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16. Abstract (Limit: 200 words)

The 9-acre Dover Air Force Base site is part of the 4,000~acre Dover Air Force Base
(DAFB) located in Kent County, Delaware. Land use in the area is predominantly
residential, commercial, industrial, and agricultural. The site is bounded by the
Jones Street River on the southwest and Little Creek to the northeast. The site
overlies two aquifers, the Cheswold and Piney Point aquifers, which provide 80 percent
of the municipal and industrial water supply, but are not currently affected by the
site. The site contains two landfills, known as the WP14 (D-4) landfill and the LF18
(D-10) landfill, respectively. The WP1l4 (D-4) site is used for training and camping.
The LF18 (D-10) site is a former landfill, which underlies six acres of the U.S. Air
Force Base's golf range, and was used during the 1950s for disposal of Base refuse,
spent chemicals, and industrial shop waste. Over the past fifty years, DAFB managed
and disposed of hazardous wastes onsite in several ways, including landfilling, storage
tanks, wastewater lagoons, and using oil and water separators. From 1941 through 1963,
these landfills and/or pits were used to dispose of oils, paints, fuels, solvents, as
well as wastewater from the onsite industrial shops. These wastes were discharged into
a storm drainage ditch and, ultimately, into surface water. During the 1950s and
1960s, the WP14 (D-4) site was used to dispose of waste solvents, hydraulic fluids, and
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other containerized or free liquids in an unlined trench that was later filled in and
reseeded. Floating waste has been reported at two areas of DAFB, and oily releases are
known to have occurred from these two onsite landfills. Dark brown oil also has been
observed in the monitoring wells at the site. Both of these areas were investigated as
part of the Air Force Installation Restoration Program (IRP), although no previous or
remedial actions have been conducted at either site. This ROD addresses the floating
wastes at both the WPl4 (D-4) and LF1l8 (D-10) sites, and provides an interim remedy, as
OU2. A future ROD will address remediation of contaminated soil and ground water. The
primary contaminants:of concern affecting the ground water are organics, specifically
oils.

The selected remedial action for this site includes trenching to collect floating waste:;
pumping and/or bailing floating wastes from the monitoring wells; storing the hazardous
wastes onsite at either Building 1306, a hazardous waste storage area, or in drums at
specific sites; testing the waste prior to either RCRA disposal or recycling offsite;
disposing of all ground water from the treatment process to a septic system, drainage
ditch, or infiltration trench; considering other methods to collect the waste:; and
developing a monitoring program. The estimated present worth cost for this remedial
action ranges from $140,000 to $150,000.

PERFORMANCE STANDARDS OR GOALS:

This action will reduce the spread of the plume of floating waste and recover the waste,
as practicable. No chemical-specific goals were provided for this interim remedy.
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1.0 DECLARATION

1.1 8ITE NAME AND LOCATION

Dover Air Force Base
WP 14 (D-4), LF 18 (D=-10), ST 05 (JP-4),
and SS 27 (XYZ2) Sites
Kent County, Delawvare

1.2 STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE

This decision document presents the selected interim remedial
action for the WP 14 (D-4) and LF 18 (D-10) Sites at the Dover
Air Force Base, located in Dover, Delaware. The interim remedial
action for the WP 14 and LF 18 Sites was chosen in accordance
with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. Section 9601, et seq., and to
the extent practicable, the National 0il and Hazardous Substances
Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300. Regarding
Sites ST 05 (JP-4) and SS 27 (XYZ) however, it has been
determined, as more fully discussed in Section 2.11 (Explanation
of Significant Changes), that CERCLA authorities are not
available to address the floating jet fuel at the present time.
Therefore, response actions at these Sites may proceed under
other, appropriate, authorities, e.g., Subtitle I (Underground
Storage Tanks) of the Rasource Conservation.and Recovery Act
(RCRA). This decision is based on the administrative record for
these Sites. .

The State of Delaware and EPA both concur with the selected
remedy.

1.3 ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the WP
14 and LF 18 Sites, if not addressed by implementing the response
action selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an

imminent and substantial endangermant to public health, welfare,

or the environmert.

1.4 DESCRIPTION OF THR SELECTED RENEDY

The selected interim remedy for these Sites addresses the long
term, principal threat, continued ground water degradation,

~ present at the WP 14 (D-4) and LF 18 (D-10) Sites. The principal

components of the selected remedy are as follows:



* The ingtallation of a pumping unit or bailing of an
existing on-site well to recover and control the
nmigration of floating waste under each Site;

* The completion of additional monitoring and/or
extraction wells as needed to effectively withdraw the
floating waste and to ensure protectiveness of human
health and the environment and to control the migration
of groundwater, respectively; and

* The treatment or disposal of the recovered floating
waste and entrained ground water.

1.5 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

This interim action is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that
are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to this
action, and is cost effective. Although this interim action does
not fully address the statutory mandate for permanence and
treatment to the maximum extent practicable, this interim action
does utilize treatment and thus furthers that aspect of the
statutory mandate. Because this action does not constitute the
final remedy for any of the Sites, the statutory preference for
remedies that employ treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility,
or volume as a principal element, although partially addressed in
this remedy, will be addressed by the final response action.
Subsequent actions are planned to address fully all the threats
posed by the conditions at these Sites. '

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining
at the Sites above health-based levels, a review will be
conducted to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate
protection of human health and the enviromment within five years
after commencement of the remedial action. Because this is an
interim action Record of Decision, review of these Sites and of
this remedy will be ongoing as EPA and the Air Porce continue to
- deve fipal remedial alternatives for each separate Site.

2N T2
.William Welser, III, Colonel, USAF Date
Wing Commander

w/y/az
Edwin B. Erickson Date
Regional Administrator
EPA Region III




20 DECISION SUMMARY

2.1 SITR NAMBE, LOCATION, DESCRIPTION

The Dover Air Force Base (DAFB) is located in Kent County,
Delaware, approximately 3.5 miles southeast of the City of Dover
(DAFB is within the city limits). Figure 1 presents the regional
location of DAFB. Bounded on the southwest by the St. Jones River
and Little Creek to the northeast, DAFB covers approximately
4,000 acres of gently, rolling uplands, surrounded primarily by
cropland and wetlands. Surface elevations range from 10 feet Mean
Sea Level (MSL) along the St. Jones River to 30 feet MSL along
the Base'’s western boundary. The maximum local relief is
approximately 12 feet at the St. Jones River.

Delaware has a continental type of climate, marked by well
defined seasons. The average yearly temperature in Dover ranges
from 45.8 to 66.5°F. The wettest months are April and May,
averaging over 4 inches of precipitation each month. The mean
annual precipitation in the Dover area is 44.44 inches.

Land uses in the vicinity of DAFB include single and multifamily
residential areas, industrial zones, commercial land along the
major highway (U.S. Rte. 113), and extensive areas of ocpen and
agricultural land. Natural resource use in the area includes sand
and gravel quarrying operations south of DAFB and boating and
fishing along the St. Jones River.

DAFB employs approximately 5,000 military personnel and over
1,400 civilians. Base personnel live in large residential areas
across U.S. Rte. 113 and southwest of the Base across the St.
Jones River. The City of Dover is the largest population center
and has the highest percentage of young people of the population
centers surrounding DAFB. The highest percentage of people older
than 65 are located in the town of Little Creek, 1 mile northeast
of the Base. :

The NW/SE runway marks the surface water divide on Base, with
drainage either to the north or south accomplished by overland
flow to diversion structures and then into area surface streams.
The flow to the north is into the Morgan and Pipe Elm Branches of
the Little River. Flow to the south is into small tributaries of
the St. Jones River. Most streams may receive up to 75 percent of
their base flow from the ground water discharge of the Columbia
Aquifer, the water table aquifer under the Base.

" The cheswold and Piney Point Aquifers are the primary water

supply aquifers in the Dover area, providing approximately 80
percent of the total municipal and industrial water pumped in
Kent County. DAFB uses these two aquifers for its water supply.

3
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These aquifers show no contamination in the Base area. The

Columbia Aquifer, consisting of fine-to-coarse sand with minor
ciays, directly underlays the Base. The water table is shallow
and as mentioned earlier, provides base flow for many streams.

Over the past fifty years, DAFB has managed and disposed of
hazardous wastes in several different ways. There are 11
landfills on the Base, several storage tanks, one abandoned waste
water lagoon, 12 oil/water separators, and several spill sites.
The actions discussed in this Record of Decision (ROD) cover
releases of oily waste in two landfills. Figure 2 indicates the
locztions of the four (4) areas, two of which are covered by this
action.

Floating waste is reported to exist in two areas at the Dover
AFB. These two areas are referenced as the WP 14 (D~-4) landfill,
and the LF 18 (D-10) landfill (see Figure 3). Free product is
reported to exist in two areas at the Dover AFB. These two areas
are referenced as the ST 05 (JP-4) Fuel Leak, and the SS 27 (XY2)
Fuel Pump Station (see Figure 3). This Interim Act:ion Record of
Decision (ROD) addresses the floating waste at Sites WP 14 and LP
18. Remediation of Sites ST 05 (JP-4) and SS 27 (XY¥Z) cannot, at
the present time, proceed under CERCLA authorities because
available information indicates that the waste present at these
Sites (jet fuel) would fall under the "petroleum exclusion®
contained in Section 101(14) and (33) of CERCLA. This issue is
discussed more fully in Section 2.11 of this document.

As identified in past investigations, the WP 14 Site is
relatively small, restricted in area to less than 3 acres. The
ground and surface near the WP 14 Site is generally flat, with
gentle undulations and a small drainage swale leading to the
north-northwest. The WP 14 Site is in an area prone to standing
water. A small drainage, the headwaters of the Pipe Elm Branch,
‘exists to the northwest of the Site. Intermittently during the -
year Base personnel use this ar-=a for training, including
camping. Personnel may be exposed to ground water discharging
into the swale leading to the Pipe Elm Branch. The nearest non-
military population (a single small residence) is approximately
1/2 mile off-Base. '

The LF 18 Landfill underlays six acres presently covered by the
Base golf course. The ground surface is well maintained and
slopes gently to the northwest towards a small drainage and man-
made pond. The surface waters from this pond and drainage are
directed towards the St. Jones River. Residential base housing is
located within 1/2 mile of the LF 18 Site in a northwest
direction beyond the surface water drainage.

The ST 05 Fuel Leak Site is an area of underground fuel supply
lines in the south central portion of the Base. The Site occurs
along the aircraft parking apron between Buildings 500 and 501.

5
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The entire area is relatively flat and paved with asphalt.
Elevations range from 20 to 21 feet above MSL. Surface waters
drain into a storm drain and are discharged from the Site into

the North Crainage Ditch and then into the Pipe Elm Branch.

A few Base personnel are stationed in the area during working
hours, otherwise the area is removed from personnel activities.
Because the Site is located in the central portion of the Base,
residential areas are far removed.

The SS 27 Fuel Pump Station is at the northwest end of the Base,
at the farthest extent of the parking and refueling apron.
Underground fuel lines connect the pump station to the X, Y, and
Z refueling hydrants and pads. The area around the SS 27 Site has
controlled grading, with two large drainage ditches located north
and southeast of the Site, respectively. Personnel on Base are
present in the area during limited hours of the day. An off-Base
residential area is located approximately 1/2 mile to the
northwest. Ground water flow is estimated to be towards the st.
Jones River and may be discharging into wetlands along the river
west of the Site.

2.2 B8ITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES

DAFB began operations in December, 1941 when the U.S. Army Air
Corps leased the Dover Municipal Airfield for use by Eastern
Defense Command as a coastal patrol base. In August 1943, the
mission of the field changed to an operational training base for
combat training and the development of air-launched rockets.

The base was deactivated in September 1946, but was periodically
used by the Air National Guard up to 1950. In July, 1950 the base
was reactivated and designated the Dover Air Force Base. In March
1952, accompanying a transfer of command to the Military Air
Transport Services, the base mission changed from air and land
defense to cargo operations. The base is at present a member of
the Air Mobility Command and is equipped with C-5 Galaxy aircraft
to provide global strategic airlift capability.

Hazardous wastes have been handled in various manners at the base
since 1941. From 1941 through 1963, landfills and/ér pits located
along the perimeter of the base were used as disposal sites for
oils, paint, hydraulic fluid, and solvents: combustible chemicals
such as oils, fuels, and solvents were used at fire training
areas: and waste water from industrial shops, such as the engine
buildup shop and the plating shop, were discharged to a storm
drainage ditch that emptied into a tributary of Little Creek.

s



During the 1950’s and 1960’s DAFB managed its waste very
differently then it does now. On-site landfills, usually trench-
type or large area fill-type, were used for general trash and
cut-ocf-date or residual maintenance supplies. Some areas were
used for the disposal of solvent bath fluids and oils. Previous
investigations have identified several areas where there is oily
waste product floating on the water table.

The WP 14 (D-4) Site was used during the late 1950’s for dispesal
of waste solvents, hydraulic fluids, waste oils, and other liquid
wastes, both containerized and free, generated by shop operations
taking place in the industrial section of the Base. The waste
oils and materials were disposed of in an unlined trench, '
reported to be 20 feet wide, 45 feet long, and 10 feet deep. The
trench was filled in and seeded over sometime during the late
1960’s,

The area around the WP 14 Site has been investigated during four
previous studies, starting as early as 1983 under the Air Force
Installation Restoration Program (IRP). More detailed studies
with soil and sediment sampling and groundwater analysis were
undertaken in 1986 and 1989 during later phases of the IRP. The
latest study was prepared in 1990 and provided more detailed

analysis.

Site LF 18 (D-10) is a former landfill used during the 1950s for
the disposal of general Base refuse, spent chemicals, and
industrial shop wastes. The landfill was closed and is currently
covered by the Base golf course. A dark brown heavy oil has been
found in one monitoring well installed to study the area.

The LF 18 landfill has been the focus of four studies by the Air
Force under the IRP and Site Investigation portion of the CERCLA
programs. The earliest study is dated from 1983 and the most
recent investigation included additional soil sampling in 1991.

No remedial or removal actions have been conducted at either the
WP 14 or LF 18 Sites. .

DAFB uses pipelines, feeder lines, and storage tanks for all jet
fuel (JP-4) requirements on Base. Delivery, storage, and handling
of this jet fuel has, over the years, led to various spills and
leaks. Previocus investigations have identified several areas
where there is free product floating on the water table at
presumed leak sites.

The ST 05 (JP-4) Site is related to leaks from the fuel supply
lines along the aircraft apron. The supply lines have been in use
for many years. There is no information concerning leaks from

- these lines in the early years. After some repairs were made to

the supply lines and valves in early 1987, there were at least
three leaks reported during pressure testing of the lines.

9



All the leaks were repaired, however the residual fuel in the
soil was not cleaned up.

The area around the ST 05 Site was investigated as part of the
Air Force’s IRP in 1989. During this investigation, the soil gas
and ground water were analyzed, soil samples were taken, and
surface drainage sediments were tested.

The SS 27 (XYZ) Site is the main pumping unit for the northwest
end of the refueling system. DAFB personnal recall that a fuel
spill did occur in the area in the past, however the quantity
that was spilled is unknown. Additionally, a visual layer of fuel
has been reported on rainwater in nearby manholes. The Site was
constructed in the late 1950’s and has always been used as a
refueling area.

The SS 27 Site was investigated two times under the Air Force’s
IRP. The first study, in 1986 involved the collection of four
ground water samples, a surface water sample, and two sediment
~ samples. During the 1989 study a total of eight ground water
samples and two surface water and sediment samples were taken,
and a soil gas survey was undertaken.

No remedial or removal actions have been undertaken at either the
ST 0S or the SS 27 Sites.

eme! ctivitie

In early 1989 Dover Air Force Base was listed on the National
Priorities List (NPL). The Air Force, EPA, and DNREC signed a
Interagency Agreement (IAG) on June 29, 1989, under Section 120
of CERCLA. Additionally, EPA issued a Corrective Action Permit
pursuant to Sections 3004(u) and (v) of RCRA which defers
corrective action under Subtitle C of RCRA to implementation of
Remedial Actions under the IAG. .

2.3 BRIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION

There has been consistent community interest in the Dover Air
Force Base NPL site due to its proximity to and its potential
lmpact on the nearby city of Dover.

In-accordance with Sections 113 (k) (2) (B) (i-v) and 117 of CERCLA,
42 U.S.C. Sections 9613 and 9617, Dover AFB and EPA held a public
comment period from June 12, 1992 through July 27, 1992 for the
proposed interim remedy at the WP 14 (D-4), LF 18 (D-10), ST 05
(JP-4), and SS 27 (XYZ) Sites. The Proposed Plan was made
available to the public for review at the Dover Public Library
during the entire comment period.

10



The notice of availability of this document, the comment period,
and the announcement of the public meeting were published in the

dated June 11, 1992. Additionally, television
coverage of remedial activities at Dover Air Force Base was
provided on June 23, 1992 and an additional newspaper article,
concerning the proposed interim action, was published on June 24,
1992. :

A public meeting concerning the proposed remedy for the four
Sites was held on June 25, 1992 at the Richardson and Robbins
Building at 89 Kings Highway, Dover, Kent County, DE. The meeting
lasted about one hour and there were six members of the public
and press in attendance. With respect to the proposed remedy for
these Sites, however, there were few questions and little
community concern exists. All the questions from the public were
answered at the meeting. There was a follow-up newspaper article,.
covering the Public Meeting, published in the Delaware State Newg
on June 26, 1992.

The Responsiveness Summary, at the end of this document, provides
the responses to all guestions received from the public, either
in writing or during the public meeting.

2.4 8COPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT

This operable unit, floating waste, is one of several management
units for the WP 14 (D-4) and LF 18 (D~10) Sites, and addresses
the floating wastes at each Site. This interim action remedy
addresses the principal threats of the floating waste: its
potential migration or discharge to the interconnecting surface
waters near some Sites; continued degradation of a potential
‘"ground water source; and the discharge of volatile organic
compounds (VOCs) though the surface soils.

The cleahup objective of this interim action is to immediately
reduce the volume of waste floating on the ground water.

‘The benefits of the interim action include:
Reducing the volume of the floating waste,
Containing the existing floating waste plunme,

Limiting the extent of future migration and additional
- contamination, and )

Reducing VOC concentrations in soil gases.

11



This interim action remedy is consistent with an anticipated
final remedy that will address the restoration of the ground
watar operable unit and cleanup the subsurface soils at the WP 14
(D=4}, LF 18 (D-10), ST 05 (JP-4), and SS 27 (XYZ) Sites. Data
generated during the implementation of the interim action will be
utilized during the final remedy selection and this data will be
used to evaluate the potential aquifer response to remediation.

2.5 S8ITE CHARACTERISTICS
WP 14 (D=4)

Site WP 14 was a liquid waste disposal area located in the
northeast area of Dover AFB. It appears to have been a single
trench, probably excavated in the late 19508 to a depth of
approximately 10 feet. The trench was used for disposal of
liquids and waste oils generated during industrial shop
activities at Dover AFB. Most of the liquid wastes were probably
dumped directly into the trench, howaever metal drums containing
liquids may also be buried in the trench.

An old Liquid Fuel (JP-4) Pipeline is located upgradient from the:
WP 14 Site. The pipeline was investigated as a possible source.
Two wells, located between the pipeline and the Site, have not
detected contamination or floating wastes on the water table.

A brown floating waste oil was found in one monitoring well in
the WP 14 area. Based on one year’s (1991) measurements, the
floating waste in the monitoring well varied from just a strong
petroleum odor to a thickness of over two feet. Floating waste
thickness measurements taken in a monitoring well of small
diameter do not represent the potential thickness of the waste on
the ground water in the aquifer. Potential waste thicknesses in

.the aquifer are a function of the type of floating waste,

characteristics of the aquifer, and the size of the monitoring
well. In July 1992, a series of measurements and calculations
were made that indicated 0.45 feet of waste floating on the
ground water near this monitoring well. At this time, because the
extent of the floating waste in not known, there is not a firm
estimate of the volume of floating waste at the WP 14 Site.

Ground water analysis of samples from the well containing
floating waste showed moderate to low benzene, ethylbenzene, and
toluene concentrations, moderate to high 1,2 dichlorocethene (1,2
DCE) levels, and low trichlorcethylene (TCE) and
tetrachloroethylene (PCE) concentrations. The last three
compounds are characteristic of solvents and not of a petroleunm
product.

12



This observation, in conjunction with an analysis of the location
of this Site relative to other areas of contamination at the Base
(WP 14 is far resmoved from other areas) leads tc the conclusion
that the floating waste is a source of hazardous substances
contaminating the underlying groundwater. No analysis of the

‘floating waste has been performed. However, ground water

coilected from the well at this Site contained substances
(benzene, 1,2 DCE, PCE, and TCE) which are toxic and probably
carcinogenic (all three are Class B2 carcinogens: Class B2 means
there is sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity in animals to
support an inference that the substance is a probable human
carcinogen).

The floating waste at WP 14 was detected upgradient from the
supposed disposal location. However, an EPA review of aerial
photography in the area found the outline of a trench upgradient
from the contaminated monitoring well. One of the primary
objectives of the ongoing remedial investigation is to determine
the lateral and vertical extent of floating waste at WP 14.

Dissolved contaminants are being discharged with the ground water
into the Pipe Elm Branch leading to environmental degradation and
to potential exposure of base personnel if they were to drink the
waters during field exercises. At the present, the floating waste
d:es not appear to be migrating on the ground water away from the
S tG. : ’

LP 18 (D-10)

Site LF 18 is a former landfill used during the 1950s for the
disposal of general Base refuse, spent chemicals, and industrial
shop wastes. Four trenches, some up to 10 feet deep, may have
been used to dispose of the waste. An early study at this Site
has shown that the trenches may be in excess of ten feet deep.
The landfill was covered during the construction of the Base golf
course. , _

A dark brown heavy oil was found in one of the monitoring wells
installed to study the area. The thickness of measured oil in the .
one monitoring well varied slightly during the year (1991) of
monitoring from 1.17 to 1.50 feet thick. Again, thickness
measurenents in the monitoring well do not represent the
potential thickness in the agquifer. Based on August 1992
measurements and calculations, the waste floating on the ground
water in the aquifer near this well is estimated to be 0.13 feet

thick. ‘

The full extent of floating waste contamination at this Site has
not been determined and therefore the volume cannot be estimated
at this time. '
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The ground water in the well containing flocating waste has been
analyzed and contains moderate to high levels of TCE, moderate to
low levels of 1,4 dichlorobenzene and low henzene, ethyl benzene,
and toluene concentrations. TCE and 1,4 dichlorocbenzene are not
associated with petroleum products. This observation, in
conjunction with an analysis of the location of this Site
relative to other areas of contamination at the Base (LF 18 is
far removed from other areas) leads to the conclusion that the
floating waste is a source of hazardous substances contaminating
the underlying groundwater. Analysis of the floating waste has
not been performed. However, the contaminants dissolved in the
ground water collectaed from this well (benzene, 1,4
dichlorobenzene, and TCE) are carcinogenic (benzene is a Class A
carcinogen: Class A means there is sufficient evidence fronm
epidemiological studies to support a causal association between
exposure and cancer in humans. TCE, as described previously, is
a Class B2 carcinogen) and/or toxic.

The floating waste at Site LF 18 is located in an upgradient
position from the former landfill trenches. The floating waste
may be migrating off-Base, considering the base boundary is only
50 feet away. The ground water, with dissolved contaminants, is
discharging to surface water drainages and possibly to the nearby
wetlands. '

8T 0S (JP=4)

ST 05 Fuel Spill site is located along the aircraft parking apron
in front of, or northeast of, Building 501. Leaks to the supply
pipeline and associated valve were repaired in 1987, but residual
fuel in the soil was not cleaned up.

The movement of the ground water at this Site is reported to be
variable in direction and gradient. This situation arises because
Site ST 05 is located along one of the major ground water divides
that underlays the Base. In June ground water flows to the north,
while in August the flow may be towards the east-southeast.

Toluene, xylene, and total petroleum hydrocarbons were detected
in the soils, sediment, and ground water at the ST 05 Site. TCE,
1,2-DCE, 1,1-DCA, and carbon tetrachloride (CCL,) along with high
concentrations of total purgeable hydrocarbons were detected in
the ground water. There are two wells, close to the fuel lines,
which detected floating product. No analysis of the floating
product was performed, but because it is near the fuel lines that
were reported to have leaked in the past, the floating product at
this site is assumed to be JP-4 jet fual.

Based on one year’s (1991) measurements, the thickness of the
floating jet fuel varied from approximately one foot to over 2.8
feet in both wells. No measurements were made of the potential
thickness of the floating waste hydrocarbon in the aquifer.
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At this time there is not a good estimate of the total volume of
waste jet fuel floating beneath the ST 05 Site. This floating
product is, however, very mobile and contains hazardous
substances, such as benzene and toluens.

As discussed in Sections 1.2 and 2.11, the remediation of Site ST
05 is not addressed in this ROD. Remediation of this Site must
proceed, initially, under other statutory authorities, such as
Subtitle I of RCRA.

88 27 (XX2)

SS 27 Site is the main fuel pumping station in the refueling
hydrant system on the Base.

The ground water at the SS 27 Site is contaminated with a
dissolved plume containing elevated levels of benzene, 1,4-
dichlorobenzene, ethylbenzene, and xylene that exceed applicable
or relevant and appropriate requirements, such as the maximum
contaminant levels promulgated under the Safe Drinking Water Act.
Free-product was detected in two of the sampling points, with a
maximum thickness in the shallow monitoring well of over 11.0 -
feet of waste jet fuel. The thickness of the floating product in
one monitoring well varied from 6.3 to 11.1 feet over one year’s
(1991) monitoring. No measurements or calculations of the
potential floating waste thickness in the aquifer near this Site
were made. The extent of the floating waste jet fuel plume is not
known at this time and therefore the volume of the fuel to b
recovered has not been estimated. :

The free product at the SS 27 Site is spreading under the Site
and has been detected in manhole areas. Additionally, the
dissolved plume from the floating product may be migrating off-
Base in the direction of the wetlands along the St. Jones River.

As discussed in Sections 1.2 and 2.11, the remediation of Site SS
27 is not addressed in this ROD. Remediation of this Site must
proceed, initially, under other statutory authorities, such as
Subtitle I of RCRA. : : _

2.6 SUNMARY OF SITEB RISXKS

For the Sites WP 14 and LF 18, hazardous substances in the
floating waste are acting as a source of hazardous substances

causing ground water contamination. Control and recovery of the
- floating waste in turn will reduce continued contamination of
these ground waters.
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For the Sites ST 05 and SS 27, underground pipeline leaks and jet
fuel spills during aircraft refueling have resulted in the
development of a floating waste layer beneath the Sites. This
floating layer of waste is acting as a source of ground water
contamination. Reduction and control of the floating product in
turn will reduce continued contamination of these ground waters.

Table 1 summarizes the information developed for one sampling
round of the floating waste thickness at each Site.

TABLE 1 ESTIMATED THICKNESS OF FLOATING WASTE AT EACH SITE

Estimated
Monitoring Floating Waste

Site Well Number Date Thicknessg Comment
" WP 14 13 8/8/91 0.4 feet (Brn. 0il)
LF 18 07 3 8/9/91 0.3 feet (Brn. 0il)
ST 05 55 P 8/8/91 0.5 feet Piezometer
68 S 8/8/91 0.5 feet (Jet Fuel)
Ss 27 59 § 8/8/91 1.6 faeet (Jet Fuel)

The soils immediately above the water table have been saturated
with floating waste at the WP 14 and LF18 Sites. This soil
contamination will continue to act as a source of leachable -
constituents for future ground water contamination, even after
the floating waste is removed.

This interim action remedy will control the migration potential
of the floating waste thereby reducing the development of
additional soil contamination at Sites WP 14 and LF18.

Actual or threatened releases from Sites WP 14 and LF 18 of
hazardous substances associated with the floating waste, if not
addressed by implementing the interim action selected in this
Record of Decision, may present an imminent and substantial
threat to public health, welfare, or the environment.

In summary, the removal of floating waste will reduce a principal

threat of continued ground water degradation, and a potential
threat of subsurface soil contamination at Sites WP 14 and LF 18.
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2.7 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

CERCLA requires that each selected Site remedy be protective of
human health and the environment, comply with applicable or
relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs), utilize permanent
sclutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource '
recsvery technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and be
cost effective.

As discussed previously, it has been determined that CERCLA
authorities are not available at Sites ST 05 (JP-4) and SS 27
(X¥Z) at the present time. Therefore, the following discussion
does not apply to these Sites.

This section summarizes the three alternatives reviewed for
analysis and fulfillment of applicable or relavant anad
appropriate requirements. The selected alternatives for the
removal of floating waste at the identified Sites include:

* Alternative 1: No Action
* Alternative 2: Bioremediation

* Alternative 3: Pumping/Bailing with off-Base
' Disposal

2.7.2 _ ALTERNATIVE 1
The Superfund program requires that a "no action® .
alternative be evaluated at every site to establish a
baseline of comparison. If this alternative is selected
then, as the name implies, no remedial action would be
undertaken at this time. The site conditions would remain as
they are and the qualitative risks discussed above would
continue. The threat to human health and the environment
would not be reduced.

2.7.2 ALTERMATIVE 2

Altarnative 2, bioremediation, is the process of using
microorganisns to convert the hazardous chemicals into
harmless materials. The process requires suitable microbes
that can biodegrade or transform the wastes and a "gocod®”
growth environment for the microbes. The growth environment
includes such factors as a favorable temperature range, a
supply of inorganic nutrients, the proper pH range, and the
‘reduction of competitor or predator microorganisms.
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The advantage of bioremediation, if it could work at the
Sites, is that it is a destruction technology or treatment
which eliminates the hazardous waste and leaves only
harmless substances. Two other advantages of bioremediation
are that it requires only minimal site disruption and that
there are low costs associated with the treatment of the
waste on site, if the soils are net saturated with
hydrocarbons.

Bioremediation, as an alternative for these Sites would
require increasing the number of microbes adapted to the
existing Site conditions and the installation of at least
two new wells to provide oxygen and inorganic nutrients to
the microorganisms. This process would require above ground
punping and storage systems for these materials. The start-
up time for this process would be lengthy. Additionally, a
major drawback for bioremediation at the Sites is that the
microbes are not effective when the hydrocarbons saturate
the soils and exist as a separate phase.

ALTERNATIVE 3

Under Alternative 3, floating waste would initially be
recovered from the existing monitoring wells, using a pump
or hand bailer on at least a weekly basis. Floating waste
recovered at Sites LF 18 and WP 14 would be taken to the
RCRA permitted storage area (Bldg. 1306). The waste would be
analyzed for hazardous constituents/substances and
suitability for energy recovery, and then disposed of in
accordance with applicable reqgulations. If the test results
indicate that hazardous waste or hazardous constituents are
present then the material would be disposed of in accordance
with RCRA. If the taest results do not indicate the presence
of hazardous wastaes or hazardous constituents, then the
waste would be utilized in an energy recovery (heat)
facility.

All produced ground waters would be either discharged to a
constructed septic system (an infiltration trench),
permitted by the State, or into a drainage ditch if the
contaminant concentrations are below the limits required by
a NPDES permit. Appropriate consideration will be provided
to control the escape of volatiles from the recovered ground
wvater during its disposal. A control mechanism might invclve-
a cover over the infiltration trench.

As additional information is developed during the next phase
of the remedial investigation, other mechanisms for
collecting the floating waste at each Site would be
considered.
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These methods might include trenching to collect the
floating waste, followed by skimmer pumping to an oil/water
separator and then off-Base disposal of the waste at a
permitted facility and discharge of the recovered ground
water as outlined above. If the field data indicatea that a
new, separate pumping well would be mors effective, then a
dual pump or single pump recovery well may be installed to
optimize removal of the floating waste. Under this method,
the recovered fluids would be handled the same way as the
oil and water removed from the above-described trench.

2.8 SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

The proposed remedial action alternatives described above were
evaluated under the nine criteria in the NCP, 40 CFR
300.430(e) (9). These nine criteria can be further categorized
into three groups: threshold criteria, primary balancing
criteria, and modifying criteria, as follows:

THRESHOLD CRITERIA
-mmammmwmm

This criterion addresses whether a remedy provides adequate
protection and describes how risks posed through each
pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled through
treatment engineering controls or institutional controls.

e Compliarice with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
Requirements (ARARS)

This criterion addresses whether a remedy will meet all the
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of other
Federal and State environmental statues or provide grounds
for an ARARs waiver. '

PRIMARY BALANCING CRITERIA

e Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanenca
This:critcrion-rotorcnces the magnitude of residual risks
and. the ability of the remedy to provide continued

protection of human health and the environment once cleanup
. goals have been met.

.o Reduction of Toxicity, Mobilitv, or Volume Through Treatment

This criterion highlights the objective that treatment
technologies should be employed as a remedy at the Sites.
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o Short-Term Effectiveness

fhis criterion covers how fast a remedy may achieve its
goals and if a remedy potentially can create adverse human

health and environmental impacts during implementation of
the remedy.

e eme bilit

This criterion references the technical and administrative
feasibility and practicability of the remedy.

e Cost

This criterion covers capital and operation and maintenance
costs and can be discussed in a comparative fashion.

MODIFYING CRITERIA
e Community Acceptance

This criterion insures that the public was informed and
provided comment on the proposed plan or RI/FS report.

e State Acceptance

This criterion indicates that the State and support agencies

have reviewed, commented on, and concur with the proposed
plan or RI/FS report.

These evaluation criteria, which measure the overall feasibility
and acceptability of the remedy, relate directly to requirements
in section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. Section 9621. Threshold
criteria must be satisfied in order for a remedy to be eligible

for selection. Primary balancing criteria are used to weigh
major trade-offs between alternatives. '

State and community acceptance are modifying criteria formally

taken into account after public comment is received on the
Proposed Plan. '

The comparative evaluation of alternatives follows.

2.8.1 overall Protection. Alternatives 2 and 3 will provide

~ an acceptable level of protection of human health and

environmental safety by eliminating the principal threats through

contaminant source reduction and treatment.
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Becausé the "no action®” alternative is not protective of human
health and the environment, it is not ccnsidered further in this
analysis as an option for these sites.

2.8.2 Compliance with ARARS. All acceptable alternatives
wculd meet their respective applicable or relevant and
appropriate requxrements of Federal and State environmental laws.

Table 2 identifies the list of ARARsS that were reviewed as part
of this criterion.

2.8.3 Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence. Alternative 3
will greatly reduce the risks presented by the continuation of a
floating layer of waste beneath the sites.

The reduction in the volume of waste and in the physical
(hydraulic gradient) control of the spread of the contaminant
layer will have long-term effects at each Site. However, this is
only an interim remedial action to effect the source of the
potential risks and the final remedy selected at the Sites will
provide a more permanent reduction in overall risks. Alternative
2, atter full implementation, would maintain a reliable measure
of overall protection. However, Alternative 2 does not provide a
physical control on the gradient of the floating waste.

2.8.4 " Reduction in Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume Through
Treatment. Alternative 3 reduces toxicity and mobility of the
" floating waste by volume reduction. Alternative 2 would reduce
toxicity, mobility, and volume by in-situ treatment.

2.8.5 Short-term Effectiveness. Alternative 2 will require
the disruption of present surface operations over a longer period
then Alternative 3. The overall effectiveness of Alternative 2 is
only realized after removal of the free product and the microbes
have become acclimated after the addition of oxygen and other
nutrients. Since the soils are saturated with floating product,
bioremediation (Alternative 2) is not an appropriate technology
at this time.

Alternative 3 will produce an immediate reduction in the volume
of free product. However, this alternative may increase the risk
to human health and the environment over the short term because
of the increase in handling and disposal of the hazardous
materials. ' '

,This increase in short term risk will be managed by close
monxtorlng of personnel involved in the removal process,
1nspect1on of storage and transfer facilities, and the use of
appropriate equipment.
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TABLE

POTENTIAL APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS
(ARARS)

T or

CAL-SPECTIP

ON=-S8PECIFIC

AQZ;ON-BEBC!E;C
No Agtion
Biotreatment

Removal of
Floating Waste

Transport and
Disposal of
Floating Waste

' Disposal of-
Effluent

Recovery'Wcll
Installation

Ground Water
Pumping Over
100,000 GPD

None

None

None

None

Delawvare UST
Act (7 Del.
Code Ch. 74)

Safe Drinking
Water Act

Delaware
Hazardous

‘Waste Manage-

REQUIREMENT

Risk-based soil action level
based on worker exposure.

Soil concentrations which will
not result in leachate or
ground water concentrations
greater than MCLs.

None

None
None

Delawvare UST Regulations
Part B, Section 4

MCLs and MCLGs (40 CFR Part
141) :
Protection of ground

water (Del. Haz. Waste Rules
Parts 264, 265)

ment Act (7 Del.

Code Ch.

63)

'CIQan Water

Act NPDES

Delaware Water
Well
Construction
(January 1987)

Delaware River
Basin Comm.
Compact (7 Del.
Code § 6501)
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Del. Haz. Waste Rules
Parts 262, 263, 264,
and 268)

265

Del. Water Pollution
Control Regqulations

Well permits, submittal of
construction/abandonment
records, licensing drillers,
and prevent ground water.
pollution.

Del. River Basin Commission
Water Quality Regulations



2.8.6 Inplementability. Alternative 3 requires a minimum of
equipment and supplies to ocperate. The existing wells at each
Site could be utilized, the waste will be stored while undergoing
tests, and would be disposed of cff-Base by the Bagse wasta and/or
hazardous waste contractors. RCRA perxits are in place for
‘storage of the waste and manifests would be used for all off-Base
shipmentd. Contaminated ground water recovered with the floating
waste would be discharged under State permit, to a constructed
septic system (infiltration tranch) or, if allowed, discharged to
a drainage ditch.

Alternative 2 is more difficult to implement because of the new
wells and the required above ground delivery system.
Additionally, Alternative 2 would require the enhanced growth of
microorganisms acclimated to the existing Site wastes and
environment.

2.8.7 Cost. Costs have been compared on a relative,
qualitative basis for the limited options considered. Alternative
2 would be the most costly, because it involves the installation
of new wells; development of a storage, supply, and delivery
systea for oxygen and nutrients, and continued monitoring. Total
costs estimated for implementation of Alternative 2 are $300,000
to $600,000. Alternative 3 is generally considered to require
less capital investment and operation and maintenance costs
(Total estimated costs = $150,000 to $400,000).

2.8.8 gState Acceptance. The State of Delaware, after review
of the Proposed Plan, concurs with the preferred alternative.

2.8.9 - Community Acceptance. Community acceptance of the
preferred alternative was evaluated after comments received
concerning the Proposed Plan. Community acceptance is outlined in
the Responsiveness Summary of this Record of Decision.

2.9 SELECTED REXEDY

Based on the above analysis of alternatives and the limited scope
of this interim remedial action, the Air Force has determined.
that Alternative 3 (Recovery of Floating Waste) is the most
effective and appropriate option at the WP 14 and LPF 18 Sites.
The EPA and DNREC concur with this determination.

Alternative 3 involves recovery of floating waste from the WP 14
and 'LF 18 Sites and off-Base disposal of this waste. Initially,
the floating waste will be pumped and/or bailed from existing
‘monitoring wells. The recovered waste material will either be
stored at Building 1306, the hazardous waste storage area, or in
drums at specific Sites. After testing of the floating waste, it
will be disposed of off-base either for energy recovery or
according to RCRA regulations.
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This alternative appears to provide the best balance of tradeoffs
among the listed evaluation criteria and the mandate for
permanence and alternative treatment.

This alternative calls for the design and implementatica of an
interim remedial action as a source control to protect human
health and the environment. The goals of this interim action are
to reduce the spread of the plume of flecating waste, to recover
as much floating waste as is practicable through pumping, and to
collect data on aquifer and contaminant response to these
remedial measures.

The ultimate level of remediation to be attained will be
determined in a final remedial action for source control at these
Sites. This remedial action will be monitored carefully to
determine the feasibility and practicability of recovering
floating waste hydrocarbon and to ensure that the floating plume
is contained. After the periocd of time necessary, in the Air
Force’s, and EPA’s judgment, to arrive at a final decision for
the Sites, a final Record of Decision for source control, which
specifies the ultimate goal, remedy, cleanup levels for the soils
at each Site, and anticipated time-frames will be prepared.

Upon completion of the remedial investigation/feasibility study,
this interim system may be incorporated into the design of. the
Site remedy specified in the final action Record of Decision.

A monitoring program shall be developed to evaluate the extent to
which the floating waste extraction under this interim remedial
action performs.

2.10 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

To meet the statutory requirements of CERCLA SCcticn 121, the
selected remedy must:

- Be Protective of Human Health and the-Environment;
.  Comply with ARARs; ’
- Be Cost Effective;

- Utilize Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment
Tachnologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable; and

- : Satisfy the Preference for Treatment That Reduces
‘ Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume as a Principal Element.
The description of how the selected Alternative fulfills these
requirements follows.
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This selected Alternative will implement an interim remedial

.action that is protective of human health and the environment.

The recovered floating waste will also be handled, stored, and
treated in a protective manner. Waste recovery by pumping or
bailing at these Sites will require that personnel be ocutfitted
in full protective gear including full face air purifying
respirators. When pumping is employed, explosion proof pumps will
be used.

comply with ARARS

The interim remedial action will comply with Federal and State
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements.

cost Effective

The selected interim remedial action is cost effective and in
ternms of time for effective reduction of the potential threat at
the Sites, it is a very reasonable value. The cost of
implementation of the selected alternative is estimated to be
between $150,000 and $400,000.

Technologies

The goals of this interim remedy are to remove waste floating on
the water table, to remove some contaminant mass, and to reduce
the spread of contamination. : ’

This interim remedial action will be monitored carefully to
determine the feasibility of achieving an optimal level of
reduction of floating waste. These actions are in furtherance of
the mandate for permanence and treatment to the maximum extent
practicable. ,

Satisty Preference for Treatment that Reduces Toxicity, Mobility.
ox Volume S . )
This interim remedial action is of limited scope and addresses a
specific component for contaminant source control at the WP 14
and LF 18 Sites. The Alternative will reduce the mobility and
volume of the floating wvaste. The ultimate level of remediation

to be attained at these Sites will be determined in a final
renmedial action.
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The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment, that
reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume, although partially
addressed in this interim remedial action, will be addressed by
the final respense action. Upon completion of the next phase
RI/FS, this interim system may be incorporated into the design of
the site remedy specified in the final action ROD.

2.11 EXPLANATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES

only one significant change from the proposed plan has been made.
Jet fuel, detected floating on the water table at the ST 05 and
SS 27 Sites is subject to the "petroleum exclusion®™ under CERCILA.
CERCLA response actions are limited to releases of hazardous
substances and/or pollutants or contaminants. The definitions of
these terms do not include "petroleum, including crude oil or any
fraction thereof [e.g. jet fuel) which is not specifically listed
or designated as a hazardous substance under [CERCLA]." Section
101(14) and (33) of CERCLA. Although hazardous substances have
been detected in ground water beneath the ST 05 (JP-4) and SS 27
(XYZ2) Sites, on the basis of information presently available, it
cannot be determined that the jet fuel released at these Sites
contains levels of hazardous substances which would remove the
jet fuel from the petroleum exclusion of CERCLA. Therefore,
remediation of jet fuel contamination at these Sites may not
proceed, initially, under this ROD but must take place under

other statutory authorities, e.g, Subtitle I of RCRA (Underground
Storage Tanks). ’

Also, reflecting the above discussion, the name of the selected

remedy has been changed from FREE PRODUCT RECOVERY WP 14 (D-4),

LF 18 (D-10), ST 05 (JP-4) AND SS 27 (XYZ) SITES to RECOVERY OF
WAS - -

Remediation of the ground water and soil at these Sites will be
the subject of a subsequent ROD(S).
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3.0 RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY

A responsiveness summary is required to provide a summary of the
citizen comments and concerns about the Sites, raised during the
public comment period, and the responses to those concerns. All
comments summarized in this document have been considered in
evaluating the final decision of the interim remedial action for
the Sites.

This responsiveness summary for the waste recovery at four Sites
on Dover Air Force Base is divided into the following sections:

Section A: Overview - A description of the selected remedy and
community reaction to the selected remedy.

Section B: Background of Community Involvement anéd Ioncerans - A
brief history of community interest in the Free Prcduct Recovery
project and Dover Air Force Base. :

Section C: Summary of Publiec conlnﬁt- and Air FYorce Responses -
Replies to public comments. _ .

Section D: Remedial Designs/Remedial Action Concerns - Discussion
of public concerns which have a bearing on the remedial action.

A. Overview

The Proposed Interim Remedial Action Plan (IRAP) was released to
the public for review and comment on June 12, 1992. This date
marked the opening of the public comment period on the
alternatives detailed in the Proposed Plan. A public notice was
published June 12, 1992 which identified Alternative 3 as the
preferred remedial alternative. This alternative is described on
Page 12 of the proposed IRAP. It includes the pumping and/or
bailing of the floating free product from the ground and
recycling of recoversd fuel and disposal of other recovered
products.

The limited comments received from the public suggest that area
residents do not object to the preferred alternative. However,
there is concern that the preferred interinm remedial action does
not address the possibility of contaminated groundwater or
surface wvater migrating offsite. The Air Force conducts
quarterly monitoring of surface vater and is continuing an
investigation of base-wide groundwater to address this concern.
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B. Background of Community Involvement and Concerns

Sites WP14 (D-4) and LF18 (D-10) were trenches which were used
for the disposal of waste solvents, waste petroleum, and other
shop wastes during the 1950’s. After disposal activities ceased
at these sites they were filled with local soil and seeded with
grass. LF18 is now part of the base golf course. The hydrant
fueling system for refueling of the jet aircraft at the base was
installed at the site ST05 (JP-4) in 1957 and at the XYZ fuel
pumping station (site S$S27) in 1960. Those systems are still in
use and are planned for replacement starting in 1993.

In 1982 the United States Department of Defense (DOD) implemented
the Installation Restoration Program (IRP) to identify and
evaluate environmental contamination and associated public health
hazards at DOD facilities resulting from past operations and
waste handling/disposal. An Installation Assessment (Phase I -
Records Search) was completed for Dover AFB in 1983. This study
indicated a potential for contamination from past and/or current
facility operations at a number of sites, including the four
sites of concern in this interim remedial action. Two successive
Remedial Investigation (RI) Studies were completed in 1986 and
1989 by Science Applications International Corporation (SAIC) and
E. C. Jordan. These RI’s confirmed the presence of contamination
in the soil and groundwater.

The .interim remedial action was proposed to reduce the current
contamination level and prevent the spread of the contamination.
A proposed interim remedial action plan was developed which
recommended selection of Alternative 3 (See Overview, Paragraph
A, above).

In addition, a public meeting was conducted on June 25, 1992 and
a public comment period was established from June 12, 1992
through July 27, 1992.

The Public Affairs Office at Dover AFB issued press releases
detailing IRP progress. Coverage in the two daily newspapers
serving the Dover area has usually been front page, but the
issues tend to dissipate within a few days due to a relatively
low level of community concern. The start of remedial activities
at Dover AFB could increase community concern.

c. summary of Public Comments and Air Force Responses

The majority of the comments revolved around surface water and
groundwater conditions. Additional questions concerned efforts
to identify all possible contamination sources on the base and
the  funding source used by the base for clean up. (See Public
Meeting Minutes attached). No written comments were received.
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D. Remedial Design/Remedial Action Concerns

The only comment regarding implementation of the remedial action
was about the disposal of the recovered floating waste.

Air Force Response: The waste removed from the monitoring wells
will be stored and analyzed to determine if the floating waste
contains other toxic materials. If the floating waste contains
other toxic materials, it would be disposed of as hazardous waste
by Dover Air Force Base through a licensed contractor. If the
floating waste does not contain hazardous wastes or constituents
then it can be disposed of through recycling.
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PUBLIC MEETING MINUTES



Public Meeting Minutes on the
Interim Action Proposed Plan for
Free Product Recovery at 3ites
wPl4 (D4), LFLIS8 (D1Q), STOCS (IP=4), and S827 (XY2)
Dever Alr Porce Base, Delaware

Date: 285 June 1992
Times 1500 . .
Locationt Richardecn and Raobbins 3ldg Auditorium
89 Kings Highway
Dover DEZ 19903



PUBLIC MEETING MINUIRS

Capt Geisel: Chief of the 436th ALriift Wing Public Affairs office of Dover
Aiz Force Sase. I would like o welcome you all here tonight. Toaight we're
here to discuss the Interim Action for four sites f0r =he removal of f:-ge
product and Lf that’s not why you’ve here tonight your at the wrong meeting
and we'll give you the chance t¢ leave righ% now - what we’ll do is ==2'll
introeduce Col Capps in just a moment and we’ll have a briefing we’ll
intreduce our panel to anewer - then we’ll have a gquestion and answer
peried. And that’s pretty much how we’'ll do things...At this time I'd like
to insroduce Col Tom Capps who's the Base Civil Engineer, we‘d like to have
scme weleoming comments from him.

Cal Cappe: Let me just echo Cape Geisel’s welcocme to everyons who is here
tonight. As the Base Civil Engineer, Col Mike Moffitt the Commander of the
Airlifs Wing of Cover has invited ma tg come and represent him. And tonight
we want to make the public presentaticn of the plan the base has for four of
the sites o the base that we want to clean up and to give everyone an
oppertunity to ask questions and o make inputs. Dover is taken the lead in
environmental zleanup and we’re really proud of what we’'ve accomplished in
the last ysar or 80, Abaut A4 year and a half ago we had one maybe two
pecple in the Bavironmental Office and now we have seven and we loek to have
close to thirteen peocple working in our BEavizonmental Engineaering Office
within a year. So we take it very seriously. %We‘ve been Ldsntifisd as the
Model Environmental Installation for the Air Mobility Command, and as the
model installacicn we ars taking efforts to do things right and teach other
Bases throughout the Alr Foree how to do things right. S0 it is my pleasurs
to be here and represent Col Moffite. We’'d really like to encsurage ycur

- {npucs and your questions. Thank you. :

Capt GCelsel: At this time 2°'d like to introduce Matt Parker who is the
Chief of the Bnvircnmental Planning Branch at Dover Air Force Base who'll
brief us on the proposed site.

Mast Parker: Good Evening my name ils Matt Parker, I‘m Chief of
Environmental Planning at Dover Alr Porce Base. This evening 1'd like to
taks about fifteen miautes to give you a Brief introduction and to explains
the proposed plan we have initiated for an interim remedial action at four
sites on the base. This evening I’ll be going through these subjects: Base
History=cover soms of tRhe contaminant sources that have resulted in what
we’'re cleaning up; Eavironmental History-we’ll go through the proposed plan
and the reason ve'’'re hers this evening and we’ll also introduce the third
alternative of this project and finally I‘’ll discuss future environmencal
issues that will be undertaken at Dever. Just a little bit about the Base,
in Dec 1941 the Base was initiated from the Dover Municipal Airport. It wae
initiated becsuse of the waz and coastal defense. UProm 1943 till the ead of
the war it was P47 training base and also used to develop air lauach zocksts
" and most of these over the course of time have coatributed tao scme of our
contamination scurces that you’ll see later in the pregram. In 1948 the .
Base was deactivated ind then reactivated in 1950. Since 1952 the Base has
been primarily a cargo Alr Fozce Base. :



A lot of the acronymg have changed - +hat the base was Called, and since }
June we 8re® Alr Mobility Command 80 .. you Rear MAC or MATS we are Air
Mebility Command.

Our contaminated sources have resulted frem alrecafs sperations and
main237anC8. Everybody at the base Ls there for one raeason and tnat i{s to
suppart the aircraft La the Mission that those aircraft support. We had
landfills thrsughout the course of time, {n the early 30’s 60‘s and even
{nto the mid 70°s landfills were & common dispesal practice throughout the
Uaited States. Wa've 8180 had spills and leaks and mosz of thees nave Been
in Qur jet fuel eystem. AS yOu Gan sae the next four Ltems sre the price
sontaminant sources. Of these four, petroleum products are the majer
sources that we’ll be addressing in our proposed plan. Jet fuel is the
primary contaminant that we <o have. We do about §0 millicn gallions per
year of jet fuel business -- Most Businesses consider if chey have 1N error
rate, they have gosod erzor rate. 1V of 80 aillicn gallons is a laxge
problem. We don‘'t sven look at 1V work, we address a tenth of a percent.
We have routine maintenance checks ts make sure the integrity of the
tightness of the fuel lliznes aand tanks is aleo tested. We’ve had some
solvents that have been disposed of in some of the landfills as we discussed
about (n & few minutes. We alsc have several sites that have some heavy
retals for plating operatisns. - Our platiag speration wege closed in 1988
and we finally disposed of the last sources last year. We also had some
sescicides and these wers used to contrel insects on base.

A little bit about our snvironmental history: In Octcber 1383 we began
what was called a preliminary assessment through the Superfund process. In
the Air Porce we have our own acronym, it’'s called the Iastallation
Restoration Program because it’s funded ssparately and then is not subject
co use of Superfund monies. In 19684 the Base was ncminated for NPL status
that was Based on ZPA’s avaluation of our preliminary assessment. The next
major iteze you see on the slide address studies that have been undeztaken
sincs then. We’ve had major site investigations and remedlal investigations
at a number of sites and compiled a falrly significant amount of analyticsl
data. All of this cata was rolled over ints one product in June 1991 ia a
product we call the Current Situatios Report. Since that was initiated
we've identifisd data gaps in the data that we’d collected previsusly.
We’'ve initiated a final studybase a Basewide studybase and we’ll bs
undertaking that withia ths next several menths.

The final item on here is an action we’re undertaking right now this is a
remedial deeign thas has been cempleted and remedial action is undezway in
Fire Traiaing Ares 3 and L{f I could just take a few minutes to put through
soxe slides I can show you some. of what we'’'re doing cut there. 7This is what
the site loocked like originally. Thers wers dumpsters that were set up in
the shape of a cross used to simulate an aircraft burning. That’s & close
up you see that'’s a bermed -« burned area that fuel was introduced to and an
ignition source was provided and it was set on fire. The fire department

- practiced putting it out. This is some of the contamination that over the

csurse of about fifteen years leached into the soll and this is what we have
removed. This is where the esoll had been stockpiled on plastic before it



was STansported to the industrial incinerator ia Virgianlia. All the time
that We Were® OXCAVAting we were continually saspling tO make sure that we
adhered tO the criteria that had been established in the same kind of
docunent that we’'re prssencing today and a proposed plan and a ROD. This is
a picture 0f & underground storage tank that had been on site, used =5 gtare
the fuel. 7This i{s after we tested the soll and fcund cut that we’d removed
all contamination. ... The backfill ... compacted the soil ... and finally
gst back ton established grade. We’ll ead up putting a cover of zopsoil on
ic, reseeding it, and then we will have cleaned up the scil at the site.

The proposed plan 18 really why we are hare this evening =his is an issue
for public comment. The public comment periocd is 12 June through 27 July.
“hat’s why we're here tonight, to see if there is any inputs from you and
the community. This will remove floating products from four sites and 'l
discuss this {n just a second. TRis Ls the interim remedial acticn and that
ie scmething I want to make clear. 7This is not a final action this is just
a first step. We’'re going to remove the product and once we’ve done that '
we're golng €0 look at remediation of soll and remediation of ground water.
The four sites that we’re looking at are: WPl4 we’ll call D-¢, this was a
landf4ll that was developed in the 1950‘s for ligquid waste disposal
mazerial. You can ses there is nothing chnoxicus there, no drums sticking

" up out of the ground, this was covered up and landfilled. We’ve have about

forty wells in that area that we. use to characterise the groundwater. We
have reported product in lees than two wells thers. The next site D-10 is
also a 1950°s landfill, as you can see now it's a ¢golf course, Lt’'es numbezr 9
faizway ag Dover Alir Force Rase. This was used for municipal refuse and
also industrial shop wasts. It was generated through the maintenance and
operational activities of the aircraft, C-5's and 141’s. Again we have a
aumber of wells on this site to characterize the product. We’ve detected
the producet from 3 to 4 Linches =0 about a foot and a half., "

The thizd site Ls called JP=4 site is the result of jet fuel leaks in the
hydrant system and valve failures. 7That is we’'ve a jet fuel delivery system
80 the alzcraft can be refueled on site and they’ve been a number of leaks
and breaks in there and ae I gst into the future initiatives one of zhe
things that we have right now is an appreved product, project for 1S amillion
dellars to replace the hydrant fuel systea. 7The sits is just off the
parking apron as you can see the aircraft . They’re large ensugh that you
have to take the fuel to them, you can’t move them to the pump. The final
site is XY3 and again this is a site of jet fuel leaks during the 1960°'s
through the 1980°s. This is the pump staticn, it has eight (8) 50 thousand
gallon tanks in the ground and a number of valves in here, saveral of which
have failed over the course of 10 years at various times.

The objective of this project is to remove floating product and to remove
the potential for migration of this product thereby contaminating additional
soil and groundwvater . We will sample and analyze the product that is
remaved, and will also use ths dats to evaluate and select future
groundwater and soil cleanup technologies. This is a site map of the Base
that shows you where the four sites are. You see that ST 5 and S8 27 are at
or near the sircratt~parking apron those are whers the general fuel leaks
were. WP 14 and LP 18 were landfills. LPF 18 ‘s off the golf course and the
ether one‘s at the hazmer head. )



We looked at three diffevent alternatives for gselesting cne for che
propossl. The first alternative we looked at was no action. This
altsrnative is required by law to Be svaluatsd and was not selected because
there iLs free product there and scma act.on had to be taken. The next
altarnstive we looked at was Si{c-remediation, this is where we .Lntroduce
miczoorganisms that will destroy the hydrccarbons . This was not selscred
again because floating product was not the ideal situation whers YOou want o
remove the floating product before you introduce the microerganisms oc
bacteria. The third area we locked at was =0 pump or hand bail the
monitoring wells, this L8 the area we’'ve sslected to present as our proposed
plan for removal of hydrocarbon product. The rzeasen we know the hydrocarbon
product is there Ls bscause we detected Lt by our monitaring wells.

I'd like =0 cover a few future envirsnmental iaitiatives. As I said bmefore
wa‘'re getting zeady to undertaks a base wide rsmedial investigations and
fessibility study. We hope to be underway by August of this year. 1In
addition to that we'’'re doing guarterly moaitoring well surveys to determine
elevations of water over a pericd of time that will zell us the dirsction
the ground water is flowing, we’'re doing ecological assessments,
archaeclagical assessments, and & number of other activities . This is all
leading to remediation -~ culmination of a number ¢f prajacts scme of those
are listed below hers. We’'re looking at groundwater remediation program at
a site called T1. We expect tc he started on that in Jeptember of 1992 and
continue at a steady pace. Looking at a soll remediation project for a
drainage ditch atc 00-l. We have the 2 millicn dollar~ the approved 2
million dollar Underground Storage Tank Replacement project which will alse
have a contaminated soil project associated with it in case thers Lis any
encountefed. The jet-fuel hydrant system I told you about earlier zhat’s an
approved project for 1S million dollars to replace that hydrant systam. And
we’'rs working on a landfill vemediation at an additional four sites and this
is to cap and remove contamination at other landfills. That concludes ny
briefing and atc this tizme I’'m going o turn back cver to Capt Geisel who‘ll
introduce the panel and open it up to questions. B

Capt Geisel: Before I ask the panel to come up let me just explain how we
do this;y we’ll have a panel...who'll answer your gquestions and so forth on
the rsmediation of these other sites. If you could if you have a question
I'd like =0 hear you state your nams and if you’'rcs representing an
organization please alsc stats that organization and if you could we’d like
you ¢0 gO to the mike we need to provide a public record of this ceeting and
we are recording it will enabdle us to make sure we have an accurate record
of the meeting. So if I could ask you to do that ~ state your nage, the
organiszation {if in fact yocur are representing an organization, and ¢o ahead
and ask your question. Additionslly I’d like to also have you limie it <o
one question at a time based on the number of pecple in here you can
probably ask Lf you have a several questicns stay at the mike and ask thoss
questions. At this time 1’4 like the panel to come forward plesse. Take
 your seats. At this tizme I'll introduce the panel ~ to my far right is D2
Milton Beck he is the Daover Air Foxcs Base Project Manager, we have Mr Bruce
Seach he is the BPA project cfficer and we have Mr Robert Allen who is the
Dept of Natural Resduices and Environmental Control DNREC cfficer here
tonight and I guess Matt you will be alsc able to ask questions - if you
have specific questions about the briefing or something Matt Parker brought
up he will also be available t3 answer. 30 at this time we’ll apen it up =0
questicns and {f uh we’ll start.



Cheis Sismerzmans My name is Chris Zimmerman I live near Magnolia and you
spoke .of the pumping or bailing cut of the menitoring wells. wWhere doss the
wateg go fTom there? ‘

Capt Geisel: . You mean the bailed out produce?

Chris Zlmmerman: Right.
Capt Geisel: Okay.

Or Milton Beck: The product when Lt is removed from the monitoring wells
will be storsd and analyzed to determine 12 the product contains other toxic
materials. If the free product contains othsr toxic materials, which is s
possibility especially at the two landflills, if indeed it does contain toxic
macerials it would be disposed of ae hasardous waste by Dover ALr Porce Base
thzough a licesnsed contractor . If the patroleum product does not contain
hazardous materials then it can be disposed of, through a caontracter, for
recycling and we anticipate that the majority of the product which will come
from ths two sites near the hydrant fueling systsm will be primarily jet
fuel. And we do not delieve that it will contain hasardous materials but it
will be analyzed alsc tS make sure. 1If it is not considered hazardous it
will be s0ld - uh - disposed of through a contractor for recyecling.

Capt Geisel: Any further questions?

Chris Zimmerman: Yes. Of course as you kaow there is a large gravel pit
acrass the highway. Has there any contamination been detected i{n that large
laks of Gearge & Lyneh? )

Dxr. Milton Beck: We have not sampled the water in that gravel pit. But we
do have monitoring wells between the gravel pit oa the EBast side of Re 113
and we would be able to detsct Lf materials are migrating frem the Base’
towards that highway.

Chris 2immerman: Any contamination detected in the - I guess it’e the. first
majer aquifer below the base? '

Dr. Miltoa Beck: 7That would ke the unconfined agquifer, the columbia aquifer
and in some aress on the Base yes, we have found contamination.

Chris Zizmerman: I guess my last question for now is the contaminatiocn, has
any of it reached any aof the tributaries, vetlands of the St Jones or the St
Jones River itself?

. Dr. Milteon Baek: We have detected low levels of soms solveats in the small

~

tzibutary on the golg course which empties into the St Jones River. 7The
levels as I recall that wers dstected are well below levels that are within
the Surface Water Standards for the 3State of Delawars. There's probably

" been some discharge to the North drainage diteh which in tura empties into

Little Creek or Pipe Bla Branch of the Little Creek . I doa’t think that
the levels that havd Bsen found there exceed any surface water standards.

¢



Chris iismermans I can thiak of a few more, but ‘1] ...
Capt Geissl:s Okay well then plesse come back up here then.

Chris 2immsrman: You mentioned several landfilled sites. To the best of
your xnowledge has an effort been made co identify every concoxvabla eite on
the BSase? .

Dr. Milton Seck: Yes, efforts have bsen made by going through rscords,
incerviews of exmployees that werked on base in years past, cthere has been a
rather axtensive effort to tzy and locate every possible source of
contaminacion that could be identified on the Base. Have we identified
everything? That remains to bs seen. 1In the course of the remedial
{investigation that is going =0 be undergeing or starting this summer. We
will be leocking at ground water throughout tha entire Base. And cne of the
big efforts is looking at the ground water that would be migrating off the
Base to make sure contamination is not leaving the Base. In the csurse of
this _ investigation, it is possible that we would locats or .dentify
additicnal scurces of contamination. If we fiand contamination that seems =c
be coming frem an area that we are unaware of, we will ianvestigate that
fuzeher =0 see (¢ there (s or what the source might be.

Chris Zimmerman: Initially you mentioned that the funding for this prcjoce
is a separate line item from your coperatisas.

Dr. Milton Becks That is correct.

Chris Zicmerman: Is the funding for this cleanup - can the funds be
utilized by either the County or other Superfund cleanups for Lnstance
_Wildecat Landfill or zhe Landfill at Houston?

Dr. Milten Beck: No. The funds that are being used to clean up Dover Air
Porce B3ase are fundes that have been appropriated by Congress to the
Deparcment of Defense under what ls called The Defense Eanvironmantal
Restoration Acecunt. DERA money is used only for cleanup Of past
contamination problems or contamination problems that originated pricr to
1384 and ic will be used only on active Military Bases, Alr Force, Army,
Navy, whatesver.

Chris STimmerman: Soms Of you have Bsen named as & contributor to &
hagsardous waste site on private property or county property. I8 thars a
mechanism that Congress has set aside funding for that cleanup?

Dr. Milton Becks Yes. As a matter of fact I think there’s two there may ke
more but I know that there’s twa sites that Dover Alr Yorce Base is
considered third party PRP. Which Dover Alir Yorce Base through the Alr
Force is ceatributing to the investigation and cleanup of those sites. Now
_as t0 the exact zschanism of that funding I don’t kacw. I’'m not aware of it
- because scmecne else handles that. It Lsn’t even handled at Dover Alir Force
Basae. .

¢ os



Mat: Parker: That's & special pot of money, Lt is also DERA money. That
comes off and Ls handled, in our case by Alrstaf?, and as Air Porce Bases,
whether it i8 Dover or any Sther Air Force Base, are idencified as °APs,
those funds are allacated for the investigation and cleanup of thoss sites.

Capt Geisel: Are there any othar guestiocns?

Cape dJelsel: Por those of you who are more bashful and chose net te go =o
the mike but might have scme questions G ask on & perscnal note, the panel
will be available as well as Matt Parker following the mesting for 135-20
ainutes or wWhatever is required o maybe answer soms Qquestions that yeu
might have that you dida‘'t want %0 bring up ln the public forum. If there
are no further questicns, and again I°'ll ask again I don’t want 20 - we‘re
70t rying to cut this short by any msans. We’'re here to angwer zhe
questions that you might have, But if there are no gquestions, it’'s still
daylight outside and go outside and enjcy the evening. We’'ll go ahead and
adjcuzn this public meeting and like I said the panel will be available %o
answer some questicons you might have. No further questions?

Dr. Milton Beck: It might be moneian.d that if you have comments that you
wish to make in writing they can be accepted by Dover Alr Porce Sase up
until July 27.

Capt Geisel: And they can be directed to either Dr. Milton Beck that (s in
the Invironmental Planning 0ffice of Dover Air Yorce Base and the 3ip code
for that is 19901...02 «I’‘m sorry 19902. And that was in the pudlic notice
will appear in the newspaper and a rscord of this seeting will be placed in
sur depository. No further gquesticns? This public mseting Ls adjourned.
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STATE OF DELAWARE
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
& ENVIRONMENTAL CCNTROL

DiVISION OF AIR & WASTE MANAGEMENT
89 KINGS HIGHWAY
P.O. Box 1401
QFFICE OF THE DOVER. DELAWARE 19903 TELEPHONE: (302) 739 - 4764
DIRECTOR

September 30, 1992

Mr. Edwin B. Erickson (3RA00)
Regional Administrator

U.S EPA Region III

841 Chestnut Building
Philadelphia, PA 19107

Dear Mr. Erickson:

This letter is to officially express DNREC's concurrence with the
Record of Decision for recovery of floating waste at sites WP 14
(D-4) and LF 18 (D-10) at Dover Air Force Base. As you know, DNREC
has provided review and comment on the drafts of this document.

We look forward to the implementation of this interim remedial
action, which we believe is an important first step in remediating
the ground .water problems at the base, and in providing effective
protection of human health and the environment.

.“Rétallick '
, Division of Air and Waste Management

PGR:RJA:rja
RIA2202

pc: N.V. Raman
Robert Allen
Bruce Beach
Milton Beck

Delaware's good nature defrends on you!



