average
constituent concentrations in ground water. Por worst-case bathing
exposure, the assumptions are the same except the maximum constituent
concentrations are used. -
Potential exposure to landscape irrigation water is assumed to occur as
a result of accidental dousing of the body and clothing while setting up
the sprinklers. The assumptions used to calculate the ADDs are: (1) a
70-kg adult; (2) doused once per week over the l2-week sumner period for
10 years; (I exposure to water or wet clothing for 1 hour per dousing;
(4) over a - 1 surface area of 18,150 cm® (total body); (5) water

flux across .2 skin of 0.5 mg/cm“-hr; (6) dermal absorption of or-
ganics of 100 percent; and (7) average constituent concentrations in
ground water. The worst-case exposure assumptions are similar except
that: (1) exposure occurs three times per week; and (2) exposure is to
the maximum detected constituent concentrations.
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Ground water used to fill a child’s swimming pool is the other hypo-
thetical non-potable exposure scenario considered. The assumptions used
in calculating the reascnable expcsure are: (1) a 16-kg child (average
age 4, between age 2 and €); (2) swims in the pocl once per week over
the l2-week summer period; (3) 1 hour per day; (4) incidental ingeetion
of 0.05 liters per hour; (5) ekin surface area of 7,000 cm®; (6) cross
the skin of 0.5 mg/cm“~hr; (7) dermal absorption of organics of 100
percent; and (8) exposure to average constituent concentrations detected
in the ground water. Worst-case exposure assumptions are similar
except: (1) the child swims 5 days per week over the l2-week summer
period; (2) the child swims for 2 hours per day; and (3) exposure is to
the maximum constituent concentrations detected in the ground water.

Inventories of wells within a two-mile radius identified no potable
wells downgradient of the site, or nonpotable wells screened in the
shallow aquifer within one mile downgradient of the site. There is one
nonpotable we.l 500 feet north of the site.

The City of Winter Park’'s well field is located approximately 1,900 feet
west of the site; however, these wells draw from a minimum of 700 feet
below the ground surface in the Ploridan Aquifer, and there is a
140-foot thick confining layer separating the contaminated surficial
aquifer from the Floridan Aquifer. The well field serves over 115,300
pecple in the towns of Winter Park, Maitland, Goldenrod, and
Casselberry.

TOXICITY ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
Cancer Potency Factors

The discussion of adverse effects for the indicator chemicals is divided
into carcinogenic &nd noncarcinogenic effects. Cancer potency factors
(CPFs) have been developed by EPA’s Carcinogenic Assessoent Group for
estimating excess lifetime cancer risks associated with exposure to
potentially carcinogenic chemicals. CPPs, which are expressed in units
of mg/kg-dny)’l, are smultiplied by the estimated intake of a potential
carcinogen, ia mg/kg-day, to provide an upper-bound estimate of the
excess lifetime cancer risk associated with expcsure at that intake
level. The term "upper-bound” reflects the conservative estimate of the
risks calculated from the CPP. Use of this approach makes
underestimation of the actual cancer risk highly unlikely. Cancer
potency factors are derived from the results of human epidemiological
studies or chronic animal biocassays to which animal-to-human
extrapolation and uncertainty factors have been applied. Cancer potency
factors for compounds of concern are listed in Table 6-1.

Reference Doses

Refereance doses (RfDs) have been developed by EPA for indicating the
potential for adverse health effects from exposure to chemicals
exhibiting noncarcinogenic effects. RfDs, which are expressed in units
of mg/kg-day, are estimates of lifetime daily exposure levels for
humans, including sensitive individuala. Pa+imascad i-stalaa ~#% ~hami~ala



Table ¢-1 Weight of Evidence and Potency Facters fer
Suspect Carcinogens Reported at the City Chemical Site

. . 10"
EPA Level of Evidence b, Cancer ~ Potency
Constituent Classification '/ Humans  Animals ~~ Risk Factor ¢/

(mg/L) (ng/kg/day)*

Benzene A S ] 0.0012 0.029
1,1-Dichloroethene c 1 0.000033 0.60
Methylene chloride B2 1 L/3 0.00S 0.007s
Tetrachlorcethene B2 I L/S 0.0008 0.051
Trichlorcethene B2 1 L/3 0.0027 0.011
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate B2 1 /s 0.003 0.014

a/ A = Human Carcinogen: sufficient epidemsclogic evidence

B = Probably Human Carcinogen:
: Bl = Limited epidemiclogic evidence; sufficient evidence in animals .

B2 = Inadequate or no epidemiologic evidence; sufficient evidence in animals
C = Possible Human Carcinogen: absence of human data; limited evidence in animals
D = Not Classifiable as to Human Carcinogenicity: inadequate or no data

b/ S = Sufficient evidence; L = Limited evidence; I = Inadequate evidence

¢/ Cencentration which could potentially result in 1 additional cancer in 1,000,000
population drinking 2 liters of water per day over a 70-year lifetime.

d/ Potency factdr = 95% upper-bound slopes cn the linearized multistage model
Scurces: USEPA, 1986a

USEPA, 198Sa
IRIS, 1989
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from environmental media (e.g., the amount of a chemical ingested from
contaminated drinking water) can be compared to the RfD. RfDe are
derived from human epidemioclogical studies or animal studies to which
uncertainty factors have been applied (e.g., to account for the use of
animal data to predict effects on humans)}. These uncertainty factors
help ensure that the RfDs will not underestimate the potential for
adverse noncarcinogenic effects to occur. RfDs for indicator compounds
are listed in Table 6-2.

Of the 14 indicator chemicals, benzene, 1,l-dichlorcethene, methylene
chloride, tetrachlorcethene, trichlorcethene, and
big(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate are classified by the USEPA as suspect
carcinogens. Of these suspect carcinogens, benzene is the only one
having sufficient evidence that it is carcinogenic in humans. The USEPA
classifies methylene chloride, tetrachloroethene, trichlorocethene, and
bis(2-ethylhexy.)phthalate as having sufficient evidence of
carcinogenicity in laboratory animals but insufficient evidence cof
carcinogenicity in humans. There is only limited evidence of the
carcinogenic potential of 1l,l-dichlorcethene in laboratory animals and
no evidence of carcinogenicity in humans.

All of the six carcinogenic constituents discussed in the previous sec-
tion are also mutagenic, except for bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, and all
have elicited teratogenic or adverse reproductive effects in laboratory
animals, except for trichloroethene. Ethylbenzene, methyl ethyl ketone,
ad toluene, have elicited adverse reproductive or teratogenic effects
in laboratcry animal tests. A summary of toxic responses to all site
contaminants is contained in Table 6-3.

RISK CHARACTERIZATION

Cancer Risk

Excess lifetime cancer risks are determined by multiplying the intake
level with the cancer potency factor. These risks are probabilities
that are generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g., 1x10‘° or
1E-6). An emcess lifetime cancer risk of 1X10™° indicates that, as a
plausible upper bound, an individual has a one in one million chance of
developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure to a carcinogen
over a 70-year lifetime under the specific exposure conditions at a
site.

Noncarcinogenic Risk

Potential concern for noncarcinogenic effects of a single contaminant in
a4 single medium is expressed as the hazard quotient (HQ) (or the ratic
of the estimated intake derived from the contaminant concentration in a
given medium to the contaminant reference dose). If the estimated
intake is greater than the RfD, the HQ will exceed one. By adding the
HQs for all contaminants within a medium or across all media to which a
given population may reasonably be exposed, the Hazard Index (HI) can be
generated. The HI provides a useful reference point for gauging the
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potential significance of multiple contaminant exposures within a single
medium or across media.

The risks from exposure to contaminated ground water from the City
Chemical site via potable and non-potable wells are included in Tables
6-4 and 6-5, respectively. These tables show that both carcinogenic and
non-carcinogenic risks from ingestion of the ground water are
unacceptable. Risk from non-carcinogenic effects from dermal exposure
to the ground water is also unacceptable.

At the present time, individual exposure via the ingestion of contami-
nated ground water is not occurring. However, unacceptable risk levels
for the baseline assessment indicate that ground water treatment is
necessary to prevent the potential human exposure to unacceptable levels
of contaminants in the future.

ENVIRONMENTAL RISK

As the site is located in an urban area with surrounding industrial and
commercial land use, it has limited potential for utilization as a ter-
restrial ecosystem. The site is partially fenced. Movement of animals
onto the site is limited but not completely restricted.

Crane Strand Wetlands are located to the north of the site; however,
there is no hydrologic connection between the City Chemical site and the
wetlands. Drainage-ditch waters from the City Chemical site flow east
to an Orange County drainage canal, then south away from the wetlands.
Concentrations reported in the drainage-ditch waters at the site do not
exceed any USEPA Ambient Water-Quality Criteria established to protect
fresh-water aquatic life.

Based on the above information concerning human health and environmental
risk, it is concluded that actual or threatened releases of hazardous
substances from this site, if not addressed by implementing the response.
action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment €0 public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCR

Pive alternatives were considered for remediation of the ground-wato:,
which contains unacceptable levels of organic compounds.

Alternative 1

Alternative 1 is the no action alternative retained for baseline com-
parison purposes in accordance with 40 CFR 300.68 (f£f)(v). Alternative 1
does not incorporate any remedial actions at the site. It would,
howsver, include monitoring the ground water for up to 30 years. It
would allow for continued migration of the contaminant plume in the
surficial aquifer. The baseline EA identifies the potential human
health and the environmental risks associated with Alternative 1.
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Alternative 2

Alternative 2 consists of melbmen:ing the following remedial actiocns:

Institutional Controls or Other Land Use Restrictions;

Ground water Monitoring of Surficial and Ploridan Aquifecrs;
Ground water Recovery via Wells;

Ground water Treatment by Aeration to Pre-treatment standards;
Discharge of Treated Effluent to the Iron Bridge Publicly-Owned
Treatment Works (POTW) or other local POTW;

Treatability Studies to Ensure Compliance with POTW Pre-treatment
Standards;

Backup Discharge Plan; and

Review of Ground Water Use for Surficial Aquifer Every Five Years.

Alternative 2 was developed for treatment of constituents recovered in
ground water to levels suitable for discharge to a POTW. The conceptual
design is described in this paragraph. Specific design criteria will be
developed during the Remedial Design stage. Recovered ground water
would be piped to an on-site trestment system consisting of an
equalization tank in series with a forced draft air stripping tower for
removal of volatile organic compounds. Other treatment could be added,
if necessary, to meet POTW pre-treatment standards. This alternative
includes institutional controls or other land use restrictions necessary
to prevent adverse effects to the remedy. This may invliove deed
restricitons, easements, and other rights of way.

After testing to verify that pre-treatment standards are met, the
treated effluent would be piped to a clarifier . Prom there it would be
pumped to the nearest City of Winter Park Sewer Systex manhole, located
east of the site across Forsyth Road and approximately 250 feet south of
the Sears Warehouse. Other transport mechanisms may be used if
determined feasible during design. Treated ground water discharged to
the sewer system would ultimately undergo additional biological
treatment at the City of Orlando Iron Bridgs Wastewater Treatment
Facility. Pigure 7-1 illustrates a plan view of the conceptual system
layout. Piguse 7-2 shows a treatment process schematic.

Implenentatisn of the treatment and discharge scenario proposed for
Alternative 2 would require responsible parties to secure the approval
of administrative personnel from the city governments of both Winter
Park and Orlando. The tresated effluent would have to meet pretreataent
criteria established by these administrative officials as well as comply
with BPA guidelines for discharging of a CERCLA wastewater to a POTW.

Bench-scale treatability studies performed during the PS indicated that
asration would be effective in reducing the concentrations of all the
target list compounds to levels that satisfy drinking water criteria
except for the highly soluble compounds acetone, MEK, and MIBK.
Bxisting literature indicates that these constituents are biodegradable
and exhibit little propensity to bioaccumulate. Thus, it is reasonable
tc assume that residual concentrations of acetone, MEK, and MIBK not
removed by the on-site air stripper system would be readily oxidized by
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the rotating blological contact process employed at the Iron Bridge
Wastewater Treatment Facility. Additional treatability studies will be
performed to demonstrate compliance with the POTW’'s pre-treatment
standards. Nevertheless, a contingency plan will be developed in case
these studies show that the pre-treatment standards cannot be met.

The O&M will include monitoring of system controls which will be
incorporated to ensure the effluent quality meets established
pretreatment criteria prior to discharge to the POTW. The routine O&M
procedure would require an operator present on-gite to monitor
performance of the recovery, aeration, and discharge system components.
Efficient operation of an air stripper alsoc requires periodic cleaning
or replacement of the tower's packing media to avoid clogging from
accumulated biclogical growth or precipitated matter. Periocdic
monitoring of the ground water would be performed to assure that the
remedy was working.

An emergency backup surface water discharge plan must be developed so
that if, at any point during the remediation, the POTW persconnel
determine that they will no longer accept the discharge from the City
Chemical site, extraction and treatment of the ground water can resume
in a timely manner. An emergency by-pass pipeline is needed for
transmission of the treated effluent to the county maintained drainage
canal east of the Sears Warehouse during periods when reinjection is
precluded by saturated conditions. The inclusion of the bypass pipeline
would necessitate securing an NPDES permit in addition to the UIC permit
required for discharge to reinjection wells.

Extraction and treatment of the ground water will continue for an
estimate:z 14 years in order to restore concentrations in the surficial
aquifer to the cleanup standards listed in Table 7-1. These standards
are either applicailo or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARS)
or “"to-be-considered” health-based levels (TBCs) which must be achieved
to make the ground water safe for drinking. The surficial aquifer is
Cclassified by the State of Plorida as a Class II aquifer, which means
there is potential for it to be utilized for drinking water in the
future. Tharefore, drinking water standards must be met.

Alternative J -
Alternative 3 consists of implementing the following remedial actions:

Institutional Controls or Other Land Use Restrictions;

Ground water Monitoring of Surficial and Plc-idan Aquifers;

Ground water Recovery via Wells;

Ground water Treatment by Aeration, Precipitazion, Piltration, and
Carbon Adsorption;

Surface Water Discharge of Treated Effluent;

Treatability Studies to Ensure Compliance with Surface Water
Discharge Criteria; and

Review of Ground Water Use for Surficial Aquifer Every Five Years.
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Alternative 3 was developed for treatment of constituents recovered in
ground water to levels sgujtable for surface-water discharge. The system
developed is considered to be technically adequate to meet discharge
criteria based on existing data. Volatile organics with the exception
of the ketones would be removed from the ground water by aeration using
a forced draft air stripper system. Oxidation, precipitation, and
sedimentation in a conventional gravity settling device would then
reduce the ambient concentrations of iron, aluminum, and other metals
which may be recovered in the ground water. Although all the target
list compounds are organics, the inorganic composition of the treated
effluent is pertinent to the feasibility of discharge to surface

waters. Filtration is required for further removal of metals and
suspended solids which may blind adsorption sites on the activated
carbon. Carbon adsorption is included as an additional step prior to
surface-water discharge, to remove ketones and provide assurance for
compliance with discharge criteria. Should treatability studies show
that carbon adsorption is infeasible for meeting surface water discharge
criteria, other treatment methods, such as biclogical treatment, could
be implemented.

Bicassay studies would be conducted to verify system performance. The
bicassay studies would include testing of influent samples collected

from the recovery system as well as effluent samples from each component
of the treatment system.

The treated effluent from the process would be discharged to surface
waters, via a NPDES permitted ocutfall in the county maintained drainage
canal. This canal is part of the Little Econlockhatchee River Drainage
Basin. A 6-inch pipeline, approximately 2,250 feet in length, would
transport the treatment plant effluent across PForsyth Road and east to
the drainage canal ocutfall. A plan view of the conceptual system layout
is shown in Figure 7-3.

This alternative includes institutional controls or other land use
restrictions necessary to prevent adverse effects to the remedy. This
may involve deed restrictions, easements, and other rights of way.

ARARs and TBCs for the ground water as described in Alternative 2 must
also be achieved under this alternative. Reaching these levels_will
take an estimated 14 years. Standards for discharge to surface water as
incorporated in the NPDES permit must be met as well. Table 7-2 lists
fresh-water aquatic life criteria for the contaminants of concern at the
City Chemical site. As in Alternative 2, O&M requirements for
Alternative 3 would include weskly inspection of the performance of
recovery, treatment, and discharge system components and periodic
cleaning or replacement of air stripper packing media. Additional O&M
required for Alternative 3 would include the collection and
stabilization of sludges generated in the precipitation unit and the
spent-backwash water sedimentation tank. The supernatant from the
backwash water sedimentation tank would be recycled through the
treatment system. The carbon adsorption system would require periodic
replacement and regeneration of the spent granular activated carbon
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Fresh-vater Aquatic Life Criteria

nstituents Detected at the City Chemical Site
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(GAC). At that time spent GAC would be collected and transported to an
off-site regeneration facility. O&M for Alternative 3 would also

include bicassays to assure that surface water discharge standards
continue to be achieved.

Alternative 4

Alternative 4 consists of implementing the following remedial actions:
¢ Institutional Controls or Other Land Use Restrictions;

Ground water Monitoring of the Surficial and Ploridan Aquifers;
Ground water Recovery via Wells;

Ground water Treatment by Aeration, Biological Oxidation,
Filtration, and Carbon Adsorption;

Reinjection of Treated Effluent to Surficial Aquifer;

Backup Discharge Plan; and

Review of Ground Water Use for Surficial Aquifer Every Five Years.

Alternative 4 involves the reinjection of treated effluent into the
shallow aquifer; thus ground water would be tresated for compliance with
remediation goals for potential drinking water supplies. The treatment
scenarioc proposed for Alternative 4 includes aeration, biological
oxidation, and filtration followed by carbon adsorption for polishing
prior to reinjection of the treated effluent.

Aeration would be effective in removing all of the target list organics
except for the highly soluble compounds acetone, MEK, and MIBK.
Alternative 4 incorporates the use of bioclogical oxidation for
deatruction of the ketones and compliance with remediation goals for
drinking water. Piltration and carbon adsorption are also included in
this alternative for polishing of the waste stream prior to disposal of
treated effluent by reinjection. The carbon adsorption unit would also
provide a backup in case of temporary interferences or upsets in the
biclogical system performance.

The insoluble precipitates formed following aeration would settle and be
removed from the wastewater in the biological clarifier. Suspended
solids carried over would be removed in the filtration unit prior to
carbon adsorption. The settled sludge from the biological oxidation
process would be channeled through a gravity thickener followed by a
belt filter gress for volume reduction prior to disposal.

Tvo lines of reinjection wells would be needed to discharge the treated
effluent. Twelve wells would be located along a north-socuth line
downgradient of the contaminant plume and an additional 12 wells would
be located in a north-south line upgradient of the plume. The final
systen configuration will be designed once better definition of the
impacted ground water plume is conducted.

Under unusually severe weather conditions, discharge to reinjection
wells may result in the upwelling of impacted ground water, as it may be
pushed to the surface by treated water being reinjected at depth. The
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reinjection well system, therefore, would include an emergency provision
for management of treated effluent during severe weather to avoid this
occurrence. An emergency by-pass pipeline for transmission of the
treated effluent to the county maintained drainage canal east of the
Sears Warehouse Or an on-site storage tank is needed during periods when
reinjection is precluded by saturated conditions. The inclusion of the
bypass pipeline would necessitate securing an NPDES permit in addition
to the UIC permit required for discharge to reinjection wells. This
alternative includes institutional controls or other land use
restrictions necessary to prevent adverse effects to the remedy. This
may invlove deed restricitons, easements, and other rights of way.

It is anticipated that ARARs and TBCs for the ground water will be
achieved after an estimated 14 years of extraction and treatment.
Treated ground water to be reinjected into the surficial aquifer must
also meet these drinking water standards.

O&M requirements for Alternative 4 include monitoring the performance of
the recovery air stripper, and discharge systems, and media cleaning or
replacement for the air etripper, similar to that described for
Alternative 3. O&M requirements for a biological treatment system would
include daily inspections and adjustments by an operator. In addition,
waste activated sludge and settled sludge from the spent backwash water
sedimentation tank would be collected and stabilized. The supernatant
from the spent backwash water tank would be recycled through the
treatment system. Spent carbon from the carbon adsorption system would
be transported to an off-site regeneration facility and regenerated
replacement carbon would be delivered to the site on a monthly basis.

Alternative § - (Alternative 6 in PS)

Alternative -5 consists of implementing the following remedial actions:
* Institutional Controls or Other Land Use Restrictions;

Ground water Monitoring of Surficial and Ploridan Aquifers;

Ground water Recovery via Wells;

Ground water Treatment by Aeration, Precipitation, Piltration, and
Carbon AMdsorption; -

* Reinjedtion of Treated Effluent;

* Backup Discharge Plan; and -

Review of Ground Water Use for Surficial Aquifer Every Five Years.

Alternative 5 utilizes carbon adsorption as a primary treatment process,
unlike Alternatives 3 and 4, which incorporate carbon adsorption treat-
ment as a final polishing step following primary treatment by other
processes. This distinction is significant when identifying carbon
usage rates and annual operational costs associated with replacing
carbon. In Alternative 5, recovered ground water is treated Dy aeration
for removal of volatile organic ccupounds and pretreated for removal of
iron by precipitation and filtration. Carbon adsorption would then be
used for primary treatment of the remaining organics, including ketones,
prior to reinjection of the treated effluent into the shallow aquifer as
described for Alternative 4.



~31-

Under unusually severe weather conditions, discharge to reinjection
wells may result in the upwelling of impacted ground water, as it may be
pushed to the surface by treated water being reinjected at depth. The
reinjection we.. system, therefore, would include an emergency provision
for management of treated effluent during severe weather to avoid this
occurrence. An emergency by-pass pipeline for transmission of the
treated effluent to the county maintained drainage canal east of the
Sears Warehouse Or on-site storage tank is needed during periocds when
reinjection is precluded by saturated conditions. The inclusion of the
bypass pipeline would necessitate securing an NPDES permit in addition
to the UIC permit required for discharge to reinjection wells.

This alternative includes institutional controls or other land use
restrictions necessary to prevent adverse effects to the remedy. This
may inviove deed restricitons, easements, and other rights of way.

As for the other alternatives, 14 years has been estimated for achieving
drinking water ARARs and TBCs. These standards must be met in the
treated groundwater before reinjection in the surficial aquifer.

The O&¥ requirements for Alternative 5 are similar to those required for
Alternative 3 with respect to the recovery, aeration, precipitation, and
filtration. Estimated carbon usage rates indicate that regeneration and
replacement of spent carbon would be required every 48 hours.

SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The major obiective of the Feasibility Study (PS) was to develop,
screen, and evaluate alternatives for remediating the City Chemical
Site. This decision document deals with the ground water, for which
several remedial technologies were identified. These technologies were
screened based on their feasibility given the contaminants present and
site characteristics. Those which remained after the initial screening
were evaluated in detail based on the nine selection criteria required
by SARA and listed in the NCP, which are listed below:

1) Overall protection of human health and the environment;

2) Coapliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate toq?ircmontn
(ARARS); .

3) Long=-tern sffectiveness

4) Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume

S) Short-term effectiveness

6) Implementability

7) Cost

8) State acceptance

9) Community acceptance

Cost was used to compare alternatives only when they provided similar
degrees of protection and treatment. Pive alternatives remained after
the detailed evaluation and wers listed in the previous section. A
summary of the relative performance of the altsrnatives with respect to
each of the nine criteria is provided in this section.
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PROTECTIVENESS OF HUMAN HFALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

All alternatives presented in this document except for no action would
be protective of human health and the environment. The no action alter-
native is not protective because it would allow further migration of the
contaminants, leading to possible ingestion of contaminated water if
drinking-water wells were to be drilled into the surficial aquifer or a
connection between the surficial and Ploridan agquifers were to form in
the vicinity of the plume. The other alternatives would be protective
because ground water with unacceptable levels of contaminants would be
removed from the aquifer. The water would then be treated to make it
safe for discharge or reinjection.

COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS
‘{ARARS )

All alternatives except for no action would comply with applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). The no action alter-
native would allow contaminants to remain in the ground water at concen-
trations above drinking water standards, thus violating the Safe
Drinking Water Act (SDWA), which is an ARAR for this site. The other
alternatives would restore the levels of contaminants in the aquifer to
drinking water standards, and comply with the SDWA. Water discharged to
the canal in Alternative 3 would meet NPDES permit limits and the
fiesh-water quality criteria listed in Table 7-2, which are requirements
c: the Clean Water Act (CWA). In Alternatives 4 and 5, the extracted
ground water would be treated to meet drinking water standards prior to
reinjection into the surficial aquifer.

The primary ARARs for the ground water are maximum contaminant levels
(MCLs) under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). These are applicable
where water will be provided directly to 25 or more people or will be
supplied to 15 or more service connections. MCLs are relevant and appro-
priate where the surface water or ground water is being used or may
potentially be used for drinking water. Although the surficial aquifer
at the City Chemical site is not currently being used for drinking
water, it has the potential to be used in the futurs.

Other ARARs that must be complied with are surface water discharge re-
Quirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) covered under the Clean Water Act (CWA). Air emissions
specifications for the air stripper established by the Clean Air Act
must also be met.

DU ON_OPF TOXICI MOB OR VOLUME

All alternatives except for no action reduce the toxicity, mobility and
volume of the ground water contamination by decreasing the size of the
plume and removing it from the surficial agquifer. The no action
alternative would allow the plume to continue to spread.
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LONG-TERM EPFECTIVENESS

All alternatives except for no action would have long-term effectiveness
and permanence. Once the contaminant plume has been captured, the risk
associated with drinking the ground water would be in the acceptable
risk range and would remain acceptable.

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS

An estimated fourteen (14) years will be necessary to achieve the
remedial action goals for all alternatives except no action. During
that time the community would be protected from short-term risk by
institutional controls which would prevent drinking water and drainage
wells from being drilled into the plume. Any short-term risk to workers
involved in construction of the remedy would be mitigated through
implementation of a health and safety plan. The no action alternative
would not be effective in the short or long term.

IMPLEMENTABILITY

The implementability of an alternative is based on technical
feasibility, administrative feasibility and the availability of services
and materials. Services and materials are available for all
alternatives. Reinjection of treated water into the surficial agquifer
as included in Alternatives 4 and 5 is not technically feasible because
of the shallow ground water table. Reinjection will cause mounding of
the ground water table which could result in ponding of water on the
ground surface during wet weather conditions. However, the treatment
methods in these alternatives are feasible. Alternative 2 may not be
administratively feasible if the POTW will not accept discharge from the
gite. ’

COST

A present worth cost of $103,700 for ground water monitoring would be
associated with Alternative 1, the No Action alternative. Alternative 2
has an estimated present worth cost of 54,575,632 including Operations
and Maintenance (O&M) costs. The estimated present worth of Alfernative
3 is $4,262,101; Alternative 4 is $6,472,000; and Alternative 5_is
$54,901,000. Alternatives 2 and 3 are based on a ten (15) year present
worth cost at a 5% interest rate. The other alternatives are based on
10 year present worth cost. Alternative 5 is not cost-effective because
it does not provide an additional degree of protectiveness necessarcy to
justify the increased cost of remediation.

STATE ACCEPTANCE

The State of Plorida, as represented by the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulation, is in favor of extraction of the ground water
and treatment via aeration. The State will concur with discharge of the
treated water to the City of Orlando Iron Bridge POTW or other local
POTW for further treatment if the POTW is willing to accept the waste.
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In the event the city does not accept the waste, FDER concurs with EPA’s
contingency alternative of ground water extraction and treatment by

aeration, precipitation, filtration, and carbon adsorption followed by
surface water discharge.

COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE

Based on comments made by citizens at the public meeting held on
February 6, 1990, and those received during the public comment period,
the community agrees that an extraction and treatment system will
effectively protect human health and the environment. Citizens at the
public meeting indicated opposition to surface water discharge and a
preference for discharge to the POTW.

IHE SELECTED REMEDY

Based on available data and analysis to date, the US EPA selects Alter-
native 2, which involves ground water extraction and treatment via
aeration with discharge to the City of Orlandoc Iron Bridge POTW or other
local POTW. However, in the event that a POTW has not agreed to accept
the discharge from the City Chemical Site within a reasonable period of
time after the date of signature of the Record of Decision, EPA has
selected Alternative 3 as a contingency alternative. Alternative 3
consists of ground water extraction and treatment by aeration,
filtration, precipitation, and carbon adsorption followed by discharge
to a county-maintained drainage canal. Both the selected and
contingency alternatives include institutional controls or other land
use restrictions necessary to prevent adverse effects to the remedy.
This may invliove deed restricitons, easements, and other rights of way.

Alternative 2 was developed for treatment of constituents recovered in
ground water to levels suitable for discharge to a POTW. The proposed
ground water recovery system will include installation of 12 recovery
wells below grade in a north-south alignment esast of the City Chemical
Site. The anticipated flow rate from the entire system is estimated to
be 100 gpm. The exact location of each well will be determined after
the areal anf vertical extent of the plume is defined during a plume
delineationa study. This study will require samples to be collected and
analyzed from existing monitoring wells. Based on these data, the '
design of the recovery system will be refined.

Recovered ground water will be piped to an on-gite treatazent system
consisting of an equalization tank in series with a forced draft air
stripping tower for removal of volatile organic compounds. The air
stripper effluent would be tested to verify that pre-tresatzent standards
are met and piped to a clarifier.

The effluent from the treatment system would be pumped to the nearest
City of Winter Park sewer system manhole, which is located approximately
350 feet east of Porsyth Road and approximately 250 feet south of the
Sears Warehouse. The transmission main would be approximately 1,350
feet in length and would require a 4-inch diameter pipe to handle the
100 gpm flow. At the proposed manhole connection, the treated effluent



-35-

would be discharged to the existing City of Winter Park 8-inch
vitrified-clay gravity sewer line which terminates approximately 2,300
feet downstream at the Showalt Lift Station. The discharge would then
be transported, via the sanitary sewer, to the City of Orlandc Iron
Bridge Wastewater Treatment Facility where it would undergo biclogical
treatment.

Implementation of the treatment and discharge scenaric proposed for
Alternative 2 would require the responsible parties to secure the
approval of administrative personnel from the city governments of both
Winter Park and Orlando. The treated effluent would have to meet
pretreatment criteria established by these administrative officials as
well as comply with EPA guidelines for discharging of a CERCLA
wagtewater to a POTW.

Easements and construction rights-of-way would be required for instal-
lation of the recovery wells and piping and the discharge piping to the
sewer interconnection. These easements and rights-of-way are essential
to the implementaticn of any remedial action because the plume has mi-
grated past property boundaries.

A security fence would be installed around the perimeter of the treat-
ment systam. Installation of the fence would restrict unauthorized
access to the treatment area which ultimately minimizes the potential
for direct human contact with the impacted ground water that is
recovered.

The O&M will include monitoring of system controls which will be
incorporated to ensure the effluent Qquality meets established
pretreatment criteria prior to discharge to the POTW. The routine O&M
procedure would require an operator present on-sits to monitor
performance of the recovery, aeration, and discharge system coamponents.
Efficient operation of an air stripper also requires periodic cleaning
or replacement of the tower’s packing media to avoid clogging from
accumulated biological growth or precipitated matter. Perlodic
monitoring of the ground water would be performed to assure that the
remedy was working. Detailed cost analysis for Alternative 2 is
contained in Table 9-1.

Alternative 3, the contingency alternative, is proposed in the event
that the POITW is unable to accept the effluent from City Chemical. The
primary differences between the preferred Ramedial Alternative 2 and
this contingency Remedial Alternative 3 are twofold. Pirst, Alternative
2 involves discharge to the POTW whereas Alternative 3 discharges to
surface water. Second, additional treatment units have been included in
Alternative 3 to meet surface-water discharge criteria. 1In both
alternatives, volatile organics with the exception of the ketones would
be remcved from the ground water by aeration using a forced draft air
stripper system. Consequently, further trsatment of the ketones is
required. In Alternative 2, this additional treatment is the POTW's
rotating biological contact system. Alternative 3 utilizes carbon
adsorption to reduce the ketone concentrations to levels acceptable for
surface water discharge. In addition to carbon adsorption, oxidatiocn,
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Lacaan: WINTER PARK, FLORIDA
om o Qoerations 18 YRS

ARGMEIVG MG 2 o Emergency Ducharge System
Aarngive: RECOVERY, PRETREAT & DISCHARGE TO POTW
WITH BUERGENCY SYSTEM IN-PLACE

CAPITAL COSTS

ALT. NO. 2 WITH EMERGENCY -

UNIT PRICE TOTAL cosTl
ITEM DESCRIFTION UNITS QUANTITY DOLLARS DOLLARS |
:A. PLUME DELINEATION ™ 1 £23.000 $28.00C ,
8 GROUND WATER RECOVERY i
Recovery Wells (4-:ncn) pey 12 98500 $72.0C
Pumes. Poxng, Vatves, . Py 12 £$3.200 $38.40C
Conroas/Secincal s 1 £2.000 $27.000 ;
Poung " 1.400 314 $19.60C |
Pavernere Repiacement [} 1.0 11 $14.300
Pipe Cresmng ™ 1 $15.200.00 $15.000
C. GROUND WATER TREATMENT
EMuere Shudes 18 1 10,000 $30.000 |
Aergoon s 1 35,000 $35.000
0. EFRUENT DISCHARGE SYSTEM
Qanter ] 1 95.000 $5.000
Py [ ] 1 1,000 $1.000
Poang L§ 1,380 [ 3YY $18.90
Conzon/Sectmeal [] 1 £2.000 - 82,000
Poe Soxeng Is 1 $15.000 $15.000
Pavermare andg Parking Crosmng ] 1 2000 $12.000
Soww Cormection Imoact Fess is 1 £.000 £3.000
POTW Aushareation [ ] 1 15,000 $15.000
£ EASEMENTS AND CONSTRUCTION ACC - 1 984,000 $64.000
F. CONSTRUCTION MGMT SERVICES - 1 950,000 $90.000
G. TERMNATION OF ARBMEDAL SERVICES
Fnai Rapart, EA, Clomure Pan - 1 20,000 $20.000
Mugoeg and Abandonermnaen
--=-Rucvary Weils [} 12 800 $10.800
-« Mordarng Wells . 1 $12.000 $12.000
Rermova of Equip/Pong | ] 1 2200 $72.000
Cazure Management [ 1 £~ X0 $7%.000
H BUMERGENCY TREATMENT SYSTEM
Preconator’” . 1 $42.000 $42.000
Finraton [ 1 $100,000 $100.000
Carbon Adsordtion - 1 148,000 $148.000
Suage Dewatenng . 1 18,000 $18,000
SASFACE WATER DISCHARGE SYSTEM
L - 1 1,000 $1.000
fong t %0 s1e $31.500
s . 1 5,000 £5.000
CngenyBectrical . 1 £2.000 $2.000
Ppe Cromaing . 1 18,000 $15.000
NPOES & WTDS Permas "] 1 £30,000 $30,000
Prvament § Parung Crossing - 1 £25.000 $25.000
J. LAB ANALYSIS OF SLUDGE ] 1 98.000 $8.000
SUBTOTAL - CAPITAL COST $1.123.500
Engineanng Administrative § Mealh and Satery ( 208 of Capital Com ) $22¢,700
Sutnod $1.348.200
Caringancy ( 15% of Capial Camt ) 310852
ITOTAL CAMITAL COST nsera
PRESENT WORTH O&M COST $3.058.907




Tase Numeer:  9-1

TarT s Queratcrs: 15 YRS

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COSTS
ALT. NO. 2 EMERGENCY

A zermatve Ne.: 2 w/ Emergency Discharge System
A z2rn3.ve: RECOVERY, PRETREAT & DISCHARGE TO POTW
WITH EMERGENCY SYSTEM IN-PLACE

Sze Name. CITY CHEMICALINDUSTRIES
ISte Locaticr: WINTER PARK, FLORIDA

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATION PRESENT
[TEM CESCRIPTICN UNITS  QTY UNITCOST OST, DOLLARS TIME. YEARS WORTH
IGRCUND WATER MONITORING
Sarzung year 1 $24.000 $24,000 15 $249,1:2
Samziing year 1 $24,000 $24,000 1 $2.:257
RECOVERY SYSTEM OPERATION
Eiectrical Power year 1 $8.000 $8,000 15 $83.237
Ocerator Operaticn year 1 $8.000 $8,000 15 $83.237
Maintenance year 1 $16.000 $16,000 15 $166.57S
Sewer Usage Fee year 1 $158.000 $158,000 15 $1,629.986
Sysiem Management year 1 $20.000 $20,000 1§ $207.5353
SUBTOTAL $234.000 $234,000 $2.451,657
HEALTH AND SAFETY (100%) 1 $23.400 $23,400 15 $242 384
CONTINGENCY (15%) 1 $35,100 $35,100 18 $364,125
roTaL $292,500 $3,0528.907

F-epared by Roy F. Waston, Inc.
for U.S. EPA Contract No. 68-W9-0057

Document Control No. 4400-01-AADO
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precipitation, and sedimentation in a conventional gravity settling
device would be utilized to reduce the ambient concentrations of iron,
aluminum, and other metals which may be recovered in the ground water.
Although all the target list compounds are organics, the inorganic
composition of the treated effluent is pertinent to the feasibility of
discharge to surface waters. Filtration is required for further removal
of metals and suspended solids which may blind adsorption sites on the
activated carbon. Should treatability studies show that carbon
adsorption is infeasible for meeting surface water discharge criteria,
other treatment methods, such as biological treatment, could be
implemented.

Bicassay studies would be conducted to verify system performance and
compliance with surface water discharge criteria. The bicassay studies
would include testing of influent samples collected from the recovery

system as well as effluent sanples from each component of the treatment
system.

The effluent from the treatment system will be transported via a gravity
pipeline approximately 2250 feet to the sast and discharged to the
County maintained drainage canal. A aminimum 6 inch diameter pipe is
proposed to adequately handle the 100 gpm flow rate. The drainage canal
in the vicinity of the discharge location is about 15 feet deep and 15
to 20 feet wide. The canal is a part of the Little BEconlockhatchee
Drainage Basin and, based on visual inspection, is believed to be mcre
than adequate to handle the 0.2 cubic feet per second discharge flow
rate from the City Chemical Site. A NPDES discharge permit will be
required which will include the monitoring program to ensure compliance
with surface-water discharge criteria.

As in Alternative 2, O&M requirements for Alternative 3 would include
inspection of the performance of recovery, treatment, and discharge
system components and periodic cleaning or replacement of air stripper
packing media. Additional O&M required for Alternative 3 would include
the collection and stabilization of sludges generated in the
precipitation unit and the spent-backwash water sedimentation tank. The
supernatant from the backwash water sedimentation tank would be recycled
through the treatment system. The carbon absorption system would re-
quire periodic replacement and regeneration of the spent GAC. At that
time spent GAC would be collected and transported to an off-site
regeneration facility. A detailed cost breakdown for Alternative 3 is
contained in Table 9-2.

Under both the selected and contingency alternatives, ground water moni-
toring of the surficial and Ploridan aquifers would be performed to
assess the efficiency of organic constituent recovery utilizing the
system proposed. Approximately 12 samples would be collected and
analyzed for target list compounds quarterly for the first year and as a
minimum semiannually thereafter. Analytical results would be used to
track the progress in achievement of remediation goals.

Both alternatives will require an estimated 14 years to achieve the
ground water cleanup goals listed in Table 7-1, based on ground water
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Tac:e Numper: 9>
Atemaive Na.: 3 CAPITAL COSTS
Atemative: AECOVERY, ONSITE TREATMENT, ALT. NO. 3 WITH ADDITIONAL
DISCHARGE TO SURFACE WATER SCoY 5 YRS, AERATION ONLY
Ste Name: CTY G-lEMICALJlNDUST'RlES
Ste Lacaion: WINTER PARK, FLORIDA
Ter™ 5t Doeranors: 10 YRS « § YRS
UNIT PRICE TCTAL CCST
TEM DESCRIFTION UNTTS QUANTTY OOLLARS OOLLARS
A PLUME DELINEATION s 1 $28.000 £28.000
B. GRCUNC WATER RECOVERY
Recovery Weiis (4-inch) [ *] 12 $6.500 $78.000
Pumss. Poing, Vaives, ste. (S 12 $3,200 £38 «00
ContrasEecincal s 1 $257.000 £7.000
Poirg ] 1.400 $1a $19.600
Pavernent Reclacement [} 1.300 $1 $14,300
Pipe Crossng s 1 $1£.00¢ $15.000
C. GROUND WATER TREATMENT
EMiuent Stucias s 1 $7%.000 £7%.000
Aeration s 1 $35.000 $35.000
Prec:ontation s 1 $42.000 $42,000
Filtration Is 1 $100.000 $100,000
Carton Acsorotion Is 1 $148.000 $148,000
SiLcge Dewatenng s 1 $15.000 $15.00
0. SURFACE WATER DISCHARGE SYSTEM
Pump s 1 $1.000 $1.000
P:ping " 2.250 814 £31.500
Heacwal! is 1 $5.000 £5.000
Controww/Eecincal is 1 $2.000 £2.000
P:0e Crosmng is 1 $15.000 $15.000
NPOES & WTDS Permits is 1 $30.000 £30.000
Pavement and Parking Crassing s 1 $25.000 £35.000
£ EASEMENTS AND CONSTRUCTION ACS is 1 $53.000 $53.000
F. LAB ANALYSIS OF SLUDGE s 1 $8,000 $8.000
G. CONSTRUCTION MGMT SERVICES is 1 $32.000 $82.000
" TERMINATION OF REMEDIAL SERVICES
Final Reper, BA. Clasure Pan is 1 $20.000 $20,000
Pugoing ang Abendonement -
---Recovay Wells . 12 $900 - $10.800
~--Monfasing Wells . 1 $12.000 $12.000
Removal of Equin/Piping is 1 $61,000 981,000
Ciosure Management is 1 355,000 $585.000
SUBTOTAL - CAPITAL COST $1.048,500
Engineering Adminisirative & Health and Satety ( 20% of Capital Cas ) $209.320
Sudtora $1.285.30
Contgency ( 15% of Capitas Cam) . $156.990
[TOTAL CAPITAL COST $1,412910
PRESENT WORTH O&M COST $2.549.191
TOTAL PRESENT WORTH COST Al

LR =




Taclg Numper 9-2

Alterraiive No.: 3

erm of Operations: 5 Yrs

OPERATION & MAINTENANCE COSTS
ADDITIONAL 5 YRS
AERATION ONLY

Anrernatve: RECOVERY, ONSITE TREATMENT. DISCHARGE TO SURFACE WATER BODY
Sita Name: CITY CHEMICALANDUSTRIES
Site Location: WINTER PARK, FLORIDA

TOTAL ANNUAL
[TEM DESCRIPTION UNITS QTY  UNITCOST COST, DOLLARS
GROUND WATER MONITORING
Sampiing year 1 $24,000 $24,000
SYSTEM OPERATION
Electrical Power year 1 $8,000 $8.000
Onerator Operation year 1 $8.000 $8.000
Mainienance year 1 $36.000 $16.000
Sivage Disoosal year 1 $0 $0
Carton Replacement year 1 $0 $0
Systam Management year 1 $15.000 $15.000
SUBTOTAL $71.000 $71,000
HEALTH AND SAFETY (109%) 1 $7.100 $7.100
CONTINGENCY (15%) 1 $10,650 $10.650
SUBTOTAL - $88.750
PRESENT VALUE AT 10 YRS (5%) $685.304
PRESENT VALUE AT 15 YRS (S%) $921,195
ITOTAL $235,891

Precared Dy Roy F. Weston, Inc.

Document Controi No. 4400-01-AADD

tor U.S. EPA Contract Ho. 68-wW9-0057




10.0

10.1

10.2

10.3

-41l-
STATUTORY DETRRMINATIONS

The US EPA has determined thit both the selected and contingency
remedies Will satisfy the following statutory requirements of section
121 of CERCLA: protection of human health and the environment,
attaining ARARsS, cost-effectiveness, and utilization of permanent so-
lutions and a.ternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent
practicable.

PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT

The selected and contingency remedies adequately protect human health by
reducing the risk of consumption of contaminated ground water. This
will be accomplished through the capture of the ground water contaminant
plume. Environmental risk will be reduced by preventing the use of
contaminated water for irrigation. No unacceptable short-term risks
will result from the implementation of these remedies.

ATTAINMENT OF APPLICASB OR_RE PRO ]

Thess remedies assure that drinking water supplied to current well users
will meet available MCLs under the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA). For
those chemicals which do not have assigned MCLs, to-be-considered
health-based values will be attained. Discharge from the ground water
treatment system will meet either the POTW's pretreatment standards or
NPDES permit discharge limits under the Clean Water Act (CWA). The CWA
is an applicable requirement, while the SDWA (MCLs) is relevant and
appropriate.

COST~-EFPECTIVENESS

~

Alternative 2, the selected alternative, is the most cost-effective
remedy analyzed. The total present worth cost is §4,575,632.
Alternative 3, the contingency alternative, would provide a comparable.
level of protection, and has a lower present worth cost of $4,262,101.

The US BPA has deternined that the costs of the selected and contingency
alternatives are proportionate to the overall effectiveness and-both are
a reasonable wvalue for the money. '

Both the selected and contingency alternatives utilize permanent solu-
tions and treatment technologies to the maximum extent practicable.

Both provide short-term and long-term effectiveness and would reduce the
toxicity, mobility, and volume through extraction and treatment of the
ground water. Both would require an estimated 10 years to achieve clean-
up goals. The selected alternative, Alternative 2, is the most
cost-effective remedy but may not be implementable if the City of
Orlando Iron Bridge POTW or other local POTW is unable to accept
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discharge from the City Chemical Site within a reascnable period of time
after the signature date for this ROD. Alternative 3 costs about $0.3
million more and would become the selected remedy for the site if the
above contingency is not met.

PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT AS A PRINCIPAL ELEMENT

The statutory preference for treatment will be met because the principal
threat from the City Chemical Site is ingestion of or dermal contact
with contaminated ground water. Both the selected and contingency
remedies will reduce this risk to public health through capture of the
ground water plume.

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

Two significant changes from the proposed plan are incorporated in this
decision document. The first is the possible substitution of biological
treatment for carbon adsorption in Alternative 3. The State presented
new information which indicated that bioclogical treatment may be more
cost-effective for an equivalent degree of protectiveness. Additional
public comment is not necessary because incorporation of this technology
in Alternative 3 is considered a logical outgrowth of the information on
which the public already had the opportunity to comment.

e second significant change is the length of remediation and
susequently the cost for the preferred and contingency remedies. It was
discovered that the period of treatment for one of the contaminants is
longer than the others and will require an extended period of

treatment. Public comment is not necessary because the additional time
period required for this contaminant was documented in the Endangerment
Assessment, which is an appendix to the Peasibility Study Report and was
available for public review during the public comment period.

Therefore, this change could have been reascnably anticipated by the
public.



APPENDIX A

Remedial Investigation
Sampling Data and Locations



TARIE A-)
Smmpry of Mase 1T B Gramd-Water Sample Analyses

Range of loratican of
Mumber of Number of Omoemtrations a5t
Onstituent Detections  Analyses (ppb) Onantration?
Acetone 12 33 262,000 81
Benzene 6 13 74 81
Chloroform 1 33 39 121
1, 1-Dichloroethane 13 1] 2,000 61
1,2-Dichloroethane 0 1] -— —_—
T-1, 2-Dichloroethene 14 3 7,200 131
1,1-Dichloroethene 14 33 18,000 8D
Ethyl Benzene 8 33 0.378 81
Methylene Chloride 1) 33 126,000 121
Methyl Ethyl Ketone 10 3] 10,800 s8I
Methyl Isabutyl Ketone 5 3] 60,000 81
Phenol 4 3 0.060 121
Tetrachloic... .a:nNB 11 33 1,100 8D
Thallium ' 0 33 _— _—
Toluene 13 1)) 26,700 . 81
Total Phthalate Esters 19 13 0.008 18D
(as Bis-2-ethylhexyl)
1,1, 1~Trichlorcethane 11 33 10,000 15S
Trichloroethens 15 33 150, 000 8D
Xylenes, Total 12 3] 1,200 ax
Chramium, Total 3 33 "~ 3-18 24S
Oopper, Total 3 13 2-8 245
Lead, Total 1 33 46 241
zinc, Total 3 33 4-21 248
L)
Notes;

1. Data campiled from ESE Phase I1B Report, l}ppendix D.
2. location of highest concentration is designated by the monitor well mmber and
the following depth range notation:
S: 10 ft - 20 ft
I: 25 ft - 35 ft
nD: 50 ft - 60 ft
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TAHIE A-?

Smary of ihase TT B Soil Sasple Analyses
Range of Location of
. Mmber of Nmber of Ooncentrations Highest

Oonstituent Detections Analyses (pym) Ommcentration?
1,2 Dichlorabenzene 2 1 0.09-0.30 1S
1, 2-Dichloroethena 1 11 5.00 18
Di-N~Butyl Phthalate 7 11 0.30-2.00 108
Di-N-Octyl Phthalate 2 11 0.07-0.30 75
Ethyl Benzens 2 11 3.90-12.00 6S
Hydrocarbons, Petrol 8 1 0.061-9.7) 6S
Maethylens (hloride 1 11 0.21 4S
Naphthalene | 11 11.80 6S
Tetrachloroethens 3 11 1.61-6.91 1S
Toluena 1 11 281.00 6S
Bis-2-ethylhexyl Phthalate 9 11 0.35-5.90 6S
1,1,1-Trichloroethanse J 11 1.45-18.70 38
Trichloroethene 2 11 20.80-22.90 1S
Xylene 2 11 7.00-40.00 6S
Notes:

LI ]
1. Data campiled from ESE Phase 1IB Report.

2. Location of highest concentration is designated by the sampling point mumber and
the depth range. *S" indicates the sample was taken fram a depth of 0-5 feet.
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TABLZ A-3

tation A

! b
CONCENTRATION (PP8) OETECTED (¥ SELECTED mowlTOR HELLS‘Z'
COuSTITUENT n-81 w-80 w-121 "y-120 n-131 ny- 13D
[, _"arget 3rganiz Eompounds
AT
Acetane 143,000 $,600 146,000 L[]8 1cs, 22 8i.”
Senzene oL 0L 8oL 0L soL L
2-8utanone (MEK) 20,000 ¢, 800 oL 0L 9,382 as.
Chloroforas oL oL oL oL [ 128 3.
1,1-Dightorcethane $00 (T-1% 0L oL 8oL ‘43
1,2-Dichiorsesnane 8oL 0L 0L 0L 8oL AP
1, 1-Dichlorsethens 1,960 4,730 6,000 262 1,100 2.7°3
Exhyl denzene (118 oL 8oL 8oL éoL 8L
Methviene chloride 87,000 6,100 165,000 300 s,300 IS
4-Mezhyl-2-pentanone
(M18K) 78,000 8oL soL oL 11,900 oL
Phemol 68 H &3 [ 118 6,000 6 [ 138
Tetrachleroethene oL [ 118 0oL 0L [1-18 [ 118
Toluene 9,000 900 6,000 40 130 170
1,1, 1-Trichiorsethane [ {-]8 0L 8oL (1.8 BOL  [-18
Trichioroethene 27,000 3,800 1%,000 soL 1,790 150
total Xylenss 8oL 8oL $90 oL [1-18 29
i, __Selecced wera's
Alumimum, Tatal 4,800 4,400 8,400 (118 800 8L
Alusinum, Dissolved 4,300 700 8,000 soL 800 8oL
Sarium, fotal [ {-18 8oL 100 [ 18 soL [ 18
Sarium, Dissolved soL soL 100 [ {18 0L (118
Chromium, Total [ 1.18 0L soL 20 10 8oL
Chromium, Digssolved 0L oL 804 oL [ {-18 [ 118
l=zn, Total 2,608 1,200 3,200 200 1,600 160
Iran, Dissolved 2,400 1,200 3,100 120 1,500 180
Lead, Totwl 2 118 2 soL ‘ !
Lesd, Dissolved oL oL S0L 8oL oL 8oL
Manganese, Total [ [-]8 [ 1-]8 soL 10 80L 22
Nanganese, Dissolved oL soL [ 1-18 10 oL 20
Selenium, Total [1-18 oL 8oL [ 1-18 8oL oL
Selenium, Dissolved [ {18 oL oL oL [ 1-18 L 118
Silver, Tetal oL [1-]8 [ 1-18 s0L [1-18 [ 118
Silver, Disselved oL 0L 0L 0L 0L 8oL
Thalliue, Tetal S 1 6 4 3 2
Thallium, Disselved 5 soL 6 6 2 L1]8

Igf:!

(1) ALl data sugmentation ground-water ssmples were anslyzed for phenol and selected metals on

March 16, 1988, and for target list compounds on march 18, 1988,

(2) The monitor wells sempled for dats asugmer:
centeriine of the expected plus sigration pe:

--ien asmelysis were those situsted nearest
Constituent co~centrations detected in samples

the

from this group of monitor wells, therefore, sre believed to be representative of the worst
case concentrations in the contasinent plume esanating from the City chemical site.

(3) The designation 80L indicates that the :onstituent concentration in the sample wes below the
detection Limit sssociated with the laboratory snalysis sethod used.



2

N
NN ,
AN

N —_—
AN
N N
N
NN

!

sc\.‘»“ \-/ v s
' n ’ FL-1
5O QYla ;{‘ ' T -y

'
¥4 cry ! ®ssio #9.
as

H

CHEMICAL a
SITE e
. o

16510 :‘.L .L

* - 101
2
. o
>

EXPLANATION

74 swowe

\ SID @ MONTOR WELL AND NUMBER
5 = SHALLOW

\ ; - INTERMEDIATE

= DEEP

SOURCE:
URE A-3:  LOCATION OF MONTTORING WELLS AR RAGHTY & ML LR
SAMPLED FOR SITE DATA AV UNGING RS TG
AUGMENTAT TON D/




CONCENTRATION (PPS) DETECTED 1M ORAINAGE DITCH SANPLEY

DETECTION
CONSTITUENT LINIT SANPLE A SARPLE 8 SAMPLE ¢
(PP8)
1. _arjet 3Jrgenric Compounds
Acercne 10 TR 5oL 8.
Senzene 1 8oL (]-]8 ac.
2-3uzanrore (MEK) 100 s0L [1-18 E;
Chtoraforn s oL 8oL 8-
1,1-0izhloroethane s T 8oL o
1,2-0ichloroethane 3 soL (1-]% c.
1,1-0ichltoroethens 1 8oL scL soL
Etnyl denzene 1 0L (118 0L
Methylene chloride s oL soL scL
¢-uethy(-2-pentanone (M1BK) 50 0oL soL scL
Phencl '] 0L soL 8oL
Tetrachlarcethene 3 0oL 0oL soL
Taluene 1 [1-]8 oL 8oL
1,1,1-trichioroethane ] [ 1] soL 0oL
Trichioroethene 1 (118 8oL L1
Total Xxyienes ] 0oL 0L 8.

QD]
2)

Orainage diteh samples were snalyzed for phermel and target List compounds on March 15, 1988.

The dogignltion 0L indicates that the comstituent concentration
detection limit sessociated with the laboratory anaiysis method used.

~

in the sample was Deicw "¢
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CONCENTRATION (PPS) DETECTED 1IN TCLP COMPOSITE SAMPLES

DETECTIOM
CONSTITUENT LInT SAMPLE O SARPLE € SANPLE F SANPLE G SARPLE G2
(P98)
1. __"a-get Jr3amic Sompourdsg

Acetone 10 “L(Z) 8oL 0L 8oL o
Senzene 1 0L 0L oL 8oL -
2-8utancne (MEK) 100 oL 8oL (118 soL “
Chloroform ] soL R 1T oL 8oL ot
1,1-Dichlorcethane S soL 8oL soL 8ot e
1,2-0ienlorsethane 3 soL 8oL oL oL "
1,1-Dievlorcetnens ] L [1.]8 118 0L "
Ethyl bemzere 1 (118 118 0L 8oL s
Mezthylene chioride 5 0L [ {-]8 0L oL ..
4-Methyl-2-pentancne (M18K) 50 sot 118 soL 8oL i
Phenot b (1-18 oL [ ]-]8 soL .
Tetrachioroethene 3 oL [ [-]8 [ [-]8 oL .-
Toluene 1 8oL oL 0L BOL 0L
V1. 1-Trichlcroethane ] 8oL {118 soL 8oL ot
T~ichRlorcethene 1 oL [ 1-18 oL [ 118 .-
Total Xylenas $ 118  1-18 "L [ 1-18 .-

NOTES

(V) TCLP composite samples were analyzed to determine the leschability of phenol aend target [ist
compounds on Merch 13, 1988.

(2) The designation SOL Indfcates that the constituent concentration in the sample was Dbelow the
detection limit sssocisted with the lsboratory snalysis setnod used.

(3) Semple G2 was o confirmation saaple snalyzed for total toluene only.



TABLE A-€

A4 A tation Analysis Resylts for Ambdient Air 5;5:L1;(1’

CONCENTRATION (PPS) DETECTED [N AMBIENT AIR SANPLES

ODETECTION
CONSTITUENT LIntT SARPLE 1 SANPLE 2 SANPLE 3 SAMPLE §
Jerje: ©-
Aceconre 0.5 ot .
4 . L [ 28 8oL [ 128

Serzere 0.% 0L [ 1-18 [ 1-18 [ 1-28
2-3utancre (NMEK) 9.5 8oL (118 [1-18 [ 118
Inigrofors 0.9 10t 118 oL 8oL
1,1-0ichioroethanme e.$ [ 118 [ 118 0L {118
1,2-Dichioroethane 0.% 118 [1:]8 0oL $0L
1,1-0ichlorcetheng 0.% oL [ 118 [ ]-18 oL
E:=vyl benzene 0.9 [ 118 118 0L 80L
Meinylene chioride 0.3 (.18 (1.8 (118 [ 1]
4-metnyl-2-pentanmone (M18K) .S 118 118 8oL soL
Prenot 0.3 8oL oL 0L 8oL
Tetrachioroethene 6.$ L {1-18 soL 8oL
Toluene 0.5 | {18 [ ]-18 0L oL
1,1,1-Trichliorcethane 0.$ 0L oL 8oL  1-18
Trichiloroethene 0.5 [ 1-]8 0oL [ 1-18 8oL
Total Xylenes Q.$ [ 118 0L 0L oL

MGTES

(@) Ampient gir ssmples were snalyzed for target list volatile campounds and phenol on March 1S,

1988.
(2) The designation BOL indicates that the constituent concentration in the sample was Delow the

detection limit associated with the laboratery snalysis sethod used.
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Responsiveness Summary
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1.0 OVERVIEW

This Responsiveness Summary is a continuation of the community relations activities for the City
industries Superfund site (also known as the City Chemical site) east of Winter Park, Florida.
During the Public Comment Period held from February 6, 1990 to March 8, 1990, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) encouraged community input on the subject of various
alternatives under consideration for site remediation. This report includes a summary of the major
comments received by EPA, and documents the resultant responses. EPA responses which are
quoted verbatim are enciosed In quotation marks.

Groundwater contamination is the principal threst remaining at the City Industries site; its
remediation will be the final action for the site. The remedial alternative preferred by EPA involves
pumping and treating the contaminated groundwater, then discharging the treated water to the City
of Oriando’s Iron Bridge publicly-owned treatment works (POTW) for turther treatment. The major
components of the preferred remedy include:

Deed regional well restrictions;

Groundwater monitoring;

Groundwater recovery via wells;

Groundwater treatment by gerstion;

Discharge of treated effluent to the iron Bridge POTW.

EPA has aiso selected a contingency aiternative, which consists of the following remedial actions:

Deed/regional weil restrictions;

Groundwater monitoring;

Groundwater recovery via wells;

Groundwater treatment by aeration, precipitation, fitration, and carbon adsorption;
Surface water discharge of treated effluent.

The majority of opinions presented throughout the course of the pubiic comment period were in
support of the preferred remecy. Those who voiced objections stated that their concurrence with
the selection of EPA's preferred alternative would be contingent upon resolution of technical
issues.

Iinformation regarding other aspects of the site cleanup are avallable at the City Industries site
Information Repasiiory, located at the following address: -

Winter Park Public Library
Robert Melanson, Director
460 E. New England Ave.
Winter Park, FL 32789
(407) 647-1638



2.0 BACKGROUND OF COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND COMMUNITY CONCERNS
2.1 Community Proflle

Winter Park Is located just north of Orlando In Orange County. The unincorporated township of
Goldenrod Is adjacent to the eastern city limits of Winter Park. While the popuiation of Goldenrod
can only be estimated, Winter Park is home for aimost 4% of spproximately 654,000 peocple In
Orange County. Major employers In the area Include Walt Disney World Amusement Park, banks,

. and schools.

Nearby natural teatures include the Crane Strand Wetland and several small lakes, such as Lake
Osceola, Lake Corinne, and Lake Waunatta. Augmentation of some of the wetland area has
provided additional room for the rapid growth of residential developments and commercial
ventures. Fieids and wooded areas comprise the balance of the undeveioped land.

The City industries site is located In an industrial area, with many different businesses in close
proximity. The closest residences are within 2000 feet of the site.

2.2 History of Community Involvement and Community Concerns

The City Industries site has come to be assccisted with the town of Winter Park due to its Winter
Park mailing address. [t is situated, however, outside the city limits in the unincorporated
township of Goldenrod. Some Winter Park citizens feel they have been affected by the conditions
at the site, but the majority of public interest comes trom the Goldenrod community.

In 1983, the community of Goldenrod held meetings for the purpose of establishing emergency
evacuation procedures. These meetings included representatives from the Florida Department of
Environmental Regulations (FDER), Orange County, Seminole County, neighborhood watch and
homeowners assoclations, apartment complexes, private citizens, and various media personnel.
The threat at the time was considered to be from explosion or fire. In addition, a8 concern was
voiced that City Industries trucks transporting drums on city streets could be invoived in an
accident, or drums could fall from the trucks and splil contaminants. On one occasion, evacustion
procedures were Initiated In the immediate area In response to an onsite splii; this was later
determined o be unnecessary.

When onsite investigative activities began, protective suits worn by workers alarmed both the
pecple in the immediate vicinity and those living on the further perimeter, but close enough to be
affected should an emergency situation arise. Their concern was why they were permitted to
remain so close 0 the facility if the sults were required. -
Several people stated that their private wells were sampled during the City Industdes investigation,
but they never received Information regarding the analytical results. None of these wells have
been used for drinking water, but the concern was mentioned that children or pets playing in the
water from lawn sprinklers, or possibly drinking some of the water, may have been at risk. A
similsr concern was that somecne walking through freshly watered grass may have absorbed
contaminants through the skin. The question was raised by one Individual whether a number of
deaths attributed to cancer might be related to possible contaminants In the water. It was
suggested that a health survey be conducted to assess the possibiiity, and be used as a learning
opportunity should a connection exist.

One businessman discovered that monitoring wells had been Installed on his property without his
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permission and he has not been satisfied with attempts by FOER to rectify instailation deficiencies
(These wells were among the ones instailed in early efforts to monitor the movement of
contaminants In the groundwater).

The question of property value depreciation has been raised, predominantly by residential property
owners. Some businesses expressed concern about the possibility of depreciation; however,
property in the commercial zone remains in high demand and commercial land vaiue appears to
be unaffected by site conditions. The probiem for the business sector Is that property ownership
may not be transferable until the property is declared clear of contamination.

Virtuaily everyone contacted expressed extreme dissatisfaction with the nominal sentence received
by Arthur Greer, the owner/operator of City industries, Inc.

Recently, the issue of the site seems to surface only when reference is made to poliution or
contamination in general. The Environmental Health Division of Orange County Heaith Department
reported that no recent comments or concerns had been received. Most people feel the critical
issue now is to expedite the implementation of the final remedial sfforts.

2.3 Summary of Key Issues and Community Concerns

The primary concern in the area is that the necessary remedial actions at the site be completed
as soon as possible. The community aiso wants to be kept informed of the site status and any
potential threat resuiting from site conditions. For those who do not feel their health may be
threatened, the main concern is property devaluation. The leniency of punishment sustained by
Mr. Greer is a source of dissatisfaction to many of the citizens interviewed.



3.0 SUMMARY OF MAJOR PUBLIC COMMENTS AND AGENCY RESPONSES

3.1 Remedial Alternative Preferences

3.1

3.1.3

3.1.4

The Potentlaily Responsible.Party (PRP) Steering Committee s in agreement whh
EPA that the preferred alternative presents the best solution to the City Industries
site contamination.

Mr. Tom Lothrop, director of environmental services for the Clty of Oriando, stated
that the city and the Iron Bridge POTW were strongly opposed to EPA’s preferred
alternative at this time. Mr. Lothrop's position was based on several issues,
which are addressed Individually in the following sections. Mr. Lothrop belleves
that, at present, the City of Orlando would consider EPA's contingency alternative
(involving surface water discharge) to be the most viable method of site
remediation. The City of Winter Park, represented by Mr. Dan Mercer, supports
this position.

Several private citizens voiced a strong desire that the preferred alternative be
implemented immediately. One resident, however, stated that the people of
Goidenrod wouid be satistled with EPA’'s preferred alternative, but would not
accept the discharge of City Industries effluent to surface waters.

On behalf of Orange County, Deputy Fire Chief Edwin Spahn expressed support
of EPA’'s actions and Indicated the county's willingness to cooperate in the
remediation of the site.

3.2 Health Issuyes

3d.2.1

.22

a3

Mr. Alex Alexander of the Fiorida Department of Environmental Regulations
questioned possible effects of the site sftiuent on drinking water sources.

EPA Response: There are no such risks at the present time. The contamination
s located Iin the surficlal aquifer, which Is not used as a source of drinking
water. The underlying Floridan Aquifer is a source of drinking water; If cross-
contamination occurred, however, the reglonal flow of the lower aquifer would
transport any contaminants from the Cliy industries site away from the nearby
Winter Park welifleid. The municipal water supply wells are being monitored as
8 precaution.

Seversl private citizens expressed concern about what impact “the site
contamination would have on residents who have had contact with groundwater.

EPA Response: The EPA Remedlal Project Manager determined the location of
the residences In question, then sssured these citizens that the contaminant
plume does not currently encompsss that area, and is moving away from their
vicinity.

A local resident requested information regarding the long-term and short-term
physical effects of the contaminants on both humans and animals.



3.2.4

d.25

EPA Response: "The organic chemicais In the groundwater, when present in high
enough concentrations, can cause various acute (short-term) effects depending
on the chemical. Some of these are drowsiness, dizziness, headaches, and
nauses. Chronic (long-term) effects are chemical-dependent as well and include
damage to liver, kidneys, heart, lungs, and nervous system, reproductive
disorders, and cancer. However, based on a map of the extent of the
contaminant plume, groundwater In the vicinity of your home is not currently
affected by the City Chemicali site.*

An interested party inquired whether water discharged to the county-maintained
drainage canal would present a potential risk to birds or children should the
contingency alternative be chosen. This party also asked the eventual destination
of the water.

EPA Response: Ambient water quality standards must be met before treated
water can be discharged to surface waters. This preciudes continuance of site-
refated health risks. The discharged water will eventuaily reenter the surficial
aquifer, again posing no site-related risks.

A citizen voiced the concern that a volatile vapor phase may emanate from the
surficial aquifer.

EPA Response: A risk would exist only in a low-level, encicsed, unventilated
area.

3.3 Technicai Questions Regarding Remedia! Alternatives

3.31

3.3.2

3.3.3

A public meeting participant Inquired what the projected pumping rate of the
extraction wells wouid be.

EPA Response: The rate would be 100 galions per minute, or 144,000 gallons
per day.

A resident of Goldenrod queried whether the aeration tower would emit odors,
and requested the names of local representatives who could be contacted with
complaints regarding emitted odor.

EPA Response: Some odor may be Inherent In aeration treatment due to some
of the compounds which are present. Two factors would preclude noxious odor:
1) controlled concentrations would be released from the tower, and 2) the release
height would be twenty to forty feet above the breathing zone. Ms. Diane Scott,
EPA Remedial Project Manager, named herself as a Reglon [V contact, and Mr.
Don Harris and Mr. Jim Jarmolowskl of FDER-Orlando were named as local
contacts.

Several residents requested the time frame untll remedial action begins.



3.3.4

3.3.5

3.3.6

3.3.7

3.3.8

3.39

EPA Response: The implementation of the remedy will begin In approximatety
two years.

Another concern voiced was whether EPA had been given the right of eminent
domain for access to land where extraction weils may be placed.

EPA Response: EPA does not have that right. EPA attempts to persuade
reluctant landowners by explaining the need for access, and a court order would
be necessary it education of the landowner was not sufficiently persuasive.

A local businessman asked if the contamination would go away by Hself if left
alone.

EPA Response: No.

A citizen Inquired whether air stripping trestment would merely be removing
contaminants from the groundwater and piacing them in the atmosphere.

EPA Response: The years-long span of the treatment would minimize the
concentration entering the atmosphere at any cne point In time, and pollution
control equipment will be utilized f monitoring at the top of the tower reveasls the
need. In addRition, suniight itself can reduce the hazard of contaminants.

A public meeting participant asked If the Floridan aquifer was being monitored.

EPA Response: Yes. No contaminants have been detected In that aquifer at this
time.

The City of Orlando’s technical objection to EPA’s preferred alternative concerns
pretreatment of the site groundwater. Oriando officials state that before Iron
Bridge POTW will consider accepting City Industries effluent, an agreement must
be reached with the PRPs In reference to pretreatment requirsments.

EPA Response: ‘“The POTW personnel have been Invited to participate in
Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) negotistions with EPA and the PRPs
as well a8 fechnical review of RD/RA documents to ensure that thelr legal and
technical concerns are addressed.*

The PRP Steering Committee belleves administrative obstacles (o implementation
of the preferred alternative (l.e., discharge of effiuent to the lron Bridge POTW)
should be resolved prior to finalization of the Record of Decislon. In addition,
the Steering Committee requested that all its previous correspondence and other
submittals be incorporated Into the City Industries site Administrative Record.

EPA Response: °‘Delaying issuance of the Record of Decision until negotiations



3.3.10

3.3.11

3.3.12

3.3.13

with the ron Bridge POTW are complete would cause an unnecessary delay In
remedistion of the site. All previous submittals by the Steering Committee have
been included In the Administrative Record.*

Officials st the South Semincle and North Orange County Wastewater
Transmission Authority are concerned that chemicals present in the groundwater
from the City Industries site might cause deterioration of the Wastewater
Transmission Authority’s pump station and force main system.

EPA Response: ‘The chemicals are present in high enough concentrations to
have an effect on human health, but not on pipes or pumps.*

Mr. Dan Mercer, representing the City of Winter Park, expressed an interest in
ensuring that satety and quality contingencies are build into the design of the
remedy selected for the site.

EPA Response: That is a part of the ensuing Remedial Design/Remedial Action
process.

A resident questioned whether EPA had reviewed an alternative which considered
the contingency of storage for substandard effluent.

EPA Response: That contingency has been considered, and provisions will be
made during the remedial design phase.

Mr. Byron Brooks of the Orange County Administrator's Office raised several
concerns regarding EPA’s contingency alternative, which involves discharge to
& county-maintained drainage canal. Mr. Brooks requested information regarding
the estimated rate, volume, and duration of the discharge from the site to the
"Crane Strand Canal, and the effect on the water surface profile and hydro-pericd
in the area. He 2lso advised EPA that the connection to the Crane Strand Canal
would require a Right-of-Way Utilization Permit. Finally, Mr. Brooks requested that
an on-site pliot project be incorporated into the deilberation and testing process
if the contingency alternative is the remedy selected.

EPA Respanse: ‘The rate of discharge to the Crane Strand Canal is 100, gpm or
0.2 t"/ees. The total volume of water to be discharged based on pumping and
treating for 14 years at the above rate Is 738 million gallons. This discharge Is
not anticipated to have a significant effect on the water surface profile when the
canal is &t flood stage. The proposed discharge should not affect the hydro-
period of the conservation srea east of Goldenrod Road.

*EPA will coordinate the Right-of-Way Utilization Permit with Onnquounty in the
event that the trested water from the City Chemical site is discharged to the
Crane Strand Canal.

‘Pliot testing of Alternative 3 [the contingency slternative] would be conducted
prior to Implementation if this alternative becomes necessary.’
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3.4 Public Participstion Process Comments

3.4.1

City of Orlando officials were unsatisfied with the level of Involvement offered to
the City during the development of the Feasibility Study. They believe that the
City of Orlando should be more Invoived in the planning and design of the
preferred aiternative if Iron Bridge is to accept the City Industries effluent.

EPA Response: °‘EPA has met with the City to discuss the deficiencies in the
Feasibility Study and will make sure that these issues are addressed during
remedial design.*

3.3 Costs Funding Issues

3.5.1

Mr. Tom Lothrop questioned the high estimated cost of the Feasibility Study’'s
Afternative #5 which includes groundwater extraction, treatment by aeration,
precipitation, filtration and carbon adsorption, and reinjection into the surficial
aquifer.

EPA Response: The high estimate is due to two factors: 1) the carbon
adsorption process, as the primary treatment for this alternative, would require
frequent carbon regeneration, and 2) reinjection of the treated water would
necessitate more stringent control of the effluent quaiity.

An attorney for a local bank was interested in whether the bank would be
respansible for the expense should they request the Installation of a8 monitering
well on their property.

EPA Response: No.

3.6 Enforcement Concerns

3.6.1

3.8.2

.63

Mr. Alex Alexander asked who the responsible parties were.

EPA Response: There are approximately 180 generators named as Potentlally
Responsible Parties (PRPs).

A citizen Inquired whather other businesses In the area may have contributed to
the contaminant plume.

EPA Response: Through sampling of the monitoring wells, it has been
determined that City Industries was the sole source of this plume.

One individual was Interested In determining who wlill be responsible for facility
operation once the remedial design has been implemented.



3.64

3.6.5

3.6.6

EPA Response: The PRPs will ultimately be responsibie, but will probably hire
a contractor to handle the remedial operation.

Officials at the South Seminocle and North Orange County Wastewater
Transmission Authority stated that if the City Chemical site facliity mattunctions,
It would seem appropriate that penaities should be levied directly against the
operators of the City Chemical faciiity and not the owners of the treatment plant
nor the collection system.

EPA Response: ‘“While the POTW Iis responsible for any violations of their
NPDES permit, there are mechanisms available to the POTW, such as the
possibility of an agreement with the PRPs to obtain reimbursement for penalties
incurred.*

The question of llability has prompted the City of Orlando to require assurances
that the POTW will not be held liable for problems resulting from accepting the
City Industries water.

EPA Response: "EPA understands the City’'s concerns about liability as it relates
to sccepting the City Chemical discharge. The POTW personne! have been
invited to participate In Remedial Design/Remedial Action (RD/RA) negotiations
with EPA and the PRPs as well as technical review of RD/RA documents to
ensure that their legal and technical concerns are addressed. EPA has aiso
proposed automatic shutdown of the Intercept system In the event that high
effluent concerttrations are detected, in order to prevent NPDES permit infractions
by the POTW.*

A local businessman was curious to learn what controls are imposed on EPA.

EPA Response: The Judicial system watches EPA’s activitles through the consent
decrees jssued to the agency.

3.7 Decision Process Questions

.71

A resident asked what criteria were used In the selection of the remedial
alternatives. .

EPA Reaponse: The EPA Remedlal Project Manager outlined the nine standard
selection criteria utilized by EPA.



4.0 REMAINING PUBLIC CONCERNS

The only remaining issue which EPA was unable to resolve concerns the question of potential
property value depreciation.
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ATTACHMENT A - Community Relations Activities Conducted to Date
November 1989

« EPA representatives conducted personal Interviews with local officials and
interested citizens in the City Industries area;

« An Interested-parties mailing list was compiled:;
The development of a site-specific Community Relations Plan was initiated.

January 1990

. The Community Relations Plan was finalized;

s EPA mailed fact sheets to everyone on the mailing list;
EPA announced the upcoming Public Meeting with a printed notice in the Orlando
Sentinel.

February 1990

‘s An Information Repository was established at the Winter Park Public Library (see
Section 1.0 for location). Relevant site-related documents were piaced in the
repository to facilitate community access;

« EPA heid a public meeting February 6 at the Elks Lodge In Winter Park to present
the Remedial Investigation,Feasibility Study and the Proposed Plan to the
community. The meeting was attended by approximately 60 peopie, including
local officials, private citizens, members of the PRP Steering Committee, and
other Interested parties. A transcript of the meeting is available at the information
repository;

s The Public Comment Period began February 6;

s The mailing list was updated and expanded.

March 1990 .

e« The public comment period closed March 8. Due to continued Input, however,
EPA accepted correspondence after the closing date;

s This Responsiveness Summary documented the major comments and responses
presented during the public comment period.



