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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT .
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA *

WEST PALM BEACH DIVISION
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) _ - o
o  07-81036¢
Plaintiff, ) - 8 - 3 6@
' ) CIVIL ACTIONNO _ e
V. ) .
.HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL ) __
INC., ) FILED by b.C.
_ ) INTAKE :
Defendant. :
P . NOV -2 2007
CLARENCE MADDOX
o : 5.5 S rlay BT Kl
COMPLAINT

* The United States of America, by authority of the Attorney General of the United States

‘and _tllr_ough the undersi'gned attorneys, aeting at the request of the Administrator of the United

States Envifonmental.Protection Agency (hereafter "(J.S. EPA" or "EPA"), files this complaint -
and alleges as follows:

NATURE OF THE ACTION

1. This is a civil action seeking a ruling of liability under Sections 107(a)(2) of the
Comprehensnve Enwronmental Response Compensatlon and Liability Act, as amended
("CERCLA") 42 U. S C.§ 9607(a)(2) a declaratory Judgment of liabillty for future response

costs under Section l 13(g)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9613(g)(2), and injunctive relief under

"~ Section 106(a), 42 U.S.C. § 9606(a). The United States seeks this relief in connection with the

release or threatened release of hazardous substances into the environment at the Solitron
Devices Superfund Alternative Site located in Riviera Beach, Florida, (hereinafter referred to as

the “Site”).



o JUﬁJS_DICTION AND VENUE -

2. This Court has jurisdiction over the s;l_bject matter of this action, and the

: D.efendant, pursuant to Sections 1.06(a), 107(a) and 113(b) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(a),
."9_60_7(a) and 9613(b), and under 28 U.S.C.}§§ 1331 and 1345.

3 . | 'Véhue -is proper in this District under Sections 106(a) and 113(b) of CERCLA,

42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(a) and 9613(b), and 28 U.S.C. § 1391(b) and (c), because the clai_m_s arose,
and the threatened and actual releases of hazardous substances occurred, within this judicial
jdis'tr_ict.

DEFENDANT

4. T_l.le.Defend.ant is a “person,” wifhin the meaning_df Séction 101(21) of CERCLA,
| 42US.C. §9601(21). | | . |
5. The Defendant isl a person who owned and operat;:'d a facility. on-Site at the time
- of disposal of hazardous substance_s pursuant to Section 107(a)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C'.
~ §9607(a)(1). |

 GENERAL ALLEGATIONS

_ 6. . The Site consists of 8.65 acres of industrial prg;peny located at 1177 Blue Heron
Bouleva_rd.(t.he “Soliuon Préperty_”)_, in the City of Riyié_:ra- Beach, Florida (“C_ity”), togéther with
' th_e.a'reél extent of tﬁe groundwater contamination emanating from the Solitron Property and
portions of the City sewer system connected to the Solitron Property | |

7. . From_. 1960 to.Januaryl_965, Honeﬁell ovfned the manufacfuring facility on the
Solitron Property, and discharged into ihc City sewer system solvents, including

_ trichloroethylene (“TCE”), dichlorobenzene, aﬁd xylene, which it used to clean the electroﬁic



: components it manufactured. Sol_itron Devices, Inc. (“Solitron”) purchased the facility from -'
Honeywell and continucd_ operations including discharges tot he City sewer system through 1992.

8._ In response to a release ora substantial threat of a release of hazardous substances
at or from the Site, EPA Region 4 n'erformed a Site Screening Investigation at the Site and
'detecte'd TCE m soils and groundwater on the Site property in February of 1985. The
nydrogeological and analytical- data co]lecteo from the borings and monitoring wells installed by
the Florida De_pajtment_ of Environmental Protection (“FDEP”) demonstrated in September an'd-
October of 1985 that the Site was one of the sources of groundwater contamination found in the
area. | | | |

9. The detected contami_nant's include chromium and arsenic in the soils and TCE,-l
vinyl chloride;_ chlor'obenzene,larsenic, ethylbenzene, xylenes, éluminum, iron, chloroform,_

- cthrobenzene, chloroform, '1I,2-diohlo'roethene(total), tetl_'achloroethene, trichloroethane,
(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, 1,4-dichlorobenzene, 2,4-dichtor0ph_enol, ér'senic, eadmium, iron, and
thallium_ in the groundwatef. All such contaminants are believed to have been generated by
Honeywell’s and.Solitron’s operations at the Solitron Property.

10.  The aforementioned contarninants listed in paragraph 9 above are each a
“hazardous substance” as defined in Section 101(.14) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14).

1-1. tn response to a release ora substantial threat of a relee_ise of hazardous substances
at or from the Site, EPA commenced on Februat'y 27, 1997,..an-Expand_ec.i Site Inspection (“ESI”)
and Remedial InVéstigation (“RI”) for the Site pursuant to 4O'IC..F .R. § 300.430. EPA completed |
| the ESI/RI Repon on April .22, 1999. On March 1, 1999, Honeywell entered into an |

Administrative Order on C_on.sent to perform the Feasibility Study (“FS”). In response to a

"3



- request by EPA, Honeywell conducied suppleméntal remedi.al ihvestigétibp activities from
September 1999 through January. 2003. aneﬁéll submiﬁed the reéults of the supplemental
-remedial investi_gaﬁon and revised FS ih July_'2063. EPA issupd a Proposed Plan on Aprill 13,
2004 and executed é Record of Decision for-the' final Site remedy _(“'ROD”) in December of
2004. | |
12.  The ROD provides fbr aremedy whic.hl includes the following: removal of the top
two feet of contaminatea surfacé soils w1th off-site diépbsal, and extraction of coﬁtaminat'ed
groundwater and ﬁeatmént with éir—stripping.and t_hen re-injection of the clean groundwate.r with
natural attenuatioh, as more pa'rtiéul.axly describéd in_thé ROD.
13.  The ROD isnot inc;on'siSt'enf with CERCLA and the National Contingcncf Pian,
40 C.F.R. Part 300.
| 14.  There were and are “releases” within the meaning of Séétion 101(22) of
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9601 (22), as well as the threat of continuihg releases of hazardous -
Sl;bstances,-inio the environment at and f_rom‘thc Site.
15. The _Sité is a “facility” ;vlithin the meaning of S‘ection 101(9) of CERCLA,
 42USC.§ 9601, |
16.  The United States has incurred and will contin_ué to incur costs of ren;ioyal and.
remediai gctiohs not inconsistent witﬁ the National Contingency Pian in responding to thé release
or thféateﬂed releé.ée of haza}dous substances at and from the Site, within the meaning bf Section

101(23), (24), and'(25) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(23), (24), and (25).



~Q

FIRST CLAIM FOR RELIEF

17.  Section 107(a) of CERCLA prbvides’, in pertinent part:
(2) any person who at the time-of _diépos’al of any hazardous substance owned or operated
any facility at which such hazardous substances were disposed of . . . from which there is

a release, or a threatened release which causes the incurrence of response costs, of a
hazardous Substance, shall be liable for -- :

- .(A) all costs of removal or remedial action incurred by the United States Government . .
~ . not inconsistent with the national contingency-plan. . . .

42 US.C. § 9607(a).

- 18.  Section '1'13(g)(2) of CERCLA pertains to actions for recovery of costs under

Section 107 of CERCLA, 42’U’.S.C. § 9607, and provides in pertinent part:

In any ‘such action d_e's_cribed in this subsection, the court shall enter a declaratory
judgment on liability for response costs or damages that will be binding on any
subsequent action or actions to recover further response costs-or damages.
42 U.S.C. § 9613(g)(2).
19.  The Defendant is liable to the United States for.all response".cost_s, including the
costs of removal and remedial actions to be incurred in the future by the United States with
respect to the Site. pursuant to Section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a).

| - 20..  The Defendant is liable for a declaratory judgment on liability for respohse costs

or damages that will be binding on any subsequent action or actions to recover further response -

~“costs or damages, pursuant to 42 U.5.C. § 9613(g)(2).
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SECOND CLAIM FOR RELIEF -
21 Section 106(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606(a), provides in pertinent part:

* In addition to any other action taken by a State or local government, when the

" President determines that there may be an imminent and substantial endangerment
to the public health or welfare or the environment because of an actual or
threatened release of a hazardous substance from a facility, he may require the -

- Attorney General-of the United States to secure such relief as may be necessary to
abate such danger or threat, and the district court of the United States in the
district in which the threat occurs shall have jurisdiction to grant such relief as the
public interest and the equities of the case may require.

22; By EXecu'tiv_e Order 12580 of January 23, 1987, the Président’s-funcﬁons under
106(a) of CERCLA, 42 USC 9606(a), have been delegated to the Administrator of EPA.
23. ° EPA has determined that there is or m.ay Be’ an imh1in_ent and substantial |

endangerment to the public héalth or Welfare or the environment because of actual or threatened

- releases of hazardous'substances from the Site.

24.  The Defendant is liable for the injunctive relief to which the United States is

entitled at the Site under Section 106(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606(a).

' PRAYER FOR RELIEF
:WHEREFORE,_ Piaintiﬁ', the United States of Arherica,'respectﬁllly reqﬁe'sts' that the

Court:



(S

-1 Order Defendant to abate the threat posed by the release or threatened release of
‘hazardous substances by performmg the remedy selected by EPA in the ROD
2. Award Plamtlff a declaratory Judgment that the Defendants are liable for all future
‘costs 'incurred by the United States in connection with the Site; and
3. | Gtant the United .S_t_a‘tes sueh. other relief as this Court m'ay deem appropriate.

.Respectfully submitted,

' .'E LEN M MAHAN
. Deputy Section Chief
Environmental Enforcement Section

' CHERYL L. SMOUT
Environmental Enforcement Section
_ Envirbnment & Natural Resources Division
United States Department of JUSUCC
P.0. Box 7611
. Washington, D.C. 20044-7611
Telephone: (202) 514-5466
Facsimile: (202) 514-2583
E-mail: cheryl.smout@usdoj.gov
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT - MAGISTRATE mDGB |

FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA ‘_ “§OW/
WEST PALM BEACH DIVISION
— : c:vzmcﬁ'
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, ) |
) 07 IUS
Plaintiff, ) & S 8 o
| ) CIVIL ACTIONNO. | e
V. )
) i e
HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL ) f&l}ﬁ%by____,o.c. |
INC., ) :
) . NOV -2 2007
Defendant. )
) SRR,
' NOTICE OF LODGING

| Pursuant to '28 C.F.R. §50.7, a proposed Conseht Decree is being lodged with
the Court in this civ;l action. After the requisite Federal Regiéter Notice is published, the
time period for comments (30 days) has rim, and the. comments, if any, have been
evalila_ted, the United States will Mher advise the Court as to any action which we
recommend that the Court ta!ke. However, no aiction is required of the Court during
pendehcy of the comment period under 28 C.F.R. Section 50.7. In particular, the United

States respectfully fequests that the Consent Decree not be signed or entered by the Court

- until a Motion to Enter is submitted.

sp tﬁllly submltted

CHERYL L‘éMOUT Trial Counsel
Environmental Enforcement Section
U.S. Department of Justice

P.O. Box 7611

Washington, DC 20044

4
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA

A8
1036-CTV- (0P
CASE NO. 07-81036-CIV-ZLOCH .

' -QOY/ 555

ou? ("q

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, )5‘0
Plaintiff, .Dq'

vs. _ FINAL ORDER OF DISMISSAL

HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL, INC.,

Defendant.
/

THIS MATTER is before the Court upon Plaintiff United States
of America’s Motion To Enter Consent Decree (DE 3). The Coqrt has
carefully reviewed said Motion and the entire court file and is
otherwise fully advised in the premises.

The Court has conducted a complete review of the proposed
Consent Decree (DE 2), together with its appendices. The Court
finds said Consent Decree is reasonable, fair, and consistent with
the purposes of the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act.

Accordingly, after due consideration, it is

ORDERED AND ADJUDGED as follows:

1. That Plaintiff United States of America’s Motion To Enter
Consent Decree (DE 3) be and the same is hereby GRANTED;

2. That the Parties’ Consent Decree (DE 2) be and the same is
hereby approved, adopted, and ratified; and

3. To the extent not otherwise disposed of herein, all pending

Solewo
""D@/\}\ 0 e




Case 9:07-cv-81036-WJZ Document4 Entered on FLSD Docket 03/13/2008 Page 2 of 2

motions are hereby DENIED as moot.

DONE AND ORDERED in Chambers at Fort Lauderdale, Broward

County, Florida, this 13th day of March, 2008.

1

WILLIAM J. OCH
United States District Judge

T~

Copies furnished:

All Counsel of Record



IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE SOUTHERN DISTRICT OF FLORIDA
* 'WEST PALM BEACH DIVISION

_ Plaintiff, o -
v, N CIVIL ACTIONNO. __ ~

UNHEDSTATESOFAME:RICA - O:?,_ 8 IU 36

_ HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL
INC.,

Défendént.

Consent Decree
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I BACKGROUND |
.A. The United States of America (“United States”) on behalf of the Admmrstrator of -
the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”), ﬁled a complaint in thrs matter
pursuant to S_ections 106 and 107 of the Comprehensive Environmental Respome,
Compensat_ion, and.'Liability Act (“CERCLA™), 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606, 9607.
-. | B. : The ﬁMted Statesl in its complaint seeks, inter alia: (1) reimbursement of costs -
incurred by'EPA and the Departr_nent of Justice for response actions at the _Soli.tron Superfund |
Site in Riviera Beach, Florida, together with accrued interest; and (2) performance of studies and
response- work by the. defendant at the Site consistent with the-National Contingency Plan,
| '40 C F.R. Part 300 (as amended) (“NCP”)
. C.. In accordance with the NCP and Section 121(6(1)(F) of CERCLA, 42 U S. C
.§ 9621(f)(l)(F) EPA notified the State of Florlda (the “State”) on April 19, 2007, of negotiations
with potentially responsrble parties regardmg the rmplernentatlon of the remedial design and
renred_ial action for tn_e Site, and Et’A_has provided_th'e State with an opportunity to participate in
'such negotiations and be a party to this Consent Decree.
D. o In accordance wrth Section 122(])(1) of CERCLA 42 U.S.C. § 9622(j)(1), EPA
B | .notlﬁed the Department of Interior and NOAA on. Apnl 19, 2007 of negotratrons with
. potentra.lly responsrble parties regarding the release of hazardous substances that may have
- resulted in_ injury to.the-natural resources- under Federal' truste_eship and encoura_ged the trustee(s)
o p'articipate in-the negotiation ot th~is Consent. Decree. .' |
E. - The defendant that has entered into this-Consent_Decree;'Idoneywell International
'Inc; (“Honeywell”) does not admit any liability to tne Pla‘intiff-arising out of the transactions or

_-occurrences alleged in the complaint, nor does it acknowledge that the release or threatened



| - reléaée of ha;ardqus subs_tancés at or from the Site constitutes an imminent or substantial
- énda'ngcmlen’t to the public health or welfaré or the environment.

F. This Site.is a Superfund Alfex_'native'Site (“SAS”) and has .n.ot yet been placed on |

the National brioriﬁes List. | | - |

'G.  Inresponse to a release or a- substﬁntiai threat of a releasé of hazardoué_ sﬁbstances
at of_from the Site, EPA commenced on-February 27, 1997,_ an Ekpaqded Sité IrxSpéction {“ESI”)
i :.and Remedial Inflcstligat.ion (_“RI”) for the Site pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.430. EPA completed
" the ESVRI Réport on Apﬁl 22, 1999. | | ”

H. | On March 2, 1999, Honeywell initiated a Feasibility Study (“FS”) for the Site |
pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.430. H-o.neywel.]. sui)mitted anFS Report on July 19, .2000.

L In respoﬁse to.a fequest by EPA, Honeywell conducted s_ubbl_emental reme_diz_il |
investigation activities from Sepiember 1999-through J_anl'iary 2003. _Hohey@ell _sub_n._litted_.the'
results of the éuppl_emeétal .l_r_emcdial inVes.ti'gatio-n and rcvised' FSinJ ul-y 2003. |

J. - " Pursuant to Séc;ion 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S._-C. $ 9617, EPA published notice of
' the completion of the FS and of the proposed plan for remedial action on April 13,_200‘4_, ina

““inajor :l(_')cal néwSpapér_ of gengr_él circulation.. EPA provided :an opportunity for_ written and oral
comments from the public on thé-pt(-)po'sec—l plan for '_r'é'n;ediél e_ic.ti,o-_h. A copy of the transcript of
the public meeting is available to the i)ubli-.c as part of the administrative r.ec'ord upon which the
. Régi_oﬁal A_dminis&étér based the seléction of the response éctio_n.
| K. | The d_eé‘ision By EPA oﬁ £he remedial action to be ini'plemented at the Site is
o embodied in a final Record of Decision (“ROD”), e'xecuted on December 12, 2004, on which the |

State had a reasonable opportunity to review and comment and has given its concurrence. The



ROD includes a res_ponsiw)eness summary to the.;.)ub.lic co.mments. Noticé of théfmél plan was
published in accordance w';ih Section 117(b) of CERCLA. |
| E ‘L. Based. on the information presently available tol_EPP; and the State, EPA a;nd'the
Staté believe thaf the Work -will Be pr'operl”y and promptly conducted by Hméy'wcll if conducted
- -in écgordahce withl.the reqtiirerr_xents of this. Consér'lt Deéree and its appeﬁdices.
. M. Solely for the purposes of Section 113(j) of CERCLA, the Remediél .Aciion |

selected in the ROD and the Work to be pérformed by Honey_well-shall constitute a response |
- action taken or ordered'by the President. .l |

| N; The Parties recognize, and the Court by eﬁtermg this Consént Deéree finds, that -
this _Conserit i)ecree has been ncgotia:ted by the Péﬁies in good faith and implemcntation of this.
Consent Decree will expedité the cleanup of the Site a%xd will avdi;l proloﬁgéd and complicétcd
li_tigatidn bet_v?egn the Parties, and-tha't'this Consent Decree is fair, reésonable,-and in the public
mterést. o

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby Ordered, Adjudged; and Decreed: -
| IL -.IURISI_)ICTION
1. This Court has juﬂsdictiqn o'\.relr the .éubject matter 6f this _action pursuant to 28
_U.s"._c. §§ 1331 and 13_45'; and 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606, 9607, and '9'6'13(55. “This Court also has
B pefsonél juriSdiction over Honéywell-. Solely for thé purpoé’es .o'f this Conseni Decree and the
: underlying complaint, HoﬁeyWell waives é_ll 'object.i'o‘ns_'-and.de.flf.:nses thai it may have to

| jﬁfisdiction_ o}' the Court or té venue in thi.,s District. Hohe_yWéli_ sﬁé]l' not cha_llenge the terms of

this Consent Decree or this Court's jurisdiction to enter and enforce this Consent Decree.



HI. PART[ES BOUND

| 2.~ This Consént_ Decree applies to and is binding ;upor; the .Ijnitéd. States and the

_ Stété and upon Honeywéll and its suc&:ssors an(i assigns. Any change in owne_rship or corporate |
stafus' of a Honeywell .inc_luding',-but not limited to, any _t;ansfe; of assets or real or p;rsbnal
propérty, shall'in no Way alter_Honeywell'slrc's'pons-ibilities uhder ihis Consent Decree.

3. Honeywell sh;all provide a copy of this Consent Decree to each: contractor hired fo
_"perfoi'm the Wo;‘k '(és c}eﬁned 'beloW) réqﬁired by this Coﬁsent Decree and to .eaqh person |
o represenfmg HoﬁeyWell _Qim _resﬁect_to the Site or the Work and shall condition all contracts
.' e.ntered'li'r.lto hereuﬁdef Llpon perfor_mlance' of the Work in conf(.)rmity. with ﬁle teﬁps of this

Consent_ 'Decreé. Honeywell or its contractors sﬁail provide written notice of the Consent Deéree

' toall subcoﬂt_ractqrs hired to perform any portion of the Work required by this Consent Decree.

| Honeywell sﬁall nonetheless be responsiﬁ_le for ensuring that its contractors and subcon.trat:tor,s_l-

. peﬁom th__e bek cont_emplated herein in accbrdanée with this Coﬁsent Decree. With regaId_'to
the aqtivities mdeﬁaken pufsuan; to.;his Consent Decree, eac_h contractor and s_ubcontractor shall
be _deemed tobein a cdnt_ractual relationship witﬁ Honeywell within the'meaning_ of Sec_tidn

- 107(b)(3) of CERCLA, 42U.S.C. § 9607(b)(3). | |

: | B IV DEFINITIONS

4. Unh;s_s 6tﬁerWise expressly provfded herein, terrﬁs used. m this Consent Decree
w}uch are defined in CERCLA or m regulatio_hs_ promulga.t‘ed under CERCLA sﬁ_all hayé the

_ ;rléaﬁing aséfgned to them in éERCLA-or m such fegulaiidné. Whenever terms listed below are
fuééd in.t'hi's. Consent Decree or in the appendices attached he_fe‘to- an‘d"ihcofporakdheréunder, the

following deﬁriition_s shall apply:



k “CERCLA” shall mean the Combrehéhsivé Envhonmeﬁtél_Respéme, Compensation, aﬁd
- Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42U.S.C.§§ 9601, et seq. -'
“Consent Decfge” sﬁall mean Lhi_s D_ecreé and all appendices 'attac_:hed hereto (listed in. .
- Sé&ion XXIX) In th_¢ event of COIlﬂi(;t between this Decree and any appendix, thls Degr_ée shall
céhtrol. | | | | |
";Day-" shall fnean_.a calendar day unless expressly statéd to be a working day. “Working
day” shall mean a 'déy_ o’tﬁer’ than a Saﬁxrday, Sunda);, or Federal holiday.'.In'computing any
~ period of time undér th.is Consent Dédce, whé;e the last day.. would fall ona ,Satiﬁdéy, .Sun'd'ay,
.~ or Federal hol_idgy, the period sﬁall run until t.he close of bdsiness 6f the next workirig day.
“Effective baté” shall be thé effective date of tliis'Consent Decree as provided in
Pafagréph 104.
| “EPA” shall mean the .I_Jnite'd States Environmental Protection Agency and any successor
| .de;-)an'ments or aééncies of the United States. |
“FDEP” shali mean-the Florida Department .of Environmental Protection and .an~y
s'uccessolr.d.epartménts or"agehcies of the S;’ate.' |
“Future éversight-Costs" 'shail ineén th;clt portion of__.F_ut_u.rc' Response Cosfé that EPA
. incurs in monitorihg and supervising Honeywell’s perfoﬁnhrice of t.he Work to _défér,_miiié_ |
. whetlier such perfonngnce is'c-onsistent with the réquiréménfs of this_ Consent De_cfee, including -
coéts incurred in 'r(f.viéwir_lg. plans, reports: and.other_'(_locunﬂllents submitted pursuant to th_is_
Consent Decree, as .well_ as costs inc-urred in §Vemeeing implc-:meﬁta.tion-of- the Work; however,
' :,O"ve_:'rsight Costs do not-include, inter alia::' the costs'.incﬁrre'd by the United Stat'es.l pursuant té
.'. Sections VII (Remedy Review), IX (Access and Institutional Confrols), XV (Emergency
- Response), and Paragraph- 85 of Section XXI'(Wopk Takeofve'r)_,' or the _cbéts incurred by the
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United States in ehforcing the,terfns of thls ConSen_t-.DéCree_, including all' costs ipcufred in
- connectjén with Dispute Resolution pursuant to Section XIX (Dispute Résolution) and e.lll. '
_ '.litiga_t'ion costs.

. “Future Respoﬁse Costs” shall mean all costs iriéurre’d commencing January 1,2007, |
ix'lcluding,'but not limited to, direct and indirect costé; that. the Uni_ted States incufs in reviewing
or developiﬁg pléﬁs, repdﬁs ;nd 6ther items pursuant to this Consent D<_:cree, verifying the Work,
br other'wisg -i.mplc;,mentix.ig, overséeing, or enfo‘rcing this Consent Decree, including, but not |
limited to, payroll-.costs, éontractbr costs, travel costs, laboratory costs, the costsﬂ incurred
imfsuant to Sections VII (Remedy Review),_ IX (Access and Institutiqnal Controls) (including,
bﬁt not limited td, the cost of attorney time and any mpnies paid to Sécur_e access and/or to secure.
“or i;npleméﬁt instiltutionall controls.incl;lding, but not li_m'ited to,.the amb_unt of just _
| compensati.on),'.XV (ﬁmergenéy Respo_nse), and Paxa’graéh‘ 85 of Section XXI (Work Takedver).

“Interest,” éhall mean interest at the rate specified for iﬂtercst on investments of the EPA
Hazardoué Substance Superfund established by 26 U.S_;C. § 9507, compounded anmially oﬁ
' O“ct'obér 1 of each year, 1n accordance with42 U.S.C. § 9607(a). The applicable rate of interest |
shall be the raté in 'effec; at the time the i’nteresf a;:crges. The rate of interest is subjeqt to_c.hange
on O_ctqber 1 of each yéar.

“National Contingency Plan” lor “NCP” shall méan .tir.ie National'Oil and Hazardous
Subétanceé’ Pollution 'C§htingency Plan promulgated. pursl;ant to Section 10_5 of CERCL‘A,
2USC. § 9605, codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, and any amendments thereto.
| “Operation and Maint'e_:r.l.ancc’,’ or “«O&M” sﬁall_ mean _al'_l gctivitie_s required_tp maintain

 the effectiveness of the Remedial Action as required under the Opei‘_atio’n and l\/ﬁintenahce Plan



‘approved or developed by EPA pureuant- to this Conse'nt'.Decree and the Statement of Work
(SOW) |
“Paragraph shall mean a portlon of this Consent Decree ldentlﬁed by an arablc numeral
or an upper case letter.
“Panies” shall mean t__he United States and Honeywell.
“Performance Standards” shall mean the cleanup standards' and other measures of
| achieyement of the goaic of the Remediai Action, set forth in the ROD and referenced in the
- SOW. | o |
“Plaintiff” shall mean the United States.
_ .“Prelimina'ry Design Report” or “PDR”’sha_ll mean the document developed' pursuant to
Paragraph 10 of thls Consent Decree and approved by EPA and any arnendmcnts thereto.
“RCRA” ehall mean the Solld Waste Dlsposal Act as amended 42 U S C. §§ 6901 et
-~ seq. (also known as the Resource Conservatlon and Recovery ‘Act).
“Record of Decision” or “ROD” shall mean the EPA Record of Decision relatmg to the
- Site sxgned on August 12, 2005, by the Reglonal Admlr_ustrator, EPA Region 4, or his/her
o delegate, and ali attachments' thereto. The ROD is attached as Appen'dix A. |
- “Remedlal Actlon ‘shall mean those act1v1t1es except for Operatlon and Mamtenance to
| | | be undeltaken by Honeywell to. 1mplement the ROD; in accordance with the SOW and the fmal
_ Remedlal-Desrgn.a_nd Remedial Action WOrk Plans and other plans apprdved by EPA.
' ;‘Renredral'Action Work Plan” or “RA Work Plan” shal.l rncan the document developed
' 'pureuant to Paragraph ;11 'of th'is _Cons'ent Decree and approved-by EPA, and any amendments

thereto.



‘cRerﬂedial Dels.ig_n” shall mean thosc. acti\'}i_tie's' io'i)e .u'h‘del'take_l-) b'y-Honeywell-to de_:velop- |
the final plans and speciﬁcatior.ls. fpr tﬁe Remédiﬁl Action pursuant to th¢ Preliminary Design
.-Rlepo.rt. _ | |

“Section” shall mean a portion of this C_onsenf Decree identified by;:l Roman pumeral. g

‘;anéywell” sﬁall mean Hoﬁeyweli Intefna_tion‘al Inc  |

| _ “Site” shgll ﬁlean the So_litr_on Devices SQperﬁmd Alterh;ltivg Site, (Superfund-I-D_ #
~A484) 'er-lc()mpas'si:ng the gréundwatef and soil cOntAmination'located on the property on which
Sdlifrq;; Dévi?:cs operated, which is épproximately 8.65 acres, located at 1 177 Blue Hé'roﬁ '
; .Bou'lev.ard m R:iviera B_ea'ch, West Palrfl County, Florida (“Blue Heron Propéxty’ "), and the areal-
 extént of the gfouﬁdwater conta'miﬁét_ion émanating from the Blue Heron Prope_n.y- or portions of
the mu'ni_ci[‘)alilscwér system .conn;cct_e'd to the Blue Heron Property.
| “State” Sh'c_lll tmaiﬁhe émw of Florida. -

“.S-tatement of Work” or “SO_W’.' shall m¢a:i the statem:ent of work for implé_méntation of
: tﬁe Re‘fnedial D'es_igh, Remedial Aétion; and Operatio_n and Maintenance at the Site, as set forth
in Appgndix_ B to this Consént’ Decree and any modiﬁcéltions made in accérdance with this
..Cdnsent Decree.

“Superv1s1ng 'anltra.(.:.to'r”.'.sha_ll .méé-n th_e'pri_;lc'i-pz_l_l' cbtjtractor retéinéd by Honeywell to
.sﬁpei'vis'e aﬁd- _ciire& the implement'atilon;ofs the Work under &is Consent Decree. |

Umted States” sﬁall mean the United States of America.

. “Waste Mate'r';al” éhqll mean (1) any “haiardous substlan.ce” under Sec'tion..101(145 of
CERCLA, 2USC § 9601(14); (2) any pollutant or contaminait under Secﬁoﬁ 10133); -

- 42US.C. § 9601(33_); (3) any “solid waste” under Section 1004(27) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C.



§ 6903(27); and (4) émy ‘;hazz_irdous material” unde_r Section 252.82-of the Floﬁda ﬁazardous |

.Materials. Emergen_cy.R-gspons.e and Cbmmunity Right.—to_—KnoW Act of 1988. |
“Work” shall mean alll. activities H-oneywel.l.is requi’réd to perform under this Coﬂsent

’ Deéree, except tﬁose required by Seciiqn XXV (Retention of Records). |
| V. GENERAL PROVISIONS |
5. | Objectives of the lParti.es. The objécti'ves of the Parties in énteﬁﬁg into this
\ CbnSent Décree a:e to p;btt;ct public health or -we-:lfar.e o-r the environment q't the Site by the
design and.implement.ation of response acfions at the Site by Honeywell, to reimburse response
costs of the Plaintiff, and to resolve the claims of Plaintiff agai‘n'st. Honeyv?eli as provided in this
* Consent Dé;ree. |
6. i | CO@itmep& by Honeywell.

a. Honeywell shall finance and perform the Work in accordance with this

Consent Dec_ree,'the -ROD, _the.S(-)lW, and all.wo'rk:plans- and other plans, standards,
' spe'ciﬁcatliolns.,_ and .scllledule_s set fénh herein or developed by Honey§v¢ll and_approved by EPA
_ ',plursu'ant to this Consent Decree. Hon'cy.wel'l: shall also reimburse the United States for Fhﬁne_
'Résponse_ Costs as pfovi<_ieZ'd in this ¢onsent Decree. |
7. .. | g_('_)mp_lian(.::e Wxth Applicable Law. All'acﬁv,:i_tie:s_. undertaken by ﬁohgy“}ell
| ‘_-pursuant' to.'th.is .Conéélit" Decre¢ shall be perfonned- in.--accordance' witﬁ the feq_tliremenis of all |
: 'a‘pplic-:abl.e. feder'al and state laws and reg;ilatibns. -.Héﬁe_jIwéll _mﬁst alé_o comply withall
' appli'c.able or relevant and appropriat;a'fequircments of all Federal and s_taté environrhéntal laws
' as set férth in‘the R,OD'and the SOW. The 'activities conducted pursuant to this Consent Decree;

if approved by EPA, shall be considered to be consistent with th__e NCP.



- 8. Permits.
a. . As nfovided in Section_ 121(e) of CERCLA and Section 300.400(e) of the
.NCi?, no pt;,rrnit shall_ be :'equired for any p(_)rtion_of tne Wprk cnnducted entirely on-site (i.e.,
‘within the areal exténi of contamination or in very close proximity to ﬂle contamination and
né'cessary for implémenfation, of the Wo_r]Q. Honeyvyell shall identify all local perrmts that | |
Honeywell is not requiinad to obtain-bursuﬁnt to Section 300.400(e) of the NCP, and provide state
_ io EPA how Honeywell will xneet the intent_ ofl any such permit as required m Sention IV2Cof
the SOW. Whefe any portion of the Work that is nolt .on-site requires a federal, state, or locai
permit or approval, Honeywe]l shali subnii; timély'and complete applications and take all other -
ac'-tions.nece'ssa;y to ob.ta_in_- ;all-s.uch permits or approvals. .
_' b Hont_aywéll_ inay seek relie_f under .thel provisions of Section XVIII (Force
i Majeure) of this Consent Decnee.fo; any delny in the performance of the Wofk resulting from a
failure to obt.ain,.(.')r_ a'deiay in pbtainmg, any permit required'fbr the Work.
.¢.  This Consent DeCre_:e is not, and shall not be construed to be, a perr_nit
issued i)nrsuant fo any federal or -s.tate statute or regulétion. | . |
VL PERI;‘ORI'WANCE OF THE WORK BY HONEMLL
9 Selection of Supervising Contractor. - . N N .
. a - -All'aSPel.c'ts' Qf tne Work to be .peffdrfned .by HoneyWel_l pursuant to |
"._ . Seétions VI (Pgrforinance_ nf the W_orkﬁy-Honeywell), VH (Rgme_dy'R_elview)., VIH_ (Qnality.
| A;émmce, Sampliné and Data Analysis), and XV (Emergency Response)_ of this .Consent Decfee
shall be under t.h’e"direction'nnd s_uperv’is.io‘n'-of; the _Superyising‘Cont.ractOr.,-_thé selection Qf which
shall be subjéct to disapproval by EPA. Within‘ 10 days after the lodging of this Consent Decree,

“Honeywell shall notify EPA in writing of the name, title, and qualifications of any contractor

10



'proposed .to be the Supervrsmg Contractor. 'Wrth respect to any contractor proposed to be
| Supervrsmg Contractor Honeywell shall demonstrate that the proposed contractor has a quality
system that complres w1th ANSI/ASQC E4 1994 “Specrﬁcatrons and Guidelines for Qualrty
Systems for Environmental Data Collection and E_nv_ironmental Technology Programs,”
(American National Standard-,-J anuary 5, 1995), by submitting a-copy of the proposed
contractor’s Quality Management Plan (QMP). The QMP shonld be prepared in acéordance with
-_;;Ep'A Requirement's for _Quality Management Plans (QA/R-2)” (EPA/240/B-01/002, March
2001) or equivalent documentation as determined by EPA. EPA will issue a notice of
disapproval or an authorizatio_n to proceed. If at any tirne thereafter, Honeywell proposes to

* change a Supervising Contractor, Honeywell shall give such notice to EPA and must ohtain an
. authorization to proceed from EPA before the new 'Supervising Contractor .performs, dire-cts-, or
stlpervrses any Work under this Consent Decree

b. - If EPA dlsapproves a proposed Supervrsmg Contractor EPA will notify

' Honeyyvell in Writing. Honeywell shall submit to EPA a list of contractors, rrl_cludmg the
qualifications of each c‘:ontractor7 that would be acceptable to it within 30 days of receipt of
E El’A's disapproval of the-contra_ctor .previonsl_y proposed'. EPA will provide written notice of the
" ‘names of any c'ontractor(s) that it disapproves and an adﬂioriaation to proceedl with r'espect, to. any _'

-of the other contractors. Honeywell may select any contractor from that list that is not

| : ldrsapproved and shall notrfy EPA of the name of the contractor selected within 21 days of EPA’s
- au_thorization to proceed. |
"¢ IfEPA fails to provide written notice of its'allthor-izati.on_to proceed or

disapproval as prov_ided in this Paragraph and this'failure prevents Honeywell from meeting one
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or .more deadlines in a plan -appro'ved by the EPA pursuant to this Consent Decree, Honeywell
lmay seek relief under the provisions of Section XVIII (Force Majeure). hereof.
10. '_Remed:ial Design.
a Within 30 days after EPA's issuance of an authorization to proceed

E pursuant to Paragrapll 9, Honeywell shall submit to EPA and the State a Dra.f't Preliminary |

- Design Report (“Draft PDR”) ‘The Draft PDR shall provide for the spec1ﬁc scope of the work-

for the Remedlal Desrgn not yet completed by I-Ioneywell and shall provide for desrgn of the.
' rem_edy set forth i m the ROD, in accordance with the SOW and for achievement of the
N Performance Standards and other requirements set forth in the ROD, this Consent Decree and the
SOW. Within 15 days after EPA's issuance of an authorization to proceed,. Hfoneywell shall
- submit to EPA and the State a Health and Safety Plan for any field desiérl activities. Instead of
_' pr'eparing a new Health and Safety Plan, Honeywell may update tbe existing Health and Safety
Plan that Honeywell used for recent data collection and yvell installation activities under the
Administrat_ive-Or’de'r on Conee-nt dated December l3, 2006.f0r RD data collection activities.

-b. | The Draft PDR shall i‘nclude'plans and schedules for implementation of
: all remedial design taslts'identiﬁed in Section IV of the SOW, including (ll design criteria; (Zl
plans and speciﬁcations"descr'ibing the design; (3) the plan for satisfying permit requlrements; (C))
-groundwater monitoring plan (5) sampling and analysrs plan; (6) construction cost estlmate and
(7) construction schedule. Upon review and comment of the Draft PDR by EPA, after a
teasonable opportumty for review and comment by the State, and review of the updated Health
and Safety Plan Honeywell shall prepare a Fmal PDR. " After review and approval of the F inal .

PDR, Honeywell shall implement the Final PDR.’ Honeywell shall submit to EPA and the State -

- all plans, submittals and otller deliverables required ur_lder the approved Final PDR in accordance
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with the approved schedule 'for- reviesv and ap‘pro{zal pnrsuant to Section X1 (LPA Approval of
| Plans and Other Submissions). Unless otherwise directed by EPA, Honeywell shall not
comrnence further Remedial Design activities at the Site prior to approval of the Final PDR.
| .- c. | Upon approval of the Final PDR, and in a_ccordance_\nith the design'.
management schedule 'eStablished therein, Honeywell shall submit a Draft Remedial Design to
EPA.
| d In-accordance With the deslgtn schedul_e,_a'nd after receiving comments |
from EPA and the State on the Draft Remedial Design, Honeywell shall submit a Final Remedial
" Design to EPA- for review and aoproVal -pursuant to Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans and Other
Submissions). The Flnal Remed_ial Design shall address comments generated from EPA’s and the
~ State’s review of the Draft Remedial Design and the PDR. Honeywell shall also submit a
' memorandum to.EPA 'stating'how.'thebcomments from EPA and the State to the Draft Remedial .
| Design and PDR were incorpOrated into the F inal Remedial Design.
11. Remedial Action. | |
a. Concurrent with the submittal of the Fmal Remedial Design, Honeywell
* shall submrt a draft work plan for the performance of the Remedial Action at the Site (“Draft
Remedial Actlon Work Plan or “Draft RA Work, Plan”) The Draft RA Work Plan shall mclude
the following documents (l) Pl'OjeCt Management Plan; (2) Updated Community Relatlons Plan,
(if detemiined necessary by EP-A)' 3) Construction Management Plan and (4) Construction-'

* Quality Assurance Plan to EPA for review and approval pursuant to Sectlon X1 (EPA Approval of

- Plans and Other Submrssrons) The Draft Remedral Actlon Work Plan shall provide’ for

construction and implementation of the remedy set forth in the ROD and achievement of the

PerfOnnan_ce'Standards-, in 'acc_'ordanjce with this Consent Decree, the ROD, the SOW, and the
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.desi-gn plans and speciﬁcatidns developed in accordanee' with the Final Remedial Design Work
' Plan as approved by EPA. | - |
b. Concurrent with the submlttal of the Fmal Remedlal Des1gn, Honeywell
-~ shall also submit toEPA a Constructlon Health and Safety PlanlContmgency Plan, Wthh
_conforms to the apphcable Occupatlonal Safety and Health Administration and EPA reqmrements
'mcludlng, but not llmlted to, 29 C.F. R § 1910 120. |
- C Upon approval of the Draft Remedial Action Worlt Plan by EPA after-a
reasonable opportunity .for' review and eomment l)y the State, Honeywell shall submit to EPA the .
_Pinal Remedial 'l\ction Work Plan, which shall be incorporated into and become. enforceable
under this Consent'l)ecree. | |
| . d. - After selection of the-construc.tion contraetor, Honeywell shall hold a
Preconstruction Conference as set forth in the SOW.
| e Upon approval of the Final Remedlal Action Work Plan by EPA aftera
' _ reasonable opportumty for review and comiment by the State Honeywell shall unplement the
.' 'act1v1t1_es_ requlre_d under the Final Remedial Action Work Plan and submit to EPA an_d the State
© all plans, submittals, or other deliverables required under each in accordance Witll the approved |
a ._-.schednle for feVi'ew '_a_nd/p-r_ approval ﬂpd'r_su’aﬁt to Se_(itlnn XI (EPA :A.pprc'_)'-'val of Plans and Other
' ] snbmiSsi_ons). Unless othetl'wlise directed by EPA, HOneﬁell shall-not. commence physieal
| Rernedial Action__ ac:tivities at tlte S ite prior to appfoval of the Final Remedial /tction Work Plan
- .l and the Preconstructien'Conference. : |
12. - Honeywell shall-contlnue- to implement"the Remedial Actio‘n and the Operation
and Maintenance until the.Performancé Standards are achieved and for so long thereafter as is

- otherwise required under this Consent Decree.
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13, Modiﬁcz-itié_n of the SOW or Rela_ted.Wb'rk Plan; :
'a IFEPA determines that niodiﬁ-c'a.tion.to the work Qpepuied'in the SOW

and/or in work plans 'developed ,p#rsuant to the SOW is ne_céssary to achieve and maintain the .
o _Péffofmancc Standards of to carry out aﬂd méintain the effectiveness of the remedy set forth inthe |
ROD, EPA may require that such modiﬁcatjbn be incorporate_d.in the SOW and/or 51.1(_:h work
' pléins, plrovided, however, that a modification may only be required pursuant to ﬂlié.P.ar_agra[-)h_to

the éxtent that it is consisfenf with the chpe' of the ..re‘medy selécted-i'n t_h_c ROD.

| b:  For the purposes of this P_araéraph 13 and Paragraphs 48 and 49 oniy, the

"‘_sl‘.'cope of the remedy selected in the ROD” is the work neces';s‘.al"y for the effective implémentatibﬁ.
' .of the S_olitrod Devices’ Supeffurid Site selécted remedy as set forth in the Solitron "De\-/ices R
E .Superfund Site ROD, the worl; necessary. for the effective operation and maintenance of the

rérhedy, and the rrionitbring of ﬁle grohndwater at the Solitron Devices Superfu’nd Site.
' Sp’ec_:iﬁé:ally, .t_he remedy inciudes:

. | removal and qf_f-siié disposal of a _smaﬂI amount of cbntaminétéd

 surface soil behind the north building;

. extraction and treatment of contaminated 'groundwater;' |
. re-injection of treated water that has been oxygenated; and’
*  natural attenuation of low-level contaminated groundwater outside

the éaptl.ire_',. zone of the extraction vlv.ell. system.
In order to ensure the effective implelmen'tatic.)n.and long-tei'm iritégrity of the |
" ' sél(:cte'd remedy, routlir"le-n_lonitoring- of the extraction and tréaUneﬁt'system and regular sampling
of the groundwater will be necessary in order to evalﬁaté -effec'tivene;s of theeitractioﬁ and

»treatment system and to evaluate the progress of natural attenuation.. The “scope of the remedy.
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. selected in the ROD” s_hall'include decessary and ap;iropﬁate ddjustments, me_.asﬁres or actions to ]
.énsure the effectiveness of the remed-y provided, l;oWever, the Work shall not include any
_ codstruction, modiﬁéations or adjustmedts 'tol, measutés or aétio_ns at, or operations and
‘maintenance of, any rﬂim_icipal potable water treatment facility;
c. If Hpnéerll objects to any mpdiﬁéation determined by EPA to bel
' necesséry purspant to this Parag’rdph, it may seek dispute resolution pursuant to chtion XIX -
(Dispute Resolution). The_SOW and/or related wd_rk plans shall be modiﬁed in accordance with
- final resolution of the disp_ute.- | | | | |
a4 Honeywell shall implement an); work required by any modifications
incorporated in the SOW apd/or ih work plans developed pursuant to the SOW in dcco_rdance wi.th
'_ this Paragrdph. | |
e ~ Nothing in this Paragraph shall be donstrued to limit EPA’s autho'rity to
rquire p_erfdrmadce of further response actions as otherwise providéd -in this -Cbhsent Decree.
| | 14. Horiéywell acknowledges and agrees that nothing in this Consent Decree, the
SOW, or the Draft or Final PDR or 5raft or Final RA WorkPlans cdnétimtés a warranty or
. rebresentation 'Q'f ghy kind by Plaidtiff &at _dbmpliance w1th the work requircmer;té set forth in the
SOW and the Work Plans or P'D'_'I.{s--wil-l achieve the Pcrforméﬁéc Standards '
15. 'a. : Honeyweli éhall, prim" to.-any off-s'itel shipmént of W_aSlte I\I/Iate.rial‘.from the
Site to an ou.t-lof-s.tate waété management facili-ty, p_rovid_e written n(.)t.iﬁcat.io'_n to the appropriate _
‘state _edvironmental ofﬁdial in the-relceiving facility's state and to the EPA Project Coqrdi'nator of
éuch'shipmént' of Waste Material. However, thlS notification reqdiréx_nent Shall' not ai)piy to any

off-site shipments when the total volume of all such shipmehté will not exceed 10'cubic_y'ard_s.
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( n - Honeyu;ell shall -includ_e' in the ﬁtteﬁ notification the following
irlfofmation, where available: (a) the har_ne a_md location of the. faciiity fo yvhiéh the Wasie Matcﬁai
isto bé shipp&;,d; (b) the type and quantity of the .Wasfe Material to be shipped; (c)_t_he expected '
_séhedule for the shipmeﬁt of the Waste Matc.rial;-and- (d) the rhethod of tr'fl:nspor'tation.' 'H'on_eywell.
'shéll notify the state in which th.e planned ‘réceivin.g facility is located of major changes in the |
shipment plan, such as-a decision to ship the"Waste.Mhtgrial t§ aﬁother faéility.witlll.in the same
state, or to 5 fagility in'anotllef staie. |

(2) The i-déntity of the receiving facility and state will be determined
.by HoﬁeyWell following the award of the contrac-t for Reméd'.i.al Action construction. Honey;)vell_
shall provide the infoﬁriatio_n reQﬁifed by Paragraph 15(a) as soon as practicable after the award of
the contract and before the Waste Material 1s actualiy shipped. ‘Before shipping any haiardous
'sulbstances, poilutants, or contaminants from the Site to an off-'site location, Hbﬁeywell shall |
obtain'EP.A’s certiﬁéatién that the proposed receiving facility is operé;ing in._co_mpiiance with the
,r_ec';uiremeﬁts of CERCLA Séction 121(d)(3) and 40 C.F.R. 300.440. Honeywell s_hall:only send .
hazafddus substances, pollutants, or contaminants from tﬁe Site tdl an off--site facility that |
cémpiies with the reqﬁhemengs of the statutory p_révision and regulations cited in the p'reced.ing.
. _sent.eﬁ(.:cl. _ | . | - |
VIL REMEDY REVIEW N

- 16. Periodic Review. Honeywell shai_l conduct any studies and investigations as

' .re(ju_ésted by EPA, in order tb ‘permit EPA to conduct reviews of whether the Remedial Action is
“protective of hﬁmﬁh'health and the environment at least every five years, as required by Section

121(c) of CERCLA and any at)plicable regulations.
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17.l EPA Sélecti(')n of Fﬁrth_er Résponée_ Actions. If EPA détermiﬂes, at an);_fime, that
. the Remcdial A_ctiod is not prétcctive_of human health and the _environment,.'-EPA may"_'select |
Mer responsé actidns for the Site in aécor;iance.: with the requirexherits of CERCLA and the
-NCP. | | |

18. Opportunity To Cor_nment.- Hor_leywéll and,' if requifed by Sectio_n§ 113(k)(2) or
. i17 of CERCLA, thg;. public_, will be provided wiﬁ an opportunify to comment on. any further
' réspbnsc actions pro_posed'b‘y EPA as a result of thélrcvi'ew conducted pmsuan.t to Se_ctién 1219(c)
of '.CERCLA"and to _su_bﬁﬁt written commenfs for the record during the comment period. |

19. Ho_neuell’é Cbl_igétién To Perfopm_Fufthe.r Rés_ponsg’ Actlom If EPA selects
'fufrther response actions for tﬁe Site, HoﬁeyWéll sﬁall mdéﬁé :such further respbnsé actions to
~ the extent thai tﬁ_e reopener cl:onditions n Par;lgraph 81, Paragfaph'82 > or Paragraph 83 (United

-_Statt_as' reservations of liability base_:d on unknown conditiqns or new information) are satisfied. B

_ lHo.neywel'l may invoke the procedufes set forth in S‘éction XIX (Dis'puté R_esolution) td dispute (1)
EPA's determination tliat tﬁe reopéner c;(.)nditions of Paragraph 81, Paragraph 82, ér Paragraph ?3 '
- of Sé_ction XX1 (Covenanté Not To Sué‘ by Plain.tift) are satisfied, (2) EPA'S determination that the
Remedial Acti.or.l. is not brotectivc of human hgalth and the en\-zironm_ent, or (3) EPA's selection of
' the 'ﬁirther response 'acti.o._ns. DiSput_é_s pértziiping to Wligtl)er the Remédia_l Action is_ptotecfi?e or
: "t"o' EPA_'Sf selection of further response acti.onslshal'l_ bé resol\;éd'pursﬁant to Pa;agfaph 65 (record’

review).

20.  Submissions of Plans. If Honeywell is required to perform the further fesponse
© actions pursuant to Paragréph 19, -t_hc"company shall submit a plan for such work to EPA for

approval in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section VI (Performance' of the Work by -
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ﬁoﬁféywellj and sha'.ll- implemerit‘tile pla¥1 approved by EPA in ac;cordan_ce .wiﬁh the provisions-of
this Dgcree.' | _ _ _ ‘ _ _ | |
viL QUALITY ASSURANCE, SAMPLING, AND DATA ANALYSIS
21 HoneyWell Sﬁqll use quality z;séﬁranée,-'quality control, and chaiﬁ of custody = -
| prbéedufes for all desigp.,' compiiance and monitoring sambles in accordance with EPA
Requirements for 'Quality IA_slsuranc'e Project Plans (QA/RS)” (EPA/240/_B-OI/003, Mafch 2001); - -

: “Guidance for Quality Assurance Pfoject'Plans (QA/G-5)” (EPN240/R-02/OO9, December 2002),
- and subsequent amendments. The most recent version of these and other documents related to

: EPA’s Qual__iiy System for Environmental Data and Technology can be found at: -

_httD://WwW.eﬁa.gov/qu'alityl. Amended gﬁidelines shall .appl.)-r only_..to procedureé. conducted after
-_the _effeétive_date lbf any am’en&xﬁents'. Prior to thé_corh_mencement of any_m()nitorihg-projeét
“under this Céxisent Decfeg, Honeyweli shall submit to EPA for .épproval, af_ter a réasénable
opportunity for review and co@eht by the State, a Qualit).'.As'sur‘anCC Pro'je.ct. Plan-(“QAPP”)
that is consistent ';)viﬂl'th.t: SOW, the NCP and applicable guidance documents. Iflrelt_:_vant to the
pro_'ceed.i'ng,‘thé Parties ag_rée that validated -_émpung data genefated in accordance with the
QAPI;(S) and-re;viéwed and approved by EPA éhall be admissible as evidence, without otlyjectiori,.
Cin any'pr;)CCe;l_ing under t..hiﬂs-'Decr'ee. | Ho:néyﬁéll shall 'ensu_r.é that EPA and 'Stat_'_e per's_bnne_l and its
 authorized représehtatives are z-allo'we.d'access.- at _reasonaple times to all labor_atbriés utilized by. |
Hqﬁéywell in impl_e‘mentiﬂg_ this Cénsept De_c.ree.' In addition, Honeywell shall ensure that such
laboratories shall analyze all samples submitted _By'EPA pmsﬁént to the QAPP for quality -

- assurance monitoring. Honeyweli shall cngure. that the lab‘ora_tbriéS'it'util.i.zes for the analysis of
samples taken pursuant to this Decree perform a}_i ahalyse's according to .abcepted EPA methods.

Accepted EPA methods consist of those methods which are documented in the most recent .
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“Contract Lab Prograrn Statéement of Work for Inorganic Analysis” and the “Contract Lab -

Program Statement of Work for Orgamc Analysrs The most recent version of 'these documents

. ‘can be found at: http /Iwww.epa. gov/superfund/progr_ams/clp/ However upon approval by EPA

' and after opportumty for review and comment by the State, Honeywell may use other analytrcal

| -methods whrch are as stringent as or more stnngent than the CLP-approved methods. Honeywell .

shall ensure that all laboratones it uses for analysrs of samples taken pursuant to this Consent |

Decree participate in an EPA or EPA—equivalent_QA/QC program. Honeywell- shal_l only use _ |
- laboratories 'that -have a documented Quality System" Wh_ich complies with ANSI/ASQC E4-1 994, _
“Specrﬁcatrons and Gurdelmes for Qualrty Systems for Envrronmental Data Collectron and
Environmental Technology Programs ? (Amencan Natronal Standard 3 anuary 5, 1995), and “EPA
Requlrements for Qualrty Management Plans (QA/R 2) ” (EPA/240/B 01/002 March 2001) or
equrvalent documentatron as determmed by EPA. EPA may consrder laboratones accredited
under the National Envuonmehtal Laboratory Accreditation ProgI‘am_(NELAP) as meeting the
Quality System re_quiremen_ts. Honeywell shall eﬁure that- all field methodologies utilized in
collecting sarnples for subselquent analysis pursuant to this Decree will be conducted in

' accordance with the procedures-s_et forth in th_e QAPP approved by EPA.

. 22. _' .I.lplon reouest 'Honeyw'ell'shall allow Spli‘t"or' duplicate-samples to be taken- by.
EPA or its authorized representatrves Honeywell shall notlfy EPA not less than 28 days in
advance of any sample collectron actlvrty unless shorter notrce is agreed to by EPA In addmon

y: EPA shall have the right to-take any additional samples that EPA deems necessary. Upon request' |
! ':EPA shall allow. Honeywell to take splrt or dupllcate samples of any samples it takes as part of the

Plamtrff‘s oversight of Honeywell s 1mplementatlon of the Work.
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23.  Honeywell shall subrmt to EPA three (3) copies and to the State two (2) coples of

| the results of all samplmg and/or tests or other data obtamed or generated by or on behalf of

' Honeywell_ with respect to the Srte and/or the implementation of this Consent Decree unless EPA.
' ‘.ag'r_ees otherwise. | |

24 Notwrthstandmg any prov1s1on of this Consent Decree the United States hereby

..retams all of 1t.s. mformatron gathermg and mspectron authontles and rights; meludmg ;
, enforcement actions related thereto, under CERCLA, RCRA a_md.any other appl_leable statutes or

regulations. | | |

“IX. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLlS_.

25. Ifthe Site, or any.other property where access and/or land/water tise restrictions
are needed to implement this éonsent Dectee, is oyvned or con_troll_ed by Hc')neywell,' Honeywell-
shail: | | |

a. commencing on the date of lodging of t}ris ‘C(.)nsent Decree, p_rov.ide the
United States and 1ts representati_yes, including EPA and its eontrzrctors, with access at all __
reasonable times to the Sit_e, or such other_property, for the purpose of conducting any activity
related to this Consent Decree inehrdirrg, but not limited to, the. following aotiV'ities; |
1 Monrtodog the Work o |
(2) Venfymg any data or mformatron submltted to the United States;
) Conductmg mvestrgatlons relatmg to contamination at or near the
| Site;
'(4l)' O’b‘taining san{ples'f -
(5 \ A_ssessing the need for.,-pianning, or _impleme_nt'mg additional
~ response actions at or near the Site;
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() Asseséing implementation of quali_ty assurance and.quali_ty. control
praciices .as deﬁnec_l_ ’m;lthe approved Quality Assurance f’roject Plan.;;_
'(7-) Implementing the Wori( pursuant to the conditions set forth in
_Paragrapt; 55 of mis'Conséﬁt Decree; |
| | @® - Insbec_ting and copying records, operating logs, contracts, or other
documents mainiain_ed or generated by Honeywell or their agents, conéistent with Section XXIV
(Access to Inforniat’ion); . | |
| (9) ..'As-sessing' Honeywcll's compliance with this Cc)néént Decree; and
(10) - DeteMniﬁg 'whethér the Site or other propeny is being used in a
manner that is prohibited or ré's_trif:ted, or thét may need to be i)rohibitéd or restricted, by or |
~ pursuant to this Coﬁsent Decree;
| b. Commencing on the date of lodg_ing_of this Conserit_ Decree, refrain from
' using t_hé Site, or such otﬁer property, in any manner that would interfere with or adversely affect
the implementation, integrity,_ or protectifeness of the _remgdiaf méa_s_ur_es to be ‘performed
pursuant t.o this .C,onsent Decree. |
C. l_ .Execute and record in Public Records of Palm Beach Cpunty, State of
Florida, -an'\eas_cf,r_nent',_ rurining with the:.lzm'd, that (i) grants a right of access fdr the'p_'ur.;.)_QSé of
: éondﬁctixlg any activity :rela'ted to this Consent Decréé' ix'llc'ludin'g, but not limifed th, thosé
acti_vitiés listed in Pafa_graph 25(a) of this Cpnsent Decree, and (ii) grants the ri_.ght to _t;,nforée the
l;nd/water use reéfrictions listed in Paragfaph 25(b) of this Consent Decree, or othér _festrictions
‘that EPA.detennines are necessary to irﬁplement; e.n's_ur'e non-.interfei'encg with; or ensure thé'
protectiveness of the remedial measures to be performed pursuaﬁ; to this Consc:ﬁt Decree.

Honeywell shall g;mt-me excess rights and the rights to enforce the land/water use restrictions to
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(i) the Unitéd Sta_tés,’ on behalf of EPA and its repfesénltétives, (i1) ihe State and its
' "'repre_'sentatiVes, énd/or (iit) éthér apbropriate grantees. If EPA shall request, Honeywell shall,
~ ‘within -45 _days 6f entry of this Consent Decree, submit to EPA fof réview and approval With
respéét to such property: |
(1) a draft easement that is enforée_éblé under the laws of the State of
Florida, and
| ) a .current title msurance éomr_n’im@ﬁt or some other evidence of
'tifle acceptable to EPA, which show’s.title to the 'land'dgscribed in_'the eéseme.ni to be free and
clear of all prior ]ieﬁs fcind encumbrances (except'whén those liens or encumbrqnces are approved
by EPA or When, despité bcsf efforts, H.oneywel.l lis unable to obtairi release or subordination of
: such prior liens or encumbrances).
Wlthm l15 days of EPA's appfdval and accéptance of the easement and the title -
evidence, Héncywéll shall .update the titie search and, if it iS'detenﬁinéd that nothing has occurred
- since the.effecti.ve date of the com'mitx_ﬁent to affect the titlel adversely, record the easement in the
Public Records of Paim Beach County. Within 30 déys of recording the easement, Honeywell
. shall_ pr'ovidé EPA with a final titl§ .insural_lcé éol_icy, or other final eQiQence of title acceptable to
_ EPA, and.é' certified cbpy of the oﬁginai_ r-ecorded_ gaserﬁerit éhowihg the clerk's recofding_Stan_ips -
- If the ea§eméf;_t is to be _cbnvéyed to the United‘lStates, the éasemen_t and title éviden'ce (i'ncl.udil'ng
final fitle eVideﬁce) éhall be prepared m accordance with the US Departmgnt of Justice Title
._S.tar;dalrds '200.1, and épproyal_of' the sufﬁcigncy of title rﬁust be obtéined as required by40 US.C.

- §255.
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26.  Ifthe Site, or any other property where access and/or land/w_ater use restrictions
“are needed to irnplenrent this Consent Decree, is owned or controtled by persons other than any ef
. Heneywell_, H'oney‘vyell shall use best efforts to secure from such persdns:
a. - an agreement 'to_ provide access thereto fer ﬁoneyw_ell, as Well as for the
'Uni:ted States on behalf of EPA, and the State, as well as their re_presentatives (including
contractors), fer tlre purpose of contlucting any activity related to this Consent. Decree including,
but not limited to, tlrese activities listed in Paragraph 25(a).of ttris Consent Decree; | |
| b. an agreement enforceable by Honeywell and tne United States, to refrain
from using the Site, or other such property, in any manner tha.t' would interfere with or adversely
affect, the i_mplementatio_n, effect er integrity,. or. protectiveness of the remedial measures to be |
performed ptrrsuant to this Consent Decree. Such restrrctions include, but are not iimited to those
activities listed in Paragraph 25 and; |
| c. .. the execution and recordation in the Public Records of Palm Beach
County, State of Florida, of an easement, runmng with the land, that (i) grants a right of access for
the purpose of conducting any ac_tivlit'y related to this Consent Decree including, but not limited to,
_ _thoSe activities listed in Paragraph -25(&)' of this Consent ﬁecree, and (ii) grants the right to enforce
. the land/water use restrlctrons llsted in Paragraph of thrs Consent Decree or other restrictions- that :
.EPA deterrmnes are necessary to unplement ensure non- mterference wrth or ensure the |
’preteetivenes.s'_ of the remedial measures to be performed ;rursuant to this Consent Decree. The
access right's_ and/or rrghts to en'force- land/water use-restrictiens shall be granted to (i) the.United
o States; on behalf of EPA, and itsrepresentatives, (ii)'the'State' and its repres'entatives, (i) -

_ Honeywell and their representatives, and/or (iv) other appropriate grantees. Within 45 days of
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entry of this Consent Decree, Honeywell shall'suhnut to.EPA for review and approval with
- -re'spect to such property: |
| (1) adraft ea'sement' .that is e_nforceab]e under the laws of the State of '
Florida,'and ' | |
.2 a current title insurance commitment, or some other evidence of
'title_acceptahle to EPA,_ which shows title to the la'nd-'described in the easernerxt to b.e'free and
clear of alt prior liens and encumhrances (excep_t when those liens or encurnbrances are approved
by EPA or when, despite hest efforts, Hone_ywell is unahle to ohtain release or 'subdrdination of
such prior liens or encumbrances).
Within 15 days of EP'A's approval and acceptance of the easement and the title
© . evidence, HOney\yell shall update the title search and, if it is determined that n0thing.has occurred -
since the effective date of the commitment to affect the title adversely, the easement shall be |
. recorded in the Publlc records of Palm Beach County ‘Within 30 days of the recording of the
easement, Honeywell shall provide EPA with a ﬁnal title insurance policy, or other final evidence

of title acceptable to EPA, and a certiﬁed copy of the original recorded easement showing the

clerk's recording stamps. If easement is to'be conveyed to the Unrted States, the easement and
: ] .tttle ev1dence (mcludmg t"mal title ev1dence) shall be prepared in accordance with the UsS.
'Department of Justice Tltle Standards 2001 and approval of the sufficiency of trtle must be
| obtamed as required by 40 US.C. § 255 |
27. . | For purposes of ]Paragraphs 25 and 26 of this Consent Decree, “best efforts
' '__in_cludes t_he payment of reasonable sums of money in consideration’ of access, access easements,
N land/_water use restrictions; restricti've easements, and/or an agreement to release or'subordinate a

prior lien or encumbrance. ‘If (a) any. access or land/water use restriction agreements required by
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Paragraphs 26(a) or 26(b) of this Consent Decree are not obtamed wrthm 45 days of the date of
; entry of this Consent Decree, ® any access easements or restrictive easements required by
Paragraph 26(c) of this Consent Decree are not submitted to 'EPA in draft form witliin 45 days of
| the-date of entry of this Consent l)ecree, or (c) Honeywell is unable to obtain an agreement
. pursuant to Paragrap'h l25(c.)(1) -o_r Paragraph 26(c)(1) from the holder of a prior lien or
| encumbrance to release or subordinate such lien or encumbrance to thel-easem_ent being created
pursuant to thrs consent decree w1th1n 45 days of the date of entry of this consent decree
Honeywell shall promptly notrfy the United States in writing, and shall include in that notiﬁcatron
‘a summary of the steps that Honeywell has taken to attempt to comply wrth Par. agraph 25 or 26 of
.this Consent Decree. The United States may, as it deems appropriate, assist Honeywell i _m
obtaining access'. or land/wtxter use restrictions, either in the form of contractual agreements or in |
the form of _easements running with the land, or in obtaining the release or subordination of a prior .
. lien or encumbranc'e. H_oneywell shall reimburse-the United States in.accordance with the
procedures in Section XVI _(Payments For Response Costs), fbr all costs incurred, direct or
" indirect, by the United States in obtaimng such access, land/water use restrictions, and/or the
: release/s:ubordination of prior liens or encumbrances including, but not limited to, the cost of
- at_to_mey tlmeand the 'ar_'no_u'_nt of .'monetary. con_sideration paid or jus_t compensation.' _ o

| 28. If EPA determines that land/Water use restrictions in the form of state or local -
laws; regulations,.ordinances'.or other governmental controls are needed to implement the remedy
' selected in the ROD, ensure the integrity and protectiVeneSS thereof, or ensure 1ron-_interference '
~ therewith, Honeywell shall cooperate' v'vitll EPA's effdrts to secure Such governmental controls.
29. Notwithstanding any‘p_rovision of this Consent Decree, 'the United States retains all

of its access authorities and rights, as well as all of its rights to require land/water use restrictions,
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including enforcement authorities related thereto, under CERCLA, RCRA and any other

applicable statute or regulations.

X. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
| 30 In additi,onto any other requirernent of this Consent Decree, Honeywell shall

submnit to EPA one_ (1) copy and the State one (1) copy of written rnonthly.progress reports that: |
(a) describe the actions 'whlch have been taken toward achieving eornplian_ce with this Con_sent
Decree dunng the previo'us. rnonth; (b) include a summary of all'results_ of _sampling and tests and _
{_all other data lreeeived or generated by Honeywell or_thelr contractors or agents in the previous '
month‘; (cl- identify all work plans, plans and other deliverables required by this Consent Decree
completed and _submitted during the previous rnonth; (d)-describe' all actions, including, but not
limited to, data colleetion_ and implementation of w_ork plans, which are scheduled for the next six
‘weeks and pr'ovide_other mfonna_tion relating to the progress of construction, including, but not -
limited to, critical path diagrams, Gantt charts and Pert charts; (¢) lnclude information regarding-
: ;percentage of eompletlon, unresolved delays encountered or anticipated that rnay affect the future
schedule for 1mplementat10n of the Work and a descnptron of efforts made to mitigate those

' delays or antrcrpated delays; (t) include any modifications to the work plans or other schedules
that Ho_neyw_ell has proposed to E_PA or that have bee_n approved by EPA; and ® describe all’
activities undertaken in support of the Community Relations Plan dur_lng the previous month and

‘those to be undertaken in the next six weeks. Honeywell shall submit these progress reports to

' EPA and the State by the tenth day of every month following the lodgmg of this Consent Decree -

‘until EPA notifiés Honeywell pursuant to’ Paragraph 48(b) of Sectron XIV (Certification of -
- Completron) If requested by EPA, Honeywell shall also prov1de brleﬁngs for EPA to discuss the

- progress of the Work.
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31 Honeywell shall notify EPA of any change in the schedule descnbed in t.he
monthly progress report for the performance of any act1v1ty, mcludmg, but not limited to, data
collectron and implementation of work plans, no later than seven days prior to the performance of
- the activity._ |

32. - Upon the occurrence of any event during performance of the Work that Honeywell
is required to repo_rt pursuant to Section 103 of CERCLA or -Section 304 of the Emergency
| Planning and Community Right—to4know Act (EPCRA), Honeyweli shall within 24 hours of the
- onset of such events orally notrfy the EPA Project. Coordmator or the Altemate EPA PI‘O_]eCt
Coordmator (m the event of the lmavarlabthty of the EPA Project Coordmator) or, in the event
,'.'.that neither the EPA PrOJect Coordinator nor the Alternate EPA Project Coordinator is available,
the Emergency Res_ponse Section, Region 4, United States Environmental Protection Agency.
.__These reporting requirements are m add-ition to.the reporting required by CERCLA Section_'i_03 or
_ EPCRA Se_ction 304. |
. 33 _ Within 20 days of the onset of such an event, Honeywell shall furnish to Plaintiff
.a'wr’itten report, signed by Honeywell's Project Coordinator, setting forth'th.e._events which .
: occurred and the measures talren, and to be taken, in response thereto. Within 30 days of the
. _"col_icluSion of such an _event.,_Honeywell shall su_hmit a report setting forth all action_s ._tak.en in
Tesponse thereto. | | |
34. Honeywell shall submit four (4) copies to EPA and three 3) copies- to the State of
all plans, reports and data requrred by the SOW, the Remedral Desrgn Work P]an the Remedial
' Actlon Work Plan, or any other approved plans in accordance with the schedules set forth in such

plans. Upon request by EPA, Honeywell shall submit in ,electronic form all portions of any report
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or other deliverable Honeywell is reduired to submit pursuant to the proviéions of this Conser_xt._
Decree.
- 35. Ali reports and othér dpcuments submitted by Honeywell to EPA (other than the

; monthly progress reports referred to ébow}e) which purport to document Honeywell’s compliance
) wiﬁ &16 terms of t.his Consent Decrep_ shall be signed by an authorizéd repfesentative of

| Honeywell. -
| XI. EPA APPRdVAL OF PLANS AND OTHER SUBMISSIONS_
36.  After review of any plan, report or othgr item whichis reciui;ed to be sub’miﬁed for
~ approval pursuant to this Consent ]jecree, EPA, after reasonable opportunity for review and |
comment by the State, shal_l: (a) approve, in whole or in pért, the submission; (b) approve the
submission upon speciﬁed conditions; (p) @odif&_the submission.to curé_ the deﬁciéncie_s;

(d) disapprove, in Wholé or in paxf, the submission, difecting that Honeywell to modify the
subplission; or (e) any combination of the above. However, EPA shall n_ot'- modify a'ﬁubrnissiori
without first providing Honeywell at least one notice of deficiency and an opportunity to cure
_vs;ithin thirty (30) days, except wheré to do so would cause serious disrppiion to the Work or
where previous submissiopsgs) have becn.disapproved due to material defects pnd the deficiencies
.' ip the s_ubm‘ission'undclr consideration indicate a B_ad faith .l.ac'k_ of effort to sub_lpjt' an-_ac'céptable

deliveraple. |

37.. In the event of apprm./al, approval upop con.diti.ons, lc')r mbdi_ﬁcatiop by EPA, .

| pursuant to P.aragrapl-1'36(a), (b), or (_c), Honeywell shall procéed to t.ake_any _actipn required by

the plan, repoﬁ-, or other item, as zxppfoveci or modiﬁpd by EPA éubject 6n1y to their right to.

invoke the Dispute Resolution procedures lsét. forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) w.ith '

respect.to the modifications or conditions made by EPA. In the event that EPA'modiﬁ_es the
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- submission to cure the deﬁcien‘cies pursuant to P-aragraph 36(c) and the submission has a material
defect, EPA retains its right to' seek stipulated penalties, as provided in Section XX (Stipulated
'Penlalties). | | ’ |
38. - Resubmission of Plans. "
| a. Upon receipt ofa not1ce of dlsapproval pursuant to Paragraph 36(d)
Honeywell shall, w1th1n thirty (30) days or such longer time as specrﬁed by EPA in such notice,
correct the deficiencies and resubmit the plan report, or other item for approval Any stipulated
_ penalties applicable to the submission, as provided in Section XX, shall accrue during the 30-d_ay
=period.or otherwise specified period but shall not be payable unless the resubmission is |
disapproved or modified due to a material defect as provided in Paragraphs 39 and 40.
. b. Notwiﬂlstanding the receipt of a notice of disapproval pursuant' to

Paragraph 36(d), Honeywell shall proceed, at the direction of EPA, to take any action required by
| any non—'deﬁcient portion of the submission. Implementation of any non-deficient por_tion ofa
_ sub’mission shall not relieve Honeywell of any liability for stipulated penalties under Section XX
I‘ (Stipulated PenaltieS). |
39, Inthe event that. a resubmitted plan, report or other item, or portion t_he'reo_f,. is
disapp_r'oye'd;hy EPA_; EPA may again require Honeywell to 'corr_ect the deficiencies, in accordance
‘with the preceding Paragraphs. EPA also retains the right to modify or develop the plan report or
other item. Honeywell shall 1mplement any such plan report or 1tem as modlfied or developed
'by EPA SUb_]CCt only to their right to-invoke the procedures set forth in. Sectlon XIX (Dispute
- Resolution). -
40.  If upon Resubmission, a plan, report, or item is disapproved or-modified by EPA

.- dué to a material defect, Honeywell shall be deemed to have failed to submit such plan, report, or .
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item timely and ‘adequately unless Honeywell invoke the dispute resolution pr0cedures set forth m
Se¢tion XIX (Dispute Resolution) and EPA's action is overtumed .pursuant to that Section. The
provisions of Section XD( (Disoute Resolution) and Section XX (Stipulated Penalties) shall
govern the implementation of the Work and accrual and p'ayment of any'stipuiated pen.alties.
during Dispute Resoiution. I EPA's‘disapproyal or modification is upheld, stipulated.penalties
shall accrue for such violation from the date on which the initial submission was origin(al_ly
requrred as provided in Section XX. | | |

41. Al plans, reports, and other 1tems requlred to be submltted to ]EPA under this
Consent Dec'ree shall, upon approval or modification by EPA, be enforceable under this Consent
Decree. In the event EPA approves or rnodiﬁes a portion of a plan, teport, or other item required
to be submitted to EPA under this (_Zonsent Decree, the approved or modified ]portion shall be
enfOrceahie under this Consent Decree. |

XII PROJECT COORDINATORS

42. Wrthm 20 days of lodgmg this Consent Decree Honeywell and EPA w1ll notlfy
each other in writing, of the name, address and telephone number of their respective desrgnated '
Project Coordinators and Aitemate Project_Coor_dinators.‘ Ifa Project Coordinator or Alternate
.P_'r'_oj.ect 'Coordiriator'initially desiénated is .chang_e'd, the iden:ti_t'y of the successor will be giyen to
the other Parties at least five (5) working days before the changes occur, unless irnpracticahle, but
in no euent later than _the_actuai day the ch_anée is made. Honeywell's Project Coordinator shall be
" subject to disapproval by EPA and shall have the technical expertise sufficient to Iadequately
-overs-ee all aspects of the Work. Honeywell's Project COordinator-'shall not be an attorney for

Honeywell in this matter. He or she may assign other representatives, including other contractors,
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tolscrve as a Site tepresent.a-tive fqr oversight of performance of daily operat_ions during remedial
acti\;ities. '

43.  Plaintiffs may de.si.g_nate othé_r--reprgse_ntativés, including, But not limited to, EPA -
and Stéte erﬁploy‘ees, and fedgral an’d State 'éontractors aqd cénsultanté, to (l)bserve-a_'nd monitor -
-the progress of any activity underta.k‘eh pursuant to _this Consent Decree. EPA's Project '
Coérdinator and Altémafé Project Coo;'dinafo'r siiall have the authoritjlawfully vested in a |
| Remedial Project Maﬁ_agcr (RPM) ﬁd an Orll-Sc_ene. Coordinator (OSC) by the Natiohal
. Continéehcy Plan, 40 C.FR. Part 300. In addition, EPA'’s Project _Co_érciinat_or or Altefnate _
Project Coordinﬁtorshall have authoﬁty, consistent with the National Contingengy Plaq, to halt
any Work.require.'d_ by tﬁis Consent D_e_cree and to tzike_. any necessary rééponse_ action when he/she
determines F}Iat conditions at the_Site-ébristituté an'emérgency situation dr fnay p,resehlt an
immediate threat to public health of welfare or the environment due to release or threatened
réléas,e of Waste Material.

| XHL P.ERFO.RMANCE. GU'A.RAN’I.‘IEE

44.1. In order to ensure full ;nd final cor'rjpl'etion' Qf the Worl-(,. Honeywell shall
estéb\i_sh and maintéin_ a Perfoml;;r'xcé Gﬁarantee for the beﬂeﬁt of EPA in the amouﬁf of $500,000
“in one or more of the 'for:r'ris .ide'h_iiﬁc_:'d in S'pbparégfaphs ('5)—'(c) BéloW,QﬁiCh_ must be shtigfacféry
in..fo.rm and substance to EPA; Hongywell's’hall also eStab'l-i.s'h aﬁd _maint_a'm a ZPérfofrnance
Guar'antee‘ for tﬁc beneﬁt Qf EPA in thé ambﬁm of .$_3 .million, in _or'lel- .(.)r.mo_r.e of the forms
identiﬁed in (é)-(t)_ bélow, which must be satiéfactory in form and Sui)stance to EPA. | For |
" purposes of this 'Séctioﬁ XIiI, the combined-t.ot'a'l of $3,‘$'00,000 sljla.ll be tﬁe Estimated Cost of the

Work.



a. A surety bond uncoﬂditib_nally gﬁarénteeing payment and/or performance
pf the Work that is issued bya sﬁrety qc;mpany using those listed as acceptable sureties on Federal .
bonds as set forth in Circular 570 of the U.S. Dép_attmgﬁt of Treasury;
: guérantééing_ perfo;mance of tile Work; -
o b. - One 6r‘ more irrevocable lett_érs of credit, payablé to or at the direction of '
EPA, thaf is issued by oﬂe or mdrt_: ﬁnéncial institutio_n(:s) (i) that has(have) the authoﬁty to issue
" le&cm of credit and (ii) whosé létter-qf—credit obérationé are regillat_ed and examined by a US
| -Fe'd-leral. or Staté_ agency; . |
c. A funy funded trust fund established for the benefit of EPA that is
administpred by a trustee (i) that has .t‘he au&oﬂty to act.as a @stee and (ii) whose trust operations
are regulated and examined byaU.S. 'ngéral.- or State égcncy; |
d. A polic'y: of insurance that (i) prdvidés EPA with acceptable rights as a
b¢neﬁciary thefe(')f; and (ii) is issued by an insurance carrier (a) that has the authority to issue
inSurancé pdlicies‘ in the a.plplicable' jtixrisd.ict-i_on and (b) whose insurance operations are regulated
and examined by a State _;gency; | |
e A demonstration_.by-Héneywell that it mée_ts the ﬂn@cial test criteria of |
) .' .'4Q CFR§ 264.143(6 with respect to th_e p_ort_ioﬁ_of theEs@iinated Cost 'éf th'elWOrl-'_( B_eir_lg
| addresséd by the_ﬁ'nanc':iall test, provided that all other reqﬁiréménts or 40 C.F.R'.‘ § 264.13(f) are
satisfied; or | | | |
£ A-_'writtén guarantee to fund or p‘érform the Wm_‘k e;ccpted_‘in favor of EPA
' by one or more 6f the following:' (i)'a. direct or indir'ecf parent company or subsidiary. of. -
Honeywell of (ii) a comp'any that h;cis a "‘s_:ubs_tantial busir_iess rel_ations.hip”.(és defined in40 CFR.
§264.141(h)) wjth H'on_cy_v'viell';_ ptow)idcd, however-,__.that-an\y company providing sﬁcha guarantee
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must der_nbnstrate to the sati_sfaction of EPA thét it satisf_res the financial test requirements of 40 *
_ CFR 264.143(f) with-respect to the portion of the Estimated Cost of the Work that it proposes to -
' 'g.luarantee hereunder. The Estimated Cost of the Work ic the total amount to be corered by a
| Perfo'rmance Gnarantee(s) under this Consent Decree

44.2. 'Honeywell- has selected, .and EPA has approved, as an initial Performance
" Guarantee a Letter of Credit. Wlthln thirty (.30)_da.ys after entry o_f .this Consent Decree,
.Honeywell ehall execute or otherwrse finalize all instruments or other documents required in order
to-make the selected Performance Guerantee(s) legally bmdmg in a form satisfactory to EPA, and
~ such Performance Guarantee shall thereupon be fully effective. Wrthln thirty (30) days of entry of
| thrs Consent Decree, Honeywell shall submit all executed and/or otherwrse finalized instruments
. or other documents required in Oroer t.o. make 'the.selected Performance Guar_ante’ets) .legally
“b.inding to tlre EPA Superfund Records Program Manager, U.S. En\rironmentel Protection
- Agency, Region 4, 61 Forsyth.-St'.', SW, Atlanta, GA 30303, with a copy to the United States and |
EPA as specified in Section XXVI (Notices and Submiés'rons). Such instruments or documents
must contain n'otiﬁcnti'on or-a cover letter identifying the Site which is the subject of the financial
~ guarantee. | |

45. -. If.at. any time duﬁng _the-effecti\re oeriod of thls Conéent Decree; Honeywell-
_- provides a Perfor.mance-"GIuarantee for comnletion of the Work by meahs'of a d[elﬁonstration or .
‘guarantee purSuant to Paragraph _44.1(e)_ or:Paragraph 44.1(H) 'above,' Honeywell shall also-
comply with the other relevnnt_ret]uirements of 40C.FR.§ 264.'143(f),..40 CFR. § 264.151(f),
and 40 C.P.R'. § 264.151(h)(1) relating to these methods unless otheri;/iSe 'p'ronlde'q_ in this Consent |
Decree,. including but not limited to (i) the initial s'ubmiséion of ret;uired ﬁnanc:iél reports and
statements from the relevant entity’s'cni_e'f ﬁnanéiai officer and .in'dependent certified public
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_ accountani;’ '(ii) the-annual re-subfnissio’n of suCh_ reports and statements within 90 days aftef the
close of eag:h such.entity’s ﬁs_cal year; .and (iii) -the notification of EPA w.ithin 90. daysgffer the - |
. élosc of aﬁy fiscal y_eér in .which such entify no longer satisfies the ﬁ_ﬂaﬂqial test requirements set
fonﬁ at40 C.FR. § 264.143._(1)(1 ). For purposes of the Performance Guarax’_nee methods speciﬁed
in this Section X1, r.'efercnc_:es_ in 40 C.F.R. Part 264, Subpart H, to “cl_oslt-lr.e,[” "‘post-closu're;’” and .

\ . )
“plugging and abandonment” shall be deemed to refer to the Work required under this Consent

.Decr_e-e, and'thg terms l“current closure éost csti_mate” “_é:urrent post-closure cost estimate.’-"énd
: ‘_‘culrrént._ plugging and abandoﬁmeht cost estimate” shall be deemed to _réfe_r to the Es'tih_mtéd Cost
of the Work.

o 45.1. | In the eveﬁt that EPA determines at any time that a Performance Guarantee
;;rbvided by Honeywell pursuant tb thié; Section is inadequaté. or other\l)vise no longer satisfies th_e
requirements set fonh in thié‘Section, whether due to an increase in the estimated cost of

-éompleting the- Work or for aﬁy other reason, or in the event 'that.any Honeywell becomes aware
of informafion incii@:ating that a Performance Guarantee prdvided pursuant to this Section is
inadequ:;te or éther—wise no io_nger satisﬁes the requirements set forth in this Section, whether due
toan 'mcreas.e.'m the estimated cost of 'completiﬁg _thé Work or for any other reason, Honeywell, |

i thhm 30 days of ré’ceiﬁt of notiée of E_i’A's determination or, as the c,é_se may be, wiiﬁin thirty h
; .(30).'days'of Honengll becoming_aware of such inforxﬁation, shall obtain and.|:)resent to EPA f_br '

~ approval a proposal for a revised or alternative form of Performance Guarantee listed in

?magraph 44.1 of this Consent Decree that satis_ﬁés all requirements set forth in this Section XIIL..
In seeking approval for arevised or-alternative form of Performance Guarantee, Honeywell shall
follow the procedures set forth in Paragraph 47(b)(2) of this Consent Decr'ee.' Honeywell’s

inability to post a Performance Guarantee for completion of the Work shall in no way excuse
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performance of any other requircm_ents of this Cons_ent Decree, including, without-lirnitation, the
obligation of HoneyWell to complete the Worlr in.strict accordance with the terms hereof.

46. | . The commencement of any Work Takeover pursuant to Paragraph 85 of this
Consent Decree '.shali. uigger EPA’s right to receiue t.he benefit of any Performance Guarantee(s)
provxded pursuant to Paragraph 44.1(a), (b), (c) (d) or (t) and at such time EPA shall have
1mmed1ate access to resources guaranteed under any such Performance Guarantee(s) whether in
_cash or in kind, as.needed to-continue and complete 't.he Work assumed by EPA under the Work
Takeover. If for any reason EPA is unable to promptly secure the resources guaranteed under any
such Performance Guarantee(s), whether in cash or in kind, necessary to continue and complete
the .Work'ass'umed by EPA under t.he Work Takeover; or in the event that the Performance
Guarantee involves a demonstration of satisfaction of the fmancral test criteria pursuant to -
Paragraph 44.1(e), Honeywell shall 1mmed1ately upon written demand from E]PA deposit into an
account specified by EPA, in 1mmed1ately available funds and without setoff, counter_cl_aim, or
condition of any kind, a cash amount up to but not exceeding the estimated cost of the remaining
- Work to be performed as of such date, as determined by EPA. -

47. Modiflcation of Amount and/or Form of Performance.-Guarant_E_:;e.

. a B 'Reducti_on of Amount of Performance Guarantee. If Honeywell believes
that the estimated cost to complete the remairring Work.has'_ diminished below the amount_.set__
forth m Paragraph 44.i above, H_oneywell may, on any anniversary date of entry of this Consent
Decree, or lat any other tim'e.agree:d to by the _P.artie-s,' petition EPA in writing torequest a
reduction in the amount of the Performance Guarantee provided-pursuant to'this'_ Section so-that
. ..the amount-of the Performance Guarantee is equal to the estimated cost of the remaining Work to

- ‘be performed. Honeywell shall submit a written proposal for such reduction to EPA that shall
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lspecif'y, ata mi’nirrium,'-t;he cost Qf the rem'ainiﬁg W_ofk to be performed and t‘he'basis upon _which
. 'sucﬁ cost was calculated. In _seeking approval for a féduction of the_- amount of the Performance
- Guarantee, HoneerII shall foll..oW the procedures set forth in Paragraph 47(b)(2) of this Consent |
Déc_rée. If EPA de_cides to-acoei)t such a proposal, EPA shall notify the petitioning Honeywell of
sucil decision in Writing. After receiving EPA's written acceptance, HéneyWell may reduce the
| -amount of the PefféMance-Gua;antee in accordance with and to the extent permitted by such
) w__ritte'nl acceptance. In tlie event of aidispute,I Honeywell may reduce the amount of the
Perfonﬁance"Gua:anteé réquired hereundgr oﬁly in accordahée with a final administrative or |
| judicial decision resolving such dispute. No change -to the form or terms of any Perforrhance '
: Guarantee provided under this Section, othef than a reduction m amount, is authorized except as
provided m Paragraphs 45.1or 47(5) of this Consent Décree. |

b. Change of Form of Performance Guarantee.
| 1) -If, after entry of this Consent Deér’c_e,_Honeywéll aesires to change:
ﬁle form or terms of any Performahce Guarantee(s) provided pursuant to this Section, Hoﬁ'eywell :
' 'may, on any anniversary date -of en&y of this Cénsent Decree, or at any other time agreed to ny the
 Parties, petitioﬁ EPA in writing to_request a chzinge in the form _of the Perfonnance Gumantee

] ..'p'ro:\'/i'd'ed h.._e'_reur_ldcr.' The sﬁbiﬁiééidn of such proposed févised or ,al'te.:métivé'form of Performance

C;uarz_mtee shall be'as prévided _in'Paragraph_ 47(b)(2) of this Consént Decrée. Any decision madé

by_ EPA én a peti;ion_submi_tte_d: pn(ier this Subparagraph (b)(1) shall be made in EPA’s soie and
| unreviewable discretidn, and suc_h decli_sion 'shalll ﬂot be subject tb challenge by .H-one_ywe.ll

p1'1rsuant, to the dispu_te'resblptio‘n provisions of this Cor’isent_ Decree or in any other 'foﬁim.

2 'HIOneywell shall su'bmi; a written proposal for a revised or

‘alternative form of Performance Guarantee to EPA which shall specify, at'a minimum, the
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estimated cost of the remaining Work to be performed, the basis upon which such cost was

calculated, and the proposed revised form of Performance Guarantee, including all proposed -
' ins_truments or other documents required in order to make the proposed Performance Guarantee )
-lega.lly binding. The prOposed revised or altemative form of Perforrnance Guarantee must 'satisfy |
all requirements set forth or incorporated by reference in this Section. 'Honeyu/ell shall submit
such proposed revised or alternative form of Performance Guarantee to the Superfund Records
Program Manager as provided in Paragraph 44 2, with a copy to the Umted States and EPA in
accordance w1th Sectron XXVI (Notxces and Submlssrons) of this Consent Dec ree. EPA shall
notlfy_Honeywell_. in writing of-its decision to accept or reject a revised or altematlve Performance
Guarantee submitted pursuant to this subparagraph. Within 10 days after receiving a written
decision appr_oving the proposed revised or altemative Performance Guarantee, f{oneywell shall
execute and/or otherwise finalize all instruments or other doCumen'ts required in order to rnake_the
' selected _Perf_ormanc.e.Guarantee(s). legalfy binding in a form substantially identical to the
documents subrnitted to EPA as part of the proposal, and such Performance Guarantee(s) shall
. thereupon be fully effective. Honeywell shall submit all executed and/or othertvise fmalized
instruments or other documents requrred mworder to make the selected Performance Guarantee(s)
i 'legallv bmdmg to the Superfund Records Program Manager within 30 days of receiving a wntten
de01510n approvmg the proposed revrsed or alternative Performance Guarantee with a copy to the
Umted States and EPA as specnﬁed in Scctlon XXV I (Notlces and Submlssxons) |

c. Release of Performiance Guarantee. If Honeywell' receives written notice
- from EPA in -accordanCe with Paragraph 48 hereof that the Work' has‘been-- fldlj/ and finally |
cornpleted in accordance with the terms of this Consent Decree, or if EPA otherwise so notifies

-Honeywell in _wr_iting, Honeywell may thereafter release, cancel, or discontinue the Performance

38



- Guarantéé(s) provided-pursﬁant to this Section. Hont_ayweil shéil not r'eléas’e, cancel, o‘f

discdntinue any .Perforr_nan;:e Guarantee provided éuﬁumt to this Section except as provided in
this subparagraph. In the event of a dispute, Honeywell may release, cancel, or discontinue thé
: Performance Guaraﬁtee(s) required hereunder:'only m accordance with a final aciministra‘tive or.
: judicial decisioxll__res.’olving s_uch dispute.

B X1V. CERTIFICATION OF COMPLETION
48. Comp.le.t'i.on of the Remedial Action. |
a; Within 90 days after Honeywell concludes .that the Remedia_l' Actioh has

been' fully -I-J.érformed and the Performance Standards have been .'attained_, -Honcywell shall
schedule and conduct a pre-Ceniﬁcétioﬁ inspection to. be atténded by Honeywell aﬁd EPA. If,
after the ;;re-_ceniﬁc_atiqn inspeéti_on, _Hpneywcll still believes that the Remedial Actidn has been

- fullly performed and the Performance Standards have been attained, it shall submit a written report

-' 'r_eqﬁcsting certiﬁcatioh to EPA for approvgl, _With a copy to the Staté, pﬁrsu_ant to Section XI

- (EPA Approval of Pians and Othe;'Submissions) within 30 days of the inspection. In the report, a
- registered professiqnal engineer and Hom;,ywéll’s 'Proj-ect .Coordinator shall state that the
' .."Remedial Aétion has.beéh .com'plcted m full éatjsfa'ction of the requirements of this Consent
D¢cfeé. The written report shall_.inc'lude _aé-built drawings signed andstamped bya pro'fcs'siéhal' .
_-engineer. The_ fepbrt shall contain thé fol‘lo.win'g siatem'ent, signed bya -reSponsible cbrporate
éfﬁcial of :sia Honeywell or Hén_eyWell’s-Projegt Coérdinator: o |

B Td the best of ﬁy knowledgé, after thorough .investi.g-ation, I certify that

-the information contained in or accompanying this submission is true, -
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acéuraté and cpmpleté. Iam aware'ﬂlat there aré significant penalties- .'f_or

submitting false information, includihg tile possibility of fine and

irhpdsonment for knoWing_ violations.
If, after éompletion of the pre—certiﬁc_:ation inspection and receipt and review of the written report,
EPA, after reasonable opportunity to _review and comment by the State, determines that the
Remedial Action or any portion theregf has not _béén completed in accordance with this Conéent
Decr;ae; or that the Perfo_rrnancé Standards have not been. aéhieved, EPA.will notify Honeywell in _
Writing of the activities that must be undertakcn'by' Ho,neywell. pﬁrsuant to this ‘C'onsent Decree to
(_:omplete the Remedial Action and échieve the Performance Standards, prdvided, however, that
EPA may oﬁly require Hoﬁeywell to perform such actiVitie_sbtirsuant to this Pafagr_aph to the
ek_té_nt that such activitiés are consisteqt with the- “scope of the remedy selected in the ROD,” as
that term is defined in Par;agraph 13(b) EPA will set foﬁh in the notice a schedule for
perfofmance of such activities cénsistent with the C.onsent Decree and the SOW. o? require
Honeywell to submit a schedule fo EPA for approval pursuant to Sectiqﬂ XI (EPA Approval of
Plans and Other S_ubmi_ssi'ons). H_oneyWell shall perform all qctiviti_es .deséribed in the notice in
'éccordan_cé with .the'spelciﬁéations and échedules --eét_ablished pursuant to tlﬁs_ Paragraph, subject to |
.fheir _righi. to i_nVoké-thé dispute resolution procedures sét forth i.n Scciién XIX (Disphte .
'Resolution). | |

b. If EPA éonclﬁdes, _Basgd on the initial of any subsequent'repprt requesting
Certification of Completion and ﬁtcr a reas.onable. opportunity .fo:r review and Corh’xﬁe_nt by the
" State, that the Remiedial Action has been pérformed in accordance with this C'O_'ns'en.t Decree and”
that £h6 Pérformahce 'Standard.s have been achieved, EPA will So cgrtify in writing to Hon.eyWell.
This certification shall constitute the Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action for
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pﬁrposes of this. Consent Decree, including; but not lin_xited té, Sectioﬁ XX1 (C.fml/enants Not to
Sue by Plaintiff). Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action shall not affect
Honeyiyell’é obligations under this Consent Decree. -
49, | Comp lction of the"Work.

a. | Within 90 days after Honeyw'\'/elllconcludes that all phases of the Work
' ('m_chjdihg Q) & M), have Been fully performed, Hoﬁeywell shall schedule and.: conduct a pre- "
céﬁiﬁcatidn inspecﬁon -t_o be aftended by Honeywell and EPA. K, after the prc-ce{tiﬁcation
inspec t.i.on’ Hon_ey'Wcﬂ .stiil b_eliéves thét the Work ha;s been fully b_erformed, Honeywell shall
su_bfnif a_.wn'.tten report by'.a registered professional engineer stating i:hat the Work has been
compléted in full satisfac.tion of the require_me_nté of this Consent Decree. The report shall contain
' thg follo_winé statement, signed by a r_eéponsible cérporéte official of a Honeyw_eﬂ ;)r Honeyw_éll's
Proj ec.tl Coordinator: | |

: Td the best of 'm'y kno@ledge, after thorough investigation, I
_c'ertify.that_ the information contained in or acconipan_yiﬁg this
o subrﬂission lS true, e;ccurate and complete. I am iwaré that
are significant penalties 'fo_r' submitting false ihfprmation, _
including .thc'p'oss'ibility of t'"me:'ar-ld imprisonment for
| knong violations.

- If, after review of the written fepért, EPA, aftef_reasonablg opéor’tunity to review and comment by
the State, dcgemﬁnes tﬁat .any' ﬁortion of the Work hgs not been complét_e,d in acCordaricé -w’ith this.
Consent Decre'e',.EPA'Will notify Honeywell in wfiting of the activities that must Be unde_rtaken by
- Honeywell pursuant to.this. Consent Decree to complete th'e. Work, provided,' however, tha; EPA

“may only require Honieywell to perform such activities pursuant to this Paragraph to the extent
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| that such activities are consistent with the “scope of the remedy selected in the ROD,” as that term
-is defined in Paragrapn 13(b) EPA vyill set forth in the notice a schedule for performance of sn_ch
_act_i_vities consistent with the Consent Decree and the SOW or require Honeywell to submit a
| schedule to EPA for apnroval pnrsua'nt to Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans and Otﬁer |
Submissions). Honeywell shall perforrn all actiyities_'des_Cribed_ in the notice in accor_clance with
the speciﬁcations and schedules 'esrablished therein, subject to their righi to inyoke the dispute -
resolution pro_cednres set forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution). |
b, K EPA concludes, based on the initial or any subsequé:nt request for
Certiﬁcation of Complétion by-Honeywell-and after a reasonable opportunity for review and
- comment oy rlxe State, that the Work has been performed in accordance 'wi_th this Consent becree,
EPA will so notrfy Honeywell in wntmg | |
XV. E_M_E_IEMLRE_SP___ONSE
50. In the evenr of any action or occurrence during the performance of the Work
which ‘causes or threatens a release of Waste Material from the Site that constitutes an emergency
' situation or may prese'nt an ixnmediate‘ threat to public health or welfare or the envir'_o.nrnent, '
Honeywell shall,. subject to Parn_graph 5-1, hnmedrafely talrc all appropriate action to preVent,
 abate, or minimize snéh release or threat of_}elease; and shall imrnediately notify the EPA's
.Project Coordinator or, if the Project Coordinétor is un'availablle EPA's 'Alrelnate Project '
_ Coordinator. If nelther of these persons is: avallable Honeywell shall notrfy the EPA Emergency
: Response Unit, Region 4 Honeywell shall take such actlons in consultatron with EPA's Project
_Coordlnator or other available authorized EPA officer and m.acco.rdance with all applicable
proyisions of the Healﬂr nnd Safety Plans,.the Contingency Plans, and any other applicnbie plans
“or-documents developed pursuant to th'e'SOW.'. In _the event that Honeywell fails to take -
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~° appropriate response action as required by this Section, and EPA takes such action instead,- '

. Honeywell sh_all reimburSe EPA"all.costs of the response action not incons_istent with the NCP
pursuant to Section XVI (Payments for RespOnse Costs).

S1. Nothmg in the precedmg Paragraph or in this Consent Decree shall be deemed to
limit any authority of the United States a) to take all appropnate action to protect human health
and the environment or to prevent, abate, respond to, or rmmn_nze_-an actual or threatened release
of _PVaste -Material on, at, or'. from the Site, or h) to ‘.direct or orde'r'. such action, or seek_ an order
from the Court, to protec_t.human health and the environment or to prevent, abate, respond to, of
minimize an actual or threatened re_lease of Waste Material on, at, or from the Site, s'uhject to
Section XXI (Covenants Not to su_e by Plaintiff).

XVI. PAYMENTS FOR RESPONSE COSTS
52. | Payments for Future kesgonse Costs. |
a. Honeywell.shall pay to EPA all Future Response Costs not incbnsistent

| _w1th the National Contingency Plan On a periodic ba51s the Umted States wrll send Honeywell a

: brll requrrmg payment that mcludes a Regronally prepared cost summary, whlch includes drrect
and 1nd1rect costs incurred by EPA and its contractors, and name of DOJ -prepared-cost summary B
which reflects costs mcurred by DOJ and its contractors if any. Honeywell shall make all
payments wrthrn 30 days of Honeywell’s recelpt of each brll requmng payment except as.
otherwise provided in Paragraph 53. Honeywell shall make all payments requ_ire_d by this
Paragraph by a certified or cashier’s check or checks made payahle to ‘;EPA Hazardous SubStance
' Superfund,”' referencing the namie and address of the party making th'e payment, EPA'.-Sit'e/_Spill ID
Number A484, and DOJ Case Number 90-1-1'-2-0669'9l/2.l

: Honeyw_ell_ shall send the checkts) 'tOr- Lo
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U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region 4 Superfund Receivables - .
P.O. Box 371099M

Pittsburgh, PA 15251

b’ .At -t:he tifne of payment, Hi_)neywell shall send notice fhat payment has :
| | been made to EPA and DOJ in _accordance?with Sectio_n XXVI (Notices ad Submissions), and by
.exr.lail to acctsfeceiv_able.C[NWD @epa..g. ov and to |
| EfA Cincinnati Finance Office -
26 Martin Luther King Drive
- Cincinnati, Ohio 45268
53.  Honeywell may contest payment of any Fuﬁlre Resp-onse Costs under
Paragraph 52 if it dci_ermine_s that the United States has made an acc_ounting errof or if it alleges
that a cost item that is inclﬁded represents costs that are inconsistent with the NCP: Such |
objection sh_all be ma&e in v?riting‘_within 30 days of recéipt of _ﬁhe bill and must be sent to the
United States pursuant to Section XX_V.I (Noticcs and Submissidns).. Any such objectioﬁ Shall
- specifically identify.tllé confested future Response Costsl'-and the basis for objection. In t-hé event
-of an objéctioi;, Hoheywell Sh;'ill v;/ithin the thirty (30) day period pay all upcontested Future
'Respc.)nse Costs to thé_United States in the_manﬁer described in Paragaph 52. Simultaneously,
.Honey\.;ve.l'l _shali establis_h én.interést_-beé;ing escrow account m a federally-insured bank duly
'chartcr‘ed.lin the State ofFlonda and ;émi_t to that esc'r_ow'z'tcco_u'nt funds écjuivék:nt'to tht.:'amo.um | -
of the éontested Future Reépoﬁsé -Co.sts.. Honeywell shali sénd .to the l_jnit:ed States, as..provided iﬁ
Séctionl XXVI:(Notic_es.-axid'Submissioﬁs) a copy of th_e"'tran_smi{ta'l letterfa.nd check -péyiné the °
B gncdn;gsted Futme Rclsplc')"nse. Costs, __and a copy of .th.e'- coﬁespondencé tﬁat estab'li.shle_s and funds
the eécr_o.w accounf, iﬁcludiné but lnot l_imited to, infoﬁnation_ co_nfainiﬁg the ide:n_:tity of thé bank

and bank account under which the escrow account is established as well asa bank statement
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sho.wing-the initial balapce of .the €SCrow account.l' Sifnultaﬁeéusly: with establishmgnt of thé
-escrow account, Hbﬁcﬁe]l shall initiate the_Dis'put_é Resolution proéedures_m Section XIX
'(Dis'pute.Resolution), If the. ﬁni_ted States prevails'in the dispute, within five (5 ) days of the
resoliation éf the _dispu;e', Honeywell shall pay the sums due .(with:accrued intérest)_ to the United
States in &ie manner describcd in Pardgraph 52 If Honeywell prevails conceming any aspect of
ﬁle éontésted costs, Honeywell shall éay thafportién of the costs (pius associated accrued iniercét)
for which it did not prevail to the United Statés in the manner described in Parz.lgraph 52; |
. HOneywell shall_be.disbulrse_d any- 'Balanc.e of tﬁe gscfow account. ‘The dispute resoluﬁon
procédures set forth in this_.Pa-r.agraph in'c-onjunct'_ion' with the procedures set forth in Section XIX
(Dispute Re'sollution)' shall bé the eXélusive meéﬁanisms for re_sol-ving,disphtes regarding
Horieywell's obligation to reimburse the United States for its Future.Response-(llosts._
a - 54, " In the event that the paymc_:nts' fequired byiSubparagrap_h' 52 are not‘made'w.ith'ui

| 30 dayé of H()‘neywell;s receipt of the bill, 'H;)_ney_weH shall pay Interest on the unéaid balaﬁée.
-Th-e Interest to b¢ paid-on Past Response Costs under.-jthis PAragraph shall bé_gin to accrue on the -
- {Effective Date. The Interest on .Future. Réspoqse Cosﬁ shall begin fo_accrue on the date of tﬁe
bill. The Interest shall ag:érué t.hfoﬁgh-the date of 'HoneWell’s paymeﬁt.' Payments of Int.erest. “
 made under this _Pa'x;agréph shall be m addition to such other r-ef_r'_le.(_'iie's.ér-sa.nc'_tic.)hs available to
Plaintiffs by virtue of Honeywéll'é :failllllr.e to make timely payments under this Section including,
but not limited to, pajment of -stipulated.penalfies pursuant to Pﬁéagraph 69. Honeywell shall

- -make all payments required by this Paragraph in the manner described in Paragraph 52.
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XVIL _W
55. - Honeywell’s [ndcrriﬁiﬁ'cation of the United States.
‘a. - The United States does ri_ot assuine Any liability by entering into this

' agreement or by vhfue o_f any designation of Honeywéil as EPA's authorized rcpres-entati\}es under .
Seétion iO4(e) of CERCLA Honeywell shall indemnify, save and hold harmlé_ss the Uhited
'_ S_ta_tes and its officials, égents, emp'loyeels,' éo_titracibrs’, Sub.COI-ltIaCtOI‘S, of representatives for or
fror_ril.any and all c'laixﬁs or causes of action arising from, or on account of, ne_gligeﬁi or other
Wfo‘ngful acts or omissioﬁs of Honeywell, 1ts Qfﬂceré, dir'cctors, efﬁp}oye_es, agents, contractbrs,

subcontractors, and any pérsohs actihg on ltS behalf or under-theirl control, in- carrying out

| activifies pursuant to this Coﬁsént becree, inéluding, but not limit_éd to, any c_l;di‘ms arisiﬁg from

| any designation of Honeywell as EPA's authoﬁzed repreéénfatii)es under Secti.on 104(e) of -

. CERCLA. -Fu@er, Honeywell agrees té_pay the Ifriited Stétes all costs it incurs ihcluding, but not
lir_nité'd to;-atto_t'_neys fees and chér expenses éf litjgatién and ‘éettlement arising from, or on |
'.ac<-:0un_t of, claims inade-égeiinst ﬂ:lé United States based on negligent or other wrongful acts orl
omiss_ions of Hon’eyweil, their 6fﬁ¢ers, direcfors, efnployees, agents, contractors, subcontractors,

“and any pgtsons acting oﬁ'their behalf pr.t_'mder their control, in ca_fryiﬁg out actiyities pursﬁant to
o this-' Consent Décrée. "_I.‘,he U'nited.'Stateé sh_al! n_bt be h_éld_ out as a party to any c:oh.f;act entered |

-int.o by or on behalf of Hdnercll m 'calryix'lg_out"é.ictivi'ties p_ufsuar_it to ﬂliS'COﬂsen;-Dccfee;

- Honeywell nor any such contractor shail be Co_nsid'f;réd aﬁ-agent of the Uﬂited States.

| b. The United States shall_ give Honeywell notice of any claitﬁ for which the -
Uhitéd' States plans to seek 'iﬁdémniﬁcation‘puféuaﬁi to i’araér’_apﬁ 55, éﬂd s‘hall"gonsult-‘with- : |

Honeywell prior to settling such claim.
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56. ‘Honeywell w_aiv'e-s all ciéirr;s against the Uﬁited States fof damages or
_ reimbursement or for set-off df any payinents made or to be made to fh_e- Unitéd States, arising
frorh or on account of any contract, 'ag_reement, or arrange'me.nt bétween any' person for
performance of Work oﬁ or xela-ting to the Site, including, but -not limited to, cl:iiinS on account of -
| _ éonstruction dela'ys. In addition,'_ Honeywell shall indernify and hold harmless. the United States |
with respect tb any and all claims for dar-nages. or 'reimbu_rse'ment arising from or on account of any
. whﬁact, agregnient,-or.ér;anggment b.etween' Honeywell and Any pérson for pérformance qf Work
on or relating to the Site, including, But- not -lirtlitéd to; claims on 5cc0unt_ of con.struction delays.

| 57. No fat_er than 15 days before commencing any on-site Work, Honeywell shall
_ | sebﬁre zind éhall maintain unti} tﬁe first anniversary of EPA’s Certification of Completion of the -
.Remedxal Acuon pursuant to Subparagraph 49(b) of Section XIV (Certification of Completxon)
comprehenswe general hablhty insurance with limits of five mllhon dollars, combined smgle
...lumt, and aqtomoblle lxablllty m_surgnce with limits of five rm_lllon- dollars; combined single limit,

' néxning the United States as an additjonal' insured. In additioﬁ, for the duration of this Consent
_Ijecrce, I-ioh_eywell shall satisfy, or shall_ ensufe that their contractors or subcontractoré éati_sfy, all

| 'applic-able laws and régulafioris regarding the provision of workers’ compensation insurance for
' fall persons performmg the Work on behalf of Honeywell in furtherance of this Consent Decree.
.Prior.to commencement of the Work under this Consent Decree, Honeywell shall provide to EPA.
t_:extiﬁcates of suéh insurance and a copy of eéch insurance pol_icy. Hone&well shall resquit such
. ceniﬁca_fes and cépiés of policies _eaéh 'yégr on the ami_i?ersaﬁ of the Effective' Déte. If
“Honeywell demonstrates lb‘y evidence sétisfactory to EPA that any contractor or subcontractor
ma_intainsinsuﬁncé equivalent to that described above, or insurance covering the same. risks but

in a lesser amount, then, with respect to that contractor or subcontractor, Honeywell needs provide
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* only that portion-of the insurance described-above which is not maintained by the contractor or

subcontractor.
XVIIl. FORCE URE
58. - “Force majeure,” for purposes of this Consent Decree is defined as any event '

: arrsmg from causes' beyond the control of Honeywell of any entity controlled by Honeywell or of
.Honeywell 's. contractors that delays or prevents the. performance of any obligatron under this
* Consent Decree desprte_ Honeywell's best_effor_ts to fulfill the obligation.- The requirement that
i Ho_neywell exercise “best efforts to fulfill the obligation” includes using best efforts to anticipate
'_any. 'potential force majeure event and best efforts to address. the effects of any potential force
majeure event (1) as it is occurring and (2) follo.wing the potential force majeure event, such that
the delay is min_imized to the greatest extent possible. “Force Majeure” does not. include financial
_-inability to complete the Work or a failure to att_ain the Perforrnance Standards.
59, | If any event occurs or has occurred that may delay the performance of_' any
- obligation under this Consent Decree whether or not caused by a force majeure event, Honeywell
shall notify orally EPA's Project Coordinator or, in his or her absence EPA's Alternate Project
Coordmator or, in the event both of EPA's desrgnated representatives are unavailable, the Director
' of the Hazardous Waste Management Div1s1on EPA Region 4, within fourteen (14) days of when
Honeywell first knew that the event might cause a delay Wlthrn fourteen (14) days thereafter
Honeywel_l shall_provrde in wn.ti_ng to EPA an explanatlon and description of the reasons for;the
| delay; the anticipated duration of the delay; all actions taken or to be.taken to prevent or minimize
- the'delay;-a schedule for'irnplementation of'an'y rn'easu_res' to be'taken to preyent'or'mitigate the -
delay or the effect of the-delay; Honeywell'-s rationale for attributing such delay to a force majeure

event if it intends to assert'such a claim: and a statement as to whether, in the opinion of
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Hoﬁeywell, such event may cause or contribute to an érfdan‘germent to public health, welfare or
the environment. Hoﬁeywell shall 'includ-e with any notice all available documehtatiop supporting
' tliéir claim that the délay waslattribinable to a force majeure. Fﬁilure to comply with _'t.he abclwe‘
B réqﬁi_re’_rne:_ntS shall pfef.:lude Honeywell from lasserting any clairﬂ of force majeure for that event

for the period of time of such failure to comply, and for any addifio'nal delay caused by such

~ failure. Honeywell shall be deemed to know of any circumstancé of which Honeywell, any entity

'c'or-m'o.lled by -Hone.y_well, or aneywéll’_s contractors knew or ls.hoyld have khoWn.

| 60. | If EPA agrees that the dglay or ?nticipated delay is attributable f'o a force majeure
: event, the time for performance of t}ie o_bligatioﬁs under ﬂ)ié_qonsént Degree that are affected by
~ the force majeure event will be extended by EPA for such time as is ﬁecessary to co_mple_te_tho_s.e
obligations.. An e'xtené_ion of the tiine for’ performance of the ob'ligations affected by the force
' majeure‘-e_-vent shall nOt; of ifsélf, exteﬁdthe _tirﬁe_for performance of any other obligation. If EPA,
-aftera 'reasc.)nable opf)oftunity fqr réview and comment by the State, does not agree that the delay
or anticipatéd del;ay ilas been or wili be caused i)y a f0r<':e majéure event, EPA will notify
Honeﬁell in writing of its decision. If EPA agrees that the delay is attributable to a force
majcuré- event, EPA Qi_ll notify Honeywell in _writing of the length of _th_e éxte_n-sio‘n_, if any, for
' ;;erfofrnénce of 'the: ébiigzitiohéaﬁé&i:d by the fprcé"majeuré event.
61. “If aneywell:elects to invoke_ the dispute fésblution proceciures set forth in
. Section XD( '(Dis‘pute. :Resol_lllt_ion), it shall do so hq iat_er t1_1ap 15 days afte_r réceipt Qf EPA'S
notice.. Inany sucﬁ prOcéediﬁg, Honeywe_ll'slhall have the burden of demonstfafting by a
- brepOnd,era‘hcé (.)'f' the evidence that the delay or anﬁcipated aelay has been or Qill be caused by a
force majeu're event, that the duration of the delay or the extension sought was or will be

. warranted under the circumstances, that best efforts were exercised to avoid and mitigate the
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éfféé;s of the delay, and that Honeywell complied with the requirements of Paragraphs 59 and 60,
above. If 'Honéywell carries this burden, the delay at issue shall be deemed ﬁot to be.é violation
by Honeywell of the affected obligation of this Consent Decree identified to EPA and the Court. :

"XIX. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

62.  Unless 6therwi$e expreslsly provided for m this Consent Decree, the dispute
" - resolution prbcedu;eé of thlS Section shall be the exclusive mechanism to resolve dispiites arising
under or with reépect t_o_this Coﬁseﬁt Decree. Howéver, ‘the procedures set forth in this Section
: Shall not'at)ply to actions by ﬁe United States t_o' enforce (_)bligatioris of Honeywell that have not
~ been disputéd in acéor’dance wiﬂi this Sgction, |

R 63_. - Aﬁy dis?ute which arises ﬁnder or with respect to this Consent Decree shall in the -
_ﬁrst instance be the subject of informal negotiatioﬁs between the‘pa'rti'es to the diépute. The
: peridd for informal .negotiations shall not éxcced 20 da.ys frorﬁ the time t.he dispute arisgs, unless
it is modiﬁéd by written agree_:menf of thé barties to the dispute. The d'ispute‘ shall be considered

 to have arisen when one party sends the other.parties a written Notice of Dispute.

- 64. Statements of Positioﬁ.

a. In the éveht that the parties.can.no't resolve a _dispﬁtc: by informal
-_ negdtiatioﬁs ﬁndér'tlie prejcedihg.Pardgrapljl, then thé [-)d'si_t.ioh adyé_lﬂn'(‘:ed'by EPA shall be
: cbnsideréd binding- unless, within fifteen (15) days after the .'colnclu,sion of tﬁe Momal ﬁegotiation
-period, Hépeywell iani(e the fonﬁal_diépute resolution proc_ed.ures‘of this Sect_ioq by.serying on |
the Unitéd States a written Statement of Position'on. the matter in _dispﬁte, including, but not
limited to, aﬁy factual data, analysis ér opinion suppd_rti_ng __that po_sition ar_ld-an._y-supporting

documentation relied upon by Honeywell. The Statement of Position shall specify Honeywell's

- positibn as to whether formal dispute res_oluti_o'h should proceed under Paragraphs 65 or 66.
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b. Within thirty (30) daysafter receipt of lloneyv'vell’s Statement of Position,
| EPA will serve on Ploney_well its State'ment of Position, including, but not limited to, any factual
_ data,l'analysis, or opinion supporting that position and all supporting_ documentation relied upon
by' EPA. EPA's Statement of Position shal_l include a statement as to _whether formal dispute
- resolution should proce_ed_ under Paragraph 65 or 66. Within thirty (30) days after receipt.of |
EPA's Statement of Position, Honeywell may submit a Reply. |
o If there is disagreement between EPA and Honeywell as to whether
dispute resolution should proceed under Paragraph 65 or 66, the parties to the dispute shall follow
the procedures set forth in the paragraph determmed by EPA to be applicable However, if
| Honeywell_ultimately appeals to the Court to resolve the dispute, the Court shall determine which
paragraph is applicab_le m accordance with the standards of applicability set forth in Paragraphs
- 6501 66. o
| 65.  Formal dispute resolution for disputes pertaining to the selection or adequacy of
any're'sponse action and all other disputes that are accorded review on the administrative record
under applicable prmaples of admimstrative law shall be conducted pursuant to the procedures
set forth in this Paragraph For purposes of this Paragraph the adequacy of any response action
mcludes, without limitation: (1) the adequacy or appropriateness' of plans, proc.edures to -
-implement plans, or any other iterns requiring approval by EPA under this Con_sent'Decree; and
_ () the adequacy of the pe_r_formance of response actions taken pursuant to this Consent Decree.
Nothing in this Consent l)ecree shall be construed to allow any dispute by Honeywell regarding
the valrdity of the ROD's provrsions
a. An admimstrative record of the dispute shall be maintained by EPA and

shall contain all statements of posmon, including supportmg documentation, submitted pursuant
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to this Secfion; -Where appropriate, EPA may alloQ submission of supp_lemental statements of
position by the parties fo the dispute. |
-b.. The Director of the Waéte Ménagement Divisio_n, EPA Region 4, will- :
issue a final administrative decision resolving the dispute based on the administraﬁVe record
. described in Parag;ap_h 65(a). This decision shall be bind_ing upon Honeywell, subject only to th_e
right to seek 'j'udiciél fevieQ pursuant to Paragraph 65(c) .and (d). | |
| c. ._ Any gdrﬁifﬁstrative_decision made'by EPA pﬁrsuant to Paragraph 65(b) |
N shall be reyiéwéble by this Coﬁrt, lpr'ovided that a motion for jlidicial review of the deéisioh is
filed by Honeywell with the Court and served onall Parties within 10 days of receip£ of EPA's |
decisionL The mo_tion_ shall include a description of the matter in dispute, ihe_ efforts made by the
parties to re'so.l-vé it, the.religf requested, and t_he schedule, if any, within which the dispute must
" be resolved to 'ensure'orderly implementation of this Consent Decree. The United Sta_tes may file
a rés_ponsé to HOneywel_l's motion.

o d - In proégéd'mgé on any dispute govémed by'_this Paragraph, Honéywéll
shall have the burden of demonstrat_irié that the decision of the Waste Management Division
Directbr is arbitrafy and cépricious or othérwise not in accordance with law. Judicial review of

"EPA's de.c.:__isi.o-ti shall be on the .'éc_lminis'trat_iye record compiled pursuant t(‘)'P'ar'a_graph 65(a).
 66.  Formal dispute resolution 'f(;f dispﬁtes that neither peﬁain to the,sélec_:tion or

| -adequacy of any response action ﬁor are o'&mrwise acc-ord.éd ;gview on the administl_'ative record

under applicab'lé principles of administratiye law, sha.lll-be_ govémed by this Paragraph.

| a. . Following receipt of Honeywell’s Statement of Position submit'te(i i

-pu.r_suant to Paragraph 64, the Di;ector of the Waste Management Division, EPA Region 4, will

issue a final decision resolving the dispute. The Waste Management Division Director's decision
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" shall Be bindi;i_lg on Honeywell unleés, withiﬂ 10-days éf receipt of the decision, HoneyWell ﬁles
with the Court and'servcl':s-on_the.parties a _mot_ién for judicial review of the decision setting forth
the matter in dispute, the.efforts made by thé parties to resolve it, the relief 'req'uested, and the
schedule, if any, within whi_éh t.he; dispute must be resolved to ensure orderly ilnplerl;entatiOn-of _
the Consent Decree. The United States may ﬁie a 're_s'ponse to Honeywell's motion.
- b. . Notwithstanding Paragraph M of Section I (Background) of this Consent :
Decree, judicial review of any aispute goverﬁed by this Paragraph shall i)e governed by abplicable |
pr’incipies of law. | | | |
67.  The invocation of formal dispute resolution procedures under this Section shall _
not extend, postpone or affect in any way any 6bligation of Honeywell under this Consent Decree,
- not directly in.dispute, ﬁ_nless EPA or the Court agrées otherwise. Stipulated penaliies with
reSpect to the disputed matter shall continue to accrue but payment sﬁall be stayed_pending
| resolution of the dispute as pro'v.ided in Paragraph 76. Notwithstanding the stay.of pa);nignt,
stipulated penalties shali acc‘:rue from the first day of noncompliance with any applicable prov{sion
of this Consg_nt- Decree. In the évent that Honeywell does not.prevai.l on the disputed issue,
stipulated penalties shall be assessed and péid as provided in Section XX (Stipulaicd Penalties).
| R R | XX STIPULATED PENALTIES |
.68_. | Honéywéll shall be liz;ble for stipulated penalties in thé amounts set forth in
| __ Parggr%aphs 69 énd 70 to thg United St'a-tes for faiiu:é to comply with the fequiwements of this
Consent Decfée specified below, unless excused l.mder- Section X VIII (Force Majéure).
a ‘-‘Complian;:é” by Hong?well*shallinclude éofnpleii(_)ﬂof the activitiés undér this Coﬁsent Decree
or aﬂy work plan or otfler_ plan apﬁroved uﬁder this Cons‘enlt Decree idéntified below in

“accordance with all applicable requirements of law, this Consent Decree, the SOW, and any plans
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" or other documents approved by EPA pursuant to this Consent Decree and within the speciﬁéd :

time schédules established by and approved under this Consent Decree.

69.

Stipulated Penalty Amounts - Work.

a. The following stipulated penalties shall accrue per violation pér day for

~ any honcompliance identliﬁed_in Subparagraph 69(b):

Period_of Ndncomgliance Penaigg Per Violation Per Day

1¥ through 14% day © $1,250.00
- 15" through 30" day $2,500.00
31" day and beyond - $5,000.00

b. Comp liance Milestones.

The Compliance milestones include (i) both the timely and adequate

submittél of, as deﬁned.in Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans and Other Sﬁbrnis_sions), and

-substantial éompliance with the following documents and substantive requirements:

¢y
@
gos
L@
e
©)
™.
®)
©

10) -

Draft Preliminary Design Report speciﬂed in the SOW;

' Final Preliminary Design Report as specified in the SOW;

Draft Remedial Désign as specified in the -SOW
Final Remedial Design as sbcéiﬁe_d in the SOW
Draft RA Work Plan as specified in the SOW;

Final RA Work Plan as specified in the SOW; .

 Prefinal Construction Inspection Repoit as specified in the SOW:

*"Final Construction Plan as specified in the SOW;- -

Draft Remedial ActionReport as speciﬁed in the SOW;
Final Remedial Action Report as specified in the SOW;
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an
(12)

(13)

(14)

Draft O & M Plan as specified in the SOW;

Final O.& M Plan as specified in the SOW:

Draft Performance Standards Verification Plan as specified in the |

SOW:

~ Final Performance Standards Verification Plan as specified in the

' SOW.(15) Implementation of the Final Remedial Design and Final

" Remedial Action Wofk Plan; |

(16)

Implementation of further response actions and additional work

: pu'rsﬁant to Sections VI and VII;

an

(18)

Payment of all monies owed under Section XVI; and

Establishment of a 'Perfdrmance Guarantee as fe:quil;ed by Section

XII.

-70. Stig_ ulated 'Penaity Amduhts - Reports.

a.

The follbwing stipulated penalties shall accrue per violation per

day for failure to submit timely or adequate reports or other written documents pursuant to Section

" X (Reporting Requirements):

Period of Noncompliance ~ * Penalty Per Violation Per Day

1st through 14thday = $500.00 .
15th through 30thday ~ ~ $1,500.00
31st day and beyond " $3,000.00
" 71.° . Inthe event that EPA assumes performance of a portion or all of the Work

puiSuant to Paragraph 85 of-Section XXI (Covenants Not to Sue by Pla_inﬁfﬂ,_Honeywell shall be

liable for a stipulated penalty in the amount of $200,000.
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72. Al pen‘alti'es Shall begin to accrue on -_the day after the ébmplete perforrnance is duc '
or the day a violation occurs and shall continue to accrue through the final day of the correction
of the noncompliance or cnr'npletion of the activity. However, stipulated penalties shall nbt_
aécrue: (1‘) w.ith respect to a deficient submission undgr Section XI (EPA 'Appro'v_al. of Plans and
1- Other Subrnissidns), during the period, if any, beginning on ﬁhe 31st dayl after EPA's receipt of
such submission until the date that EPA notifies Honeywell of any deficiency; (2) with respect o :
5 decision by the Directbr _of the Waste angemént D.iv.ision, EPA Region 4, under
Paragraph 65(b) 6; 66(a) o_f Section XD( (Dispute‘ Resolution), during the period, if any, -
beginning on the 21st.day gftér the date that Honeywell’s -repl'y to EPAs Statenlent of Po.s-iti'on is
.rece.ive'd until the date that the Directof issues a final decision regarding such dispute; or (3) V_Vith
respect to jndicini review "by thfs Coun of any dispute __under'Section XD{ .(D'ispute Renolution),
_dnring the .peri'od, 1f any, beginning on the 3 lst.day after the Court's récéipt of lhé final
'submission regarding ihe dispute u‘ntil't._h_e date that the Court issues a final décisio_n regarding
:such dispute. Notﬁing herein-shall prevent the simultaneous accrual. of separate penalties for
separate violations of this Consent Decree.

73. Foilowmg EPA's detennination that H-on_eyWell. has failed to éc»niply with a
_ _féq_i_xirern_ent_ of this Consent Decree, EPA may give _Ho'neyw'e:l.l Qﬁ;ten;‘noiiﬁcatidn of the same
' and describe the nonéompljanéé. EPA méy send Honeywell a written demand fnr the payment of |
' ;hé penalties. Howev_en penaities shall accfue as ptoVidéd in the preceding Paragraph re_gardles_s
of \Q/he_ther EPA has notified Honeywell of a vi:'olationl.ll | | |

-. 74. . - lA'l_l penalties accru'mg under @is'.SCCtion shall be due and payable to the United
States within 30 days of H6ne}w¢l-l’s receipt 'fro.m EPA of a.deman.d for paymé:nt of the penalties,

unless Honeywell invoke the Dispute Resolution procedures under Section XIX (Dispute . -
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Resolution). All pz;yments i_o thélUnited States ﬁndel;.this Section shall be paid by certified or.
- cashief's check(s) made payable to ;‘EPA Hazardous S_ubstancés Supérfund,’f shzﬂi be niaiied to
U.S. Ehvirdnmental Protection Agency, Region 4 Superfu"nd Re;:eivables,'P_o, .Box.3710'9.9M,
Pittsburgh, PA 15251, shall indicate that the payment is for stipulated penalties, and shall
reference the EPA Region and Site/Spill ID A484, the DCJ Case Number 90-1 1—_2-0__66_99/2, and :
the name and address of the party making péyment. Copies of check(s) paid .pulrs.uant to this
Section, and any accompanying transmittal létt_er(é), shall be sent to the Uﬁi{ed States as provided |
iﬁ -section XXVI (Notices‘_and Subﬁﬁssions); and. by email to acctsrecéi-vable.C-ll\IWD @epa.g.(_)v
- and to: |

EPA Cincinnati:Fina'nce Office

26 Martin Luther King Drive

Cincinnati, Ohio 45268
75; ~ The baym_ent of penaltiés shall not alter in any way Honeywell's obligétion to
| éomplete tﬁe pefforman,ce of the Wo;k required under this Consehi Decr_ee. )

~ 76. Penalties 'shét_ll ¢ontin_ue to"a_'ccrue as .provic_ie_:d in Paragrabh 72 during any dispute
resolution pgﬁod, but need not be paidluntil the following:
| | a. If the diSputc is resolved by agreement or by a.d_e_c':ision.o'f EPA that is.' not
appealéd to this Court, accrued pehalties_ _detéx-mine.d to be 0&ing_ shéll be paid to EPA within 15
days of Ithe agfeement or the receipt of EPA's dééision or o'rdér;_
b.  Ifthe _di._spute.is_ 'appealed lt'o this Cdur_t and the Unitgd States prevails in

v\vh.ole.o_r m part, Honeywell shall péy all accrued penalties detenhined by the Court to._Be owed to
EPA _v&./ithin' 60 days 'of. receipt of the-Coun's-de'cisio'.n 'o'rlé)-r'der; éic’ep; as ptovfidéd in -

Subiiaragraph c below;
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c. I the Di_s_irl,ct Court'e decision is appez-lled, by alny Party, ﬂqneﬂell slla_ll :

_ pa’y lall acerued penalties detennined by-tlle District Coqrt to be owing to the Unite(l' States into an

intefest-bearing escrow account within 60 days of feeeipt of the Court's decision or order.

_ Penaltles shall be paid into.this accounl as they continue to accrue, at least every 60 days. Within
15 days of recelpt of the final appellate court _decision the escrow agent shall pay the balance of

' the account to EPA or to Honeywell to the extent that it prevalls

i 71. If Honeywell fails to pay stlpulated penaltles when due the Umted States- may

institute proceedmgs to collect the penaltles as well as interest.’ Honeywell shall pay Interest on
the unpald balapce,_whmh-shall beg-m to accrue on _the date of demand made pursuant to

" Paragraph 74.

78. - Nething in tl)is Consent Decfee shall be cdnsltrued as prohibiting, _altering, or in
any way limiting the ability of the United Sta_tes te secl( any other remedies or sanctions available
by virtue of Honeywell"s violation ef this Decree or of the statutes and regulatlons_ upbn wl1i_ch it
is based, inclUding.',j-but not lilnited lo, penalties pursuant to Sect_ion 122(1) of ClERCLA, provided,

‘however, that llle_'UIlited States sllall not seek civil penalties puréuant to Section 122(1) of
CERCLA for any-violatioh for whieh a stipulated penalty is provided herein, except in the case of
o ..a w1llful violation of the Consen_t Decree.' N |

’l9. Notwilhstanding any other provision of thls.Slectien, tlx_e l]nlt_ed Stales may, m its
unrevieWable discretion, waive any portion of stipllllated penalties' that llaye accrhed pursuant to
this Consent Deeree. | | |

XXI C__oVENA-N'Is Not TO SUE BY PLAINTIFE
80. - In consideration of the actiorls that will be perfomed and the payments that will

‘be made by Honeywell under the terms.of the Consent Decree, and except as specifically provided h
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in Péragrabhs .81 (Unitéd St;cltes’ i’re;Ceriiﬁcation Reservations), 82 (Unitéd States’ Post-
Certification Reservations), 83 (Information 'and Conditions Known to EPA), and 84 (General _:
Réservatioﬂ of Rights) of this Scétioﬁ; the. iJnited Stétés covenants not to sue. or tb take
~ administrative action against Honeywell lp_lgrsuant to Sections 106 ahd, 167(a) of CERCLA relating
to the Site. -Except with respéct' to future liability, these éovenants not to sue shall take éffect
upon the receipt by EPA of the payménts required.‘by Pérégraph 52(a) of Sectic__)fn XVI (Payments
. for Response Costs). With respéct to .future. liébility, these covenants not to sue shall take effect '_.
| upbn Ceniﬁéatioﬁ of Complgtioﬁ of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Paragaph 49(bj of
Sectidq XIV (Certiﬁéatioﬂ of- Completion). These covenants not to sue are conditioned upon the
satisfactory pprform’énce by ané&wellb_f its ob.ligatio.ns under this Cons_ent Decree. These
covenants ﬁot to sue extend only to Honeywell and do not extend to any other person..

81. o United States' Pré—Ce_rtiﬁcation Resewations. NotWit_h_standing_' any oth¢f '
prdvi‘sio_n-of this Consent Decree, the United States reservés, and this Consent Deﬁ’ree is without
. pfgjudice to, the right to institute pr_oceed:ing's in this action or in a new.a.ction, or to issue an
' édministrative order seeking to compel H(.)neywell.

| a. to perform fu'rther re_sp()nse actions rel_ating tb the Site, or
b to -;eimbﬁrée the Unﬁ'e:d Stafeé for .a_dditional c.os.tg of ;e_spdris_e if, prior to
Cértiﬁcatiori of Comp'létion of the Relhédié{l Action: |
(D con(iitions at the Site, previously_ unknown to EPA, are discovered,
or |
o (2) - information, pre.vio.usl.y u_nknoWn to EPA is -feceived; in whole or in -

part, and EPA determines that these previousiy unknown conditions or information together with

59



aﬁ_y other relevant information indicates that the Remedial Action is not protective of human
health or the environment.

82. 'United States' PQSF-Ceniﬁcation Reservations. Notwithstanding any other
prévision of this Consént Décree, t_hé.Unite_d States reserves, and this Consent ]jccree is without
prejudice to, the ﬁght to institute .proceedings in this action or in a new action, or to issue an
adx‘n-inistrativ.c order seeking to compe_i theyweﬂ

~a. - to befform further'response .actions relating to the Site, or
b..  toreimburse tﬁe United States for additioﬁal cos!;s of response if,

subse_qﬁent té Ccrtiﬁcatioﬁ of Completiqn of the Remedial Action:

1) éoﬁditions at the _S ite, previdusly unknown to EPA, .afe discovered, or

(2) information, pfeviously unknown to EPA; is received, in whole.or in
part, and EPA aetennines that these prt.:vi_(-).usly unkndm conditions or this .information together |
with other r_elévaht information indicéfe thaf the Remedial Action is not prétective of hﬁman
health or tk\e_envirénment. |

83. | lIn.for'mati'on and_Coﬁditions Knov;/n'to EPA. Fdr purposeé of Paragraph 81, the
Mé@ation and thé cphditions known to EPA shall include only that informaﬁion and those :
| éoﬁditi_on's kn0wn to.'}iEPA as of the daté the ROD was signed and set forth in the Record of

| DeciSion f_orj_th_e Site and the administ_rative record shpbdrﬁng the Record of Decision. For

purpqées ..o'f. thls Paragfaph, ‘the infqnnaﬁbp .ar.ld the cqnditidns known to EPA shall include only
that_iﬁformaﬁon and'thbse cdhditions known .to .EPA as of the d.ate._of Certiﬁca_ﬁOn of Completion
léf me-Remedial.Action.ahjdl set forth in fhe; Re.c'o'r_(i_ of Deéisioﬂ; the administrative jrecdrd'

supporting the Record of Decisibn, the post-ROD admiinistrative record, or in any information
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| _ received by EPA pursuant to .'the_ réquirerﬁeﬁts of this Cdﬁsent Decree prior to Certification of

~ Completion o'f: the; Reh-medjal Action. | |

84, Gencrai res.ervations of rig_ hts. The U_nite& States rcseﬁes, and this Consent

Decree is without prejudice to, all rights against Ho_ney'well.\;vith respect to all matters not
éxpréssly inclu’ded w1thm Plaiﬁtiff s éovenarit not to sue. I;Ibtwithstandiﬂg any other pi'ovision of
: this Cohséﬁ_t Decree,. the United States reserves éll-rights against Honeywell with respect t(.):'
a. | ciaims 5ased,6n a failure by aneywe.ll to mcét a fequi;etrient of thls
.' Consent Dééree; |
b .]ia-bility aﬁsing from the past, present, or future dispbsal, release, or threa_t
' | __of. release of Waste Material outside of the Site;
c. liabi'l.ity based upon'Honeywel'l’s ownership or operation of the Site, o;

" upon 'Honey\_'velll’s uén;pértatiop,- tré_atment, storage, or disposal, or the.afrangement for.the
. transportation, treatment, storage, or -(_l.ispo_.sal _of_ Waste Materiﬂ at or in connection Qim the Site,

| other than as'lprov'id_ed in the ROD,' the Work; or otherwise ordered by EPA, after si'gnature.of this
ansent Decree by 'Hon'eywell; |

l d.. liability fo_r damages for injul-'y. to, destruction of, orloss of natural

. resbﬁfceé\; .a_nd for 'tht;,- costé of ény'hétlix'r'al_fes'o_ilfc;_efdamégé assessments; |

‘e.. ' crimin;'il l.iab.illit).l;
£ liébility for violalti.o_ns (_jf _fédf:ral_or state law v_vhic_h,obci_lr during or after
: implémeﬂtatiou of the-Remedial _A<I:tio_n-; a.nd' |
g | : .liabillity,- prior to Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action, for

additional response actions that EPA determines are necessary to achieve Performance Standards,
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B ',iiut that’ cannot bé réquired pufsuant to Paragfébli- 1-3. (Modification of the SOW or Related Work
Pl |
g, Work Takeover.
- a .In the event EPA determines that Honeywell.hz-is. (1) ceased

ixﬁpleinentatiqn of any portion of the Work, or (i) are seriously or repeatediy deﬁcient or late in

N their.perforrﬂ_ance of &e Work, or (iii) are implementing the Work in a'maﬁner which may cause

~an -endan.germénlt to human health or the envir..onment,_EPA. may issue a written notice ("Work
N : “Takeover I\I'otic'e;_')" to the Honeyweil. Any Work Takeover Notice issued by EPA will specify the
‘ grqunds upoﬁ wh'i_cﬁ éuch notice was issuéd and will providg a period of 10 days within which to
‘'remedy the cifcum_stances giving rise to EPA's issuance of such notice.
b. If, after expiration of the 10-day notice period specified in.Pafagraph |

| 85(a), ‘Honéywe_ll has not remedied t.o.EPA's satisfaction the circumstahces .giving' rise to EPA's
issuapce of the rele_v-a_nt. Work Takeover .Notice, EPA may at any time thereafter assurﬁe 'the
perfofmance of all or @y portions bf the Work as EPA deems necessary ("Work Takeovef").
EPA shall notify Honeywell in writ-in"g (which Writing may be electrohic) if EPA determines that
implémentatioﬂ -o.f a Work Takéover is warrapted .under'th'is Paragrai)h 85(6).

c... B ‘Honeywell may invoke the pfoéédurcé_ set forth i;i'Sc;cr[iqh XIX (Dispute

Resoiutiop), Paragrai)h 62, to dispu‘&-: EPA's_impl;e-m-ehtati-(.)n. of a Work Tékéov_cr u;ider Paralgra'ph
~ 85(b). l,H_o_weve_r, ndﬁvitﬁstandin._g Honeﬁell’s invocﬁtion 6_f such dispute rg:soluti_or; procedurgs,
and duﬁng.thé per;deﬁc_y' df ény such disbute, EPA m;} mlts sole discretion é()mmeﬁce and
: coritin_ue_a- Wo¥k Takc’:o’yer’ under Péxaér@h_SS(b) until tﬁe' ez.1rlie'r of I(i) the -dafe that Honeywéll’s -

- remedy, to EPA's satisfaction, the circumstances giving rise to EPA's issuance of the relevant
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. Work Takeover 'Notice or (ii) the date that a ﬁnal decision is rendered in accordahce Wi_th'Section
. XIX '(Disphte Resolution); Paragraph 62, requi_rihg EPA to terminate such Worfk Takeover. |
d. | After‘-,com:met_lcement and _for_the dhration of any Work Takeover, EPA
shall have immediate access'io and beneﬁt of any performance guarantee(s) prO\;ide(i plirsuant to .
Section X[[I (Perf_ormahce Gharantee), in accordance_with the pfovisiens of Paragraph 46 of that
Section. If and to the extent that -EPA is unable to seeure the resources guaranteed under any such
| 'perfor_rhahce lg.uarantee(s) and Honeywel'l fails to remit a cash athou_nt up to but not exeeedmg the
e.'stimated. co_s"t. of the remainihg Work to be performed, all in accordance with the proyisions of
lﬁraéraph 46, any unreimbursed costs incurred by EPA in perfolrming be_k under the Work
Takeeve_r shali be consiaered Future Response Co'sts'that Honeywell shall pay purshant to Section.
XVI (Payment for Response Costs). | |
86. _- Nptwithstahding any other provision of this Consent Decree, the United States

" retains all -authority and r_eserves all rights to take any and all response actions authorized by law.

* XXIL COVENANTS BY HONEYWELL
| SZ Covenant Not to Sue. Subject to the reservations ih Paragraph 88, Honeywell
' hereby cevenants not to sue and 'agfee not to assert any claims or causes of acﬁon against the
o ljnited States w1th resp'ec.t to the Site or this Consent Decree, inch_lding, but not lilmited to:
a. .- any dire.ctlor, indirect claim for reimbursement from the Haiardohs
I.Substance Superfund (established. pursuan.t to ;he .I.ntemal Revenue Code, 26 U‘.S.C.. § 9507) |
.t__hrough CERCLA Sec_tions 106(b)(2), 107, lli; 112, 113 or any ot_her_ provision.of 15w';
~'b. . any claims aga_inst-th"e United States, ihcluding'any departmient, agency or =

instrumentality of the'Un_ited States under CERCLA Sections 107 or 113 related to the Site, or
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e any claims arising out of résponse actions at.or in connection w1th the Site,
ihcludihg any-ciaim under the United States Constitution, the Constitution, the Tucker Act, 28
| US.C. §.1491’ thé Equal Access to Justice Act,28 U.S.C. § 2412, as amended,'or at commor.l.
law. o | |
d. Except as provided in ‘Paragraph. 90 (Waiver of Claims Against De |
Micromis Panie;s), and Paragraph 96.(Wa'iver of Claim-Splitting Defenses), these covenahis not to
."s1lxe shﬂl nof_épply in't_he .evclant that the United States bringé a cause of action or issues an order
.pﬁrSUarit to the fescw#tions set fo_rth m P-arag_raphs 81, 82, 83, and 84(b)- (d) and (g), but only to
ﬁle extent that Ho'neywell_’_s claims arj'se from the same response action, response Costs, or
- dmﬁage's that the"_U.nit-ed Staté_é is seeking pursuant to ihe applicable reservation.

- 88. - Honey\;veli_ reserves, and this Conseﬂt Decree is without prejudice to, claims
against the United Statés, subject to the provisions of Chapter 171 of Title 28 of the United States
Code, for mone.y-da‘mag-es for injufy or loss of property or personal injury or death caused by the
negligent or wrongful act or omission of any employee of the United States while acting wit_hin '
the scope of his office or employment u.nder éircumstancés wﬁere the United States, if a pri-vafe
éérson, would be liablé to the cléimant in accordance_ with the law of the placel wh_ére the act or

- 6mi55ion occurred "However, any such lclaim shall not include a claim for any damages caused, in _
whole Qr' in part by the act or omission of any person, including any contract-or, who is not é

~federal employee as that term is defined in 28 U.S.C. § 2671; nor shall any such claim include a

- claim based on EPA's selection of response actions, or the oversight or approval of Honeywell’s_

| plans or activities. The foregoing applies only to claims which are brought pursuant to any statute
other than CERCLA and for which the waiver of sovereign immunity is found in a statute other

than CERCLA.
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- 89. Notlﬁng in this CoﬁSent Decr.ee. shall bé deemed to constitute preauthorization of a
éléim_Withih the meaning of Se_étion 111 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9611, or 40 C.E.R. '
§ 300.700(d). | | |

90.  Honeywell agrees not to assert any clai_ms_ and to waive all clairns or -causes-'of

action that it may ha;/e fo_r all matters relating to the Sitf;, includiné for contribution, against any
person where the person’s _lfability to Honeywell with respect to the Site is based. solely on having
érranged for diqusal-of treatxnenf, or for transpoft for disposal or treétmerit,' of hazardous
: subétancés élt the Site, or having accepted for transport for disposal or treatment of hazardous
' substaﬁces at the-_Si_té,' if: |
| - a The métérials contributed by suc;h'pe-rson to the Site containing hazardous
substances did hot exceed the greater of (i) 0.002% of the total volume of 'wastc: at thelSite, or (ii) |
110 gallons of liquid materials or 200 pounds 6f solid materials.

b. -This waiyer shall not apply to any claim or cause of action against any
pefson meeting the abo\}e crite;ria if EPA has determined that fhe materials contributed to the Site
: by such pérsén cqntfibuted or could contribute_Signiﬁcantly to _the costs of response at the Site.

.' 'fhis wéiver aisq__ sha;ll not apply 'wi‘th respect to any defense, claim, or cause of a;tion that a
' anéywcll"may have.'ag'ains't'.a'ny. pé;Son if Sl.jéh: p_érsb'_ﬁ asserts a cléi'm ér cause of action relating
td t.hg Site égainst-silCh aneywell. |
: 91. ' Honeﬁell agrees ﬁot to seek judiéial review of tht;, ﬁflal rule lisping the Site on
.ﬂ.le NPL based on a claim that changed Site-cond_itions that resulted ffom ._the performance of the

Work in any way-affécted-ihe basis for listing the Site.

65



XXIII. EFFECT OF SETTLEMENT; CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION

92. Eicept as prOVided m Paragraph 90 (Waiver of Claims Against De Micromis
Pégrtiés); nbthing in thiSlCons-eht Decree. shéll be construed to create any rights in, or-grant any |
cause of action to, any person not a Party to this Consent Decree. The preceding sentence shall
not be- construed to wéive- or nu.ll-if_y any rights ﬂiat any persoh .'not a signatory to thjs dec;e_e may .
-have under applicable iaw; Except as -provided 'in Paragraph 90 (W aiver of Claims Against De
: Micronﬁs Paijti_es), each of the Parties expressiy re_serves any and all rigilts (inclluding, but n_of
lumted to,.any right to contribﬁti_oﬁ), def_énses,'claims, demands, and causes of action which .each
Party fnay have wit_h respect to any ﬁlatter, transaction, or occurrer_lcc_'relatirig_ in any way to the
Site_against any person nof.a Pérty hereto.

: 93, The Parties agree, and b?y.entering mis Consént' Decree this Court ﬁnds,- mat
' 'H-c)heywell is éhtitled', as of the Effective ].)ate,:to prqtection from contribution actions or claims
‘as provi.ded by CERCLA Sectioh. 113('t)(2),. 4?2 'U.S.C..§ 9613(f)(2) for matters addre_ssed in this
Consenf Decrge: The “matters addressed” in thié Consent Déc'ree éfe the Work, and Future
Response Cost_s..'. The “mattel;s addresséd” m this Consent Decree do not include those response
costs or respén;e actions as .t.o_;avhich the United .Staté's has résefvéd its rights under this Consent
‘Decree (éicéﬁt for .cl_'ailn.l'_s f_@r lflailure"_t'(.)-c(').mplﬂy Witﬁ.ﬂijs' Decree), in the'everllt t_ilat the United
States asserts fights against 'Ho"néywell coming within the scope of such reserv:.i'tions.

94, .Hone:_ywell-agrees that with respect to any suit or claim for contribution it brings

- for matters related to this Consent Decree it will notify the United States in writing no later than

© 60 days prior to the initiation of such suit or claim.
"~ 95.  Honeywell also agrees that with respect to any suit or claim for contribution

brought against it for matters related to this Consent Decree it will notify in writing the United
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States within 10 dayo of service of the.complaipt upon it. In addition, Pioneywell shall notify the

: Unite(i States w1thm 10 days of sorvice or receipt of .any Motion for Summary J udgmept and

within 10 days of reoeipt of any order from a coﬁt_ seftin_g a case for trial. |

96. In any_ subsequent 'adnﬁMS&ative or judicial proceeding initiated by the ﬁnited

States for injunctive relief; recovery of response costs, or other appropriate relief teiating to the |

Site, Honéywéll shall not assért, and may not rpaimain, any defense or claim based upon the -

principles of Wa_i\"ér, res judioata, collateral estoppel, .issue preclusion, claim—splittiog,' or other.

. defenses based upon any conteﬁtion that the claims faised_ by the Upited States in thc subooquent
proceeding were or ohould have been brought in thé instz_int case; provided, however, that nothing
in 't_his Paragraph affects the enforceability of ﬂle covenants not to sue set forth m Section XXI . -
(Covenants Not to Sue by Plain.ti.ft).; | |

XXIV. ACCESS TO INFORMATION
97. .. Honoywell ohall_lwrovide to EPA, upon request, copies of all documents and
information within their possession or control or that of their oonttactOrs or agents relating to

_ activities at the Site or to the i_mplefnentation of this Consent Decree, including,. bpt not limited.to,

' Sarhpli_rlg, aoalysis, chaip of custody 'records_, manifests, truckmg loés, r_eceipts, reporfs, sample

 traffic rooting; correspondence, or other dbcu'mor'iis or ir_ifo%ina_itioﬁ_ related to the Work. -

: Honeywoll shall also mﬁke évailable to EPA, for purposes o'f_.investigation, inforrriation gathering,

or téstin_\ony', thoir orriployees, agents, or repfesontati\)cs with kpowle(_i_g'e of ;elo?vant flacts_-

_ | concéming the performanco of the Wopk. |

- 98, Businoos Confidential and _Privileged DOCpmenfs;

a. | _ HoneerII may assert business cohﬁdehtiélity claims coyering part or all

of the documents or information submitted to Plaintiff under this Consent Decree to the extent -
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permitted by and in accordance witl_l'Section 104(e)(7) of CERCLA, 42 U.S“.C.'§ 9604(e)(7)', and | _ |

_46 C,F.R. § 2.203(b). Docmnenfs or information de_temlinod .to‘ Be oonﬁocrltral _by EI;A will be

afforded the protection specified in 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B. rf'no claim of confidentiality |

- accompanies documents or_informatiorl when they aro aubmitted to EPA, or if EPA has notified __
-Honeywell that the documents or rnforrrratiorr are not confidential dnder-thelstarrdards'of Section |
104(e)(7) of CERCLA or 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B, the publio rriay be .givon accoss to such
documenta or inforr_nation withorlt furtﬁer notice to Honoﬁoll. | |

b Honeywell may assert that certarn documents, reoords and other

inf(_)rmation are privileged under the attoméy—client privilege or any other privilege recognized by
federal law. If Honeywell asserts such a privilege _i'n lieu of providing documents, it shall r)rovidé

_ the Plaintiff with the following: (1) the title of the document, reoord, or information,; £2') the date
of the docurrrent, reéord, or inforrrration; (3) the name and title of the alrthor of the document,
record, or informatiorr; (4) the namé and title of each addressee and reciprenr; (S)a descripti_on of |
the contents of the documorrt, record, or informarion: and (6) the privilege assertod by Honeywell.-

' However‘, no documents, reports or other information created.or generatéd plrrsuant to the
.requirerrrents of the COnsénr_ Decree shall be withhéld on the grorrnris .mat they are.privileged. '

9. No claim of_ conﬁdentiality ahail be m.ade.with'res'pec_'t r_o any data, mcludmg, out .

not limited to, all sampling, analytical, monitoﬁng, h)rdro'geologio, .sciontiﬁc, chemical, or
engineering data,, or any other documents o_r information evide;ncing'conditioné at’or around the

Site. |

“XXV. RETE&TroN OF RECORDS -
iOO. .Unti.l 10 years after Honéywell's receipt of EPA's notification pursuanr to
: Paragraph 49(b) of Sectiorr. X1V (Ce_rtiﬁcatio'n'of Corlrl_'pleti.on._of' the Work), Honeywell shall -
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' preseri'e and retain all non-identical copies of records and 'docurrients (including records or '

| documents in electronic form) now in its possession_ or control or which come into its possession

or _co'ntrol. .that relate in any manner to 1ts liability under CERCLA with-respect- to the -Site,' R

) provided, however, that Honeywell who is potentially liable as owners or operators of the Site

must retain, in addmon all documents and records that relate to the liabrhty of an y other person

: under CERCLA with respect to the Site. Honeywell must also retain, and instruct 1ts contractors
and agents to preserve, for the same period of time specified above all .non-rdentlc?.l copies of the
-last draft or final i/_e_rsion of any documents or records (includin_g documents orlrec.ords in
electronic form) now in its possession or control or which come into its possession or control that
relate in any manner to the performance of the Work, p'rovided_,' however, that HoneyWell (and its
contractors and agents) must retain, in addition, cooies of all data generated during the

| p_erformance of the Work and not contained' in the aforementi_oned docurnents required to be
retained. Each of the above record ,retent_ion requirernents shall apply rega_rdless',of any corporate
retention policy to the contrary. ! l. |

101. .At_the conclusion of this document retention period, Honeyiyell shall notify the

United States at least 90.days prior to the destruction of any such records o_r documents, and, upon .
request by the United S_t_'eites, Honeywell shall deliver any such records or d_ocurrients-t_‘o EPA. _
Honeywell niay.ass_ert-that'certain documents, records and other inforrnation are .privil_eged'under

the attomey-client_privilege or any otlier. privilege recognized by federai law. If Honeywell 'esserts
such a privilege, it shall provide the Plaintiff with the followingt (1) the title of the document,

- record, or information; (2) the date of the docnment, record, or information; .(3) the name and title .

of the antlior of the docurnent, record, or -inforrnation, 4) :the name and title of each addressee and

- recipient;' (5) a description of the 51rbject- of the document, record, or information; and (6) the
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privilege asserted by HOneyweil. }iowever, no documents, reports or'other information created or
generated pursuant to tlie requirements of the Consent Decree shall be withheld on the grounds
- that they are privileged.
102, Honeywell nereby certiﬁes individuailiy that, to the best of its icnowledge and
_ belief;, after 'thorough inquiry, it has not tlltered, mutilated, discarded, -destroye.d oi' otheri»vise
disposed of any records, documents or other information (other than 1dent1cal copies) relatmg to |
“its potentlal liabillty regardmg the Slte since notiﬁcation of potential llablllty by the Umted States
or the State or the ﬁling of suit against it regarding the Site'and that it has fully complied with' any
and ail EPA requests for information pursuant to Section .104(e) and 1 22(e) of CERCLA, 42 |
- US.C. 9604(e) and 9622(e) and Section 3007 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. 6927. .
XXVI NOTICES AND SUBMISSIONS
. 103. Whenever, under the terrns ‘of this Con’sent Decree, written notice is required to be
given or a report or other document is required to be sent by one Party to another, it shall be
_ .-direc_ted to the iridividuals 'at.the addresses specified below, _unless those individuals.or their
successors give notice'of a cliange to the other i’artie’s in writing. All notices and submissions
' shaii be considered effective upon receipt, dnless_othe_rwise provided. Written notice as speciﬁed
- hercin‘.sha'l-l. constitnte complete sétisfaction of any written notice requirement of the_Consent

- Decree with respect to the Umted States EPA, and Honeywell respectively

-As to the United States: - | BRUCE GELBER ,

~ Chief, Environmental Enforceme nt Section

- Environment and Natural Resources Division
U.S. Department of J ustice

P.O.Box 7611 - .
Washington, D.C. 20044 7611
Re: DJ # 90-11-2-06699/2 -
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and = FRANKLIN E. HILL
- ' Director, Superfund Division
. United States Envnronmental Protection Agency
Reglon 4 ' : '
Atlanta Federal Center
61 Forsyth Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960

Asto EPA: - - ~ WILLIAM C. DENMAN, P.E.
' ~ EPA Project Coordinator
~ United States Envuonmental PI'OtCCthIl Agency
" Region 4
Atlanta Federal Center
61 Forsyth Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303 8960

- EPA Alternate Project Coordinator: JANB. ROGERS -
: ' - EPA Alternate Project Coordinator
United States Environmental Protection Agency '
Region 4- South Florida Office
400 North Congress Avenue
Suite 120
.West Palm Beach, Florida 33401

As to the EPA Reglonal Superfund DEBBIE JORDON :
Records Prog[am Manager: United States Envnonmental Protection Agency
: . Region4
Atlanta Federal Center
61 Forsyth Street, S.W. .
Atlanta; Georgia 30303-8960

_ AstoHoneywell ~  MARKKAMILOW
-7 . . 7 Project Coordinator.
- Honeywell International Inc.
. 101 Columbia Road
Morristown, NJ 07960-4640
XXVIL. EFFECTIVE DATE
-104.-. The effective date of thi_s-Consent Decree shall be the date npon which this

Consent Decree is entered by the Court, except as otherwise provided herein.
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XXVIII RE’l‘ENTlON o JURISDICTION

105. | Thi.s.Court retains jurisdiction over both the subject matter -of this Consent Decree
and Honeywell for the duration of the performance of the terms and prov1Sions of this Consent
Decree for the purpose of enablmg any of the Parties to apply to the Court at any time for such
further order, direction, and relief as may be necessary or appropriate for_the construction or
modification of -this C.onsent '.I_)ecree, or'to effectuate or enforce compliance with its terms, or to
resolve disputes in accordance with Slection XIX (Dispute Resolution) hereof.

- XXIX. AifPENnrcEs |
' 106. The l’ollowing appendices_ are attached to '.and incorporated into this Consent .
| Decree: . |
‘_‘-Appendir A” is the ROD.
| “Ap_pen.dixl_B” is the SOW.
o XXX. COMMUNITY RELATIONS

l07.' Honeywell shall update-the existing Community Relations Plan and submit itto
EPA consistent w1th Task I of the SOW If determined necessary by EPA, Honeywell shall again |
update the Cornmumty Relauons Plan and submit it to EPA consistent w1th Task III of the SOW.
EPA Wlll deterrmne the appropnate role for Honeywell under the Plan Honeywell shall also '
cooperate w1th EPA in prov1d1ng information regarding the Work to the public. As requested by
EPA, Honeywell shall participate in the preparation_of such information for dissemination to the
' public and in public meetings which may be held or snonsored by EPA to explain activities. at or
: relating to-_the._S__ite. | | |
| 108.. Within 30 days of a request by EPA, Eoneywell shall provide a draft Technical

~ Assistance Plan (TAP) in accordance with Task 1 of the SOW. Under the TAP, Honeywell shall
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provide-a‘nd. administer up to $5l),000 of lts 0wn_funds, inclusive o.f any start up costs, to be
. used by a Qualiﬁed Community Group to hire independent technical advisors dudng the Work
o conducted pursuant to this Consent Decree The TAP shall state that Honeywell wrll provide and
adrmnrster any addmonal amounts needed 1f EPA in its dlscretron determmes that the
.Quahﬁed Commumty Group has demonstrated such a need prov1ded however, that the total
amount of TAP funds provrded by Honeywell shall not exceed $80, 000 EPA may approve
'drsapprove requrre revisions to, or ‘modify the draft TAP in whole or 1n part If EPA requrres
.revisions, Honeywell shall submrt a revrsed TAP within 30 days of recerpt of EP. A's notrﬁcatron
of the requlred revisions. Honeywell shall 1mplement the TAP as approved in wntmg by EPA.
N _'Once approved or approved with modrﬁcatrons the TAP and any subsequent modlﬁcatlons shall
be mcorporated mto and become fully enforceable under this Consent Decree. -

XXXI MODIFICATION

: 109.‘ Schedules speclﬁed mn thrs Consent Decree for completron of the Work may be
modrfied by agreement of EPA and Honeywell All such modifications shall be made in writing.
._ 110. Except as prov1ded in Paragraph 13 (Modlﬁcatlon of the SOW or Related Work

_ Plans) no matenal modrﬁcatlons shall be made to’ the SOwW w1thout wrrtten notrﬁc ation to and

B written approval of the United States Honeywell and the Court, if such modlﬁcatlons
fundamentally alter the basrc features of the selected remedy wrthm the meamng of 40 C FR. .
300.435(c)(2)(B)(ii). Prior to providing its approval to any modification, the Unite:d States will
provide th_e_- State with a reasonable opporttmity to revievv and comment on the proposed |
.modiﬁcation. Modiﬁc_ations to the SOW that do not materially alt_er that documen't, or lmaten'al :
: 'modiﬁcations to Ithe'-SOW that do not ftmdamentally alter .the basic features of the selected

remedy within the meaning of 40 C.-F.R.300.435_(c)(2)(B)(ii),-may be made by written.agreem.e'nt



l-)e'tvlvleen EPA, after providmg,ﬂle- State with a reasonable opportunity to review and commen_t on
the.'prloposed modiﬁcation, and Honeywell.

111. Nothing in this Decree shall be deemed to alter the Court's power to
. | enforce supervise or approve modiﬁcations to this Consent Decree.
XXXII. LODGING AND OPPoanNrrY FOR PUBLIC COMME_NT
112. This Consent Decree shall be lodged with the Court for a period of not less

than thrrty (30) days for publlc notice and comment in accordance with Section 122(d)(2) of

- CERCLA 42 U SC.§ 9622(d)(2) and 28 C.F.R. § 50.7. The United States reserves s the nght to

withdraw or wrthhold its consent if the.comments regardmg tlie Consent. Decre.e disclose facts or
conSiderations-Which indicate that the.Consent Decree is inappropriate, improper, or inadequate.
' Honeywell consents .to' the entry of this' Consent Decree without furth_er notice.
: 11."3. If for any reas'on the Court should decline to approve this Consent Decree
'in the'form pre'sented, :this agreement is'voidable at the sole discretion of any Party and the terms
.of .th,e agreement-may not be used as evidence in any litigation between the Parties. |
| XXXIII. SIGNATORIES/SERVICE
1 14 } Each undersigned representativle of a Honeywell to this Consent Decree
- and theAs_s'i'stant Attomey General for the'Environment and Natural Resources Division of the
o . Departrnent ofJ listice_certiﬁes'that he or she is fully authorized to enter'into the term's and
conditlons of thls Consent Decree and to execute and legally bind such Party to thlS document
| 115. Honeywell hereby agrees not to oppose entry of this Consent Decree by
- this Court or to -challenge.any provision of this Consent Decree unless the United States has .

| notified Honeywell in writing that it no longer supports entry of the Consent Decree.
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116 Hone.-yWell_sha.l.l identify, on the_attached.'signature ﬁage, the nainé, address
| aﬂd telephone n'umber of an.agént Wﬁo is authorized to accept service of process by.m_ail o.n beﬁalf
of tﬁaj Party with respect to all matters arising under or relating to this Consent Decree.
. Ho;le'ywéll h‘er.eby. égrees to accept service in that manner and to waive the formal service
-fequireménts set forth in Rule 4 of the F ¢deral Rules of Civil Proéedure and any applicablé local
rﬁleS of this Court, includihg, but not limited to, service of a summons. The parties agree that
Honeywell neéd not file an ms@ef to the complaint in this_actiori unless or until the court
expressly dcélil;és to enter this-Consén_tI Deéree. |

117. This Consent Decree and its appeﬁdices constitute the final, complete, and
exclusive agreement and uhderstandin_g among the parties with r.eSpect.to the settlement embodied -
in the Co.nsen't. Decree. The parties .acknowledge that there are no representations, agreements or
: u_n_dersta.nciings relating to the se’ttlem.enlt.othe_r than those expressly contained in this Consent
Decree. |

118. Upon appro.\{a_l and entry of this Consent Decree by the Court, this Consent
Decree shall 'cgnst.itute a final jucigmént between and among the United States and Honeywéll.
" -'_T_h_e'Court -ﬁn.ds' that there is no just _'r'e_:ason for d_elay and therefore enters this judgment as a final
' judgment under Fed. R. Civ. P. 54 and 58. |

" SOORDERED THIS_DAYOF 20

‘United States District Judgé
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THE UNDERSIGNED. PARTY enters into this Consent Decree in the matter of United States v.

HonéyWell Intt_émational, Inc , relating to the Solitron Devices Superfund Site.

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

LEN M. Al
Deputy Section Chief
Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment and Natural Resources Division
- U.S. Department of Justice
~ Washington, D.C. 20530

(D -0& 07

" Date

Date . CHERYL L ouT
: ~ Environmental Enforcement Section
Environment and Natural Resources Division
U.S. Department of Justice
P.O.Box 7611 '
Washington, D.C. 20044-7611
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTY enters intd t.his"Consent Decree in the métter of United States v,

Hone)_'well Intematxona] Inc., relating to the Solitron Dev1ces Superfund Site.

9 éw/m

Date

e

~ Director, Superfund Division

Q}m; il

E Da't;l:

FOR THE U.S.

E'HILL

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

: Reglon 4
- Atlanta Federal Center :

61 Forsyth Street, _SW
Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960

/%%Mm

TEREJA MANN (
Associate Regional Counsel _
U.S. Env1ronmental Protectlon Agency

~ Region 4

Atlanta Federal Center

. 61 Forsyth Street, SW

Atlanta, Georgia 30303-8960
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THE UNDERSIGNED PARTY enters ir_nto this Cdnsen_t Decree in the matter of United States v.
. Honeywell International Inc., relating to the Solitron Devices Superfund Altemative Site.

FOR HONEYWELL INTERNATIONAL INC

//.///M

DAVID WICKERSHAM

Director, Remediation and Eval. Services
Honeywell International Inc.

101 Columbia Road

Morristown, NJ 07960-4640

Agent Authorized to Accept Service on Behalf of Above-signed Pa_rty:'

~ Name (print): Thomas Burne (aB-2)
Title: | | | 'nga\c',a_t\i (';jﬂg ol ( @.mtol
Address: Jot Cal umL;ak. ’@oQ_b
oceishme 55 o790
Phone Number: - QI3 -Yss. 2475
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- SOLITRON DEVICES SITE RECORD OF DECISION.
PART 1: DECLARATION
SITE NAME AND LOCATION

‘Solitron Devices Site = . EPA CERCIS ID # FLD 032845778 _
. Riviera Beach Palm Beach County, F londa : '

- STATEMENT OF BAS]S AND PURPOSE

- . This decnsnon document (Record of Dec1510n) presents the Selected Remedy for the Solitron .-
‘Devices Site in Riyiera Beach, Palm Beach County, Florida, and was developed in accordance
- with the Comprehenswe Envxronmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986.
(SARA), 42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seq., and to the extent practlcable the National Contmgency Plan
-'(NCP) 40 CFR Part 300.

This decision is based on t.he admlmstratwe record for the Solitron Devices Site. The State of
Florida, as represented by the Southeast District Office of the Florida Department of
‘Environmental Protection (FDEP), has reviewed the reports which are included:in the
Administrative Record for the Solitron Devices Site. In accordance with 40 CFR § 300.430,
FDEP, as the support-agency, has provided the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
with input during the remedial selection process. The FDEP Southeast District Waste Cleanup
Section agrees that the selected remedy prov:des reasonable assurances t0 be protective of human
health and the envnronment :

ASSESSMENT OF THE SlTE

- Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the Solitron Devices Site, |f not
addressed by implementing the response action ‘selected in this Record of Decisi ion (ROD), may
present an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED'REMEDY

This action is the first and final action planned- for the Slte This action addresses soil and

ground water contamination at the Site and calls for the |mplementat|on of response measures

which will protect human health and the environment. The selected remedy includes removal of

chromium and arsenic contaminated soil; extraction of contaminated ground water and treatment

by air stripping; re-injection of treated ground water to the- aquxfer and mfusmn of oxygen into
the re- mjected ground water to enhance blodegradatlon



STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy i is protective of human health and the envrronment, complies with federal
and state requirements that are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate-to.the remedial
- action, and is cost:effective. This remédy satisfi ies the statutory preference for treatment as a
' principal element and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative tréatment technologies to the
. maximuin extent practlcable Because this remedial action will allow for unlimited use and
*unrestricted exposure, statutory five-year reviews of the remedy are not requIredl However, since
the remedy will require more than five years to implement, and attainment of remedial action
. 'obJectIves will take longer than five years to complete, policy reviews should be conducted

"Ron D/\TA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST

: The followmg mfonnatlon is Included in the Decision Summary section of this Record of -
Decision. AddItIonaJ mfonnatron can be found i in the AdmmIlealIve Record file for this Site.

. _ChemIcals of concern and their respective concentrations, Sectron 7.2, page 37.
e . Baseline risk represented by the chemicals of concern, Section 7.5, page 52.
*  Cleanup levels established for chemrcals of concern and the basis for these Ievels
Section 8, page 58. : :
. How source materials constltutmg pnnclpal threats are addressed SectIon 1 1,
. page84. :
. Current and reasonably anticipated future land use assumptrons aJnd current and

potential future beneficial uses of ground water used in the baselme risk
assessment and ROD, Section 6, page 36.

. Potential land and ground-water use that will be avarlable at the ulle asa result of .
. the Selected Remedy, Section 12.4, page 91. _
-« Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance (O&M), and total present

_ worth costs, discount rate, and the number of years over which the remedy cost
~ estimates are projected, Section 12.3, page 90.
. Key factors that led to selecung the remedy, Section 12.1, page 9()

._AUTH()RIZING SlGNATU RE

— /A
WINSTON A. SMITH : DA
DIRECTOR . ' :

WASTE MANAGEMENT DIV[SION

-~ vl
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PAKT 2 : DECISION SUMMARY
10 SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION

" The Solitron Devices Site (the Site) is located at 1177 Blue Heron Boulevard in Riviera Beach,

* Palm Beach County, Florida (Figure 1-1). The National Superfund database identification
number for the Solitron Devices Site is FLD032845778. The U.S. Environmental Protection -
Agency (FPA) is the lead agency for developing and 1mplementmg a remedy for the cleanup at
the Site. The-Southeast District-Office of the Florida Department of Environmental Protection
" {FDEP), as the support agency représenting the State of Florida, has reviewed all supporting

- documemauon and prov:ded mput to EPA dunng the remedial selectnon process.

The Solitron Devices Site is situated in a ml_xed industrial, commercxal, and residential area of
Riviera Beach on the south side of Blue Heron Boulevard between Avenue P and a north-south
trending canal just west of Australian Avenue. The Site is located less than one mile southwest
of the Riviera Beach water treatment plant along Blue Heron'Boulevard. The former Solitron

- property encompasses approximately 8.65 acres, including two buildings situated on the northern
and southern portions of the property. The buildings, constructed in stages over a period of time
- from 1960 through the early 1980’s, were previously used for the production of electromc
-components for the defense and space mdusmes unul 1992.

. Ope_ratmns were initiated _by Hone_ywell in March 1960 as a manufacturer of electronic
componeats for the defense and space industries. In January 1965, Solitron Devices, Inc.
(Solitron) assumed ownership and continued operations at the facility. Shortly following the -

- ownership change, Solitron expanded the existing facility by approximately 30 percent. Solitron

added an additional 250, 000 square feet building south of the original building in the early

" 1980's, and transferred operations in the north building to the south building in 1984. Operations
_ -continued in the south building until January 1992, whEn Solitron ceased operations and filed for
' bankrupt«.y protectnon :

Heavy m‘.,tals and orgamc solvents were commonly used during the facnlmes opcratlons
Industrial wastewater from the plant was discharged to the Riviera Beach sewer system.
Operations included assembly areas, precious and non-precious metal brazing, and electroplating.
“The facility is no longer used for man'ufactun'hg activities. The south building of the property -
was sold by Solitron in 1995 and is currently being rénted to commercial occupants. The parcel

~ : on which the southern building is located, was investigated and found to be clean; therefore, the

‘Site is considered to be only the north parcel and bu11dmg The Site layout is illustrated on
Figure 1-2.. '

" The property is fenced and has two access gatés. These gates are located on the eastern and
western sides of the building; however, the gates are typically unlocked with no attendant
present, in order to provnde access to the southem building.
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FIGURE 1-1. SITE LOCATION MAP
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FIGURE 1.2. SITE PLAN
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20 ~ - SITE HISTORY 'ANI) ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES :

-On-site operatlons at the Site were initiated by Honeywell Inc. in March 1960 as a-manufacturer
of electronic components for the defense and space industries. In 1965, Solitron Devices, Inc
assumed ownershlp and continued operations at the Site, with emphasis on production. The

: potenua] corrosivity of the wastewater effluent from the Site was identified as early as 1967.

‘Additional neutralization of Solitron’s wastewater effluent and an automated wastewater
netitralization system was installed in late 1969 or early 1970.-In 1969, personnel from the City
of Riviera Beach identified corrosive damage to a sewer manhole located in the City right of way

" on Blue Heron Boulevard at Avenue O, northwest of the Solitron facility. In March 1970, the.

manhole was patched by replacing the bottom of the manhole and stabilizing the soils around the

base of the manhole. In addition, 170 feet of 10" pipe from the manhole to Lift Station #2

* (LS#2) was also replaced. The lift station was replaced in 1971 and again in 2002. The lift

station has been identified as the likely pomt of dxscharge for significant amounts of

* contamination.from the Site.

‘In August 1981, the EPA conducted a ground water survey of potable water supplies in the south
Florida area. During this survey, chlorinated solvents (trichloroethane, 1,2-dichloroethane, vinyl

_chloride, and chlorobenzene) were detected in two public supply wells in the City of Riviera

.Beach. A re-sample of the public supply wells in July 1982 indicated increasing levels of

' chlormated solvents in several public wells '

In July 1983, FDEP, formerly the Flonda Department of Environmental Regulation, performed a
_hazardous waste compliance inspection of the Solitron Devices, Inc property. The inspection

. was initiated because of an anonymous complaint regarding leaking hazardous waste drums at
the facility. The inspection did not identify leaking drums; however, other violations were noted

. by the inspectors. The violations included improper labeling and storage of waste, no waste
analysw Lnsuffiment aisle space, storage over 90 days, and corrodmg drums.

* In November 1984, the Southeast District Ofﬁce of the FDEP requested that the FDEP Ground

' Water Section.conduct field investigations to determine the type and extent of ground water

contammatlon resulting in the drinking water source contamination observed by EPA in 1981

'I'he FDEP ﬁeld study was conducted between February and May 1985." A total of thirty ground
~ water monitoring wells were installed in eleven different locations. The results of the
investigation were reported in a September 1985 report entitled "Riviera Beach Wellfield
Contamination”. This report pointed to extensive solvent contamination from at least two major
* potential sources, mcludmg Solitron Devices, Inc. and Trans Circuits, Inc. Ground water '
" contaminants détected near the Solitron Site included 1 ,2-dichloroethane, ethyl benzene, trans-
1,2-dichloroethene, chlorobenzene, vinyl chloride, and "other purgeables." : '
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On February 13, 1985 the EPA Region 4 Field Investngatton Team (FlT ) performed a Site
Screening Investigation (SSI) at the Solitron facility. During the investigation, the FIT collected _'

. environmental samples consisting of soil, sediment, and water. Analysis of the water sample

collected in front of the north building detected the presence of trans-1 ,2-dichloroethene,

.. trichloroethene, and tetrachloromethane, as well as several inorganic analytes. Chloroform was

“detected in the water sample collected from the culvert on the east side of the Site. Organic

analysis of the soil and sediment samples collected from the east side of the north bunldmg and"

the water discharge pipe, respectively, detected the presence of trichloroethene, and

tetrachloromethane, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs).and unidentified compounds

~ The site investigation report identified the following potential source areas: a contaminated water
- discharge pipe, and a pamally buried tank Drum storage areas were also 1dent1hed during the

- investigation. .

~In 1986, the Clty of R1v1era Beach Water Department began designing an air stripping systems to .

be placed on the blended Riviera Beach water supply to mitigate ground water contamination by

organic contaminants suspected to have been generated by Solitron and one other nearby

industry. Department of Health records indicate that the stripper towers were operatlonal in
1988 :

A follow-up to the FDEP Wellfield report, issued in January 1987, focused on contamination
directly attributable to.and within the immediate area of the Solitron Devices facility. In
September and October 1986, ten ground water monitoring wells were installed by FDEP on and
“near the Solitron facility. In addition, Solitron installed four ground water monitoring wells on

- its property. The hydrogeological and analytical data collected from the borings and momtonng
- wells demonstrated that the Solitron Site. was one of the sources of ground water contamination

- - found in nearby public wells. The most significant contamination was detected in the

intermediate monitoring wells (approximately 100 feet below land surface (bls)).. Contaminants
" detected included tetrachloromethane, trichloroethene, trans-1,2-dichloroethene, vinyl chloride,
chlorobenzene ethyl benzene toluene xylene, 1,1- dlchloroethene and 1 l-dlchloroethane

: In a Contarmnatlon Assessment Report (CAR) subrmtted in September 1991 on behalf of -
Solitron Devices, seven potential soil contamination sources were identified on-site. ‘These
potential source areas include the following: a waste solvent pit; spent acid disposal tank; pH
* peutralization tanks and "Duriron®" collection system; leaking plating room floor drainage _

_ system; storm water collection/discharge; “Duriron®" collection system exit line; and a cast iron.

"T" exiting the north building. The CAR assessment included the installation of several
‘monitoring wells to replace previously damaged wells. As a follow- -up to the CAR, a ,
: Supplemental CAR, assessmg sml contammatlon was subrmtted to FDEP by Sohtron Dev:ces in

' 'June 1994 ' : o

In May 1994, REP Associates, Inc (REP), on behalf of Solitron Devices, conducted a soil
investigation and reported its results.in a Supplemental Contamination Assessment Report. The

. scope of this investigation was to.determine the nature and extent of soil contamination at the

- Solitron Devices Site as a condition of a Consent Order issued by FDEP. The investigation was -
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 limited to delineation of chromium in sorl located northeast of the north building,. A total of
~ seven soil samples were collected along with one ground water sample from a temporary well.
- Chromium was not detected above detection limits [1.0 milligram per kilogram {mg/kg) in the
- soil or gmund water 0.005 mllhgram per liter (mgIL)] in the samples collected. :

In January 1994, FDEP prepaned a Site Inspectron Prioritization (SIP) Report for the Sohtmn
Devices.Site. This report evaluated the potential for exposure to and migration of Site-related
" contaminants to human and environmental receptors. and presented a preliminary Hazard
' Ranking System (HRS) score. " Based upon the results of this HRS evaluation, FDEP concluded
: that additional work should be performed on the Site-under CERCLA due to potentral exposure
~concems regardmg local populatrons and the environment.

_ InJune, 1995, REP, submitted a gro_uhd water model of the Surficial Aquifer System at the
~Solitron Devices property. Ground water flow was simulated using MODFLOW and
MODPATH. The model characterized the travel time of contamination, and the effective capture -
zone of City of Riviera Beach municipal wells 4 and 5. The model simulated "backward -
tracking” of contaminant flow-lines to the Solitron property from municipal wells 4 and 5. The .-
simulation indicated that after release, it would take just over five years fof contaminants to reach .
the Riviera Beach wells 4 and 5 from Sohtron Property, with increased contarmnant capture after
10-years. :

On Octobe:r' 13, 1998, an Expanded Site Inspection/ Remedial Investigation (ESU/RI) Phase I
Report of the Solitron Devices, Inc. property was prepared US EPA Region 4. The field work
was conducted in July and August of 1997, and involved the collection of 13 surface soil -
samples, 13 subsurface soil samples, 19 ground water samples and seven sediment samples. All
“samples collected were analyzed for extractable and purgeable organic compounds, pesticides, -
PCBs, cyanide, and metals. The results of the field investigation indicate elevated concentrations
of several constituents which may be attributable to past Site activities. - Elevated concentrations
" of volatile organics, semi-volatile organics, and inorganics were detected in ground water
samples. Additionally, elévated concentrations of semi-volatile organics, pesticides, and -
inorganics were also detected in the surface and subsurface soil samples. Elevated
concentrations of pesticides and inorganics were noted in sediment samples. The report -
concluded further action under CERCLA was needed to address concems over the release of
contarmnants to ground water in the surficial aqurfer

A draft publrc health assessment dated August 14, 2000, was prepared by the Florida

Department of Health (DOH) for the  Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry
"(ATSDR). This reports states that no analytical data is available for “Finished Water” before

1981 and the likelihood of illness from exposure to contaminants in municipal water before 1981 '

cannot be determined. : : -

Since 1'981, orr_ly one known exceedance of a health-based drinking water. stan'dard occurred in.
. July 1982. Approximately 4 ug/L of vinyl chloride were detected in the “Finished Water”’, which
is slightly above the standard of 1 ug/L for long-term (lifelong) ingéstion of vinyl chloride in-
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_dnnkmg water. The next sample collected in January 1983, contained less than 1 ug/L of vinyl
_ chloride. Therefore, DOH concludes that community members could have been drinking water
with vinyl chloride present at slightly above lifetime calculated “minimum.risk™ levels for
roughly seven months DOH further concludes. that because people’s estimated daily dose for
that year was 157 times lower than the level found to affect animals in previous studies, no -
- illness is expected from the estimated exposure. In addition, inhalation exposure was not hkely
to add s1gmﬁcantly to the risk of illness. ' :

On July 24, 2000 EPA released the results of a- Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study and the
~ Baseline Risk Assessment for the Solitron Devices Site. In addition, a Proposed Plan for the
Solitron Devices Site was released to the public and a thirty-day comment penod was initiated.
On August 14, 2000, EPA presented its preferred remedy for the Solitron Devices Site during a
_public meeting at the Riviera Beach City Council Chambers, Riviera Beach, Florida. At this
meeting, representatives of EPA answered questions about sampling at the Site and the remedial
alternatives under consideration. A transcript of the meetmg was prepared and is available at the
Informauon Reposnones

At the’ commumty s request EPA offered another opportunity to dlSCUSS the Site and provrde :
public comment. On September 19, 2000, an availability session was held in a conference room_
at the Hilton Hotel two miles east of Riviera Beach City Hall. A public comment period was
held from July 24, 2000 through August 22, 2000.. An extension to the public comment period

‘was requested. As a result, the comment period was extended to September 21, 2000.

Due to the concerns expressed by the City of Riviera Beach during the comment period, EPA
agreed-to conduct additional ground water investigations north of the Site prior to selectinga
final remedy. The results of all the investigations are described in this Record of Decision
(ROD) and are the basis for the selected remedy :

30 HIGHLIGHTS OF. COM]\'IUNITY PARTICIPATION T

-All basrc requxrements for pubhc participation under CERCLA §§ 1 l3(k)(2)(B)(| v) and 117 ,
'were met in the remedy selection process. A Fact Sheet on the Site was first distributed in March-
1997. Since that time, a community relations plan was further developed and impleménted at the
Site. An information repository was established in March 1997, at the City of Riviera Beach
Public lerary, at 600 Blue Heron Boulevard, Rmera Beach, Flonda '

The ongmal Remedlal Investi gatron/Feas:blhty Study Repons the Baseline Risk Assessment
Report, and Proposed Plan for the Solitron Devices Site were released to the public on or before
‘July 24, 2000. A Supplemental Feasibility Study based on additional field sampling and Revxsed
Proposed Plan for the Solitron Devices Site were released to the public on April 16, 2004. These

- documents are incorporated in the Administrative Record for the Site. A-copy of the
Administrative Record, upon which the remedy is based, is located at the Information
: Reposrtory In addition, the Administrative Record and the Slte (prO_]CCt) ﬁles are avanlab]e for
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review at the EPA Region 4 offices in Atlanta, Georg:a Notice of avallabnhty of these
documents was published in the Palm Beach Post on April l6 2004.

-On Apnl 29, 2004, EPA presented its' prefcrrcd remedy for the Solitron Devxces Slte during a -
public meeting at Newcomb Hall, Riviera Beach Marina, 180 E. 13" Street, Riviera Beach, -
Florida. At this meeting, representatives of EPA answered questions about sampling at the Site
- and the remedial alternatives under consideration. A transcript of the meeting was prepared and
is available at the Information Repos:tones A 30-day public comment period was held from
April 16, 2004 through May 17, 2004. EPA's responses to comments which were received
during the comment period are contained in Appendix A of this Record of Decision. '

40 . SCOPE AND RO’LE OF RESPONSE ACTION

The purpose of the remedial alternative selected in this ROD is to reduce current and future risks
- from this Site. Soil, sediment, and ground water contamination were investigated for cleanup
through this remedy selection process. Ground water is the primary exposure pathway found at
thxs Site. Thisis the only ROD contcmplated for this Site.

50 - SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS

5.1 Conceptua_l Site Model

- The conceptual site model for the Solitron Devices Site (Figure 5-1) incorporates information on
" the potential chemical sources, affected media, release mechanisms, routes of migration, and
known or potential human receptors. The purpose of the conceptual site model is to provide.a
framework with which to identify potential exposure pathways occurring at the Solitron Devices
Site. The: model is then used to determine what samples are needed to evaluate the Site risks.

52 Physiography and Topography
 The former Solitron Devices fscxhty rests m' a local depression at less than fifteen feet above :
mean sea level (amsl). The surrounding area is relatively flat except for a ridge which rises to

over 35 feet amsi within- 1/4 mile east of the facnlnty Drainage in the area is controlled by
topography as well as a canal system ' : :

53 Geolggy/Hv'ergeologv |

The Solitron Devices Site lies at the northern cxtrermty of the Atlantlc Coastal. Rldge subdivision
oof the Southern Geomorphologic Zone of Florida. The Coastal Ridge area parallels the coast and
extends inland approximately two to three miles. The elevation on the ridge ranges from about
25 to 50 feet amsl.. Soils on the Coastal Rxdge are deep and excessnvely drained and typically
consist of shelly sands
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 Geological formations underlying the region include, in descending order: the Pamlico Sand; the

Anastasia formation; the Caloosahatchee Marl; the Hawthom Group; and the Suwannee _ - - -
Limestone. These formations are further descnbed below S '

. Pamhco Sand The Pamiico sand is of late Pleistocene age and consists of 8 gray or whlte
sand and w1l| yxeld water to sand point wells. The unit reaches a thlckne s of approxi-
. mately 10 feet i in the vicinity of the Coastal Rxdge area. C

. An.nstasna formation - The Anastasia formation is of Pleistocene age and ‘consists of
"~ sand, sandstone, limestone, coguina, and shell beds. The unit reaches a thlckness of
approximately 200 feet in the vicinity of the Coastal Rldge area. -

° Caloosahatchee Marl - The Caloosahatchee Marl is of Phocene age and is composed
“mainly of shelly sand and sandy shell marl with minor amounts of limestone and -
~ sandstone. The thickness of the formation along the coast is not known.

' . The Hawthorn Group (Formerly the Tamiami Formation, the Hawthom Formation, and
the Tampa Fomation) -The Hawthorn Group is of Miocene age, is present over 160 feet
bls, and, in this area of Florida, is comprised of, in descending order, the Peace River
forration and the Arcadia formation. The Peace River formation i is.comprised of
interbedded quartz sands clays, and carbonates and is approxnmately 650 feet thick in the
study area. The carbonate content within the Peace River Formation increases with

" -depth forming a gradational contact with the subjacent Arcadia Formation. The Arcadia

* Formation rests beneath the Peace River Formationand is approximately 250 feet thick
in the study area. The Arcadia Formation is generally compnsed of hard quartz sandy,

_ pho.,phatlc dolostone with some snllcmlasuc mterbeds

e The Suwannee Limestone - The Suwannee leestonc rests bencath the Hawthorn Group
' in the study area, and consists of crystalline and pelletal limestone. The Suwannee _
Limestone is of Ohgocene age, and is the upper-most of a series of thick carbonate units -
-that rest beneath the Miocene age fonnatlons and form the majority of the Floridan . _.
- Aquifer system. . Additional units comprising this thick sequence of carbonate deposnts o
include, in descending order, the Ocala anestone and the Avon Park Formatxon

Detailed snte«spec:f c geolognc information was obtamed during the mstallatlon of monitoring -
wells in this investigation, previous investigations, and a USGS investigation on the Riviera-

. Beach area. A veneer.of surficial material classified as the St. Lucie-Urban Land-Paola .
association is present at the Solitron faclhty These soils are nearly level to sloping, excessively

" drained sandy soils that aré dltered to'an extent that former soils cannot be easily recognized.

The area immediately surrounding the Site consists of Quartztpsamments series soils which are -
generally filled lowlands or built up areas which typically reach 80 inches or more in depth. Itis -
likely that the surficial St Lucne-Ux ban. Land Paola association so:ls beneath the facnllty have
smular depths SRR - : :
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‘ Hydr_ogeolbgical- investigations asseésing ground water conditions in the Riviera Beach area have
identified two aquifer systems in the area, the shallow aquifer and the Floridan.aquifer.. The
upper-most of these is the shallow aquifer, which is the sole source for potable ground water in

~ the area. A confining unit rests between the shallow aquifer and the Floridan Aquifer system.. In.

- the $tudy area, ground water in the Floridan aquifer is brackish and is not utilized . Table 5-1
provides the general stratlgraphy in the Riviera Beach area. Figure 5-2 shows a map view of -
Solltron, and F:gure 5-3isa geolog:c cross section of the area. - : :

" The shallow aquxfer at Riviera Beach was mvcstlgated by-the U.S. Geologlcal Survey in 1977 In
the investigation, the shallow aquifer was divided into four units categonzcd by lithology. .
‘During the 1998 field investigation, the boring for well, SL-MW-16D was installed at the
_ Solitron facility and reached a total depth of 155' feet. The lithology encouritered in boring SL-
" MW-16D is consistent with the lithology described by the US Geological Survey (USGS) in the
. 1977 investigation. Water levels recorded for monitoring wells screened within Unit 4 of the
- surficial aquifer have been observed to be consistently lower than levels recorded for monitoring
wells screened within the overlying units and within the same well cluster. Unit four has been
described as a leaky conﬁned aquifer by local expcrts and is consxdered a component of the
: shallow ground water system : -

Unit four rests upon a conﬁning unit which sepanates the shallow aquifer systeni from the
- Floridan Aquifer System. These deposits are of Miocene age and comprise the Hawthom Group.
* The upper portions of the Hawthorn Group (formerly known as the Tamiami formation) is

o primarily. comprised of silty; shelly sands and silty shelly marls of low permeability with

occasional thin interbedded limestone and sandstone: These déposits range between 70 and 100
.thick in the study area. Relatively impermeable clayey and sandy marls comprise most of the
lower portions of the Hawthom Group. Some sources indicate the Hawthorn Group may be as
much as 900 feet thick in the study area; however; most local investigations indicate the
' Hawthom Group (Miocene age deposits) formatlons total approx1mately 500 to 600 feet of
.deposxts in the study area. :

The Floridan aquifer rests beneath the confining beds within the Hawthom group, and is
comprised of the lower portion of the Hawthom Group, the Suwannee Limestone, Ocala
Limestone, and Avon Park Formations. The formations forming the Floridan Aquifer primarily
- consist of carbonate rocks. TheFloridan Aquifer is not a potable water source because water
 from the Floridan Aqunfer in this area is brackish or saline. Therefore, the F]ondan Aquifer is of
' lmuted concemn to this mveshgatlon : e

54 Surface WJater Hydrology

‘Storm water overland runoff from the Site flows either directly into the north-souith canal located
adjacent, east, of the Site or into on-site storm ‘water drainage grates which also emipty into the
canal. This canal flows 0.1 mile north to an east-west trending canal, which runs 0.4 mile .

__ westward along the north side of Blue Heron Boulevard, tums southwest at Lincoln Street

... (Avenue R), continues approx1mately 0.65 mile southward to 10th Street,-and flows 0.75 mile

westward to C-17 Canal. The C- 17 Canal runs 3. 3 nules northward to salinity control structure
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‘Table 5-1

Summary of Gedlogic Units for the Area around

‘Solitron Devices, Inc.

Riviera Beach, Palm Beach, Couhlty Area

Location

. Stratum o
(Deposits comprising the shallow
nquil'cr nr_c shaded)

Top of Stratum

Depth

-. (in feet)

(Bottom of Stratum)

Cumulative Depth -
(in feet)

Solitron

St Luae-Urban Lnnd-PaoIn as30-

cwuon

¢

> 6.5

Salitron Well MW-6C & Nearby
(one mile or less northeast and
southwest of the Solitron prop-
cny) USGS rcpon wells

... Unitl
-Unconsaolidated sand with' oéca+
sional organic material. .

'-5~0'

Sol'm'on Well MW-6C & Nearby
(one mile or less northeast and
‘southwest of the Solitron prop-
" erty) USGS report wells -

o Unit2
. Unconsolidated sand and shells
with scattered layers of sandstone.

~50°

~o(re

Solitron Well MW-6C & Nearby | .

Hawthorn Group

" sands, clay, and carbonates.

Unit 3 ~90'* - ~140°
(one mile or less northeast and. “Very fine sand and shells :
southwest of the Solitron prop- .
esty) USGS report wells
Solitron Well MW-6C & Nearby | - Unit 4 ~140° ~236
(one mile or less northeastand | Cemented calcareons sand and -
southwest of the Solitron prop- |  shell with occasional lyers of
erty) USGS report wells | -marl. Most likely deposits from
. - { the Anastasia Formation and the
Caloosahatchee marl
lnwrbedded quartz ~236' ~786'** .

The Suwannee Litﬁe_slohc :

Crystallin and pelletal'liméstone

8

n

nearby USGS information.

f - feet
cm- ccnhmclas d
s - second

day

*# Some reports suggcst this value may be over I 100’ bls.
2 - square feet

~ - approximately . ' :
22 The cumulative depth to the Bottom of Miocenc age scdxmcms (Hawthom Group) is uncertain due to local
faulting and variations between available reference material for the Palm Beach County Arca (Sec ** above).

Thc tlucl:ness of the Ohgocenc age scdxmcms (Suwance leestonc) is uncmam but are likely lcss lhan 100 fecl

‘lnlerpohted data using MW-6C on-site control (Ad)acenl to NE corner of Solitron Property) combined with .
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FIGURE 5-2. MAP VIEW OF SITE
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- -S-44, then. 1.6 miles eaerard to Lake Worth. Lake Worth is arelatively high salinity estuary with
a point of discharge to the Atlantic Ocean located another 3 miles southeast of the C-17 outlet. The
majority of the Solitron Devices propeny lies between the boundary of the lOO-year flood and 500— _

- year flood.

s 55 WlldhfefNatural Resources |

'The Solitron Devrces Site is Iocated ina hlghly urbamzed/mdustn al area of Riviera Beach, Florida.
- Human actwmes on and surrounding the Site have altered all naturally occurring terrestrial habitats.
The: majonty of the Site is covéred with asphalt or buildings. Small open maintained grass-covered
- areas (less than 1 acre) are located around portions of the buildings and along Blue Heron Boulevard
on the north side of the property. Several trees (oak spccres) are located immediately west of the
North Building, as well as several landscaping shrubs along the corners. of the building. Several
 large banyan trees are located in the north portion of the Slte, as well-as a row of palm trees whlch
' lme Blue Heron Boulevard -

There are no aquauc habrtats on the Solitron Devices Site proper. Immediately east of the Site is a
drainage canal constructed by the South Florida Water Management District to handle and direct
storm water runoff away from the area. This canal contains surface water during portions of the year
with high precipitation. Surface water within the canal may also be an expression of the surfical
ground water-table at times dunng the year. Drainage from the canal flows to an east-west canal
- north of the property, to a primary canal (C-17),to a sallmty control structure (S -44) and then to -
Lake Wonh '

* The 'drainage _canals near the Site are steeply sloped (1:1) and the areas within and around the canal
are sparsely vegetated -with herbaceous, invading plant species. Surface water was observed in the
canal north of the Site during the Phase I sampling investigation in August 1997. This water
" - appeared to be less than one foot in depth and supported numerous unidentified smatl fish (top
~ minnow species).. The drainage canal was completelydry‘dun'ng the Phase Il investigation in August
1998. The percentage of time dunng the year in whxch the canal contams water has’ not been
documemed ' '

5.6 - Summary of Site Coﬁtﬁminants
561 Overview

.- Sample locations were selectéd based upon historical information, hydrogeological data for the
_tegion, and direct observation of potential source areas. During the ESURI, all samples collected

" “were analyzed for extractable and purgeable organic compounds, pestrcndes PCBs, cyamde and

* TAL metals. Based.on those results, soil samples. collected during the FS were analyzed for
purgeable organic compounds, TAL metals, and 1 4-dioxane. Ground water collected during the FS
was analyzed for purgeable organic compounds and natural attenuauon parameters. One well also
‘was analyzed for 1,4-dioxane. In-2002, samples collected as part of the Supplemental Site
~Assessment were analyzed for purgeable orgamcs only. : -
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‘Review of historical information identified a total of 11 potential 'source areas on the Solitron -

property with an additional 2 potential sources identified during the Phase I ESI samplmg event.

These potential source areas are presented on Flgure 54.

1. A water discharge pipe localed on the northem s1de of the southern building,
2. .. A partially buried tark located on the western side of the southern building, |
o3 A drum storage area located on the southeastem corner of the nonhem l)u1ld1ng dunng the -
" investigation. :
A waste solvent pit located at the southwest comer of the northern bu1ldmg,
5 A spent : acid disposal tank located (west of the "Stained Soil Area ldentxﬁed dunng the ESI
Phase I field effort) south of the northern building; -
6. "Duriron®" collection’ system exit line located on the north snde of the northem building;
1. Leaking plating room floor dramage system located inside (westemn portlon) of the nonhem
building; -
8. Storm water collectnon!dlscharge (including corroded" pipe elbow) exits from a sump in

- the northem building basement east to the north-south canal;

| 9&10. Two pH neutralization tanks and a"Duriron®" collection system located on the nonheastem

comer and western side of the northern bunldmg,

1L The cast iron "T" exrtmg the nonhwest corner.of the northem bmldmg

Two addmonal locatlons were: considered potential sources for the ESI/RI Phase I investigation.

- There was a former loading dock located on the southeastern side of the souther building. Also,
,'stamed soil was identified during the Phase I ESI sampling. These stained soils were identified on -
the southern side of the northern building. Due to uncertain knowledge of housekeeping practices

in this portion of the facility, it was treated as a potential source for sampling purposes. Potentnal
source areas are presented on Fl gure 5-4.

. In 2000 and 2001, the lift station and manholes north of the Site were identified as potentnal release -

locations (Fi gure 5-5). The Supplemental Site Assessment focused on the areas nonh of Blue Heron

- "Blvd

- The ESI/RI and associated Baselme Risk Assessment employed the 1998 Reglon II RBCs as.

modified by Reglon 9 in 1999, and Florida Chapter 62-777 FAC. Industrial/ Commercial Exposure

- 'SCTLS asscreening tools. Although EPA Region 4 is now using Region 9 Prellmmary Remediation
. Goals (PRPS), these guidance concentrations (Direct Contact Industrial Exposure) do not change the

evaluation with respect to arsenic and chromium. Although iron in soil no longerexceeds guidelines
from the PRPS, iron was not considered of concern; consequently, the conclusions sof the ESI/RI and

- subsequent potential action resulting from of those coniclusions do not change. As such, the reference
- to.and inclusion-of RBCs has becn left in this document for consistency wnth previous documents. -
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FIGURE 5-4. POTENTIAL ONSITE SOURCE AREAS
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FIGURE 5-5. POTENTIAL OFFSITE DISCHARGE LOCATIONS
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s. 6 2 Substances Detected in Soll

Twel ve surface and twelve subsurface soil samples were collected at the Solitron Devices Site dunng _
the field investi ganon Sixteen samples were located around the north buildmg and eight samples
were located around the south building. In addition, two background samples were collected (one -
surface and one subsurface). The surface soil samples were collected from depths 0 to 3 inches bls;
. subsurface soil samples were collected from depths ranging from3to8 feet bls, depending upon the
depth to the water table. All soil (including source and background) sample locations are illustrated

o on Figures 5-6

Inorgamc anal yses of surface soils in source areas indicate the elevated pnesence (above background)' '

of all inorganic constituents typically used in electroplating operations. These analytes were wide

spread across the Site. Analytes detected above EPA Region 3 Risk-Based Concentrations (RBCs) '

included iron, arsenic, and chromium. No other analytes detected in surface soils exceeded RBCs.

- Analyses of subsurface soil source samples indicated a si gmflcant reduction in inorganic

. contamination, relative to surface soil contamination; however, some of the analytes were identified '
as elevated. No analytes detected in subsurface soils exceeded RBCs

of the known orgamc constituents assocrated with the sources at the Solitron Devices Site used in
past operations toluene and phenol were the only two detected in surface soil samples, and toluene
(detected along the northern end of the northern building) was the only compound identified as
elevated. = Additionally, pesticide concentrations were elevated in seven of the twelve non-
background surface soil samples collected and one sample contained PCBs, but these constituents -
are not associated with operations at Solitron Devices. There were no organic, pesticide, or PCB

- . constituents detected above. background concentratnons m subsurface soil samples during this

mvestigauon

) During the Feasrbihty Study, twenty addmonal soil samples atten different locations were collected. -

_under the North Building to determine if a contamination source was there. Figure 5-7 shows the
location of the samples. Samples were collected at two depth intervals: at the surface (0-2 feet) and
at.the water table interface (approximately 10 feet below ground surface). These soil samples were .-
'analyzcd for volatile organic compounds, RCRA metals and 1,4-dioxane. No analytes detected in
soils beneath the building exceeded RBCs. In addition, analytes detected in soils beneath the -

' buildings are not of concern in ground water. ' : - '

5. 6.3 Sul)stances Detected in Ground Water

Two ground water samplmg events were mcluded as part of the ES/RI field efforts. Samplmg from.
" Phase I occurred in July and August of 1997. Samplmg from Phase II took place in July and August
of 1998. Additional field activities in October, 1999, were conducted as part of the Feasibility Study
(FS). Still more field activities were conducted in 2001 and 2002 as part of the Supplemental Site
Assessment. :



. Rccofd of Decision
Solitron Devices Site

Page 20
December 2004

FIGURE 5.6 SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLE LOCATIONS
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FIGURE 5-7. SURFACE AND SUBSURFACE SOIL SAMPLE LOCATIONS
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All wells’ whlch have the majonty of the screened interval restmg atan elevat:on higher than 50 .
- feet below land surface (bls) were grouped into the "shallow" well category, all wells which have -
the majority of the screened interval between 50 feet bsl and 100 feet bls were grouped into the
" "intermediate” category, and all wells which have screened intervals below 100 feet b]s will fall
. into the "deep"” well category. :

In 1997, g;round water samples were collected from 14 existing permanent momlonng wells on

- or near the Site and five public dnnklng water supply wells. The existing monitoring wells were
installed during previous environmental mvestlgatnons assocnated with the Solitron Devices Site
. and the Riviera Beach wellfield contamination study. ‘The public water supply. wells are part of
“the active Riviera Beach wellfield. Momtonng well and public water supply well sample .
]ocanons are shown on Flgure S 8. :

: Gmund water analytical results are orgamzed in accordance with well groupings. During the - -

1997 sampling, a total of five wells categorized as shallow were sampled. Analyses of samples

- collected from shallow wells indicate elevated concentrations of several inorganic analytes in

each of the non-background ground water samples. Of all the inorganic analytes detected, only -

iron exceeded the EPA Region [l RBC in each shallow well except the background shallow -

- well SL-MW-08S. None of the inorganic analytes detected in shallow wells exceeded EPA -
drinking water maximum contaminant levels (MCLs). Organic analyses of samples collected
from shallow wells detected elevated concentrations in only oné samplée. The sample from
shallow well SL-MW-13S contained elevated concentrations of tetrachloroethene (8 pg/L),

' tnchloroethane (44 ug/L), 1,2-dichloroethene (27 ug/L), and vinyl chloride (16 pg/L). The

' concentratnons of each of these compounds exceeded the Regnon m RBCs and EPA MCLs.

Dunng the 1997 sampling, a total of five intermediate wells were. sampled Analyses of samples

collected from the intermediate wells detected elevated concentrations of inorganic analytes in

- each non-background weli. Iron was identified as.present in concentrations exceeding the EPA"
Region I RBC in two wells and in the background sample. Thallium was detected at a
concentration exceedmg the EPA Region III RBC and the EPA MCL. Organic analyses of

- samples collected from the intermediate wells detected the majority of elevated concentrations,

~ primarily in one well, SL-MW-131. Intermediate well SL-MW-131 contained the following
‘elevated compounds chiorobenzene at 680 ug/L; 1,2- dichloroethene (total) at 14 pup/L; ethyl
benzene at 690 pg/L; toluene at 10 pg/L; vinyl chloride at 180 ug/L; total xylenes at 1,100 ug/L; '
1,4-dichlorobenzene at 27 pug/L; and 2,4-dichlorophenol at 11 pg/L. Each of these elevated

,concentratlons except toluene equaled or exceeded the EPA Reglon m RBC.

During the 1997 samplmg event, a total of nine deep wells were sampled Inorgamc analyses of
. samples from the deep wells identified only three analytes elevated above background
“concentrations. Only iron in the background sample exceeded EPA Region Il RBCs. None of
" the inorganic analytes detected in deep wells exceeded EPA MCLs. Organic analyses identified -
elevated compounds in two deep wells. Chlorobenzene at 120 1g/L, 1,2-dichloroethene (total) at
- 320 ug/L, vinyl chloride at 730 pg/L, and 1,2-dichlorobenzene at 24 pg/L exceede the EPA'
_Region DI RBCs. Vinyl chloride and l 2—d|chloroethene exceeded the EPA MCLs :
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FIGURE 5-8. 1997 GRdUN_D WATER SAMPLE LOCATIONS
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‘In 1998, ground water samples were collected from 22 permanent monitoring wells and one

public well. Twelve of the monitoring wells were previously installed and 10 wells were

. installed during the 1998 field investigation. 'The public water supply well is part of the active

" Riviera Beach well field. Monitoring well and pubhc water supply well sample locations are
shown on Figure 5-9.

' Dunng the 1998 sampling, a total of four wells categorized as shallow were sampled Analyses
_of samples collected from shallow wells indicate elevated concentrations of several inorganic

.- analytes in each of the non-background samples. - As in the 1997-results, only iron exceeded EPA

- Region Il RBCs and this occurred in each of the non-background shatlow wells sampled. None

of the inorganic analytes detected in shallow wells exceeded EPA MCLs. Organic analyses of

“samples collectéd from shallow wells detected elevated concentrations in only one ground water
sample. The concentrations of chlorobenzene at 14 jig/L,, 1,2-dichloroethene at 25 pg/L, -
trichloroethane at 41 pg/L, and vinyl chloride at 27 pg/L exceeded the Region Il RBCs Also, -
concentrauons of 1,2- dlchloroethene tnchloroethane, and vmyl chloride excecdcd EPA MCLs.

" During the 1998 ground water samphng event, eleven intermediate wells were sampled.
Analyses of samples collected from the intermediate wells detected elevated concentrations of
inorganic analytes in each non-background well. Iron 'was identified as present in concentratxons
exceeding the EPA Region III Risk-Based concentrations in the background sample and in two
monitoring wells. Barium exceeded the EPA Region Il RBC. No other i inorganic analytes '
~ detected in intermediate wells exceeded the EPA Region IIT RBC and none of the analytes

detected exceeded the EPA MCLs. Organic analyses of samples collected from the intermediate
wells detected elevated concentrations chlorobenzene at 340 ug/L, 1,2-dichloroethene (total) at
120 pg/L., bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate at 21 pg/L, and vinyl chlonde at 9 ng/L. 1,2-dichloroethene
and vmyl chloride exceedcd EPA MCL. '

During the 1998 sampling event, a total of nine deep wells were sampled i_ncludin"g the public .
“well (PW-12A). Inorganic analyses of samples from the deep wells identified elevated- -
‘concentrations of inorganic analytes in each well except the public well. Cadmium at 2 pg/L and
antimony at 10 pg/L were the only inorganic analytes detected that exceeded the EPA Region Il
RBCs, and antimony was the only inorganic analyte that exceeded an EPA MCL Organic
analyses identified elevated compounds in four deep wells. Chlorobenzene at 98 pg/L and 1.4-
. dichlorobenzene at 4 pg/L were the only two compounds identified as exceeding the EPA Regton
I RBCs. None of the compounds 1dent1f ed in deep wells cxcceded EPA MClLs. '

In 1999, ground water samp]es were collected fro'm 13 existing permanent momtonng wells.
The samples were collected from thrée shallow wells, five intermediate wells, and five deep
" wells. Monitoring well sample locations are shown on Figure 5-9. The wells were selected for
sampling to provide sufficient spacial coverage to allow completion of a cross-sectional
distribution of contaminants in the impacted area, and to support evaluation of natural
_ attenuaticn as a remedial al_tema_tlve All wells were sampled and analyzed for VOCs and natural
" attenuation parameteis. Samples from well cluster MW-13 were-also analyzed for 1,4-dioxane.
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FIGURE 5-9. 1998 & 1999 GROUND WATER SAMPLE LOCA TIONS
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© Organic analyses identified elevated compounds in-one shallow and one deep well (well cluster
“MW-13). Benzene at 6 ug/L, trichloroethane at 31 pg/L, and vmyl chloride at 31 pg/L were

~ compounds identified as exceedmg the EPA Reglon m RBCs and EPA MCLs. 1,4- dloxane was
.not detectcd in well cluster MW 13. :

~ VOCs were detected in cbncentrations above MCLs in six of ten ground water samples taken at
“the water table depth from boreholes beneath the building. The concentrations of these

: ._COnstxtuents' were generally within one order of magnitude of those detected in samples from
nearby shallow monitoring well MW-13A. The highest concentrations of any constituents
detected in ground water’ during the September 1999 sampling were detected in samples collected

“from the former machine shop in the northeast quadrant of the building (tnchloroethane 200

-ug/L, SB-6; cis 1,2- dichloroethene: 190 ug/L, SB-5), :

EPA agreed to sample the mfluent and effluent of the Cl()’ s water’ treatment plant at the request
of the City and its consultant, due to concemns expressed about unidentified compounds reported
in EPA’s 1997 and 1998 sampling events. In May 2000, EPA samipled the influent and effluent
as well as public wells PW-9A, PW-10A, and PW-16, and three salinity control wells. The wells

_did not contain VOC contamination and unidentified compounds were not found in the influent .
to the water treatment plant. Since the City periodically reports contamination in PW-4, PW-5,

- PW-6, PW-12A and PW-17 as part of its permit to operate the drinking water plant, EPA also
considered the data reported by the water treatment plant on the drmkmg water program online

reporting system dunng May 2000 :

“In June of 2000, EPA concluded that samplmg showed that ground water qualrty within the
shallow aquifer in the vrcmrty of the Solitron facility had been 1mpacted by past activities at the
Solitron Site. However, because EPA’s conclusions did not demonstrate current impacts to the -

well field, the City-of Riviera Beach objected to EPA’s assessment and asked that addmonal
ground water’ assessment be conducted nonh of the Site. -

: .._After sever.il years of negotlatmg the extent of addmonal work needed samphng procedures, and

. ;access issues, the Supplemental Site Assessment sampling started in January 2002 and-was '

' 'complete in-December 2002. Ten new monitoring wells were installed'in two, three well

clusters, and one, four well cluster. Five hydro punch borings:were also installed to supplement

" the well data with screening values. See Figure 5-10. Each hydro punch borehole was advanced

to the confining unit, and ground water samples were collected for laboratory analysis of VOCs
ahead of the outer core barrel at twenty-foot mtervals beginning at the water table

'Durmg the ’002 samplmg, three wells categorized as shallow were sampled Orgvamc analyses of .
' samples collected using a low flow protocol from shallow wells detected elevated concentrations
-in only one. ground water sample (MW-13A). The concentrations of tetrachloroethene at 14
pg/L, cis-1,2-dichloroethene at 470 pg/L, trichloroethane at 70 g/l and vmyl chloride at 62
' ug/L exceeded the Regwn I]I RBCs and EPA MCLs
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- " FIGURE 5-10. 2002 GROUND WATER SAMPLE LOCATIONS
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Durmg the 2002 samplmg. nine wells categonzed as mtermedlate were sampled Orgamc
‘analyses of samples collected using a low flow protocol from intermediate wells detected
-elevated concentrations in five ground water samples MW-1C, MW-3B MW-13B, MW-19A,
-and MW- _ _19B) Concéntrations of chlorobenzene, cis-1,2- dxchloroethene and vinyl chloride
-exceeded the EPA or Florida MCLs in samples from four wells: MW-1C (vinyl chloride at 1.5

pg/L), MW-13B (chlorobenzene at 140 pg/L, vinyl chloride at 4.3 pg/L), MW-19A '
~ (chlorobenzene at S00 pg/L, cis-1,2-dichloroethene at 320 ug/L and vinyl chloride at 640 p.g/L)
- '.and MW l9B (vmyl chloride at 1800 u.g/L) '

.Dunng the 2002 samplmg, ten wells categonzed as'deep were sampled Orgamc analyses of
samples collected using a low flow protocol from deep wells detected elevated concentrations in
~ five ground water samples (MW-1D; MW-1E, MW-3C, MW-13C, and MW-19C). :

" Concentrations of vinyl chloride at MW-3C (10 ug/L), MW:13C (21 pg/L) and MW-19C (2100
pg/L), chiorobenzene at MW-1D (140 pug/L) and MW-13 (160 p.glL) and benzene at MW-13C

' '(32 ug/L) exceeded EPA or Florida MCLs.

In addition to momtormg wells. ground water screemng results from momtonng well boreholes

" "and hydro punch locations installed in 2002, indicated detectable levels of contaminants above

the MCLs. Specifically, cis-1 ,2-dichloroethene was detected above these criteria in screening
~ samples from the MW-19 location from 45 feet through 105 feet bls and at 145 feet bls (highest
* concentration, 2000 ug/! at 65 feet bls), and the HP-1 location from 76 through 136 feet bls
(highest concentration 2000 ug/l at 136 feet bls). Vinyl chloride was detected above these criteria
Cin the MW-1 location from 225 through 245 feet bls (highest concentratlon 39 ug/l at 225 feet
_ bls), the MW-18 location from 135 through 155 feet bls (1.3 ug/1), the MW-19 location from 45
-through 205 feet bls (highest concentration 2500 ug/l at 65 feet bls with a detection of 2300 ug/l

. at 145 feet bls), the HP-1 location from 76 through 256 feet bls (highest concentration 7,200 ug/I.

" at 136 feet bls), and the HP-3 location from 215 through 235 feet bls (highest concentration 4.9
ug/l'at 215 feet bls). 1,1-Dichloroethene was detected above criterja in the 135 and 155 feet bls
_depth intervals from the MW-18 location (highest concentration 27 ug/l at 155 feet bls).
. Chlorobenzene was detected above cntena in the 96 feet bls depth interval at the HP-5 (MW -4)
- location (150 qu) ' '

- S 6 4 Slubstances Detected i in Sedlment

All sedxment samples evaluated in this report were collected as part of the 1997 field _
inyestigation. In order to characterize off-site mi gration of Site related contaminants, six
sediment samples were collected from down gradient locations. . Also, a control sediment sample
was collected from an up gradient location in a canal located immediately south of the '
intersection of 13th Street and Avenue P, approximately 2,300 feet south of the Site. Three
sediment samples were collected from the north-south canal located immediately east of the Site.
Three sediment samples were collected from the east-west canal located north of Blue Heron
Boulevard. A duplicate sediment sample was. collected from one sample locauon Sedlment
sample locations are shown on Figure 5-11. '
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 FIGURE 5-11. SEDIMENT SAMPLE LOCATIONS
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“Several inorganic constituents were detected at elevated concentrations in sediment samples - -
* including the following: antimony, cadmium, chromium, copper, iron, lead, mercury, nickel,
silver, sodium, and zinc. The highest concentrations of these analytes and compounds in ' .
‘sediment samples were detected in the north-south drainage canal located immediately east of the
Site. All of the constituents detected show trends.of decreasing concentrations with distance
downstrearn from the Site. The elevated i morgamc constntuents may be attributable to past
activities. ar the Solitron Devices Site. :

' Several extractable organic constituents were detected at elevated ]eve)s in sediment samples

~ collected from surface water bodies located at the Solitron Devices Site. The extractable organic

. constituents include:. benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b and/or k)fluoranthene,
benzo(g,h,i)perylene, chrysene, fluoranthene, indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, phenanthréne, and pyrene '
Several pesticides were detected at elevated concentration in the canal. There are no-available
records that 1_n_d|cate these compounds were used in past activities at the Solitron Site, and

- therefore, may be attributed to several businesses in the area.

e 5.6.5 " Substances Deteeted'in Sufface Water

Surface water samples were not collected dunng the investi gatxon because the canal adjacent to
the facility is intermittent and during the RI was dry due to the lack of rainfall of adequate
duration and magmtude

5.7 _Q(_)ht;minant Fate and Transport

' Cohceptually, as contaminants are released to ground water from a source, the dissolved material
will disperse along the general ground water flow path away from the source area. .
Concentrations will decline with dispersion and source material may be altered with distance -
from the source through numerous attenuation processes (sorption, diffusion, volatilization,

- biodegradation, etc. ) estabhshmg a concentratlon gradlent highest at the source and lowest at the

plume fnnge

A contaminant plume will expand until equxhbnum is reached, i.e., where the rate of attcnuatlon
at the fringe is equal to the rate of release from the source. Under expanding conditions, overall .

- contaminant concentrations at fixed sampling points along the ground water flow path would
logically be expected to increase until the plume reaches equilibrium. As source material is
depleted over time, the attenuation rate will exceed the release rate,-and the plume will begin'to

~ shrink. Under these conditions, contaminant concentrauons at fixed sampling pomts would be

: expected to declme w:th tlme : :

Prior to completnon of the 2002 supplemental site investigation activities, the initial transport
mechanism at the Site-was thought to have been the result of spills, leaks, etc., from the process
areas on the former Solitron property. Data collected from monitoring wells assoc:ated with the
~ Solitron Site during the-1999 sampling demonstrated this decreasing contaminant concentration
" trend. In many cases, concentrations in these wells over time were nearly an.order of magnitude
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: -lower partrcularly for the most elevated constituents. Data collected from these wells in 2002 did

© not show mcreases

' Shallow ground water samples collected from temporary boreholes beneath the north former

 Solitron building contained detectable analytes similar to those detected in MW-13A (the
shallow well at closest proximity to the building) at similar concentrations: On the basis of

_observed similarities and the spatial proximity to the MW-13 cluster, it is possible that ground
water at deeper intervals beneath the building might show srrmlar comparabrltty to deeper well

_ -samples in the MW 13 cluster

During the perrod of operatron the fomrer Solitron facrlrty utilized at least three on-site

_productron wells to provide water for air-conditioning chillers, as well as other uses -
. (See Figure 5-4). Although data relative to the operational history of these wells are limited,
water usage reportedly was quite substantial and operation of these wells may have provrded a
~ hydraulic-control to migration-and ultimately capture and remove any material released on-site.
Such releases included a reported piping failure in the vicinity of the MW-13 cluster, one
suspected area of on-site release where characterization efforts detected resrduals from that
suspected release. :

During the 2002 supplemental site. investigation activities, a previously unidentified area north of
the facility was found to contain VOCsin ground water, in particular vinyl chloride, at
concentrations ordets of magnitude above those detected in ground water beneath the former
Solitron facrlrty The highest concentrations were detected adjacent to and riorth of a domestic

' sewerage lift station (Lift Station #2) at the intersection of Avenue O.and 23rd Street.

. Specifically, hrgh concentrations of cis- 1, 2-dichloroethene and vinyl chloride were detected -

© commencing at-a sample depth of 45 feet bls durmg the mstallatron of MW-19.

} ~ The former Solitron facility reportedly drscharged to the City’s sanitary sewer system from the

date operations commenced in 1960. Damage to Lift Station #2 from the apparent acid _
“wastewater from the Solitron facility was observed and repaired by the City as early as 1967. It
. is not known.how many times the lift station was repaired; however, Lift Station #2 was o
excavated and replaced by the City as recently as 2002. Historical corrosion and leakage from
the lift station, receiving manhole and surrounding sewer lines appears to have bt,en a pnmary
_ pathway 1or the release of material to the subsurface

_ Chlorobenzene has also been detected in ground water above criteria; however, the areal -
distribution of chlorobenzene shows a decidedly different pattern than other VOCs. The data
indicate that a second “lobe” of the chlorobenzene plume exists in the 50 — 150 feet depth range,

“centered around the HP-5 location east of the Sohtron facility and southeast from the lift statron
at the City’s public works compound.

Mlgratron of ground water contaminants in the vicinity of the Solitron Site has also been
influenced by the presence of .public supply wells. Impacts to ground water quality were first
~noted in public supply. well PW-9, approximately 600 feet northeast of the Solitron Site, during
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‘maintenance actwmes to replace a pump in 1970. PW—9 was operatlonal from 1961 until it was _
taken out of service in 1974. As reported by FDER in 1985, the pump in PW-9 failed in late

1970, and, during replacement corrosion was found in the. motor and standplpe, and a-

' pest:crde odor was noted. : : .

" The pump was replaced, and th_e well was placed back in service. The well ultimately was
~_replaced with PW-9A, located west of the defined contaminant plume, as shown on Figure 4.
'PW-10, immédiately adjacent to lift station #2, was operational from 1961 until it was also taken
out of service in 1974 and replaced ‘with PW-10A to the north of PW-9A. Like PW-9, PW-10
~ was not abandoned until 1980. The year that PW-11 (in the vicinity of the MW- 1 cluster; 1 000 g
-feet northeast of Lift Station #2), became operational is not known. PW-11 was abandoned in
'1973 due to mechanical problems, and was replaced by PW-11A in approxrmately the same = -
~ location. This well operated until 1982, when it was taken out of primary service; however, the
_ Clty continued to uullze the well in periods of excess water demand untrl 1990.

The source of the vmyl chlonde is hkely the result of the oxidation of chlonnated ethene (PCE
and/or TCE). Reductive processes will transform the material through DCE to vinyl chloride,
and, under normal ground water flow conditions, the plurne will disperse with the flow gradient
(similar reductive dechlorination of dichlorobenzene, and dispersion of chlorobenzene ‘would

- also be ex: pected) As dispersion occurs, the more mobile vinyl chloride moves away from the.-
release point at a relatively higher rate of travel than the parent material, and a chemical species
gradient will form with vinyl chloride at the outer portion of the plume where dilution, oxidative
processes that can aid in the mineralization of the vinyl chloride, and other processes ultimately
- decrease the concentratlon of vmyl chloride to below detectable limits.

" The vmyl chlonde-predormnated plume centered around ert Statlon #2, however appears to

-~ have a minimal dispersive gradient. One possible explanation for this could be the result of the

relocation of PW-9A, .and PW-10A (and installation of an additional well, PW-12A) from the
eastemn side to the westem side of the contaminant plume, coupled with the continued operation
of the remammg public supply wells to the east - These conditions may have created-a hydraulic
“dead zone' ’ retarding ground water flow that has prevented-extensive lateral dispersion of: the
released material. This reduced movement will allow the reductive process to convert this
material to the reductive end point (vinyl chloride) without the dnsperswe flow resultmg ina

_ locahzed accumulation of the vinyl chloride. :

~ Although operation of PW-10 ceased in 1974 it was not abandoned untll 1980. The condition of
~ this well at the time of abandonment is not known at this time; however, under Site conditions
mcludmg a downward vertical gradient, this well is likely to have provided a conduit to vertical
migration following releases in the vicinity of the lift stauon Th:s condmon could help explam
the vertical dlstnbuuon pattern in this area. :

- Another factor that has likely mﬂuenced contaminant di_st_ribution is the zone of tight silty sand
- located above the approximately 140 feet depth in the source area (MW-19/HP-1). This depth -
- coincides with the zone of highest impact. Because this zone is likely.less permeable than the



Record of Decision -
Solitron Devices Site
Page 33

December 2004

~ sand above and below this zone, one possible scenario is that, released material migrated .
- downward into this zone, at which point migration slowed. The migrating:material may have
moved through this less permeable zone into the more permeable zones below and continued thls
- . vertical movement through the more permeable materials beneath until reaching the again less-
permeable sandy clay and clay at the approximately 250 feet depth, where it would accumulate.
'More sorption occurs with finer aquifer material present, and dilution rates in less permeable
zones would be expected to be lower than those in' more permeable material. Tht' result of this . -
migration scenario would be higher reSIdual concentrations in less permeable zones with
decreasing residuals in zones where higher dilution rates would occur. This pattem of
i dtstrlbutlon relatwe to hthology is evident. :

An additional potential result of released matenal encountenng a less permeable zone could bea.
horizontal migration of the material along the surface of that zone that would follow the
.topography of that surface. The result of this condition would be a more areal extensive impact at
~ this depth zone. The vertical and horizontal distribution of VOCs around the lift station relatwe

~ to the silty sand encountered at approxnmately 140 feet depth show this expected pattemn.

The public supp]y wells are generally screened in the more permeable zone above the sandy clay
encountered at a depth of approximately 225 feet bls: This condition would be expected to draw

" material through this zone, resulting in a larger areal- impact biased to the direction of the

~-pumping wells. This condition is also evident in the distribution of the vinyl chloride plurne;

“however, concentrations of vinyl chlonde detected in the effected wells have shown a general-

- decline with time. Recent EPA samplmg and-analysis of the raw water influent to the City of
Riviera Beach water treatment plant air stnppmg system did not detect concentrations of VOCs
above drinking water criteria. The testing was conducted over a five-day period, from July 15,
2002, to July 19 2002, This may indicate that the plume is dechnmg -

5.8 . Natural Attenuatlon

~The term ¢ natural attenuation” refers to the rehance on natural attenuauon processes that mclude -
a variety of physical, chemical or - biological processes that, under favorable conditions, act .=
: wnhout human interverition to reduce the mass, toxlcxty, moblhty, volume, or concentrahon of
_contaminants in soil and ground water. Natural attenuation'in ground water systems results from -
- the integration of several subsurface attenuation mechanisms, both contaminant-destructive and
-—nondestructive. Blodegmdatmn is the most important destructive mechamsm although biotic = -
~ destruction of some compounds does occur. S .

Monitored natural attenuauon can be used asa stand alone -remedial measure, or as a supplement’-
* or follow-up to other active remedial measures, such as source control. OSIER Directive 9200.4-
17 defines three lines of evidence that can be used to estimate natural attenuatton c'f chlonnated
g ahphanc hydrocarbons These lines of ev1dence include:

. 1. Historical data that demonstmte a clear and mcamngfu] trend of decreasmg
. contaminant. mass and/or concentratlon over time,
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2. Hydrogeologlcal and geochermcal data that can be used to demonstrate mdlrectly the
type(s) of natural attenuation processes acnve at the Site, and :

3. Data from ﬁeld or microcosm studies that dlrectl'y demonstrate the occurrence of a:
pamcular natural attenuation process and its abrhty to degrade the contammants of
concern. ' -

Evaluatron of the first two criteria generally prove sufficient; however where results are
madequate or mconclusrve microcosm study data may also be required. |

The primary process for bnodegradatron of chlonnated solvents is reductnve dehalogenatxon
Microorganisms draw energy through oxrdauon/reducuon reactions by transferring an electron
~ from an electron donor (primary substrate) to an _electron acceptor. When a chlorinated

* compound acts as an electron acceptor for the metabolic oxidation of another substrate, a
- chlorine atom is removed and replaced with a hydrogen atom. Susceptibility of the chlorinated
~ compounds to this process increases with oxidation state [i.e. tetrachloroethene ( PCE) will be
. transformed at a higher rate than trichloroethane (TCE) which wili in turn be transformed more
quickly than dichloroethene (DCE), etc.]. An accumulation of daughter products [DCE, vinyl
_chloride (VC)] and an increase in chloride concentration provide evrdence of reductive
dechlorination. VC may ultimately be reduced to ethene, ethane under methanogemc conditions; -
_ however the reductive state of VC makes oxidation under more aerobic and certain anaerobic
conditions (i.e., iron reducing), that may exist at the edge of a contaminant plume, the more
hkely blologlcally-medlated attenuation pathway : :

_ chroorgamsms are beheved to be generally reluctant to utthze the more hlghly oxidized
chemical species as a primary substrate; however, as previously stated, under more aerobic and
certain anaerobic -conditions the more reduced chlorinated ethene (VC) and chlormated ethane
such as 1,2-dichloroethane (DCA) maybe oxidized as a primary substrate to carbon dioxide,
water and chloride. In many cases under reducing conditions, the more reduced species such as
vinyl chloride will accumulate,’ wrth oxidation occumng only at the plume edge 1f more
oxrdlzmg conditions can exist..

.Co-metabohsm may also facrhtate destmctnon of chlonnated solvents Under these condmons
 the chlorinated compound is degraded by.an enzyme or cofactor produced by an organism for -
other purposes. The organism does not gain any benefi t from the process. In fact the cometabohc
degradatlon may be harmful to the orgamsm

: _Chlonnated solvent plumes wrll exhibit three types of behavxor dependmg on the amount of
solvent, the amount of bioavailable organic carbon for use as a primary substrate, the dxstnbutton'
~ and type of alternate electron acceptors, and concentrations of these acceptors. Type I plumes

~ occur where anthropogenic carbon supplies the primary substrate for reductive dechlorination.

_ Type II plumes rely on naturally occurring organic carbon. Type HI behavior dommates where

: condltrons are characterized by madequate bloavallable carbon and dissolved oxygen -
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. concentrations exceed, 1.0 mg/L Under these aeroblc condmons, reductive dechlonnanon will
- not.occur; however; VC can be rapidly oxidized. In any given pluie, different portions of the,
:-plume may exhibit different behavior (Wledemerer et al., 1998) Monochlorobenzene (MCB)
‘will also oxrdrze under aerobnc conditions.

Dunng the 1999 sampling, geocherrucal data from five momtonng well clusters along t the general'
ground water flow path from upgradient of the former Solitron propeﬂy (MW-8), at the former -
_Solitron propeny (MW-13 and MW-12), and from downgradient locations (MW-1, MW.-3) was
collected. These data were evaluated using a screening method developed by Wiedemeier, et al.,
designed to recognize geoctiemical environments where reductive dechlorination is plausible
(Airforce Protocol, BIOCHLOR). In this process, the presence and magnitude of concentrations
of various geochemical parameters are assigned a numeric “score.” The' presence/absence of-
“chlorinated aliphatic compounds that are daughter products are also scored. The scores are
- summed, and t—he sum is e'valuated against the following scale: '

_ 0 5 Inadequate evidence for anaerobic degradatmn (reductrve dechlonnatxon)
-6 = 14 Limited evidence for anaerobic degradation Co
15-20 Adequate evidence for anaerobic degradation
>20 Strong evidence for anaerobic degradation

When this screening process is applied to the data collected in 1999 from MW-13C (the well .
sampled for the full suite of natural attenuation parameters), the resulting score is 32. This score
indicates strong evidence that reductive processes ‘have and continue to be a'si gmﬁcant factor in
contarmnant reducnon in this area.

At the time of thé 1999 sampling, MW-13C.was assumed, baséd o-n.resuits presented in the prior

“ESI/R], to be the center of the plume. Consequently, important parameters such as hydrogen and
_total organic carbon were only analyzed for this well. Other wells were not scored using the

" Wiedemeier protocol however, general geocherrustry at-other samplmg locations supports’ the

" conclusions drawn from the MW- 13C scoring. In all sampling locations in both the 1999 and

' +.2002 samplings, dissolved oxygen is below the threshold value where interference with reductlve '
-dechlorination, or aerobic oxidation of vinyl chlonde, would begin. Data collected dunng the.
ESIRI well installation shows that naturally-occurring organic carbon is present in the aquifer

“matrix in sufficient quantity to provide the primary substrate needed.to maintain reductive
‘conditions. This and the chemical data show that, although parent material such as

N tetrachlomethene and trichloroethane have been reduced the plume is exhibiting Type II

behavior, and that natural conditions allowing the oxidation of the accumulated vinyl chloride -

. plume are not likely to occur rapidly, unless aerobic conditions are introduced within the pjume

The data does provide support that sulfate-reducing and methanogenic conditions do exist in the -
area. Reductive dechlorination of vinyl chloride will occur under methanogenic conditions to
- produce cthene, and subsequently ethane. The presence of methane and ethene/ethane suppon
.the statement that reductive processes have been and wrll contmue to be a factor in contammant
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reduction. For the contaminant plume centered north of the former Solitron propeny vmyl '

. chloride, not indicated as a substance used in the manufacturing process at the former Solitron
facility, and most likely resulting from sequential reductive dechlorination of PCE/TCE/DCE
-from the facility, has accumulated. More data are required to determine the aétual process or

combination of processes (drlutlon oxidation, volatilization; etc.) that are controlling attenuatlon :

at the plume edge and the ultrmate fate of the vmyl chlonde

60 CURRENT AND POTENTI[AL FUTURE LAND AN]D RESOURCE USES

~.Solitron Devrces Inc prevxously manufactured electromc components for the defense and space -
" industries at the Site. The Site is-iio longer used for manufacturing activities. The southem
_ building at the Site was sold by Solitron in 1995 and is currently being rented to commercial*

occupants. The parcel on which the southem burldmg is located; was mvestrgated and foundto
be clean. . The northern building was sold in 1999 to a commercial developer The developer has

E ‘repaired and leased the building for commercial use. The property is zoned cornmercial/

industrial. The City of Riviera Beach has often emphasized the need for the property to be put

‘back into commercial use and has never indicated a desire to consrder the property for residential

. Ground water beneath the facility is currently used as the potable water source for the

community. Public water wells are operating within 500 feet of the Site and the water treatment

- facility operates air stnppmg equipment due to actual contamination of VOCs in.the well field.

Thrs is expected to contmue until the contaminates are no longer present in the' aqurfer

7.0 uUMMARY OF SITE RISKS -

: -, 1. 1 Risk AssesSment Overview '

“ The baselme risk assessment is developed to estrmate what nsks the Srte poses rf no action were .
" taken.. It provides the basis for taking action and identifies the contaminants and exposure

- - pathways that need to be addressed by the remedial action. This section of the ROD summanzes

the results of the baselme risk assessment for thls Srte

: T he nsk assessmeént is based on the data gathered in the ESI/RI and includes analyses of samples :

of ground water, sediment, and soil. Analyses of ground water samples taken during the 1999

 Feasibility Study and 2002 Supplemental Site Investigation are not included due to the timing of

the documents. The conclusions made regarding risk do not-change based onthe 1999

' Feasrblhly Study and 2002 Supplemental Slte Investi gatron data.

Estimates of current nsks are based on the ESI/RI data and in the absence of any srte -specific
remediation, future risk estimates are based on the assumption that current soil and ground water :
chemical concentrations wrll persist. Sectlons 7. 2 through 7.6 address the risk assessment

: evaluatrc-n for human health due to exposure to surface soil, sedrmcnt and ground water. Sectron
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1.1 descnb«,s the potentlal lmpacts on aquatnc and terrestnal hfe assoc1ated with contammatxon at
the Snte . :

" 72 Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) to Human Health
_'7.2.'1' Screening‘ Criteria _

The chechals measured in the various envrronmental media dunng the ESI/RI were evaluated

. for inclusion as chemicals of potential concern in the risk assessment by. application of screenmg

~ criteria. The screemng criteria whrch resulted in ehmmanon and selection of chemncals included
-the followmg

aQ. . For surface soil data, concentrations of detected chermcals were compared to the EPA
"Region NI risk-based screening criteria for residential soil. Subsurface soil data was -
cornpared to the EPA Region III industrial screening values. If the maximum detected
" concentration was less than a carcinogenic risk level of 1 X 10°® or hazard quotient of 0.1,
the chemlcal was ehmmated from the COPC Ilst :

Q) For ground water' data, the max'lmum detected o_oncéntration’w_as compared to the EPA

' Region HI risk-based screening criteria for tap water. If the maximum detected _
concentration was less than a carcinogenic risk level of 1 x 10 or hazard quotlent of 0.1,
“the chemical was elmunated asa COPC for human ¢ exposures ,

(3)  Inorganic chemicals were eliminated from further c'onsideratlon if the chemical is
~ considered to be an essential nutrient and have relatively low toxicity (i.e., calcium,
chloride, magnesium, phosphorus, potassium, and sodium). However, if these chemicals

- were present at high concéntrations, EPA Region 4's Office of Techmcal ‘>upport was
consulted prior to ehrmnatmg these chermcals from the COPC list. '

@ 'Inorgamc chemicals were eliminated if the maximum detected concentratlon was less -
- " than two times the mean background concentration. Orgamc chemicals were retained |

> reg.udless of the mean background concentration because they are-not cons1dered to
occur naturally . :

As a result of applymg the above hsted cntena, Table 7-1 lxsts the chemicals of potential concern
(COPC) associated with the Site. The chemicals listed in Table 7-1 are of greatest concern

- because of their toxicity, their relation to background concentratlons. their prevalence on-site, -

- and the hkehhood of human exposure

7 2.2 Contammants of Potentral Concem in Surﬁcral Sorl
~ As part of thns evaluation, the soil data were sorted by area of concern (North burldmg, South

. building, surface soil, subsurface soil) and then compared to the other areas to determine if any
"hot spots emsted For. surface soil around the North building, four naturally occumng essential
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TABLE 7-1. CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN (C()PCs)

‘Nickel

160

Chemlcals Frequenicy | Units Con'centra_tion . 95 % Exposure '
of Potential “of Detection ~ Detected UCL - Point
Concern o : T “Concentration
S Min | Max . .
| Scenario Tlmeframé. Current / Future
Medium: Surface Soil _ '
Exposure Medlum Surface Soil (North Bunldmg)
- | Dieldrin . 8 mg/kg | 0047 | 0047 | 0055 0.047
| Aluminm - "8/8 | mgkg |- 450 | sa00 | 6968 | . 6968
Antimony . 18 mgkg'| 13 13 | 743 1743
Arsenic - 1/8 mgkg | 64 | 64 | 334 334
| chiomium 88 mghkg | 24 | 790 | 3081 790
| Iron 88 mg/kg | 800. | 21000 | 17327 17327
Manganese o | - 8/8 mg/kg 17 | 220 | 211 ° . 211
| Mercury 38 mghkg | 027 | 12 | 043 0.43
Nickel 818 mgkg | 17 | 750 | 16555 750 .
Silver 38 mghe | 11 | 55 | 2724 55 .
| Thaltium 8 merke | 2.1 21 | 123 123
| Scenario Timeframe: Curent / Future. -
| Medium: Off-site Sediment -
-’} Exposure Medium: Sedxment
| Carcinogenic PAHs |°  6/6 - TEF' | 0643 | 0643
| Antimony 116 mghkg | 43 | 43 | 44 | 43
| chromium 6/6 |[megxg| 48 | 280 | 16524 | 280
lwon 66 mg/kg | 740 | 2500 | 2455 .| 2455
| Mercury 26 mgkg | 088 | 16 | 357 16
616 mgkeg | 26 1956 | 160
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TABLE 7-1. CHEMICALS OF POTENTIAL CONCERN (COPCs) continued

| Chemicals of

Frequenéy_ | Units Coh'centfation | Arith. | = Exposure
Potential Concern | of Detection | ~ . | = Detected | Mean Point
: _ : Min | Max — . Concentr.at.ion
= 'Scénarlo Tiniéfr_amé: Current / Future
K Medium: Ground Water .
.| Exposure Medium: Ground Water ‘

' Chlorobenzene T 5/29 ug/L o8 '680__' 287 287
Chloroform 129 - v | 2 | 2| 2 2.
12-Dichloroethene - | 1029 | ugL | 1 | 320 | 74 74
(total) _ . _

| Ethylbenzene 329 wgL | 3 | 6% | 138 138
| Tetrachloroethene . 1729 | ugl |8 s | 8 8

: 'Tﬁchlofoeth'ane 1129 _ ug/L | 44 4 | 43 43
[ Viny! Chloride 629 fugL | 1 | 130 | 174 174

bis(2-ethylhexyl) 3/29 wgL .| 10 |21 |.21 21

phthalate _ S B . '

| 12-dichtorobenzene | 29 ugl | 2 | 24 24 24
| 13-dichtorobenzene | 129 fuwgL | 3 | 3 |2 | 2
i 1,a-dichlorobenzene. | 4129 wgl |2 | 271 | 13 3

{ 2.4-dichlorophenol 229 JugL | 1 | 13| 13 13
|amenic -~ | 9 wL | 12 | 2 | 12| 12
| cadmium a9 |ugL | 1 a | 4 | a4
| chromium Cwne - |egn | o2 | 1| 233 2m
iron 22729 | ugL | 97 | as00 | 2511 |. 2511
thallium w9 || 6 | 6 6 6
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. nutrients were ehmmated twenty-seven. chemicals were ehmmated because they occur at
‘concentrations below the Region 3 Risk-Based screening criteria, and eleven chemicals reported
in the surface soil on-site meet the COPC criteria (Table 7-1)." These eleven chemicals were
-evaluated in the risk assessment. For surface and subsurface soil around the South building, -
~ subsurface soil around the North building, and surface and subsurface soil beneath the north -
' building no chemicals on—srte meet the COPC cntena and, therefore these areas are not listed in -~
Table 7-1. ' : : :

- ,7.2.-3 : 'Contaminants ot Potenti‘al Concem 'i'n'Surficiai Ground Water-

Four naturally occufring essentral nutrients were eliminated because they are toxiconly at very
“high doses. Nineteen chemicals were eliminated because they were below the Region 3 Risk-
- Based screening criteria.- Seventeen chemicals reported in the Site-related monitoring wells meet
the COPC criten'a (Table 7-1).' These seventeen che'micals were evaluated in the risk assessment.

_7 24 C'ontammants of Potentxal Concem in Sediment
Three naturally occumng essentlal nutrients were ehrmnated because they are toxrc only at very

high doses. Eighteen chemicals were eliminated because they were below Region 3 Risk-Based
'screenmg criteria. Five carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (CPAHSs) were

"~ c¢ombined using a toxicity equivalency factor (TEF) and retained as a COPC (Table 7-1). In

* addition, five other chemicals meet the COPC criteria (Table 7-1). The CPAHs and five other
. 'chermcals were: evaluated in the risk assessment.

- 73 Exposu re '-Assessment
7'.3' 1 'lntro~duction

The objectrve of the exposure assessment isto estrmate the types and magmtude<. of exposures to

~ . chemicals of- potentral concem that are present at'or migrating from the Site. ‘The results of the -

. -exposure assessment are combined with chemical-specific toxicity information to characterize
_ potential risk by quantitatively-estimating the potential human health nsks associated with
“chemical exposure. The purpose of this exposure assessment is to estimate the magnitude of

potenual human exposure to the chemicals of potcntlal concern at the Solitron D(*vrces Site.

. The exposure assessment proces_s involves fbur main steps:
°_Characteﬁzation_ of 'the-_e.x'posure setting.

*Identification- of the exposure pathways.

*Quantification of the exposure.

°Ident1ﬁcauon of uncertamtres in the exposure assessment
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732 Cnaracterization_of the Exposure Setting

~ The Site is an actrve industrial/commercial facility that consists of ofﬁce and manufacturmg
' '_burldmgs that are surrounded by paved parking lots or landscaped areas. There are no on-site
" streams or creeks. A drainage canal is located immediately east of the Site and contains water
~ only intermittently through the year. On-site commercral workers may be exposed to COPCs in -
'surface scil in the North and South building areas. :

' -The_ Site is likely to r'emain industrial/commercial in the foreseeable future. However, the Site is
“currently undergoing some reriovations and may continue to in the future. While working on-
site, construction workers may be exposed to COPCs in surface and subsurface soil. A future
industrial/commercial worker on the Site would likely be exposed to COPCs in a similar pattern
as the current worker: Additionally, adults and children may use the nearby drainage canal north :
' of the Site: for recreanonal purposes h : .

Based on su'rroundm_g land use, it is unlikely that the Site may be developed for residential use in
the future. However, residential use was evaluated to present the full range of risks.

Currently, the Crty of Rrvrera Beach uses ground water from the aqurfer of concern. The Crty
well field is close enough to be impacted by ou-site contamination if the right combination of
‘wells are pumping. If the City needs to increase pumping in its well field, impacts from this Site
may occur. To estimate the risk of ground water from the Site, EPA considered future residents
using hypothetically untreated tap water from the Riviera Beach municipal supply. ‘Additionally,
if wells were installed on-srte future workers might be exposed to COPCs from the ground
water. : :

'7.3.3  ldentification of the Exposure Pathways

The conceptual site model for the Solitron Devices Site (Figure 5-1) incorporates information on
the potential chemical sources, affected media, release mechanisms, routes of migration, and
known or: potential human receptors. The purpose of the conceptual site model is to provide a -
framework with which to identify potential exposure pathways occurring at the Solitron Site.
- Information presented in the ESI/RI Report, local land and water uses, and potentral receptors
were used to rdentrfy potentral exposure pathways at the Site. - :

" "The followrng scenarios, exposure pathways, and routes of exposure were quantrtatrvely
- evaluated in the baseline risk assessment. . S

Current.'Future Commercra‘l W_orker. While working on-site, workers may.be exposed to
COPCs in surface soil. Potential routes of exposure for the on-site worker included incidental . -
ingestion of, and dermal contact with, COPCs in surface soil. Future workers may hypothetrcally
- be exposed to untrealed ground water via mgestron

Current Vrsitors, Vrsrtor_s at t_he S_it_e may be exposed to COPCs in surface soil. Potential
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routes of exposure for the on-site visitor mcluded mcrdental mgestron of, and dermal contact
with, COPCs in surface soil. ' : '

CurrentIF uture Recreatlonal Person. The dramage canal next to the Site may be used at times
for recreational purpose by adults and children. Exposure to contaminants in the surface water
and sediments is possible. Potential routes of exposure for the recreational person (adult and
¢hild) included incidental ingestion of, and:dermal contact with, COPCs in the sediment. No

-surface water samples were collected from the dramage canal therefore, this route of exposure
~will only be assessed quahtatxvely :

Future Constructi'on Worke_r. Future construction workers may be exposed to COPCs'in
- surface and subsurface soil while working on-site. Potential exposure routes for the construction
worker included incidental ingestion of, dcrmal contact with, and mhalauon of pamculate

- emissions from surface and subsurface sonl

Future On-site Rasident Based on current land use, it is unlikely that the Site will be used for

- residential uses; however, potential risks to any futuré residents will be evaluated. Hypothetical

fuiture residents may be exposed to COPCs in on-site surface soil. Potential routes of exposure
" for the future oni-site resident (child and adult) included incidental ingestion of, and dermal
- contact with, COPCs in on-site surface soil and off-site sediment. An additional potential
exposure route that was evaluated included ingestion and inhalation of and dermal contact with
Srte-related COPCs in ground water.. :

. 7.3.4 : Quantification of the Exposur‘e-

The 95 percent upper conﬁdence limit (UCL) on the arithmetic mean was calculated and used as
the exposure point concentration of contaminants of potential concern in each- media evaluated,;
-unless it:exceeded the maximum concentration. Where this occurred, the maximum -
concentration was-used as thé exposure point concentration for that contaminant. The exposure '
. point concentration for ground water was the arithmetic average of the wells in the highly
. -concentrated area of the plume; based on the 1997 through 1999 data collection results.
-"Monitoring wells used include the following: ' MW3D, MW 12D, MW13S, MW13], and MW _
13D. For COPCs that were not detected in the highly concentrated area of the plume, the -
maximum value detected in other wells was used as the exposure point concentration. Exposure
~ point concentrations are summarized in the Baseline Risk Assessment. The exposure point
concentrations for each of the contammants of. potennal concern (Table 7-1) and the exposure
assumptions for each pathway were used to esumate the chronic daily intakes for the potentrally
' completc pathways

- The U.S.EPA has developed exposure algorithms for use in’ calculatmg chemical mtakes through
the exposure pathways and routes that are relevant for this Site. Doses are averaged over the -
number of days of exposure (years of exposure x 365 days/year) to evaluate non-c arcmogemc
. effects, and over a lifetime (70 years x 365 days/year) to evaluate potential carcmogemc health

' effects Assumptions used to evaluate each receptor are described below. :
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The body weight used for the child (age 1-6) was 15 kg. The body weight used for the
adult was 70 kg

' Exposure to soil occurs 5 days/week for 50 weeks/year (250 days/year) for 25 years for '
the on-site worker and construction worker, 350 days/year for the on-site resident, 5

days/year-for current and future recreational persons, and 52 days/year for the

.- current/future. v1sntor

Exposure to ground water occurs 350 days/year for the on-site adult and child resident.

Incrdental soil mgestJon ocours at a rate of 50 mglday for the on- sne worker 100 mg/day -

" for the future adult resident or recreational person, and 200 mg/day for the future child

resident or recreational person. Due to intensive contact with soil, it was assumed that a.
future construction worker ingests 480 mg/day -the reasonable maxrmum exposure
default soil and dust ingestion rate for acute exposures

‘Dermal expOsure to s'oil-eonsidered an adsorption factor of 1.0 percent for organics and

0.1 percent for inorganics, with an adherence factor of 1.0 mg/cm?®.

The drmkmg water ingestion rate was assumed to be 2 deay for the adult resident and 1
1/day for the Chlld resrdent or future worker.

. ld_entification of Uncertainties in the Exposure Assessment

- The exposure assumptions directly influence the calculated doses (daily intakes), and ultimately . -
the risk calculations. For the most part, Site-specific data were not available for this baseline risk.
" assessment; therefore, conservative default exposure assumptions were used in calculating -
exposure doses such as the selection of exposure routes and exposure factors (i.c., contact rate).
In most cases, this uncertainty overestimates the most probable realistic exposures and, therefore,

~ overestimates risk. This is appropriate when performing risk assessments of this type so that the

.. risk managers can be reasonably assured that the public risks are not underestimated, and so that .

“risk assessments for different locations and scenanos can be compared Listed below are a few
Srte-specrﬁe uncertainties: : -

The pnmary source of uncertainty assoclated wnh estimating exposure pomt

. concentrations involves the statistical methods used to estimate these concentrations and |
the assumptions.inherent.in these statistical methods (i.e., it was assumed that the

analytical data were log—normally distributed). Generally, an upper bound estimate of

* the mean concentration is used to represent | the exposure point concentration instead of

the measured mean concentration. This is done to account for the possibility that the

‘true mean is higher than the measured mean because areas of the Site that were not

°ampled may have higher constituent concentrations. Ninety-five percent UCL

concentrations were calculated in the baseline risk assessment using the H-statistic. The
" WCL reflects the dlstnbullon of the data around the. sample mean, and hence, lhe .
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- uncertainty of the true mean. Exposure point concentrations were assumed to equal the
95 percent UCL, or the maximum detected concentration in cases where the calculated
UCL exceeded the maximum. :

.. CDPC concentratrons in sorl for future use were assumed 10 be the same as current
concentrations, with no adjustment due to mi gratmn or degradatron This wrll result in
an overestrmatron of dose.

. The air pathway was only quantitatively evaluated for the future construction worker o
- . This may result in.an underestimation of nsk for.the remammg €xposure scenarios. - '

74 __T(nxicitzAssessment: I B ' ‘

‘The purpose of the toxrcrty assessment is to assign toxrcrty values (cntena) to each contaminant
‘evaluated in the risk assessment. The toxicity values are used in conjunction with the estimated
doses to which a human could be exposed to evaluate the potential human health risk associated -
with.each contaminant.. In evaluating potential health risks, both carcmogemc and non-

- carcmogemc health effects were considered. .

Cancer slope factors (CSFs) are developed by EPA under the assumption that the risk of cancer
* from a given chemical is linearly related to dose.” CSFs are developed from laboratory animal
studies or human epidemiology studies and classified according to route of administration. The

E ~ESFis expressed as (mg/kg/day) and when multiplied by the lifctime average daily- dose

- expressed as mg/kg/day will provide an estimate of the probability that the dose will cause cancer
during the lifetime of the exposed individual. This increased cancer risk is a probability thatis = .
- generally expressed in scientific notation (e.g., 1x10% or 1E- 6). This is a hypothetical estimate of = .
the upper limit of risk based on very-conservative or health protective assumptions and statistical .

- ~ evaluations of data from ammal expenments or from’ eprdemrologrca] studies.’ To state that a

- chemical exposure causes a 1x10° added upper limit risk of cancer means that if 1,000,000
people are exposed one additional incident of cancer is expected to occur. The calculations and
assumptions yreld an upper limit estimate which assures that no more than one case is expected |
and, in fact, there may be no additional cases of cancer. U.S: EPA has establrshed a policy that
an upper lirnit cancer risk falling below or within the range of 1x10° to: 1x10* (or 1 in 1,000,000

“to 1 in 100,000) is acceptable. It should be noted, however, that the Florida Department of

' Env:ronmental Protection (FDEP) has established a policy and passed legislation that only risk
less than I x lO45 is acceptable Cancer toxicity data for the COPCs are summarized i in Table 7-2.

~ The toxrcrty cntena used to evaluate potentral non- carcmogemc health effects are reference doses

. (RfDs). Thz RfD is expressed as mg/kg/day and represents. that dose that has been determined by .
experimental animal tests or by human observation to not cause adverse health effects, even if

. the dose is continued for a lifetime. The procedure used to estimate this dose incorporates safety
~or uncertainty factors that assume it will not over-estimate this safe dose. If the estimated
exposure to.a.chemical expressed as mg/kg/day is less than the RfD, the exposure is not expected

~ to cause any non-carcinogenic effects, even if the exposure is contlnued for a lifetime.. In other

~ words, if the estimated dose divided by the RfD is less than 1.0, there is no concern for adverse
non-carcinogenic effects. Non-cancer toxicity data for the COPCs are summarized in Table 7-3.
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TABLE 7-2. CANCER TOXICITY DATA SUMMARY
. Pathway: lﬁgcsﬁon. Dermal -
micals'of 2 -5t |4 ORI . Dermal | sxop?e'FzLaor <} weightof. I Source |3
Po ual Concen}_ |- Cancer “ .Caqce: -'__ L Umts _ ‘Ewdcnccl % Target
e N e R
’ Descnpuon _
1,4-'Didtlorob_cnzenej - 2.40E-02 | 2.40E-02 .(r_ng/'k'g.dayyi Na | HEAST | 070097
Benzo(a)anthracene - 7308-01 | 7.30E01 | (mgke-day)l B2 _.NCEA 10001198~

| Benzo(@pyrene 7.308+00 | 8.50E+00 | (mg/kg-dayj-1 B2’ RIS 11/16/98
Benzo(a and/ or k) 7.006-02 1.40E-01 '(mg/k_g-day)'.l b B2 NCEA - 10/01/98" +
fluoranthere _ C _ )

Bis(2-cthylhexyDphthialate | 140802 | 280E-02 | (mghgday1 | B2 IRIS 1171698

| Chioroform 6.10803 | 6.10E:03 (mg/kg-day)-1 B2 RIS 1116/98

| Chrysene 730803 | 146E-02 | (megkg-day)-1- B2 'NCEA | 10/01/98
Dieldrin 1.60E+01 | 320B401 | (mgkg-day)-1 B2 RIS | 111698
Indeno(1,2.3-cd)pyrene 730E-01 | 1.46E+00 | (mg/kg-day)1 B2 NCEA | 10/01/98
Tetrachlorvethene 520802 | '5.20E-02 | (mgkg-day)-1 NA NCEA 10/01/98 .

" .Tﬁch]orbé(hane- ' 110E-02 | L12E-02 | (mg/kg-day)-t “N/A Nc_EA' 110/01/98
Vinyl Chioride 190E+00 | 1.90E+00 | (mg/kg-day)-1 A l:lE_AST Q7/00/97
A;'senic o " 1.50E+00 | 1.58E+00 | (mg/kg-day)-1 A RIS - 11/16/98

| Cadmiuin NA | NA | (mgkgdayrt | - BI CmIS | onmness |

| Chromium V1 . N/A NA .| (mgke-dayyt . A wis | uness |

IRIS - Integrated Risk Information System
HEAST - Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables
NCEA - National Center for Environmental Assessmeat.

A - Human Carcinogen -

Cancer G_t_nidance Description:

B1 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates thal limited human dataare ava:lablc

B2 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates sufﬁcncm cv:dcnce in ammals and madcquate
or no evidence in humans

.C - Possible human carcinogen

D - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen -
E - Evidence of non-carcinogenicity
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' TABLE 7-2. CANCER TOXICITY DATA SUMMARY (continucd)
- Pathway: Inhafation - o
' : ~Unit |- Units | nhatation Units ‘Weightof | Source: | Date
Risk i Cancer . ’ Evidence/ T
: _Slope - Cancer -
" Factor N Guidance -

. . ' Description ‘
1,4-Dichlorobenzene | 600E-07 | (g | 220802 | (mgkgeday | NCEA |.10/1798 |
Benzo(a)pyrene | 8.86E-04 | (uym' | 310E400 | (mgkgdayy' | B2 NCEA | 1018
Bis(2-cthylhexyl) - 400E-06 | (ugm)' | 140E-02 | (mgikg-dayy' | B2 NCEA |- 10nms |
phthalate’ : o . | B
Chloroform 230E-05 | (ugm»" | B8.10E02 | (mg/kg-day)" B2 IRIS | 11/16/98
Dieldrin 460803 | wymy' | 160E+01 | (meskg-dayy® B2 | s {1698
Tetrachloroethene 6.00E-07 | (ug/my' | 2.00E-03 | (mesg-day)! 'NCEA- | 100198
Trichloroethan - 170E06 | ugm)! | 6.00B-03 | (mg/Kg-day)! NCEA | 10/i/98
Viny! Chloride 8.57E-05 (uym’)-f 3.ooé_-o_| (mg/kg-day)”? A | HEAST | 7100097

| Asenic "430E:03 | wymy! | LStE«01 | (mgkgday)” A RIS | 1116098
Codmium 1.80E-03 | wem?)' | 6306400 | (meskg-dayy* B1 ris | 11698
(ug/m®y' | 4.10E+01 | (mg/kg-day)” A IRis | 11/16/98

‘| IRIS - Integrated Risk Information System :
- HEAST - Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables' .
NCEA - National Center for Environmental Asscssment

“Cancer Guidance Description:

A - Human Carcinogen

 B1 - Probable human carcinogen - mdlcates that limited human data are available
'B2 - Probable human carcinogen - mdlcatcs sufﬁc:cm evndcnce in animals and madcqu:ne

or no evidence in humans
C- Possible huroan carcinogen N
D - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen

E - Evidence of non-carcinogenicity
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TABLE 7-3 NON-CANCER TOXICITY DATA SUMMARY

Pathway- Ingestion, Dermal

St Ednicils oyt ‘i’""@""r&?cfﬂ S0 "'l'iﬂ riDamalT!!D ; Py .,Com%md iy Source of ~Datcor’
;ﬂ-P éntial \Cfnccmw Subchronic | g}’nluez [ Value; 'hn_'gt_ * Uncerainty/} o ‘RIDJ ‘g:;t _: ‘R .
i i 5 R *-W "’3"‘8 h"' é(“msf"s-day) #.Orgin* J & Mcdifying: " -Orgin ?* | = Search”
1,2 Dichlorobenzene | - Chronic | - 9.00E-02 450802 | Nose | . 1000 mis - | 168
1.2-Dichlorocthene Chronic 9.008-03 | 7.20E03 | Biood 1000 HEAST | 070157
lJ.'-Di'chlorobehunel . ~ Chronic. 3.008-02 150802 | NA "N/A “NCEA | 10/0198]
T.&Eﬁthorobeﬁmc * Chronic 300802 |- 300E02 | Corcin.| - wA _NCeA | 100198

1 2.4Dichtorophenot | Chromic | 3.008:03 | 150803 | tmwoe| 100 mis | 1iess
Bisz- | . chwonic | 200802 | 100E62 | wver] 1000 ®iS. | 111698
ethythexyl)ohthalate ‘ : : ’
Chiorobeizene ° . Chronic | 200802 | 620803 | Liver 1000 ° RIS 11/16/98

.| chtoroform Civonic |~ 1.00B-02 1.00E-02' | Carcln. 1000 RIS 11/16/98
Chrysene NA " NIA NA. | Carcin. NA N/A .N/A. '
Dibenzofuran - Chronic 4.00E-03 200603 | NiA. NIA NCEA |- 101198
Dickirin’ Chronic |  S00E-05 | - 250805 | Liver 100 wis, | nnes|
Ethylbenzene Chronic 1.00E-01 920802 | CNs 1000 RIS 11716/98
Tetrachloroethene Chroaic 1.00E-02 1.00E02 | Carcin. 1000 wmis | 1nems
Trichlorocthane * Chronic 600E03 | ssee03 | camin.] - waA NCEa | 1o0um8
Vinyl Chloride NA NA N/A Carcin.| WA N/A A
Alurrinum - Cwonic | 1008400 | 200801 | bodywe]  NA NCEA. | 100198
Antimony - .~ Cnromic | . 40004 | 800E0S | Carcin.| 1000 ‘risT | 1ems

| Arseuic Cheonic |- -3.006-04 | 285804 | skin 3 RIS | .1inems

- | Cadmiium Chronic | ~ S.00E04 [ 1.00E-04 * kidney 10 ’ ®is | tiness
. Chromium IV " Chronic- | . 3.00E-03 1.50E-03 | ° skin 900 mis | 1news
tron - cwonic ) 300E-01 | 600802 na |0 Ncea | toouss
Manganese(food) * Chronic 140E-01 CNIAC NIA NIA NA NA
Manganesé(oon-food) | - Chrovic | 2.00E02- | 400E03 | CNs 3 RIS 1116198
Mercury Chrovic | 100E0s | 20005 | oNs | 30 “mis - | onemol .
‘Nickel cronic | 200802 .| 600E 04 | Liver 1 mis | uness|
Silver Chronic' | "5.00E-03 ‘|- 1.058:03 |  Liver | e _ RIS _l_l'-llél'9-8.
Thallium Chronic’ | 7.00E-05 .| - 140E-05 NA - Other 10/01/98
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I'ABLE 7-3. NON-CANCER TOXICITY DATA SUN[NIARY (contmued)
Pathday' tnhalation
I' ‘Cwonicr | mbaation | mhatasion | Primary | Combined | Sourceot | Dateof |-
Subchronic] . RfC | RfDValue |- Target | Uncertainty/] RfDTarget} -RfD
_ : (mg/m’) | (mg/kg-day)] Organ | Modifying Organ Search
1.2 Dichlorobeazene |  Chronic T ' NCEA | 100198
1.3-Dichlorobenzene | Cheonic |  7.00E03. | - 2.008.03 NCEA | 100198
1,4-Dichlorobenzene - Chrovic |  800EOI | 229B01 |. Liver 100 mis. | nness
- Chlorobenzeae “Coronic |. 175802 |  5.00B03 NCEA |. 100198
‘Chlaroform Chronic | 300504 | 860803 NCEA | 100108
Ethylbenzeae - Chronic | 1.00B300 ‘| 2.90E01 | Respirator RIS 1/i6/98
. _ - o Trict-
Tetchloroethene. | Chionic | 490801 | 146801 NCEA | 10/01/98
Aluminum Chronic | 3.50E-3 - |  1.00803 "NCEA | 10/01m8]
Chromium IV- . Chronic 100804 | -3.00B05 | Respirator 300 RIS 1ness|:
| ' Toct
mfﬂnwe(foodlnon- Chrovic | '5.00E-05 143805 | CNs 1000 iR_lé 11/16/98

N/A - Not Appllca.ble

IRIS - Integrated Risk Information Sysu:m
HEAST - Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables

NCEA - National Center for Environmental Assessment
Other - Region Il Risk-based Concentration Table ’
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15 Risk Charscterization
"7.51 overview | S

_FOr carcmogens nsks are generally expressed as the mcremental probability of an mdlvrdual'
developinig cancer over a lifetime as a result of exposure to the carcinogen. Excess lifetime -
. cancerrisk is calculated from the followmg equation:

Risk = CDI X SF

| where: - Risk=a umtless probablllty (e.g,2x 10 3) of an mdrvxdual's developmg cancer |
' . CDI = chronic daily intake averaged over 70 years (mg/kg-day)
SF = slope factor, expressed as (mg/kg—day)-l '

These nslcs are probabllmes that usually are expressed in. screntrf' ¢ notation (e.g., lxlO45 ). An
excess lifetime cancer risk of 1x10* indicates that an individual experiencing the reasonable
: maxtmum expostire estimate has a 1 in 1,000,000 chance of developing cancer as a result of Site-
' related exposure. This is referred to as an “excess lifetime cancer risk” because it would be in
addition to the risks of cancer individuals face from other causes such as smoking or exposure to
too much sun. The chance of an individual’s developing cancer from all other causes has been
-estimated to be as high as one in three. EPA’s. generally acceptable risk range for Site-related
exposures is 10 * to 10 . It should be noted, however, that the FDEP has established a polrcy
"and passed leglslatxon that only risk less than 10‘ is acceptable

The potennal for non—carcmogemc effects is evaluated by companng an exposure level over a
specified time period (e.g., life-time) with a reference dose (RfD) derived for a similar exposure -
period. An RfD represents a level that an individual may be exposed to that is not expected to
_cause any deleterious effect. The ratio of exposure to toxicity is called a ‘hazard quotient (HQ).
An HQ<I indicates that a receptor’s dose of a single contaminant is less than the RfD, and that
toxic non-carcinogenic effects from that chemical are unlikely.’ The Hazard Index (HI) is -
generated by adding the HQs for all chemical(s) of concern that affect the same target organ (e.g., -

- liver) or.that act through the same mechanism of action within a medium or across all media to

_ ‘which a given individual may reasonably be exposed An Hi<! indicates that, based on the sum’

~of all HQ’s from different contaminants and exposure routes, toxic non-carcinogenic effects from -

all contaminants are unhkely An HI > 1 indicates that. Slte-related exposures may present a risk’

to human health. : : : : '

The HQ is calculated as follows
Non-cancer HQ= CDI/RfD

" where:  CDI = Chronic daily intake
: . RfD =.|_-eference do_se'. B


http://would.be
http://reasonably.be
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- CDI and RD are expressed in the same units and represent the same exposure period (i.e.,
-chromc sub—chromc, or short-term).

' Carcmogemc nsks and non-carcinogenic hazards were evaluated for potential exposures to
contaminints of potential concern in soil, sediment, and ground water. The receptor population
was current/future on-site worker, current visitor, current/future recreanonal person, future
construction worker, and future resndents The results are summanzed in Table 7-4 and are
described below. : :

152 'Curre_nt/Future On-site Worker

" The total incremental lifetime cancer risk for the current/future on-site worker in the North -
‘building area through exposure to chemicals in soil was 1.2E-06. This risk is the sum of both .
exposure pathway risks - incidental ingestion of, and dermal contact with, surface soil in each -

. area of concem. The risk in the North bmldmg area was due to incidental ingestion of and
~ - 'dermal contact with arsenic and dieldrin i in surface soil. No COPCs were identified for the South™ -
" building area. In addition, future workers potentially exposed to untreated tap water from the
surficial aquifer have an mcremental cancer risk of 1.2E-03, pnmanly due to ingestion of vmyl
chlonde :

. The total hazard index for the current/future on-site workers in the North building area was 0.26,
_primarily due to the incidental ingestion of and dermal contact with chromium in surface soil.
“There were no COPCs identified for the South Building. The total HI for future workers (both
North and South buildings) potenUally ingesting untreated ground water is 1.7, primarily due to

incidental mgestwn of chlorobenzene and thalhum and to the ingestion of chromium in the
 surface soil. :

7.5.3. Current/Future -Visitors _

' The incremental cancer nsk for current/future vmtors in the North building area was 9. 7E-08
- The risk in the North bulldmg area was primarily due to incidental ingestion of arsenic and- -
" dieldrin in surface soil. The total hazard index for current/future visitors to the North building:
area was (.06, primarily due to the mcxdental mgestlon of and dermal contact thhn chromlum in
. surface soil. - : :

7.5.4 Curre'nlIFuture Recreational Person

The total incremental lifetime cancer nsks for cum:nt/future recreational adults and children were
9.4E-07 and 1E-06, respectively. The risk for adults and children (age 3to 6) wasdueto . =~
. incidental ingestion of and dermal contact with CPAHs in the sediment in the drainage canal near
_the Site. The total hazard indices for current/future recreational adults and children (age 3 to 6)
were 0.05 and 0.4, respectively. Both values were primarily influenced by the incidental
: ingestion of and dermal contact w1th chrormum in sednment from the drainage canal adjacent to
. the Slte : : '
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. '7.5.5 : Fiit‘ure On-site Construction Worker

~ The hfetnmc cxcess cancer risk for currem/future on-sue construction workers in the North

- building area was 4.7E-07. These risks are the sums of the followmg pathways: . incidental |

ingestion of surface soil, dermal contact with surface soil, and particulate emissions from surface
soil. The risks were due to the inhalation of chromiium, and incidental ingestion of and dermal .
contact with arsenic and dieldrin in the soil in the North building area. The total hazard index -

for future constniction workers in the'North building area was 2.2, primarily due to the incidental .
" ingestion of chromium in surface soil. No carcinogenic COPCs were rdenuﬁed in ‘subsurface

sonl at either the North or South burldmgs

) 7.56. 'Future On-'srtc Resldent

- ‘The mcremcntal lifetime cancer risks for future on-site adult resrdents in the North building area
was 3.9E-03, and 2E-03 for future on-site child residents (age 1 to 6). The risk to children and
adults in the North building area was primarily due.to the ingestion and inhalation of '
contaminants in the ground water. anary contaminants of concern in the gmund water’ wcre
vmyl chloride and arsenic.

The total hazard index for future on-site adult residents in the North building area was 7.3,
primarily due to the ingestion of thallium and inhalation of chlorobenzéne in the ground water.
The total hazard index for future on-site child residents (age 1 to 6).in the North building area
‘was 16, primarily due to the ingesti'on of thallium and chlorobenzene in the ground water, and the
incidental ingestion of and dermal contact with chromium in surface soil. Since'there ar¢ no
COPCs in the South Bunldmg soil, no total hazard index was determined for that anza.

7.6 ldentiﬁcation of Unc’ertainties

' Unccrtamty is mhercnt in the risk assessment process Each: of the three componemts of risk
assessment (data evaluation, exposure- assumphons and toxicity. criteria) contribute uncertainties.

" For example the assumption that ground water concentratjons will remain constant over time .

may overestimate the lifetime exposure. Contaminants are subject to a variety of attenuation
_'processes In addrtlon, for a risk to exist, both srgmﬁcant exposure to the poilutants of concern

. and toxicity at thése predicted exposure levels must exist. The toxicological uncertainties
primarily relate to the methodology by which carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic criteria (i.e.,
cancer slope factors and reference doses) are developed. In general, the méthodology currently
" used to develop cancer slope factors and reference doses is very conservau ve, and likely results

" inan overes(rmat:on of human toxrcnty and rcsultant nsk

The use of conservatwe assumptrons throughout the risk assessment process are believed to
result in an over-estimate of human health risk. Therefore, actual risk-may be lower than the
* estimates pre sented here but are unhkely to be greater
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_ TABLE 7-4. SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL CANCER AND NON-CANCER RISKS

. Expésure - _ SoiVSediment Risk Ground WaterRisk . | Total
Pathway/Medium . : L
tngest. | mhatt. | Dermat | ingest inhall. | Dermal
"Current Worker 1r 1 '
Camcer .. | 1.01E-06 ciee0r | ). _ 1.17E-06
CHQ - 0216} - ] oo .| _ g © 1 0264
" Future Worker : - : L - : : '
Cancer ~ . - - - | 101E06 163807 | 123803 | - - | 13E0
HQ . o} 026 : 0.048 0.98 S ' 1.244
CurtentFuwre Visitor . .- . ) . a B
Cancer 837808 | 136608 } . .| - o] 9.73E-08
HQ - - 0.045 - 0.011° . 0.056
CurrenvFuture Recreational B - o B
Adult- S _ 1. o
_ Cancer | ane07 | a7E07 ' | 9.44p07
" HQ _ 0.036 0.009 : o 0.045
Child- - i o : _
- Cancer _ }-1358-07 -} 2807 L 1.02E-06
-HQ - 0374 0.033 _ . 0.407
_ ‘Future Constr. Worker . _
Cancer _ 3.86E-07 | 687208 | 1.47B-08 o - 47E07
;. HQ _ 200 | o001 [ 012 | . . . 220
Current/Future Resident: ' o ' '
Adult- , N _ e
. Cancer ] 27E08 | 462807 | 329803 | 50804 | 58E05 | 3.85E-03
©HQ E 0603 1) - 0167 | 3954 2324 0.207 7.255
Child- . ' Lo : : : .
Cancer : 6.28606 | . 434807 | 192603 | 291E- | 25605 | 224E-03.
HQ L _ 5.62 ' . 061 | 922 04 035 |- 158
'NOTES: -NE_ . Not Evaluated for this receptor.

.- o Carcinogenic toxicity value nc_ﬁ applicable. -
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7.7  Ecological Evaluation
171  Overview
- The risk to the envnronment is detenmned through the assessment of potentla]ly adverse effects
. to ecosystems and populations resulting from Site-rélated contamination using qualitative

‘methods. - Soils, ground water, and sediments from the off-site canals were sampled to determine
.. the' extent of contammanon, as described in Section 5. The following presents a screening-level

ecological risk assessment. For reasons. that will be outlmed below, a more detailed risk

- assessment was not. warranted at this Site.
| 772 Identlﬁcahon of Ecologncal Chemlcals of Potential Comcern

-..Ecologlc.xl chenucals of potent:al ecologncal concem (ECOPCs) for each medium were selected
by eliminating from the analysis chemicals not detected, essential nutrients considered toxic only . - °

at very high concentrations, and by eliminating inorganic analytes whose concentrations were

‘. “within background concentratlons
713 Exposure .Ass'elssme'nt

- Two major habitats (terrestrial and aquatic) are represented on or near the Site. The majority of
.the Site is covered with asphalt or buildings.  Small open maintained grass-covered areas (less

than 1 acre) are located around portions of the buildings and along Blue Heron Boulevard on the

north side of the property. Several trees (oak species) are located immediately west of the North

Building, as well as several landscaping shrubs along the comers of the building. Several large
banyan trees are located in the north pomon of the Site, as well as a row of palm trees which line

: Blue Heron Boulevard. -

' There are no aquatlc habltats on the Sohtron Devices Site proper. Immedlately east of the Site i is _
_ adrainage canal constructed by the South Florida Water Management District to handle and
- direct storm water runoff away fmm the area. This canal contains surface water during portions

of the year with high precipitation. Surface water within the canal may aiso be an expression of
the surfical ground water table at times during the year.. Drainage from the canal ultimately flows
‘westward approximately 2 miles to a primary canal, C-17. Canal C-17 runs north 3.3 miles to a
sallmty control structure, S-44 then l 6 mJles east to Lake Worth.

* Oncethe contaminanls have reached the habi;at, Qne'or more of_ three possible exposure routes

may come into play for a specific receptor. These exposure routes are ingestion,

“inhalation/respiration, and adsorption (direct contact). The exposure point concentration is the
~ concentration of a contaminant in an environmental media to which a specific receptor is -

exposed. - The maximum concentration detected was used as the exposure point ¢ oncentrauon of

~ contaminants of potential concem in each-media evaluated. The exposure point concentrations’
- for each of the contaminants of potential concern and the exposure assumptions for each pathway
- were used to estimate the chronic daily intakes for the potentially complete pathways. -
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7.4 -E.:o'logical Effects Assessment

1.7, 4 1 Exposure to Current Sediments

_ Sediments were evaluated by comparing maximum sediment concentratlons with EPA Regxon 4
Waste Management Division sediment screening levels. Exceedance of these screening levels

" might indicate a potential for adverse ecological effects (depending upon factors such as -
frequency of detection, degree of exceedance, etc.), thus indicating a need for more Site-specific

" ecological investigations, such as toxicity testing. Maximum sediment exposure point

concentrations for each chemical of potential concern were compared to.screening values for a
: _pamcular chemical of concern. Surface water was not sampled during the R1, 50 no current
exposure to surface water was evaluated '

7.7.4.2 Exposure to Future Surface Water(Ground Water Surrogate)- '

Future surface water was evaluated by comparing maxlmum ground water concentrations with

EPA Region 4 Waste Management Division fresh water screening concentrations (chronic).-

- Exceedance of these screening levels mxght indicate a potential for adverse ecological effects
.(dependmg upon factors such as frequency of detection, degree of exceedance, etc.), thus

indicating a need for more Site-specific ecological investigations, such as toxicity testing.

Maximum. ground water exposure point concentrations for each contaminant of concern were

compared to screemng values for a particular contammant of coricern..

' _The Westmghouse Savannah River Company (WSRC) surface water screemng values were used
*if no Region IV values were available. The surface water scréening values were used based on

the assumption that ground water may charge surface waters in the drainage canal; therefore, the
potential exists for contaminants in ground water to be a source of contammanon to surface
‘waters in the canal habitats. o

K .'-.'7 74. 3 EJ- posure to Future Sedxment (Sorl Surrogate)

. Future se(hments were evaluated by companng maximum soil concentrations with the
Westinghouse Savannah River Company (WSRC) "Ecological Screening Values for Surface
Water, Sediment, and Soil". This is due to the potential for soils to eventually become sediments
‘within the nearby canal. Exceedance of these screening levels might indicate a potential for
adverse ecological effects (depending upon factors such as frequency of detection, degree of

. ‘exceedance, etc) thus mdlcatmg a need for more Slte specnﬁc ecologlcal mvestngahons such as
_"toxicity testmg P : :
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7.5 Risk Characterization
| 7.7.5.1 Ek-pbsure to Current Sediments

Comparison of the concentrations of contaminants of potential concemn in sediment with regional
"screening values was used to assess the likelihood of adverse effects of sediment to wetland and
aquatic life. Screening criteria were not available for all detected contaminants. - As indicated in
Tables 11.1 through11.4 in Appendix B, the risk in sediment is- pnmanly associated with PAHs
- and pesticides. Those contaminants are not Sité-related and are likely present as a result of
approved pesticide application and roofing or paving work near the canal. For that reason, a
. more detailed analysis of the effects of these chemicals was not conducted for this Site.  Several
" inorganics, (chrormum, copper, nickel, and mercury) were detected in the sediment at levels of
- potential concem. Those Jevels significantly decrease downstream, and due to the intermittent
. appearance of surface water in the canal, impact from these contaminants should be minimized.
It is unlikely that these contaminants in sediment will impact water quality (if undisturbed) .
because the chemicals typically are very strongly adsorbed to the sediment grains. A risk
management decision 'was made not to further evaluate the ecological impact of canal sediments.

7.7.52 Expoéure to Future Surface Water (Ground Water Surrogate)
Comparison of the concentrations of.contaminants of concern in future surface watér (ground

‘water surrogate) with regional screening values was used to assess the likelihood of adverse
effects of future surface water to wetland and aquatic life.- A number of contaminants in future

. surface water exceeded screening values. Screening levels were not available for all the detected

contammants therefore, the contribution of all the contaminants of potential concern could not
be evaluated. Despite the absence of some criteria, the results.show that effects may occur if
ground water contaminants migrate to surface water at current levels. The Site-related chemicals
.. ‘'which may contribute the most to the increased risk in surface water are carbon disulfide
g chlorobenzene, ethylbenzene, vinyl chloride, xylenes, aluminum, and iron. However, most of the
- contaminants detected were.found in wells at depths of 100 feet. Shallow. wells had minimal
_contamination, therefore, the risk of exposure to ground water contamination should be minimal.

~7.7.5.3 Exposure to Surface Soil and Fut'ure Se'diment (Soil Surrogate)

Of the ECOPCs dctected in surface soil, PAHs are the most ubxqunous in the Site's surface soil.
However, PAH:s are not Site related contaminants. Chromium was higher than sc reening levels
in all surface soil samples. Since most of the Site is paved or occupied by building, there is very
little terrestrial habitat space available on the Site. The risk of exposure to Site soils is minimal.
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7.7.6 Uncertainty Analysis

80

- . The following subsections present the uncertai_nties that effect the results of this ERA.:

The use of. maximum concentrations in media as the EPCs is a conservative -
estimation. It is likely.that there are only limited locations where the evaluated -
media is present at concentrations approaching the maximum levels; therefore,
this estimate is overly conservative and: protecnve of the envnronment

The ESI soil and sediment samplmg efforts were llrmted in scope. A total of 12

on- snte soil samples and 6 downgradlent sedlment samples were collected. Soil

samples were collected from potential * _source areas only; therefore, the aréal
extent of Site-related contamination is not fully characterized. Only one

“background/control sample was collected for the surface soil and sediment -
- medium, respectively; therefore, the influence and contribution of surrounding
' properties to Site conditions is an uncertainty. :

Y

No surface water samples were collected dunng the ESI/RI therefore, the -
' pathway could only be evaluated by comparing ground water.analytical results to

surface water screening values. Actual mi gratlon of ground water to the surface

~water pathway has not been documented

The' exlstence of the ten_estrial habitat at the Solitron Devices Site is limited to
maintained grass-covered area at the facility. The quality and usability of this
“habitat" is questionable. Screemng of ECOPC were performed as if the habltat is

"fully functional.”

RENIEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES

. Remedlal ACthﬂ ObjCC[IVeS (RAOs) were developed for the contaminants and media of concem -
at the Solitron Devices Site. RAOs have been developed to address human health concems.

. RAOs have not been established for ecological concems since Site related contamiinants are
cons:den.d to mxmmally effect ecologncal concems. The two pnmary RAOs are: S

' Reducing the nsk to hu'man health from so'il and sediment contamination within .EPA'.s
 acceptable risk range (i.e., total residual cancer risk between 1x10* to l)tllO‘s and.
maxlmum 1nd1v1dual contammant HQ of 1) and

Restormg ground waterto MCLs or within EPA's acceptable nsk range (i.e., total residual
cancer risk between lxIO“‘ to lxlO45 and maximum. mdnv:dual contaminant HQ of 1).

- Remediation goals (RGs) established to satlsfy these. RAOs are’ presented in Table 8-1. A plan

view of the area 1mpacted by these goals is provided in Figure 8- l

EEERY
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As indicated in Table 7-4 human. exposure to sonls and sediments is below 1x10-6 carcmogemc e
risk and HQ of 1 for all exposure pathways except resndentlal Since the property is currently in
industrial use, cleanup to residential levels does not appear to be warranted, provided
institutional controls are in place to prevent future residential developmcnt of the property.

: However, the area where surface soi] COCs (chronuum and arsenic) are located is relatively

" small (estimated at <150 square feet). It would be less expensive to remove the small amount of

: contammated soil than to requu'e mstxtuuonal controls and ongomg ﬁve-year reviews at the Site.

For non-(,arcin'ogenic risk in soilsl'sedimen‘t's contaminant levels which yield a HQ for an
* individual contaminant equal to 1 is generally considered acceptable unless there is reason to

~ - believe that a Jarge humber of contaminants affect the same target organ. The only cumulative

soil hazard quotient above 1 is for the future construction worker. Details of the risk assessment

indicate that the only organ with a cumulative HQ above 1is the skin (HQ=1.61). This exposure

~ can be-prevented with the soil removal descnbed above. RGs for soil have been established to
protect human health from soil contaminants. :

-ana.ry maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) are used when available for RGs. If anary
maximum contaminant levels (MCLs) dre not available, contaminant concentrations based on
hcalth effects were considered. Figure 8-1 shows the approximate area of MCL exceedances
‘based on the most recent data for each well including 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2002 sampling
_information. Benzene was the only additional contaminant detected in 1999 and in 2002 above
. the drinking water MCL. Benzene was detected at 5.7 pg/L.in MW-13C in 1999, and 32 ug/L
(using low-flow sampling techmque) in MW-13C in 2002. A RG for Benzene was added to
Table 8-1.
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~ TABLE §-1: REMEDIATION GOALS

Chemicals of Federal or State | Health-Based | Max é?sem'c&?"
Concern - ARARs Remedial Goal | Detected [EREMEidii hon '
_or TBCs ConcentL(Zl - M W' Goalaks
SURFACE SOIL (mg/kg) } '
Aisenic 2_'1"’ — 68
1| Shromium 210" 230 790
_GROUNDWATER _(ugl) .
‘Benzene . _ ' 1 32
Nl Chtorobenzene 100 » 140 | . 680
Chloroform - : 69 3 -3
' 1,2-Dichloroethene(Total) 70 » 140 470
Tetrachloroethene 39 2 14
Trichloroethane 3% 6 - 70
Vinyl Chlofide . . L | 0.05 © 2100
‘Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalat 6 40 21
" 1,4-Dichlorobenzene. 75 » 20 31
2.4-Dichlorophefol 49 40 13
‘Arsenic ' 109 0.1. 12.
Cadmium 5% 10 4
"Jon . 3009 4650 4400 Mz .
Il_Thalllum : 2 3. 6 '-—".;1::?

NA - Not Available

) _NO'I'ES

b

Y
- 4)

5

6)
-

8)

o NR NotRequ:red

: Practical Quanutanon Levels (PQLs) are an estimate of the lowest concentration usually quannf' able by

most analytical laboratories. The source of mfonnalmn was the FDEP Groundwater Guidance

Concentrations, June 1994.
- "Health based concentranons are based on lxlO‘ carcmogemc risk or-a HQ of 1 for rion-carcinogens.

Value based on a Federal and State Primary Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL).

Federal MCL changed since Risk Assessment completed. . '
Value based on cons:derauon of all' 1997, 1998, 1999, and 2002 (low flow) snmphng events

~ Value based on FDEP Soil Cleanup Target Level for resudentlal exposure.

* Value based on Florida Groundwater Guidance Concentrations (To Be Consndered (TBCs).
_Valuc based on a State Secondary Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL).

' Valu«. based on FDEP bnoavmlabnhty study, proposed FDEP Soxl Cleanup Target Level for res:denual
: exposure :
-9
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FIGURE 8-1: AREA OF GROUND WATER TO BE TREATED
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9.0 DESCRIPT ION OF ALTERNATIVES
9.1 Overvnew
" The 2002 Supplemental FS report included an evaluation of five altematxves for cleanup of

- contamination in ground water. Instxtutlonal Controls were included in Alternatives 2-5 to
* prevent contaminated ground water exposure during the implementation of the remedial action.

‘These alternatives represem the range of remedial actions consideréd appropriate for the Site. As - .

. required by CERCLA, a no further action alternative was evaluated to serve as a basis for
,comparison with the other active cleanup methods. Potential Applicable or Rele vant and .
Appropnate Requxrements (ARARs) are summanzcd for each altematxve

: Although the 2002 Supplemental FS antic1pated that institutional controls would be used to limit
the use of the Site to commercial/industrial, EPA has determined that removal of a'small quantity.

_of soil (<20 cubic yards) can be performed to eliminate the need for institutional controls on Jand
use (Appendix A to this document). Eliminating institutional controls.on the property will

satisfy community concems and eliminate the need for five-year remedy revnews once the ground o

water conlarmnatlon has been addressed

-'-Intenm Well Field Impacts

EPA and FDEP have documented that actual contamination ongmatmg from thc Sohtron
Devices Sité has contributed to past contammatlon in the well field which warranted the use of
air stripping equipment in the water treatment plant in order to meet the potable water needs of

- the City of Riviéra Beach. Four wells (PW-4 PW-5, PW-6, and PW- 12A) continue to show
'_'_.'nmpacts from Site contamination. Those impacts will be lessened and eliminated when the
selected remedy is implemented. During the interim period between selection of the remedy and

_isolation of Site-related contaminants from the well field, the water treatment plant intends to
.continue to operated and maintain the air strippers in order to remove VOCs from the potable
water supply ' : :

Contmumg to operate lhe air stnppcrs is. llkely more cost effectxve than replacmg wells or
“purchasing water from another source so contaminated wells can be taken out of service.-
However, EPA tested the combined influent to the water treatment plant (WTP) for five

" consecutive days in February 2002. Those test results are summarized in Table 9-1. Although
“contamination was present in mdmdual wells, once the well water was combined at the water
treatment plant, the influent met dnnkmg water standards prior to entering the air strippers.

- Since historical data suggests that the contammated ground water plume is declining, the air -

_ stripping step at the water treatment plant may no longer be necessary to meet dnnkmg water
- standards for volatile organic substances, although the WTP may elect to continue use to meet
other water qualxty standards. : : S
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TABLE 9-1. WATER TREATMENT PLANT COMBINED
lNFLUENT SAl\'ﬂ’LING RESULTS
Paramtters FDEP. - | EPA | TCINFDYI Tcmvzr ‘rcmmys- TCINFDY4 | TCINFDYS |
o GCTLs. | Cleanup' | 0771572002 | 077162002 | 0711772002 | 07/1812002 | 0711972002
B Levels A . o _
Volatile Orgamm (ugIL} . _ )

-' .Chlorobenzenc 100 NE 0.19J | . 038) 0.22) 0.18) 0.43]
1.2-Dichlorubenzene | - 600 NE . - 012 - R Y
1,1-Dichloroethene |- .7 NE o195 |- 015 - 017 -

| 1.2-Dichtoroethene 63 70 035) 25 ot | 16 063

| Methy! T-butyl ether 50 NE -~ - - - 0. 1

| Toluene 40 "NE 014y | o013 0.103 0.12) . 0.12)

{ Trichloroethane 3 3 - 1.6 -~ L5 . -
Vinyl Chloride 1 g 056 | 095 - 0.1 -
‘Miscellaneous Volatile Compounds (ug/L)

Unknown Compound NE NE - - - - 0.57) -
| Metats ugrt) '
Barium’ 2000 NE 9.1’ 6.1 19 9.4 9.2

| catcium NE NE | 100000 | 86000 | 120000 | 100000 | 92000
Ton - - - 300 NE - 140 160 | 1o 130 130

| Magnesium NE NE 3,500 2200 6200 | 3500 | 3.400
Manganese 50 - NE 85 65 g4 | 82 63 .

| Potassium NE NE | 100 ~ 5400 | t100. 2,600

| sodium 160000 |  NE 24000 | 14000 | 38000 | 25000 | 20000
Strontium 4200 NE 1300 950 | - 1.400 1,300 1.000
NOTES: - o |
~ . FDEP GCTLs”

TCINFDY#  Influent water treatment planl sample and collcctlon d:uc.
’ PW  Municipal well.’ . .
" ugll " Micrograms per htcr. o
J  Estimated Value
NE- Not Esublished

. lndlcates the matcnol was analyzcd for bul not delecled above the sample quantitation limit (SQL)

~** Daw provided in Tab!e 3-5of Data Evaluatlon Report Revision 0, Trans Circuits Sue Remednal Dcmgn.
Novcmber 12, 2002 .
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: Alternatwes
The ﬁve altematlves that havc been |dent1ﬁed for evaluatlon are hsted below

Alternative 1: No-action .

Altemnative 2: Aquifer Restoration with In-situ Treatment. . |

. Altemnative 3: Aquifer Restoration with Water System Supplementation.
" Alternative 4: Aquifer Restoration with Enhanced Bioremediation.:
‘Altemative 5; Aquifer Restoration with Ground Water Re-injection.

92 Alternative 1: No'-ac'ti‘on

-"'CERCLA requlres that EPA consider the no-action altematlve to serve as a bas:s agamst ‘which
other alternatives can be compared. Under the no action alternative, the Site would be left as is.
This altemative would not be protective of public health and the environment and would not -

- satisfy ARARs. Chermcal-specnf c ARAR:s for this alternative include Federal Water Quallty
Criteria, Federal Primary. Drinking Water Standards Florida Drinking Water Standards, and

_ Flonda Well Head Protecuon Regulattons

93 - Alternatlve 2: Aqu:fer Restoratlon wnth In-s:tu Treatment

_ Altemative 2.con51sts of the follow_mg remedlal_ actions:

. Remioval and off-site disposal of contaminated surface soils behind the north building;
. Con'taminate_d. ground water in-situ treatrnent- u_sing" a recirculation well system; and
e Natural attenuation of contaminants outside capture zone of recirculation well system.

Under this altemative future human exposure to surface soil contaminants (arsenic and o
. chromium) would be eliminated by excavating the top two feet of soil in the stained soil area on-
~ the south side of the north bunldmg The soil would be dlSpOSCd of off-snte at an appropnate
landﬁll ' o : - :

Under this altematlve future human exposure to ground water contammants would be ehmmated
through restoration of ground water quality at the Site by recovery and in-situ treatment of the
. source of contaminated ground water, using a recirculation well system. The recovery and ,
treatment system would consist of ground water recovery, air sparging, in-situ air stripping, and
‘soil vapor extraction. The existing ordinances requiring.connection to the public water supply

- -and prohibiting installation of any wells for potable use in the vicinity of the plume would '
continue to be. enforced by the County and City, as apphcable

The remedy mcludes three proven technolognes combmed in a single in- situ recovery and
- treatment system. The air sparging component résults in lifting the water table This lifting of the
water in the well causes anet reductlon in head at thc well location, which results in water
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~ flowing toward the well. Vacuum pressure (the vapor extraction component) is .apphed atop of
the well point to extract vapor from the subsuiface. The negative pressure from vacuum -

~ extraction results in water suction that creates additional water hftmg (moundm;,) and a net lower
- gradxent This further enlarges the radius of influence. :

" A submersible pump is placed atthe bottom of the well to recirculate water fron\ the bottom of

o the well and the formation to the top of the well where it is discharged through a spray head’

nozzle. This process is analogous to the operation of an ex-situ air stripping system. Enhanced =
 stripping via air- sparging near the bottom of the well will occur simultaneously. In essence, the
well will act as a subsurface air stripping tower. In addition tq the air stripping effected by the
pumping/cascading, a portion of the pumped, stripped, highly oxygenated water will flow down
the well annulus out and over the “motinded” water back in to the aquifer. This will setupa -
circulation or ﬂushmg zone surrounding the well that will farther enhance cleanup. The = .
.concentration of the air and VOC mixture would not exeeed discharge limits and could be
emitted dlrectly to the atmosphene

. Mo'delmg 'to,estlmate optlmum pumping flow rates, well locations, contaminant transport, and
" concentrations has not been performed and would be done - during the Remedial Design phase.

The modeling effort would also include evaluation of extraction rates for public supply wells in

~ order to reduce contamination migration to public supply wells, specifically PW-4, PW-5A, PW-

6 and PW-12. For the purposes of cost estrmatton, 10 locations have been assumed for the in-

situ remrculatxon wells.

'Performance momtonng dunng the 1mplementatron of this altemattve would optimize the
- operation of the recovery and treatment system, track cleanup of the-plume, verify contalnment of
the plume during the remediation. Monitoring would include water level measurements,
dissolved oxygen, subsurface pressure, and the collection and analysis of samples from ground

water monitoring wells and process flow lines. The overall approach to monitoring is consistent
W|th that presented in Methods for Momtonng Pump and Treat Performance (USlEPA l994d)

_' Ground water momtonng would use existing and newly mstalled momtormg wells and

. piezometers. For the cost estimate, it was assumed that 11: locations with 23 monitoring wells

would be sampled as part of the performance monitoring plan - 5 existing wells and 6 new

~ locations with 3-nested wells each. The actual number of monitoring wells to be sampled and the
locations and specifications for the newly. determined wells (depth, screened interval, well

_constructinn materials, etc.) would be determined dunng the Remedial Design phase and
-documented in the long-term monitoring plan For the purposes of cost estimation, it is assumed
that 6 new locations each will have 3 nested wells : :

Monitoﬁng frequency would vary. with time. D‘un'ng initial system start-up and equilibration
monitoring of water levels and subsurface pressure would be nearly continuous, using pressure
transducer and data loggers. This initial period was assumed to last no more than 2 weeks, after
: _-_Wthh monitoring would shift sequenually to daily, weekly, monthly, and ﬁnally quarterly

: measurements
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A ground water. momtormg plan would be established dunng remedial design. Tor cost
estrmanng purposes, it was assumed that for the first 6 months after start. up of the treatment
system, samples would be collected monthly from the ground water monitoring wells and

- extraction wells. After 6 months, the monitoring wells would be sampled btannually, and the

_extraction wells would be sampled quarterly o :

- The monitoring wells outsrde the treatment area would be momtored to evaluate the effectlvencss :
of natural attenuation processes. The current data indicate that the plume is subject to on-going .

natural atienuation processes. Ground water analytical data obtained at the Site indicate that
dissolved VOCs are being degraded to carbon dioxide (CO2) and meéthane (CH4) due to the

presence of naturally. occurring, biologically mediated oxidation-reduction reactions. However
 based on the limited data currently available, a maximurm of the 30 years as allowed per

, CERCLA gurdance has been considered for purpose of cost estimation.

. The performance momtonng program would be a dynamic program, reﬁned and optimized as-a

- better understanding of aquifer characteristics and Site-specific natural attenuation processes is
- obtained. The program would need to be flexible and readily amendable to changes in. scope

: ob_]ectrves or methodology in response to data trends. - .

" The performance momtonng program would be desrgned to provide sufficient lead time to .
"identify significant differences, evaluate contingent response actions, and implement nécessary
actions. ‘Preliminary criteria that would indicate a si gmﬁcant difference from the design of

~ selected alternative would be:

. Concen_tratrons in the public supply wells start to increase above levels that cannot be
removed by existing WTP processes or balancing of influent supply wells; -

o Increased or decreased contaminant concentrations in the treatment area; and

& . Changes inthe predicted direction and rate of the plume migration, as determined based
.. on the additional .monitoring d'ata and modeling completed during the 'des-ign:phase; :

| The. contmued operatron of the City air stnpper towers for additional treatment of the supply
water does not appear warrantéd and was not considered under this altematrve although funher
evaluatxon dunng remedial design may be apprOpnate :

Thls alternative would be expected to be effecttve in hmmng future human health risks

~ associated with ground water consumption and direct contact with surface soils. Protection

- would occur as a result of direct remedial action. This alternative would achieve the soil and-
ground water RAOs of limiting potential future human exposure, and attaining compliance with
- chemical-specific.and locatron-specrf ¢ ARARs through soil removal and ground water
restorauon :
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. _. Chermcal-specnﬁc ARAR:s for this alternative include Federal Water Quahty Criteria, Federal
~ Primary Drinking Water Standards, Florida Drinking Water Standards, and the Florida Well
Head Protection Regulauon [ncamn-speclﬁc ARARs assoclated with the aquifer restoration -

" and institutional controls include the Florida Well Head Protection Regulauon Action-specific

_~ ARARs for this alternative would include the National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air

" Quality Standards, NESHAPs, the Clean Water Act, RCRA Generation, Treatment, Storage and
Disposal rcgulauons and Hazardous Waste Permitting, equivalent State of Florida Regulations,
and OSHA regu]atrons for work performed at the Site during monitoring and maintenance
activities. Compliance with these action-specific ARARs would be accomplished through -

" necessary documentation, penmttmg processes, treatment system design, work practices, and

required monitoring as deﬁned ina RD/RA work plan and Site- specxﬁc HASP. See Table 10-
_l for more mformatlon .

This technology would be expected to effechvely reduce ground water contammants within the
" capture zone of the in-situ treatment wells to meet ARARs. That portion of the plume outside of
the capture zone would be treated by mineralization of constituents through natural attenuation.
Ground water monitoring would be used to evaluate the long—term performance of this
' alteman ve. B

‘Ground water treatment using in-situ recirculation wells would be effective in reducmg the
_ toxicity and volume of COCs in the extracted dissolved phase ground water. Active pumping can
be used to provide hydraulic containment, thus this alternative would reduce the mobility of the
dissolved phase plume. Natural attenuation would reduce the COC toxicity and volume in the
downgradrent pomon of the plume. ' :

Potential e).posures to on-site workers conductmg momtonng activities would be rmugatcd by.
the use of PPE, as specified in a Site-specific HASP. There would be no short-term
Senvrronmental impacts associated with this alternative.

- The. proposed altemanve iseasyto |mplement and is rehable Technical expertise and equipment -
"are readily available, and would require a short period to implement. Monitoring of the off gas to
assure the effectrveness of the treatment process whrle in Operatlon would be required.

Costs assoaated with this altematlve mclude capltal costs for'equipment and installation, and

O&M costs (including ongoing. momtonng) Capital costs are estimated to be $1,857,586. The

- estimated O&M and monitoring.cost of this alternative is $2,336,659. The total estimated cost is
'$4,194,245, with a present worth cost, based on 5% for 8 years of active treatmem and 30 years
of momtonng is $3, 537 678. _

94 Alternatlve 3: Aqulfer Restoratlon with Water System Supplementatron

Altcmatrve 3 consrsts of the fo]lowmg remedial acuons

. . : Rem__ova_l and'off_-.site disposal_,of contaminated sur_face soils behind the north buildi'ng;
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. Cont_a'minated'gmund water extraction, treatment with a pair of low-profile air-stripping
" .towers with trays set in series, and disposal by delivery of treated ground water to the
- municipal water treatment plant to supplement the City’s water needs; and

. N_utural attenuation of contaminants outside capture zone of the extraction wells. -
* Under this altemative'futur_e human exposure to surface soil contaminants (arsenic and -
~ chromium) would be eliminated by excavating the top two feet of soil in the stained soil area on
_ the south side of the north buxldm g The soil would be dnsposed of off-slte atan appropnatc '
landfill.

- Future human exposure to ground water contaminants would be eliminated through restoratlon of

- ground water quality in the plume area by removal and treatment of the source area.contaminated

ground water. The ground water treatment system would consist of extraction, followed by -
treatment consisting of a pair of low-profile air-stripping trays set in series, and dhsposal by
«delivery of treated ground water to the municipal water plant to supplement the City’s water
needs. The existing ordinances requiring connection to the public water supply and prohibiting -
installation of any wells for potable use in the vicinity of the plume would continue

to be enforced by the County and City,'as. applicable. :

- For the purposes of the detailed analysns of altemattves, it has been assumed that nested wells
- screened in the source area with a total pumping flow rate of 500 gallons'per minute (gpm) will
* provide enough capture. The assumed locations of the extraction wells will be in the vicinity of
'Lift Station #2 and PW-10 (not in service) which appears to be in the area of highest
-.concentration of COCs. For cost ‘purposes, 3 locations have been assumed for the extraction

-~ wells, each w1th 2-nested wells

- The ground water would be pretreated to remove iron, carbonates; etc., (if necessary), then

pumped to the low profile air stripper-trays. In the low profile air stripper tray the ground water

. flows across trays that are perforated with small holes, over a weir, and through a downcomer, to
‘the next lower tray, tray by tray, until the treated water flows from the bottom of the air stripper.-

- ~ Filtered and compressed air is bubbled through the holes in the trays, stopping the liquid from

dripping through them. The VOCs are transferred from the liquid to the gas phase as the air is
_bubbled through the water on the trays The gas then exits the top of the column

. The treated ground water would then be pumped from the bottom of the ﬁrst low profile stnpper
" through a second redundant air stripper unit before it is delivered to the WTP. An additional

- benefit of this alternative is the ability to contain and treat the plume wh1le makmg the water

: lmmedlau,ly avallable for mtroducnon to- the WTP SR

'Modelmg to estimate optimu’m pump_ing flow rates, well locations, contaminant transport, and
concentrations has not been performed and would be done during the Remedial Design phase.
~The modeling effon would also include evaluation of extraction rates for public supply wells in

' _ __order to contmue reductlon of contarmnatlon mlgrauon to publlc supply wells, spt,c:ﬁcally PW—4
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PW-SA PW-6 and PW-12 The extractmn rates for the public wells PW-4, 5, 6 and 12A would
~ bereduced if necessary to further rediice the contribution of contaminants to. the combined raw

~ water influent to the WTP. The supplemented water delivered to the WTP will balance any such
reductions, to minimize interferences with the WTP operations; however, as with all the
‘treatment: altcmatwes some coordination with the WTP would be reqmred '

Performanc-° momtormg durmg the 1mplementauon of this alternative would optimize: the
operation of the extraction wells and treatrnent system, track cleanup of the plume, verify
containment of the plume during the remediation, and demonstrate successful treatment of the
extracted ground water before discharge: Monitoring would include water level measurements
and the collection and analysis of samples from ground water monitoting wells and process ﬂow- :
lines within the treatment plant. . : :

Ground water monitoring would use existing and newly installed momtonng well«, and

~ piezometers. For the cost estimate, it was assumed that 11 locations with 23 monitoring wells
would be sampled as part of the performance monitoring plan —5 existing wells and 6 new
locations with 3-nested wells each.. The actual number. of monitoring wells to be sampled and the
locations and specifications for the newly determined wells (depth, screened interval, well
construction materials, etc.) would be determined during the Remedial Design phasc and
documented in the long-term momtonng plan :

Water table elevation monitonng’ frequcncy would vary with time. During initial system start-up
and equilibration, monitoring of water levels would be nearly continuous, using pressure-
transducer and data loggers. This initial period was assumed to last no more than two weeks,
after Wthh monitoring would shift sequentlally to daily, wcekly, monthly, and fi inally quarterly

" measurements.

- A ground water momtonng plan would be estabhshed dunng remedial des: gh. For cost '
‘estimating purposes, it was assumed that for the first 6 months after start up of the ueatment
- system, samples would be collected monthly from the ground water monitoring wells, and -
extraction wells. After 6 months, the monitoring wclls would be sampled. bxannually, and the :
-extractwn wells would be sampled quanerly : : ,

The momtonng wells outside the treatment area would be momtored lo evaluate the effecnvencss '
of natural atlenuanon processes: The plumie is subject 1o on-going natural attenuation processes.
.Ground water analytical data obtained at the Site indicate that dissolved VOCs are being -
degraded to carbon. dioxide (CO2) and methane (CH4) due to the presence of naturally occurring,
- biologically mediated oxidation-reduction reactions. Based on the fimited data currently .
avallable -a maximum- of the 30°years as allowed per CERCLA guxdance has been considered for
. purposc of cost estimation. :

‘The perfonnance momtonng program would be a dynamic program, rcﬁned and opumxzed asa
. better understanding of aquifer characteristics and Site-specific natural attenuation processes is
~ obtained. The program would need to be flexible and readily amen(lable to changes in scope,

I
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: objectwes or methodology in response to data trends.

' The performance monitoring program would be desngned to provxde sufficient lead time to

" identify significant differences, evaluate contingent response actions, and implement necessary
actions. Preliminary criteria that would indicate a sngmﬁcant difference from the design of
selected altemanve would be:

. Concenu'atio_ns in the public s'__upply.wells start to increase above levels that cannot be
- removed by existing. WTP processes or balancing of influent supply wells;

"'+ Increased or decreased contaminant concentrations in the treatment area; and

. - Changes in the pl‘edicted dlrection and rate of the plu'me:.migratio_n, as determined based
: on the additional moniton'ng-data and modeling completed during the design phase.

The continued operation of the City air stnpper towers for addmonal treatment of the- supply -
- water does not appear warranted and was not considered under this alternative, although further
evaluatxo_n during remedial design may be appropriate. .

This alternative would be expected to be effective in limiting future human health risks
associated with ground water consumption and direct contact with surface soils. Protection

" would occir as a result of direct remedial action. This altematxve would achieve the soil and
‘ground water RAOs of limiting potential future human ¢ exposure, and attaining compliance with
chemical-specific and locatlon spcc1ﬁc ARARs through soil removal and ground water
restoration. -

Chemical-specific ARARSs for this alternative include Federal Water Quality Criteria, Federal
Primary Drinking Water Standards, Florida Drinking Water Standards, and Florida Well Head.
' Protection Regulation. Location-specific ARARs associated with the aquifer restoration with
water system supplementation and institutional controls-altemative include the Florida Well-
Head Protection Regulation. Action-specific ARARs for this altemnative would include the’
National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards, NESHAPs, the Clean Water
Act, RCRA Generation, Treatment, Storage and Disposal regulations and Hazardous Waste -
Permitting, equivalent State of Florida Regulations, and OSHA regulations for work"performed
" at'the Site during monitoring and maintenance activities. Compliance with these action-specific
ARARs would be accomplished through necessary documentation, pérmitting processes,
‘treatment system design, work practices, and required monitoring as defined in a USEPA-
approved RD/RA work plan and Slte-spemf ic HASP. See Table 10- lfor more mformatmn

~ This technology would be expected to effecnvcly reduce ground water contaminants wnthm the
capture zone. of the extraction wells to meet ARARs. That portion of the plume outside of the
capture zone would be treated by mineralization of constituents through natural attenuation.
" Ground water momtonng would be used to evaluate Lhe long-term performance of this
altematlw : ' : :
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Ground water treatment using the air stnppmg technology would be effectrve in reducmg the -
toxicity and volume of COCs in the extracted dissolved phase ground water. Active pumping can
be used to provnde hydraulic containment, thus this altemative would reduce.the mobility of the
dlSSO]VCd phase plume. Natural attenuation would reduce the COC toxicity and volume inthe

outer portxon of the plume :

'Potenual exposures to on-site workers conducting momtormg activities would be nungated by
the use of PPE, as specified in a Site-specific HASP. There would be no short-term
: envrronmental impacts assocrated with this altematlve ' : :

. The proPOSed extraction and treatment technologies are easy to implement and are reliable.

Technical expertise and equipment are readily available, and would require a short period to.

implement. Monitoring of influent and effluent to assure the effectiveness of treatment process
: whlle in operatlon would be requ1red -

The total cost assocrated with this alternative. includes, capital costs for equipment and
installation, and O&M and monitoring costs. Capital costs are estimated to be $1,292, 245 The

- estimated O&M and monitoring cost of this alternative is $3,866,021. The total estimated cost is
$5,158; 266 for the active part of this alternative, with a present worth, based on 5% for 10 years
of active treatment and 30 years of momtonng is $4,094,899.

9.5 Alternative 4: Atluifer Restoration with Enhanced Biodegradation
AltematiVe 4 consists of the following remedial actions:
- Removal and off-site dispOsal of contaminated surface soils behind the north building;

. Contammated ground water extraction, treatment with a pair of low—proﬁle air-stripping
~ ‘towers with trays set in senes and re—lnjecuon W|th increased oxygenation of the re-

' mjected ground water. and

L. .Natural attenuation of contaminants outsrde the capture zone of the extractnon well
S system :

Under this alternative future human exposurc to surface soil contaminants (a:seniic and
chromiumy) would be eliminated by excavating the top two feet of soil in the stained soil area on
- the south side of the north building. The soil would be disposed of off-snte at an appropriate

. landfill. . .

- Future human exposure to ground water contaminants would be eliminated through restoration of
ground water quality at the Site by removal and treatment of the source contaminated ground

- water. The ground water treatment system would consist of extraction, followed by treatment
consisting of a pair of low profile air-stripping trays set in series and re-injection. The enhanced
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. biodegradation will be accomplished by increased oxygenation of the treated ground water at the
point of injection using in-place gas infusers. The existing ordinances requiring connection to
the public water supply and prohibiting the installation of any wells for potable use in the-vicinity
of the plume would contmue to be enforced by the County and Clty, as apphcable

The pumping flow rates from the extraction wells are ‘assumed to be similar to the pumpmg rates
. of the City wells. For the purposes of cost estrmatlon, 3 locations have been assumed for the
extracuons wells, each with 2- nested wells and 2 locatlons for the mjectron wells.

‘The ground water would be pretneated to remove iron, carbonates, etc., (1f necessary), then
pumped to the air stripper. In the low profile air stripping tray, the ground water flows across
trays that are perforated with small holes, over-a weir, and through a downcomer, to the next
lower tray,. tray by tray, until the treated water flows from the bottom of the air stripper. Filtered
and compressed air is bubbled through the holes in the trays, stopping the liquid from dripping
through them. The VOC:s are transferred from the liquid to the gas phase as the air is bubbled
through the water on the trays. The gas then exits the top of the column.

The stripped ground water would be pumped from the bottom of the air stripper sump througha
second redundant air stripper unit to ensure effluent quality required for reinjection.. The treated
-ground water will be pumped to the injection wells. The wells will have gas infusers that will'
allow the transfer of the gas into the ground water without bubbles. The iSOC™ is a specially
designed, hrghly structured, microporous mass transfer-device designed for use in enhanced
_ground water remediation.. The iSOC™, or in situ Submerged Oxygen Curtain, is based on Gas

. - inFusion™ technology, which is patented worldwide. Essentially, this technology involves using
"hydrophobic, microporous hollow fibers to infuse ground water with any gas: The iSOC™ unit

is filled with these fibers. The desired gas is piped into the unit saturating the fibers, using a
standard compressed gas cylinder and regulator arrangement. The fibers in the iSOC™ unit
provide a large surface area to volume ratio to allow intimate contact between the gas and ground
‘water, which results in an ultra-efficient mass transfer. The oxygenated water will enhanced the

blodegradatron of the vinyl chlonde to carbon droxtde

: Modelmg to estimate optrmum pumpmg flow rates, well locations, contaminant transport, and
~.concentrations has not been performed and would be done during the Remedial Design phase. -
The modelmg effort would also include evaluation of extraction rates for public supply wells in
order to reduce contamination-migration to public supply wells, specifically PW-4, PW-5A, PW-
"6 and PW-12. The extraction rates for the public wells PW-4, 5, 6, and 12A would be reduced if
necessary to further reduce the contribution of contaminants to the combined raw-water influent
- to the WTP.

Performance momtonng dunng the lmplementatlon of this alternative would optmruze the |
operation of the extraction well(s) and treatment system, track cleanup of the plume, verify
containment of the plume during the remediation, and demonstrate successful treatment of the
eextracted ground water before- discharge. Monitoring would include water level measurements
_ and the collectron and analysrs of samples from ground water momtonng wells and process flow

—
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'lmes within the treatment plant The overall approuch to momtonng is consistent with that
_ presented in Methods for Momtonng Pump and Treat Performance (USEPA 1994d)

Ground wa._ter momtonng would use ex:stmg .and newly mstalled momtonng_'well and
piezometers. For the cost estimate, it was assumed that 11 locations with 23 monitoring wells .
~would be sampled as part of the performance monitoring plan — 5 existing wells and. 6 new _
locations with 3-nested wells each. The actual number of monitoring wells to be sampled and the
locations and specifications for the newly determined wells (depth, screened interval, well

_constlucuon materials, etc.) would be determined durmg the Remedial Design phase and
~ documented in the long—tenn monitoring plan. For the purposes of cost estlmatlon itis assumed
~ that'é new locations each will have 3-nested wells. : :

Momtonng frequency would vary with time. Dunng mmal system stan—up and equrhbrauon
monitoring of water levels would be nearly continuous, using pressure transducer and data

, loggers This initial period was assumed to last no more than 2 weeks, after which monitoring -
.would shift sequentlally to daily, weeldy, monthly, and t' inally quarterly measuremcnts

For the f rst 6 months after start up of the treatment system, samples would be collccted monthly
from the ground water monitoring wells, extraction wells, and treatment system effluent. After 6 -
months, the monitoring wells would be sampled biannually, and the extraction wells and
treatment system effluent would be sampled quarterly (or as requn'ed by EPA, the Water

: Management District and/or FDEP).

The momtonng wells outside the treatment area would be monitored to evaluate the effectiveness
of natural attenuation processes. The plume is subjec_t to on-going natural attenuation processes.
Ground water analytical data obtained at the Site indicate that dissolved VOCs are being

“degraded to carbon dioxide (CO,) and methane (CH,) due to the presence of naturally occurring,
. brolog\cally mediated oxidation-reduction reactions. Based on.the limited data currently
- available, a maximum of the 30 years as allowed per CERCLA gundance has been consrdered for

pulpose of cost estimation.

The performance momtonng program would be a dynanuc program refi ned and optmuzed asa
better understanding of aquifer characteristics and Site-specific natural attenuation processes is
obtained. The program would need to be flexible'and readily amendable to changes inscope,
objectwes or methodology in response to data trcnds -

‘The perfonn.mce momtormg program would be designed to provide sufficient lead time to

identify significant differences, evaluate contingent response actions, ‘and implement necessary

- actions. Preliminary criteria that would indicate a significant dlfference from the desngn of
selected alternanve would be:

. . Concentrations in the pubhc supply wells start to increase above levels that cannot be
removed by existing WTP-. processes or balancmg of influent supply wells, -



L

"Record of Decision -~ - -

Sdlitron Devices Site

Page 72
Decembcr 2004 -
»  Increased or decreased contaminant concentrations in the treatment area; and
» . Changes in the predicted direction and rate of the plume migration, as deter_mined based’

- on the additional monito'ring data and modeling' (:om[ile'ted during the design phase.

- The contmued operation of the City air stripper towers for addmonal treatment of the supply

~ water does not appear warranted and was not consndered under this alternative, although further
. evaluation dunng remedlal desxgn may be appropnate ' :

This altemative would be ex’pected'to be effective in limiting future human health risks
associated with ground water consumption and direct contact with surface soils. Protection

- would occur as a result of direct remedial action. This.alternative would achieve the'soil and -

. ground water RAOs of limiting potential future human exposure, and attaining compliance with -
. chemical-specific and Iocatlon-speaﬁc ARARs through soil removal and ground water
restoranon

Chemical-speciﬁc ARARS for this alternative include Federal Water Quality Criteria, Federal
Primary Drinking Water Standards, Florida Drinking Water Standards, and Florida Well Head
Protection Regulation. Location-specific ARARs associated with the aquifer restoration with
~enhanced biodegradation, reinjection and institutional controls.include the Florida Well Head

. Protection Regulatlon Actnon—specxﬁc ARARs for this altemative would include the Natlonal

~ Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards NESHAPs, the Clean Water Act, RCRA
- Generation, Treatment, Storage and Disposal regulations and Hazardous Waste Permitting,
-equwalent State of Florida Regulations, and OSHA regulations for work performed at the Site
during monitoring and maintenance activities. Compliance with these' action-specific ARARs
‘would be accomplished through necessary documentation, permitting processes, treatment

- system de: sign, work practices, and required monitoring as defined in a USEPA-approved RD/RA
work plan and Sne-specxﬁc HASP. See Table lO—lfor more mformatlon .

_ This technology would be. expected to effectlvely reduce ground water contanunants wnthm the
capture zone of the extraction well to meet ARARs. That portion of the plume outside of the
.capture zone would be treated by mineralization of constituents through patural attenuation and
dilution. Ground water momtonng would be used to evaluate the long—term pperformance of this

' altematwe : :

Ground water treatment using air stripping technology would be effective in redicing the toxicity
and volume of COCs in the extracted dissolved phase ground water. Active pumping can be used .
* to providz hydraulic containmeit, thus this alternative would reduce the mobxhty of the dlSSOIVCd
phase plume. Natural attenuation. would reduce the COC toxicity and volume in the
downgmdlent portion of the plume :

Potential_ exposures to on-site wo_rkers conducting monitoring activities would be mitigated by
“the use of PPE, as specified in a Site-specific HASP. Ttiere would be no short-term
environmental impacts associated with this alternative. :
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The proposed extraction and treatmient technologies aré easy to implement and are reliable. .
Technical expertise and equipment are readily ava:lable and would require a shert period to
implement. Monitoring of influent and effluent to assure the effectweness of treatment process
while in operation would be required: Approval would be necessary from the Water Management'
District and/or FDEP for re-m_]ecnon of the treated ground water.

_ Costs associated with this alternative include. capital costs for equrpment and mstallatron and
' O&M and monitoring costs. (including ongoing monitoring). Capital costs are estimated to be
- $1,454,027. The estimated O&M cost of this altemative is $3,469,311. The total estimated cost is

- $4,923, 338, with a present worth, based on 5% for 8 years of active. treatment and 30 years

- monitoring is $4,049,189. -

96 - Alternatlve 5: Aqurfer thoratron w:th Ground Water Reinj jection

Altemative § consrsts of the followmg remedral actions:

. Removal and off-site disposal of contaminated surface soils behind the north building;' :

. Contammated ground water extracuon treatment wrth a parr of low-profile. arr-stnppmg
towers with trays set in senes and re-mjectron of treated gmund water; and

.- N.ttural attenuanon of contammants outside capture zone of extraction well system

Under this altematlve future human exposure to surface soil contam'mants (arsenic and

- chromium) would be eliminated by excavating the top two feet of soil in the stained soil area on
the south side of the north burldmg The soil would be drsposed of off-srte atan appropnate

' landﬁll : :

, Future human exposure to contammants would be eliminated. through restoration of ground water
" quality at the Site by removal and treatment of the source contaminated ground water: The =

. ground water treatment system would consist of extraction, followed by treatment consisting of a
pair of air stripping columns set in series and re-injection. For the purposes of cost estimation, 3
locations have been assumed for the extractions wells, each with 2-nested wells and 2'locations -
for the injection wells. The existing ordinances requiring connection to the public water supply
and prohibiting installation of any wells for potable use in the vicinity of the plumr- would - .
continue £0 be enforced by the County and Crty, as apphcablc -

- The ground water would be pretreated to remove iron; carbonates etc (if necessary) then '
pumped to the-air stripper. The stripper column is a downward flow, packed tower with an inside

. diameter of about 2 feet. Ground water enters the column at the top and flows downward by
gravity to the pump well at the bottom of the column. Filtered and compressed air enters at the

bottom section above the pump well and rises through the packmg, thus stripping out VOCs from- - -

ground water. The gaseous mixture flows through a de-mister, where moisture is removed: The -
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. gas then exits the top of the column. The packing msnde the column isto provrde ample surface
area for air/ground water contact. The concentration of the air and VOC mixture would not
exceed discharge limits and could be enutted dtrectly to the atmosphere :

. The stnpped ground water would be pumped from the bottom of the stripper colurnn through a
second redundant air stripper unit to ensure effluent quallty requnred for reinjection. The tneated
_ ground water w:ll be. pumped to the m_;ectton wells. :

: 'Modehng to estimate optimum pumping flow rates, well locations, contaminant transport, and

- concentrations Has not been performed and would be done during the Remedial Design phase.

. The modelmg effort would also include evaluation of extraction rates for public supply wells in

~ order to reduce contamination migration to public supply wells, specnﬁcally PW-4, PW-5A, PW- '
-6 and PW- 12

- Performance monitoring during the implementation of this alternative would optimize the

_ operation of the extraction wells and treatment system, track cleanup of the plume, verify

- containment of the plume during the remediation, and demonstrate successful treatment of the
extracted ground water before discharge. Monitoring would include water level measurements
and the collection and analysrs of samples from ground water momtonng wells and process flow
lmes within the treatment plant : '

Ground water momtonng would use exxstmg and newly installed momtonng wells and

' ptezometers For the cost estimate, it was assumed that 11 locations wnth 23 monitoring wells
~would be sampled as part of the performance monitoring plan — 5 existing wells and 6 new
locations with 3-nested wells each. The actual number of monitoring wells to be sampled and the

- locations and specifications for the newly determined wells (depth, screened interval, well

~ construction materials, etc.) would be determined during the Remedial Design phase and

. documented in the long-term monitoring plan. For the | purposes of cost esttmatton, it is assumed

~ that 6 new locattons each will have 3-nested wells : :

. -Momtonng frequency would vary wnth time. Dunng mmal system start- up and equilibration, ~
" monitoring of water levels would be nearly as continuous, using pressure transducer and data
 loggers. This initial period was assumed to last no more than.2 weeks, after which monitoring

'would shtft sequentially to daily, weekly, monthly. and finally quarterly measurements.

_,For the first 6 months after start up of the tre'atment system, samples would be colleeted monthly
from the ground water monitoring wells, extraction wells, and treatment system effluent. After 6
months, the monitoring wells would be sampled biannually, and the extraction wellsand

~ treatment system effluent would be sampled quarterly (or as tequxred by EPA, the Water :
_Management D:stnct and/or FDEP). o '

The momtonng wells outside the treatment area will be monitored to evaluate the ef; fectlveness
‘of natural attenuation processes. The plume is subject to on-going natural attenuation processes.
Ground water analyhcal data obtamed at the, Stte mdtcate that dissolved VOCs are bt mg
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degraded 1o carbon droxrde (CO,) and methane (CHy) due to the presence of naturally occurring,
' brologlcally mediated oxidation-reduction reactions.

- The performance momtonng program would bea dynamtc program reﬁned and optimized as a
 better understanding of aquifer characteristics'and Site-specific natural attenuation processes is
obtained. The program would need to be flexible and readily amendable to chan,ges in scope,
obJectrves, or methodology in response to data trends.

. The performance monitoring program would be designed to provrde sufficient lead time to
tdenttfy significant differences, evaluate contingent response actions, and; implement necessary
actions: Preliminary criteria that would indicate a srgmﬁcant difference from the design of
selected altematlve would be :

. Concentrattons in the public supply wells start to increase above levels that cannot be
" removed by existing WTP processes or balancmg of influent supply wells,

e I_nc_reased or decreased contammant concentrations in the treatment area; and

e - Changes in the predicted directio_n and rate of the plume migration, as determined based
- onthe additional -rnonitoring data and modeling completed dun‘ng the des-i'gn phase

The conttnued operatron of the Crty air stnpper towers for addtttonal treatment of the supply
water does not appear \ warranted and was not considered under this alternatrve although further
evaluation during remedtal design may be appropnate _

Additional detaijed modeling would b_c conducted dun‘ng'the remedial design phase, as
- necessary. The active remediation period for the source area was éstimated to be 10 years using
the limited information available. For the Site to achieve cleanup goals, the time requtred is .
estimated to be greater than 30 years. ‘A maximum of 30 years as allowed per CERCLA

gurdance has been consrdered for purposes of cost estrmatton

- This altematnve would be expected to be effectwe in hmrtmg future human health nsks
associated with ground water consumption and direct contact with surface soils. Protectlon

- would occur as a result of direct remedial action. This alternative would achieve the soil and
ground water RAOs of limiting potential future human exposure, and ataining compliance with -
chenucal-specrﬁc and locatron-specrﬁc ARARs through soil removal and ground water

~ _restoration. '

' Chemtcal-specrﬁc ARARs for this altemattve mclude Federal Water Quality Cntena Federal
Primary Drinking Water Standards, Florida Drinking Water Standards and Florida Well Head
Protection Regulation. Location-specific. ARARs associated wrth the aquifer restoration with -
ground water rein jection and institutional controls include the Florida Well Head Protection _
- Regulation. Action- specrﬁc ARARs for this alternative would include the National Primary and
"Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards NESHAPs the Clean Water Act, RCRA Generation,
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Treatment, Storage and Disposal regulations and Hazardous Waste Permitting, equivalent State
- -of Florida Regulations, and OSHA regulations for work performed at the Site-during monitoring -

" and maintenance activities. Comphance with these action-specific ARARs would be '
accomphshed through necessary documentation, permitting processes, treatment system desngn,
work praclices, and required monitoring as defined in a USEPA-approved RD/RA work plan and

Site-specific HASP. See Table: 10-1for more mformatlon

- Thxs technology would be expected to effecuvely reduce ground water contannnants within the .
capture zone of the extraction well to meét ARARs. That portion of the plume outS|de of the

" capture zone would be treated by mineralization of constituents thfough natural attenuation.

Ground water momtonng would be used to evaluatc the long—term performance of this

- alternative.

-Ground water treatment using air stripping/carbon adsorption technology would be effectivein .
- reducing the toxicity and volume of COCs in the extracted dissolved phase ground water. Active
pumping can be used to provnde hydraulic containment, thus this alternative would reduce the
mobility of the dissolved phase plume. Natural attenuation would reduce the COC toxicity.and
volume in the downgmdlent pomon of .the plume._ :

Potenual exposures to on-site workers conductmg momtormg activities would be mmgated by
the use of PPE, as speclﬁed in a Site-specific HASP. There would be no short-term
environmental impacts associated with this alternative. '

- The proposed extraction and treatment technologies are easy to implement and are reliable.
Technical expertise and equipment are readily available, and would require a short period to
implement. Monitoring of influent and effluent to assure the effectiveness of treatment process

while in aperation wolild be required. Approval would be necessary from the Water Management
- Dnstnct and/or FDEP for re-mjectlon of the treated ground water.

Costs associated with thxs alternatwc include capltal costs for equxpment and mstallatlon Oo&M

. and monitoring. ' Capital costs are estimated to be $1, 320,434 The estimated O&M and .

_monitoring cost of this altemative is $4,201,030. The total estimated cost is $5,521,464, witha

- present worth cost, based on 5% for 10 years of actwe treatment and 30 years of momtonng is
-$4,381,773. : : : -

10 0 SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNAT[VES

10.1 Statutog Balancmg Crlten'n

. Thjs section of the ROD provides the basxs for determining whnch altematlve provides the best
balance with respect to the statutory balancmg criteria in Secuon 121 of CERCLA,42US.C. §
9621, and.in the NCP, 40 CFR § 300.430. The major objective of the Supplementa.l Feasibility
", Study (SES), after investigating contamination.north of the facility, was to develop, screen, and:
i'_evaluate ‘tltemauves for the remedtatlon of the Solitron Devices Site. A variety of- .altemauves
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- and technologxes were identified as candldates to remediate the contamination at the Sohtron
" Devices Site. These were screened based on their feasnbrllty with respect to the contaminants. -

" present and the Site characteristics. After the initial screening, the remaining alternatives/ -

. technologies were combined into potential remedial altemnatives and evaluated in‘detail. One -
- remedial aJtematwe was selected from the SCreening process using the following nine evaluation
" criteria: '

. | overall protection_ of human healtrr and the cnviro-n'ment;
. - compliaocc with applii:ab]e or relevant and app'ropriatc d:quireﬁen;s’ (AR-A.RS);;"
o _IOng_;terrn effectiveoess and permanence; B |
. réduc'tion of toaicity, mobiliry, or volurnc of hazardobs substancea or contaminants;
. - shoﬂ term effectxveness or the |mpacts a remedy might have on the commumty, workers,

or the environment durmg the course of lmplemcntanon

° . implementablhty, that is, the adrmmstratwc or technical capacnty to carry out the
o 'allemauve : .
. cost—cffecn veness consndenng costs for construction, operation, and mamtenance of the

- alternative over the life of the prOJect

- a .acceptarrcc by the State, and

. .acCcp_tar\ce by the éornmu'nity;

_ The NCP categoﬁaes thc. nine crire'ria_ into.tl.\ree'groups:

(l) _ Threslaold Cntena ovcrall protcctlon of humao health and the envrrorlment and

“ compliance with ARARs (or invoking a waiver).are threshold criteria that must be
-satlsﬁed in order for an altemative to be ehgnble for selectwn

@) anag Balancing Cntcn - long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction of

~ toxicity, mobility or volume; short-term effectiveness; implementability and cost are
primary balancing factors used to weigh major trade offs among alternative hazardous
‘waste managemcnt strategies; and : :

'(3)'. ‘ Modnfylng Cntcn - state and commumty acceptance are modlfymg cntena that are
formally taken-into account after public comments are received on the. proposed plan and
mcorporated into the ROD. :
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" The following analysis is a summary of the evaluation of alternatives for remediating the Solitron
Devices Site under each of the criteria. A comparison is made between each of the altematwes
- for achnevement of a speclﬁc cntenon :

110.2 Threshold Criteria

10. 2 1 Overall Protectlon ot' Human Health and the Environment
' Overall protectlon of human health and the environment addresses whether each altematlve
provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and describes how risks

posed’ through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment, |
engmecnng controls, and/or institutional controls . .

. All of the altemanves, except the no—actlon alternative, are protectwe of human health and the

. environment by eliminating, reducing, or controlling risks posed by the Site. Alternatives 2

.. through 5 provide for extraction and treatment of ground water in the most toxic portion of the

‘plume, and removal and disposal of contaminated surface soil. Since Alternative 1 did not pass-
this threshold criteria for providing protection of human health and the environment, it can be
elim_ioated_ from 'fur_ther consideration. S

10:2. 2 Compllance Wlth ARARs

: "Scctlon lZl(d) of CERCLA and. NCP§300 430(()(1)(11)(B) reqmre that remedial actions at

- CERCLA sites at least attain legally applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State
- requirements, standards, criteria, and limitations which are collectively referred to as “ARARs

N _unless sm,h ARARSs are waived under CERCLA section l2l(d)(4)

s Apphcable requirernents are those: cleanup standards, standards of control, and other substantlve
requirements, criteria or limitations promulgated under Federal environmental or. State

environmental or facility siting laws that speclﬁcally address a hazardous substance, pollutant,

- contaminant, remedial action, location, or-other- cx_rc_umstance found at a.CERCLA site. Relevant __

and appropriate requireinents are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and other

substantive requirements, criteria or limitations promulgated under Federal environmental.or

* State environmental or facility siting laws that, while not “applicable” to a hazardous substance,

pollutant, contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance found at a CERCLA site

‘address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountercd at the site and that their

~ use s well suited to the pamcular site. : -

T To-Be-Considered C'n'te'ria (TBCs) are. non-promulgated advisories and guidance that aré not
legally binding, but should be considered in determining the necessary level of cleanup for -

- protection of human health or the environment. While TBCs do not have the status of ARARS,
EPA's approach to determining if a remedial action is protective of human health and the

' envxronment mvolves consideration of TBCs along with ARARSs.
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‘Location-specific ARARSs are restrictions placed on the concentration of hazardous substances or
the conduct of activities solely on the basis of location. Examples of location-specific ARARs

- include state and federal requirements to protect floodplains, critical habitats, and wetlands, and

solid and hazardous waste facility siting criteria. Table 10-1 summarizes the potential location-
'specnf c ARARs and TBCs for the Sohtron Devices Site.

Actnon-spccnﬁc ARARs are technology- or a_c_twnty-.based requirements or limitations on actions
taken with respect to hazardous wastes. These requirements are triggered by the particular .
remedial.activities that are selected to accomplish a remedy. Since there are usually several
alternative actions for any remedial site, various requirements can be ARARs. Table 10-1 hsts
potentlal actlon-speclf c ARARs and TBCs for the Solitron Dcv:ccs Slte

. Chemi'cal-spaciﬁc ARARs are specific numen'cal quantity restrictions on individually-listed
. contaminants inspecific media. Examples of chemical-specific ARARs iriclude the MCLs
specified under the Safe Drinking Water Act as well as the ambient water quality criteria that are
enumerated under the Clean Water Act. Because there are usually numerous contaminants of
- potential concern for any remedial site, various numerical quantity requirements can be ARARs.
_ Table 10-1 lists potential chemical-specific ARARs and TBCs' for the Solitron Devices Site.

. All alternatives, except the no-action'altemz_xti ve, had common ARARs associated with the
'drinking water standards for ground water. The usé of air stripping or volatile éxtraction would
require the consideration of emission standards for volatile organics in alternatives 2 through 5.
Alternatives 3 through 5 have common ground water discharge ARARS. _ Acquisition of permits
. would be necessary for any re-injection or discharge of treated water to the water treatment plant.

Al alternatives can be designed to attain their respective Federal and State ARARs. However,
- the amount of time required to meet ARARs varies.. :

103 Prf,mag-Balancing Criteria

10.3.1 Long-Terﬁi Effectiveness and Permanence

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a
. remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once

' cleanup levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk.that w:ll
~remain: on-site followmg remediation and the adcquacy and reliability of controls.
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Table 10-1: Potentlal ARARs and TBCs

Application to the RVFS

rida Rulés on Permits Title 62 Chapter [Establish reqmmnmls and procedures l'or
-4 - il permitting required by the FDEP, and
Fcﬁn'e anti-degradation requircmems.
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_ Altemauves 2 through 5 actively address ground water contamination (1 e., throu gh pumping and
treating ground water or extracting volatiles). All altemauves include passwely addressing -
~ ground water contamination outside the capture zone of the extraction or re-circulation wells
(i.e., through natural attenuatmn) Ground water remediation, whether active or passive, will be
effective and permanent in restoring ground-water qualuy by attammg drmkmg water standards
" in a reasonable time frame

10.3.2 Reductron of Toxjclty, Mobnllty, or Volume Through 'lI‘reatment

| "Reducn.on of tox:c:ty, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the an_ucipated‘
.perfonnance of the treatment technologies that may be included as part of the remedy. .

Altematives 2 through 5 would provide comparable reductions in the toxicity, mobility, and ' _
volume of ground-water contamination at the Site, although the time to reduce toxicity, moblhty' _
and volume varies. ' All alternatives transfer VOCs from ground water to air, rather than
.destroying the contammants

10.3 3 Short-Term Effectweness

S_hon-tenn effectiveness addresses- th'e period of time needed to implement the remedy and any
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers, the community and the environment during
construction and operation of the remedy until cleanup levels are achieved. o

Risks to the commumty and Site workers posed by the 1mplementat10n of all altemauves are
~minimal. Engineering controls can be expected to control emissions to air and water. Time for
 restoration of the surficial ground water quality to MCLs is reasonable (i.e., 8 to 10 years for hot - -
spots and source areas) for all alternatives. During the implementation of all the alternatives,
workers will be protected from possible impacts caused by constructlon or O&M activities
) through the use of personal protecu ve equ:pment

1034Implementab|l|ty S | o

. Implementablhty addresses the techmcal and adm]mstratlve feasnblhty ofa remedy from desxgn
- through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials,
administrative feasnblllty and coordmatlon with other govemment entities are also considered.

‘The lmplementablhty of altematwe 2 is uncertain. Re-circulation wells require ample vadose
zone and will be limited in the area that can be impacted by each well. Volatiles would be
dlscharged ina resxdenual area,. Wthh creates addmonal concerns.

- A]tematwes 3 through 5 may be lmpacted by where wells can be located in the resndennal area.
Alternatives 3 would be impacted by problems with modification of the WTP permit to use the
~ water from the system. Alternative 4 would be.impacted by the permit required for underground
injection of oxygen and reinjection of water.. Alternative. 5 would be 1mpacted by the permit
' required for underground remjecnon of water. : .
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' 10.35 Cost

A summary of the present worth costs which mcludes the capital as well as the annual operatxon
and maintznance cost for each of the alternatives is presented in Table 10-2: These costs were
presented in the FS. The present worth cleanup costs needed to meet performance standards are
'wuhm the range of +50% to-30% accuracy -

TABLE 10-2: COMPARISON OFCOSTS . - “

' Aiten_zaﬂve ' Years Ca pital Cost 0_&M / MNA Costs Tolnl Costs | Rate | Present Worth
- Annval " Total
1. No-Action : : -1 - - - . lowm
2. Aquifer cestoration with ' . S -
insitu treatment i 8 | s1.857.586 | $204220 | 51633756 : 5%
MNA 30 | $23430 | s 702903 | $4.194245 | 5% | $3.537.678
3. Aquifer sestoration and } : _ o '
‘Water Supplementation 10 ] $1,625.689 $316312 | $3.63,118 5%
MNA . 30 .- $ 23430 | $ 702,903 $ 5,158.266 5% - $4,094,189
4. Aquifer restoration, ' ' ’
Bahanced Bio- with - : S
~ GW re-injection 8 $1,799,653 $ 345,801 $ 2,766, 408 . - $% . o
MNA 30 .$ 23,430 $ 702 903 | $4923338 | 5% £ 4,049,191
8. Aquifer restoration with : . ' R :
GW re-injection 10 $1.320434 $349813° | § 3.498.[27, ) ’ 5% .
" MNA 30- , .. $ 23430 $-702,903 $5521464 | 5% $4381,773

104 ModifyMCriteria _
104.1 State Acceptance

- The State of Flonda as represented by the Southeast District Office of FDEP has been the

. support agency during the RUFS process for the Solitron Devices Site. In accordance with 40

-C.F.R. § 300.430, FDEP as the support agency, -has provided input during this process by
‘reviewing major documents in the Administrative Record. Although FDEP has notindicated an .
objection to the ovcrall approach of the selected remedy, PDEP has not yet concurred wuth this
ROD. :

1042 C«ommujﬁty 'Acceptal}ce |

Based on comments expressed at the April 29, 2004, public meeting and receipt of three written
documents with comments during the comment period, it appears that the community does agree.
with the selected remedy. Specific responses to issues raised by the community can be foind in
Appendn_x. A, The Responsiveness Summary. The City of Riviera Beach has expressed concem
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that EPA has not held the PRPs responmble for rcxmbursmg the City for contmucd operatlon of
the air stripper towers at the WTP. Thé potentially responsible parties have provided -
.. documentation which indicates that the air stripper towers at the WTP are riot necessary to .
~ . provide drinking water that meets Primary Drinking Water Standards. EPA understands that
-representatives of the City of Rmera Beach and representatives of Honeywcll are meeting to find
ways to resolve this issue.

10.5 Comparison of Alternatives'

All ground water altematwes would be: effectlve in the long run by reducmg contammant
concentrations in ground water. Altemative 2 and Alternative 4 are estimated to require 8 years |
to remediate the hot spot area, whereas alternatives 3 and 5 are estimated to require 10 yearsto
remediate the hot spot area. All alternatives have MNA as a component to the remedy, which
indicates that the fringe areas of the plume will take more time to reach ground water cleanup .
_goals. :

The adequacy and reliability of the pump and treat technologies in alternatives 3 through S have
~ been well proven for the chemicals of concem. Altemnative 2 is approximately $500,000 less
than the next highest alternative. However EPA Regton 4's expenencc with recnrculat:on wells
in South Florida has not been favorable

In alternative. 3, modlﬁcatlon of the WTP penmt to use the water from the system would be
difficult and time consuming. Alternatives 4 and S both require a permit for reinjection of water.

- By also injecting oxygen, the time required to clean up the hot spot area can be reduced by two

. years. Altemnative 4 should allow for cleanup of more contaminated water with less reliance on
: momtored natural attenuation, and is preferred over other alternatives..

11.0 PRINCIPAL THREAT WASTES

. The NCP estabhshes an expectatxon that EPA w1ll use treatment to- address the pnnmpal threats -
" posed by a site wherever practicable (NCP §300.430(a)(1)(iii}(A)). The “principal threat”

concept is- applled to the characterization of “source materials” at a Superfund site. A source

- material is material that includes or contains hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants
that act as a reservoir for migration of contaminants to ground water, surface water or air, or acts
as a source for direct exposure. Contaminated ground water generally is not considered to be a

‘source aterial; however, Non- Aqueous Phase Liquids (NAPLs) in ground water may. bc vuewed

as source matenal

: There is no known pnncnpal ‘waste threat remaining at the Solitron Devnces Slte "The remedtal

~ action is being selected to address residual ground water contamination from the Site and minor

- surface soil contamination that could act as a direct contact threat if- re31denttal use of the
property was des:red in.the future -



" TABLE 10-3COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES _

‘Location-Specific ARARs

-Action-Specific ARARs

O\_hcr Criteria and Guidance

to exceed MClLs

No location-spevific
ARARs ’

No acu'on-speciﬁc ARARs
Soil Concentrations exceed

FDEP, SCTLs for *
residential use

No location-specific
ARARs

Will meet air standards.

Risk eliminated through
soil removal

.No location-specific

ARARs

Will meet air standards. *
Modify WTP permit to
accept water.

Risk eliminated

‘No location-specific

ARARs

Will meet air standards.

UIC permit required:

Risk eliminated

Criterla Alérnative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 _ "~ Alternatived - " AliernativeS
: No Action - Aquifer Restoration ~ Aquifer Restoration | - Aquifer Restoration Aquifer Restoration
. with In-situ Treatment with Water System with Enhanced with Ground Water
) o - " Supplementation Bioremediation - - ‘Re-injection
OVERALL PROTECTIVENESS
Human Health Protection '
*Direct ContacvSoil Ingestion ' No reduction in Risk Soil Removal reduces Same as Altémate 2 Same as Alternate 2 Same as Alternate 2
: ’ . - direct contactsoil ingestion ' : g : i
: risk 10 less than 1 x 10
*Ground Water Ingestion for. - : : : . ’ o - : L
- Current Users - . No Reduction in Risk Current Users 08 municipal | Same as Alternate 2 Same as Alternate 2 Same as Alternate 2
i : : supply. Combined influent ) ) oo
. o : . not> MCLs :
-1 *Ground Water lngestion for : i . ‘ ] - . . : :
Potential Future Users No Reduction in Risk Plume fringes controlled by | Plume fringes controlled by | Same as Altemative 2 Same as Alieroative 3 .
' S : public well ficld operation. | public well field operation, - : :
Remedy will achieve Remedy will achieve
" : : MCLs in area of highest MCLs in area of highest
Environmental Protection . conc. in 8 years. ' conc. in 10 years.
Allows contiﬁued ' Reduction contaminant Same as Alternative 2 Same as Alternative 2 _Samé as Alternative 2 '
contamination of public’ plume will reduce and S -
-well field climinate what can be
pulled in by well field.
| COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs '
"_Ctl:emica\-SQac'iﬁc A_RARS Ground water will éontinub - Same as Alternative 2 Same as Alteroative 2 Same as Alt&udve 2

No location-specific ARARs

Will meet air standards. UIC

permit fequired. -

Risk eliminated
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_«Ground Water Ingestion for -
Current Users -

..-Ground Water Ingestion for
Potential Future Users

-"Adequacy and Reunbmty of

{ Controls

prevent residential use only

All users on municipal

supply. Potable water

blended, oo current fisk.
N

Risk remam with plumem~

well ﬁCId

1 No controls over reshaiging:

contamination. No
reliability. '

All usérs on muaicipal
supply. Polable wajer
blended, oo curreni risk.

Risk minimized by

‘extracting ground water

and stripping VOCs. GW

hot spot treated in 8 years:

whole area <30 yeass.

No controls needed when
soil removed. .
Recirculation wells less
reliabie (hao pump and

All users cp municipal
supply. Pomble water -

‘blended, no current risk.

Risk minimized by

"I extracting ground water

and stripping VOCs. GW

. hot spot treated in 10 years;

whole area <30 ycars

- No comrols needed when

soil removed. Pump and
treat reliable. Ability to

provide treated water to the

City less reliable.

removal.

All users on municipal
supply. Potable waier
blended, no current risk.

Risk minimized by
extracting ground water. .
and stripping VOCs. GW

‘hot spot treated in 8 years;

whole area <30 years..

No eomrols needed when -

soil removed. Pump and”
treat and i m;ecuon rehablc.
Ability to imprave
biodegradation with-

" Criteria Alternsﬂvel ~ Alternative 2 Alternative3 Alu:mauve 4 - Alternative § -
No Action ~ Aquifer Restoration Aquifer Restoration Aquifer Resloration " Aquifer Restoration
: with In=situ Treatment with Water System with Eahanced with Ground Water
~ Supplemeatation Biorémediation. Re-injectica
" LONG-TERM .
EFFECTIVENESS AND
PERMANENCE
Magnitude of Residual Risk
 +Direct Contac/Sil Ingestion Residual risk from soil will | Risk eliminated by - Risk eliminated by Risk eliminated by . Risk eummnwd by removal.
‘temaval. removal.

All users on mumcnpal
supply. Potable water
biended, Do current nsk.

Risk mmlmizcd by
extmcl.mg ground water and
stripping VOCs. GW hot
spot treated in 10 years; -
whole area <30 years.

No controls needed when -
soil removed. Pumpand
treat and injection reliable.

- 0Xygen injection unproved. .




. TABLE 10-3 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternative 1

Type and Quantity of Residuals . -
.Remaining After Treatment

| ‘smalt qty. contaminaats in

soil. Hot spot and
continuing ¢ffects from

_vinyl cbloride jo.ground -

water.

stripping are imreversible.
Soil removal irreversible.

'Lower concentrations areas

remain in ground water due

| 1o inability to draw plume
away froro well field. Will

mouitor fof long-term -
remediation. L

Soil removal icreversible.

Same as Alternative 2.

Same as Alternative 3.

Same as Altemative 2.

Criterla . - . Alternative 2. Alternative3 Alternative 4  Alteruative 5
: . C " No Action Aquifer Restoration - Aquifer Restoration Aquifer Restoration --Aquifer Restoration
: with fu-site Trcaunent with Watcr System with Eahanced . with Ground Water
: . . : Supplementation Bioremediarion. - Re-injection
REDUCTION OF TOXICITY,
.MOBILITY, OR YOLUME
THROUGH TREATMENT
. Treatment Process-Used . " None. Recirculation wells/ soil " Same as Altcﬁmivc '2. . Same as Alternative 2. Same as Allemative 2,
: ' removal: S : - .
' _Amoum-Dcsuoyed of Treated N-on.e._ - 20 cy soil removed Lo Same'alxs Alternative 2. S,nnie as Alternative 2. . Same as Alxcmaﬁv'/c 2.
' landfil. VOC I : - :
contamination moved from
ground water (0 air.
 Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or | None. Reduced volume and ~ - Same as Alternative 2. | Same as Altemative 2. Same as Altermative 2.
- Yolume : | toxicity of ground water. . i
‘Taxicity of soil reduced.
Irreversible Treatment _Noze. 'Vapor extraction and it | 'Alr Stripping imreversible. Same as Alternative 3.

Sarﬁe as Altemative 2.'




TABLE 10-3 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES -

- Alternative 4

Alternative §

Time Untit Action is Complcle

| week. Hot spot ground

water treatment § years.
Monitering to MCls at .

week. Hot spot ground
water treatmeat 10 years.
Monitoring to MCLs at

Criterta Alternative 1. Alternative 2 - Alternative 3 ] _
' . No'Action Aquifer Restoration Aquifer Restoration Aquifer Restoration Aquifer Réstoration
" with In-situ Treatmcat with Water System with Enhanced with Ground Water
: N Supplementation - Bioremediation Re-injeciion -
SHORT-TERM
- EFFECTIVENESS
-Community Protection Continued risk o Dust control needed diring - | ‘Same as Altemative 2; Same as Allernative 2. Same as Alternative 2.
: . community through no. soil removal. Vapors from | o : : ' '
. -action. - treatment my increase odor. .|
Worker Protection - No risk to workers. : “Protection required against | Protection required against | Same as Alternative 3. Same as Allemative 3.
: T dermal contact and dermal contactand . . ' o .
inhalation during soil” . inhalation during soil’
removal and operation removal and operation
- recirculation wells. extraction wells,
Eavironmental Impacts - Coatigued ixﬁpaét;s towell | Risk to future residestial Same as Alterpative 2. -Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alternative 2.
o . field. . use eliminated. Long-term L L ' o
: “impacts to ground water
| significantly reduced.
Not: Abpl@cabie.- Soil removal take one Soil removal may uke ope | Sameas Alternative2. .. | Same as Ahenative 3

fringes < 30 years,

fringes < 30 years.




"TABLE 10-3 COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Criteria Alumauve 1 - Alternative'2 - - Auernaﬁve k] - Alternative 4 Alternative 5
o No Action Aquifer Restoration Aquifer Restoration Aquiles Restonation Aquifer Restoration
T " with In-situ Treatment with Water System with Enhanced with Ground Water
_ " Supplementation: . ‘Bioremediation . " Re-njection
' IMPLEMENTABILITY ‘ ' ' '
Ability to Construct aod Operate ' No construction or Su-aiginforward . Same as Altemative 2. SéIne as Allernative 2. Same as Aliernative 2.
- Co : operation. construction. Difficult to C . . . .
: o do in residential area.
Ease of Doing More Action |f ROD ameodment requirrd. "Can install additional wells | Same as Alternative 2. Same as -Allemauvc"?__ Same as Altcraative 2.
Ncedcd : ‘ o easily if needed. . ' : .
_ Abnhty to Monitor Effectiveaess - - No monllo'ring.- : Monitoring will give notice | Same as AI_temadvc 2. Same as Alternative 2. Same as Alemative 2.
- ' before exposure ocgurs, : .
Ability to Obtain’ Approvals and No approval necessary. No permitting required. Permit modification UIC permit required. Same as Alteraative 4.
“Coordinate With Other Agencies : - required for WTP use of '
' e A treated water.
Availability of Equipment, None-requin?d. ‘No special equipment, or . Same as Alternative 2. ‘Same as Mt&nnlive 2. ‘| Same as Aliernative 2.
Specialists, and Materials : s materials required. ' :
. Personnel to operate
systems available.
" Availability of Technologies Noue required. ., Recirculation well .} Extraction weli techpoloéy Same as Alternative 3. ‘Same as Alternative 3.
: o : " {. technology and materials _and materials readily :
readily available. available,
COSTS .
_Capnal Cost $0 51,857,586 $1,292,245 $ 1,454,027 s 1326.434 '
Anoual O&M Cost $0 18 227650 $ 339742 $ 369231 $ 313243
Tclal Present Worth Cost $0 $3.537,678 $4,094,189 $4,049,191 $4,381,173
ATE ACCEPTANCE - 1 Not Acceptable Acceptable . Acceptable Acceptable Acceptable
COMMUNITY A(_:CEHANC_E Not Acceplable Not Acceptable Acceptable, but Acceptable, but ' Acceptable, but
' : consideration for past and consideration for past and consideration for past and -
future 2t stripperusein | future air stripper use in - future air stripper use in-..
water treatment plant water treatment plant water. treatment plam
‘wanted. wanted. wnmcd '
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120 SELECTED REMEDY
121 .Summagy of the Ratlonal for the Selected Remedly

Based upon the comparison of altematives in the Supplemental Feasnbnhty Study (SFS) and upon
considerarion of the requirements of CERCLA, the NCP, the detailed analysis of alternatives and
public and state comments, EPA has selected Alternative 4, AQuifer Restoration with Enhanced
Biodegradation and Institutional Controls (i.e., ground water extraction with air s tnppmg
treatment and oxygenated effluent re-injection) as the selected remedy for this Site. The selected
alternative is consistent with the requirements of Section 121 of CERCLA ‘and the NCP. Based
on the information available at this time, the selected alternative represents the best balance
among the criteria used to evaluate remedies. The selected alternative will reduce the mobility,
toxicity, and volume of contaminated ground water at the Site. In addition, the selected

 alternative is protective of human health and the environment, will attain all federal and state

" ARARSs, is cost-effective and utilizes’ permanent solutions to the maximum extent: practicable.
At the completxon of this remedy, ground water will meet the maximum contaminart levels .
allowed by law which have been determined to be protecuve of human health, and on-site soil
will be available for unrestncted use. The estnmated present worth cost of Altematnve 4is

- $4,049,139. : '

Act’ﬁal or threatened re_leases of hazardous substances from this Site, if not addressed by
implementation of the response action selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and
substantial endangerment to public health; welfare, or the environment.

12.2 Description of the Selected Remedy
 This remedy would treat the conta_.m_inatipn and would limit human exposure to ground water and
“surface soil contamination. The selected remedy consists of the following remedial actions:

- - ‘Removal and off-site diSpOsal' of contaminated é'urt_'e'ce_so'ils behiiid tﬂe‘nonth _Buildiné;

o Contammated ground water extractlon treatment w:th a pair of low- prof le alr-stnppmg
" towers with trays set in series, and re-injection, wnth mcreased oxygenatlon of the re-

injected ground water; and

e Natural attenuatxon of contammants outside the. capture zone of the cxtractxon well .
- system. :

123 'Summar[of th'e-Estiméted'. Remedv Cost

“Costs associated with this alternative include capital costs for equipment and installation, and
- O&M and monitoring costs (including ongoing monitoring). Capital costs are estimated to be
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$1,454,027. The esumated O&M cost of this altematlve is $3, 469 .308. The total esumated cost is
- $4,923,335, with a present worth, based on 5% for 8 years of active treatment and 30 years of
monitoring is $4 049,189. Table 12-1 provides a detailed cost esnmate summary for the selected

- remedy

) 12.4 . E).:gected Outcome of the Selected Remedx

_ -Exposure will be controlled through use of treatment and off—snte soil disposal. Nothing will be
" left above health based levels. Although'land use is expected to remain commercial/ industrial,
this remedy provides for unrestricted use of the property. Surface soil removal can be
~-accomplished during the first year of the remedial action. Current commercial activity on the
~ property will not be affected by the removal. : :

Ground water resources will be restored for drinking water use. Treatment will eliminate
contamination in significant areas of contamination within 8 years. Natural attenuation of
‘contamination at the fringes of the plume will be necessary due to the proximity of the well ﬁeld. :
Momtonng will be conducted to ensure that attenuation’ occurs.

~ Soil will meet 1 x 10 ¢ carg:inogenic risk or HQ of 1 when the cleanup is complete.
Ground watér will meet primary drinking water MCLs when the cleanup is complete.

130 STATUTORY DETERMINATION

.Under Section 121 of CERCLA 42 U S. C § 9621, EPA must select remedies that are protectwe
of human health and the environment, comply with apphcable or relevant and appropriate
requirements (unless a'statutory waiver is justified), are cost effective, and utilize permanent.
solutions and altemative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the
maximum extent practicable. In addition, CERCLA includes a preference for remedies that
' _employ treatment that permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of "

" hazardous wastes as their principal element. The following sectlons discuss how the selected _
remedy meets these statutory requnrements -

: '13.1 Protectlon of Human Health and the Environment :

The selected remedy provndes protection. of human health and the env:ronment by ehmmatmg,
reducing, and controlling risk through engineering controls and/or institutional controls and -
- ground water treatment as delineated through the performance standards described in Section
-.12:0 - SUMMARY OF SELECTED REMEDY. The résidual carcinogenic risk at the Site will
- be reduced to acceptable levels (i.e., cancer risk between 1x10° and 1x10*) or to MCLs once
- performance standards are achieved. Implementation of this remedy will not pose unacceptable
short term risks or cross media 1mpacts :
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TABLE 12-1 COST ESTIMIATE SUMMARY FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY

PN AW

. Capltal Costs
Description o Quhnﬁty_ Units - o Cost
. Ground water extraction wells 6 ea $236,886
Injection wells with enhanced bio 2 ea $ 78,469
Air stripping . . 2 - ea - $184,044
Ground water monitoring wells ' 18" ea $305,521
. Trenching and piping S 1 - lot T $ 86,7156
- - Granulated activated carbon - , 1. lot . - $83,892
“Professional labor management 1 ot : $455,490
Residual Waste Management 1 ot -  $22,969

Annual Operaﬁng and Maintenance Costs- _

1. . O&M (year0) 1 year $ 345,626
2. O&M (year 1-8) 7 year $2,420,782
3.  -MNA (year 0) i U year : $ 9521
4. MNA (year 1-30) 29 - year $693,379
Total Cosls R o . S . $4,923335

: -Present Worth

. (based on 5% for 8 years of actnve treatment and 30 years monitoring) $4,049,189
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13.2 Attainment of the Applicable or Relevant and-A’ppropriate' Requirements 1ARA-Rs') |

Remedial actions performed under Section 121 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9621, must comply

- with all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs). All alternatives

considered for the Site were evaluated on the basis of the degree to which they complied with

.. these requirements. The selected remedy is expected to meet vanous ARARs identifi ed in
'Tables 10—1 - :

Waivers :
Waivers are not antlcxpated at this Site at thls time.

- Other Gurdance To Be Consudered ' ' _
~ Other Guidance To Be Considered (TBCs) mclude health based advisories and guxdance TBCs
_have been utlhzed in setting remedlal goals for ground water.

133  Cost Eft’ectivenoss

After evaluating all of the alternatives which satisfy the two threshold criteria, protection of

-human health and the environment and attainment of ARARSs, EPA has concluded that the
selected remedy, Altemnative 4, affords the highest level of overall effectiveness proportional to
its cost. Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii}D) of the NCP also requires EPA to evaluate three out of five
balancing criteria to determine overall effectiveness: long-term effectiveness and permanence,
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment; and short-term effectiveness.

- Overall effectiveness is then compared to cost to ensure that the remedy is cost-effective. The
selected remedy provides for overall effectiveness in proportion 1o its cost. This aliernative will
reduce toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment. The estimated present worth costs for the

. selected remedy is $4 049,189. :

_ 13.’4 _I_J_Lilhz_gt_ion of '_Perr_nanent'Squt_ions to _the Maximum Extent Practicable

. ‘EPA has determined that the selected rémedy represents the maximum extent to which

permanent solutions and treatment technologies.can be utilized in a cost-effective manner for the -
final remediation at the Solitron Devices Site. Of those alternatives that are protective of human

" health and the environment and comply with ARARs, EPA has determined that Alternative 4
provides the best balance of trade-offs in terms of long-term effectiveness and permanence,
reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volume achieved through treatment, short-term effectiveness,
implementability, and cost, while also considering the statutory preference for treatment asa

- -pnncrpal element and consideration of state and commumty acceptance. -

_13.5 Prefere'nce for Treatment as a Prmclpal-Elemen

By treating‘_éontamjnated ground water, the selected remedy addresses health threats posed by the
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Site throu<vh the use of treatment technology By utilizing treatment as a slgmﬁcant portion of
the remedy. the statutory preference for remedles that employ treatment is satisfie d

. 13. 6 Flve-Year Rewew Regun'ements

Because this remedlal action w1ll allow for unhmlted use and unrestncted exposure statutory’
five-year reviews of the remedy are not required. However, since the remedy will require more
than five years to implement, and attainment of remedial action objectives will ta]ke longer than
five years to complete. policy reviews should be conducted.

14.0 DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNIFICANT CHANGES'

~The Proposed Plan was released for pubhc comment in April 2004 Ytidentified Alternative 4,
aquifer restoration with enhanced biodegradation, as the Preferred Alternative for remediation.

" Each altemative included institutional controls to restrict the property to industrial/commercial -
use.. During the public comment period, at the public meeting, several community members,
complained that surface soils were not being cleaned up to residential standards. Since the area
impacted by surface contamination is relatively small, EPA determined that the cost to excavate

- and properly dispose of contaminated soils is minimal. compared to the cost of long term
institutional controls and statutory five-year review requirements. Therefore, EPA decided that

" arsenic and chromium contaminated surface soils will be removed and disposed of in a landfill,
-rather that relying on institutional controls to restrict the Site to industrial/commercial use.
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PART 3: RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
Introdueijo_n
This resp(méweness summary for the Sohtron Devices Site documents for the puohc record

concerns and issues raised durmg the comment penod on the proposed plan EPA's responses to
those concems and i issues are mcluded :

" Overviev\ of Commemt Penod

The proposed plan for the Sohtron Devices Site was 1ssued on April 13, 2004. A thmy-day
~ public comment period for the proposed plan began_Apn] 16,2004. A thirty-day extension was
granted for the comment period, which ended May 17, 2004. Three written comments with
~ multiple concerns. were received during that comment period. . A public meeting was held on
April 29, 2004, in Newcomb Hall at the Rmera Beach Municipal Marina, at 180 E. 13" Street,

E -Riviera Beach, Florida. Many comments were received and addressed during that meeting. Most -

- of those comments are repeated below. . Transcripts of the public meeting were pxepared and are
avaijlable at the mformanon reposntory near the Site.

Concern‘. Raised Durmg the Comment Penod '

Concern:: Related to Past and Present Exposures:

1. . Several comments were received related to possible past exposure to chemicals from the
o Site that may have been present in drinking water prior to the use of air stripping -

: eqmpment in the water treatment plant. Specrﬁcally, has the community been exposed to
contaminants in the public drinking water supply" If so, would that exposure be expected
~ to have adverse health effects? -

- Response: A draft pubhc health assessment, dated August 14, 2000, was prepared by the
Florida Departmient of Health (DOH) for the Agency for TOXIC Substances and Discase
Registry (ATSDR). This report states that no analytical data is avallable for “Finished
Water” before 1981. The likelihood of illness from exposure to contaminants in

. municipal water before 1981 cannot be deterrmned

Since 1981, only one known exceedance of health-based drinking water standards
‘occurred in July 1982. Approximately 4 ug/L of vinyl chloride were detected in the.
- “Finished Water”, which is greater than the standard of 1 ug/L for long-term’ (lifelong)
ingestion of vinyl chloride in drinking water, though still at a very low level. The riext
~ sample collected in January 1983, contained less than 1 ug/L of vinyl chloride.
Therefore, DOH concludes that community members could have been drinking water
~ with-viny! chloride present at slightly above lifetime calculated “minimum sk levels for =
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roughly seven monihs DOH further cohclddés ‘that because people’s estimated daily | _
dose for that year was 157 times lower that the level found to affect animals in previous

~ studies, no.illness is expected from the estimated exposure. In addition, inhalation
. exposure was not likely to add significantly to the risk of illness.

One comment during the puhlic' meeting_cdh_cemed what was heing done to help residents

adidress their past exposure. Have any human health studies been done on people who

" may have been exposed? Are there any plans to do any human health studies?

Résponse EPA is proposing to remediate the Site in order to prevent future exposure to. "

“contaminated ground water.. The Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry -

(ATSDR) and the State of Florida Department of Health (DOH) should be contacted to

- address past exposure issues. ATSDR and HRS can perform surveys and studies to track . '

public health concems and determine if they can be linked to discharges from a particular
facility. However, the pubhc health assessment conducted by DOH for this Site indicated _
that no significanit exposure or health effects are expected due to exposures from 1981 to -
present day, and no data is avajlable prior to 1981.

One comment was recewed asking if pe0p|e who use private wells are at risk.

Response When EPA began workmg on this Slte in 1996, the Director of Utilities for

| -the City of Riviera Beach was consulted about private well use. The Director assured

EPA that all potable water users in the area of suspected ground water contamination’
were on public drinking water, although a number of irrigation wells may be located in
the. area. The Florida Department of Health has located and sampled seven private wells
that are in use for potable water. Tlie seven wells are outside the area of suspected
contamination. DOH tests found no contaminants in the seven wells. - :

' EPA does not typically sample lmgaho'n wells because they do not impact human health -
_and-there is not typically enough information about construction of the wells to allow for °

meaningful data evaluation. Instead EPA prefers to install monitoring wells to défine and -

. track ground water contamination. Contaminants being tracked at this Site are relatively -
- deep, while irrigation wells are typically shallow. It is unlikely that irrigation wells

would extend deep enough into the aquifer to extract contamination.

: Conc'ei'nls about the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study:

- One comment questloncd the plume delmeatlon shown on Flgure 1of the proposed plan.

The comment provnded mformatlon that PW-10A should have been mcluded in the plume
boundary.

Resp_onse: The plume -m_ap included in the proppséd plan Was.pmpmd-'by_EPA. Itis
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intended to approximate the extent of the contaminant plume. EPA has requested more
detailed information on the operation of the water treatment plant’s well field, which does
affect the expansion of the contaminant plume. EPA can and will require cleanup of the -

- entire plume of contaminated ground water from the Solitron Devices Site. - If the plume-
‘is larger, EPA will require that the larger area be cleaned up. Additional data will be
gathered during design. :

'Several comments questioned why no soil removal was being done at this Site. There is
concern that if soil is not removed, the ground water will never be clean. Several _

© comments suggested that flooding might spread contamination in the commumty ‘Won't
workers also be exposed :

R«.sponse' EPA proposed to restrict the property to mdustnal use. The property is zoned

industrial and-is currently in commercial/industrial use. The types of contaminants

. present in surface soils.(inorganics) are not present at levels that could threaten ground

water and essentially bound to soil particles. Because of the elevation of the Site, it is not

. very likely that ﬂoodmg would cause the small amount of contamination to spread to
.residential propemes :

To address the concerns expressed by the community, EPA evaluated what would be
~ reguired to eliminate excess surface soil contamination. The only risk calculated for -
~ surface soils was for a hypothetlcal future residential use of the facility. - Only one sample
' (SS-08) at the rear of the north building has concentrations high enough to drive the risk.
Most of the area is,paved. There is likely no more than 20 CY of soil that could be '
removed at this location. The cost to remove and dispose of the soil should be no more
“than $5,000, which.is well within the accuracy of all of the cost esumates By addressing
soil contamination, mstntutlonal controls and statutory five-year reviews of the remedy’ a
can be ehmmated L .

Because removmg surface soil contammatlon is likely more cost effecnve that momtormg _
institutional controls, EPA added a soil component to each of the altematwes descnbed in

~ the proposed plan

lf the property were developed in the future for residential use, what would happen" ‘Who
would pay in the future to clean the property up for resrdentral use?

" Response:’ See response to comment 5. Any future developer would be respons'ible'for
removing structures on the facrllty and ensure that any soil conditions crealed by that

demolition are protect\ve for residential use.

~ What would it cost to clean up the,propeny to allow for residential use?



Record of Decision
Solitron Devices Site
. . Page98
December 2004

- 10.

Response: See responée to comme'nts 5.and 6.

- Several comments stated that the proposed altematlves are not adequate because they do

not provrde for compensatlon to the City of Rrvrera Beach.

Response. EPA recognizes that the water. treatment plant operated by the City of Riﬁem _

~ Beach has been impacted by contamination from the Solitron Devices Site in the past.
. Although EPA has the authority to require parties to pay for cleaning up contammatron in

the environment, EPA has no authonty to require parties to reimburse third parties - who

- may have been affected by contamination. Third parties should pursue reimbursement
‘privately through negotiations or through the courts. The proposed- alternatives do not .

address past costs incurred by the City of Riviera Beach but do not prohrbrt the City of .
Riviera Beach from pursuing compensation privately.

Several comments suggested that the alternatives should require the responsible parties to
fund the operating and maintenance costs of the air stnppmg towers in the water
treatment plant while the remedy is rmplemented

. Response° EPA tested the combined influent to the water treatment plant (WTP) for ﬁve '

consécutive days in February 2002. Those test results are summarized in Table 9-1 of the
ROD. Although contamination was present in individual wells, once the well water was
combined at the water treatment plant, the influent met drinking water standards prior to
entering the air strippers. Since historical data suggests that the contaminated ground
water plume is declining, the air stripping step at the water treatment plant may no longer
be necessary to meet drinking water standards for volatile organic substances, although

-the WTP .may elect to continué use to meet other water quality standards. Since the

continued operation of the City air stripper towers for additional treatment of the supply
water does not appear warranted, it was not considered under these alternative, although

. further evaluatlon during: remedlal des1 gn may be appropnate

One comment questroned if all sources of contarnmatron have been rdentrhed" Other

companies such and Pratt W}ntney were 1dent|ﬁed as bemg nearby and usmg similar
chemicals.

' Ru,sponse- The purpose of this mvestrgatron was to deﬁne the extent of contammauon

from the Solitron Devices Site only. EPA is also investigating another source of .
contamination called the Trans Circuits Site. These two sites have been hrstoncally

* - linked to contamination in the City of Riviera Beach well field. It is possible that other -

sources of contamination exist in the area near the City of Riviera Beach. Any operating

- facilities that generate, transport or store hazardous waste are required to report activities

and obtain permits through either the FDEP or the EPA. Those facilities would repon
and address contamination to the appropriate agency '
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' The Pratt-Whitney facility is located in Jupiter, Florida, not far from Riviera Beach. -
“There is ground water contamination that is- currently being addressed as part of a

corrective action plan for another cleanup program. The ground water contamination
from that fac:hty does not extend to the City of Riviera Beach well ﬁeld

_ One comment asked what are VOCs and were the VOCs found in the RIIFS the same as |
- the VOCs found in the pubhc wellsin 1981.

| Response. Volatile organic compounds are compounds that have a high vapor pressure

and low water solubility. Many VOCs are human-made chemicals that are used and
produced in the manufacture of paints, phatmaceuttcals and refrigerants. VOCs typically
are industrial solvents, such as tnchloroethylene or by-products produced by the de-

.chlorination of trichloroethylene. VOCs are often components of petroleum fuels, . =

h)drauhc ﬂuxds, paint thinners, and dry cleaning agents VOCs are common ground-water
contaminants. .

The VOCs found in the Riviera Beac_h"wellﬁ"eld in 1981 are the same types of compounds
that are found in the wellfield today, although concentrations are much lower today.

. One comment questtoned whether the contamination tmproved on its own since 1981.

Response- Contammatlon in the wellﬁeld very hkely has tmproved since 1981. A fairly.

“large about of contamiination appears to be resting in a stagnation zone created between

the public wells. Changes in pumping and water, levels can cause the contaminant

‘concentrations to ﬂuctuate in the wellfield.

One comment stressed that the RI/FS documents that releases occurred from the sewer

-system maintained and operated' by the City of Riviera Beach as well as from the Solitmn'

Devices Site. The comment questions why the City of Riviera Beach isn’t bemg held

- re.,ponSIble for releasmg and spreadmg contaminatijon in-the aqunfer?

' Response° EPA is currently eva!uatmg tnformatton about releases from the sewer system
‘and will decide the question of liability prior to issuing Specnal Notice Letters for the -

Remedtal DeSIgn and Remedial Actton

i‘-'

Concerns About The'Propo'sed Remedy:

14. -

One. comment stated that.in the Evaluatton of Alternatives section thene isa typographtcal '
error; the term re-injection should probably be recirculation. .

Response: EPA corrected the wording in the Record of Deci_sion.
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'One comment requested the EPA clanfy that restncnons would only apply to the north
_part.el of the fonner Solitron Devices Site.

Res-ponse' On page one of the Decision Summary of thc Record of Decxsron EPA
~ . identified the Site as only the north parcel and building. The proposed remedy was
. modified to include a small soil removal component mstead of land use restrictions.

One comment asked whe_n the City's air strippers will be taken offline.

Response: See the response. to comment 9.

One comment requested that a‘detailed ground water flow evaluation including the use of
a three-dimensional model be performed prior to selection of injection well locations.

Response. EPA w1|l require that adequate remedlal des:gn, mcludmg modeling, be done

.. prior to construction.

© One commcnt questtoned what wrll happen if the cleanup cannot be done in the time

frame desmbed

‘Response: The ti me frame for cleanup will be re-evaluated during remedial design and
. periodically during the cleanup. EPA will require the responsible parties to continue
'~ operation and monitoring until the cleanup goals are met, even if it requires more time
 than originally estimated. - :

One comment asked if people will get bottled water or have to pay for anythmg if
anythmg goes wrong.. :

-Response- If clean water could not be provxded by the water tmatmcnt plant because of
" contamination from this Site, alternate sources of water would be prov:ded to residents.
. The alternate source would be provided at no cost: to the residents.

" One comment askcd why the treated water isn’t being m_adc available_ to the City of -
‘Riviera Beach instead of being re-injected into the Site? : :

Response: Providing the treated water to the City of Riviera Beach was considered in
Alternative 3. However, modification of the: WTP permit to use the 'water from the - '
system would be difficult and time consuming. Also, by injecting oxygen with treated
water, the time required to clean up the hot spot area can be reduced by two years.
Alternative 4 should allow for cleanup of more. contan_unated water with less reliance on
monitored natural attenuation, and is preferred over alternative 3. :
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22.

23,

- Several comments asked about, natural attenuatlon How can EPA chose 2 natural
attenuation remedy in a drinking water wellfield? What cost for natural attenuation was -
included? Why is EPA willing to allow higher concentrations.(above Florida

_ groundwater concentmuon target hrmts) to be passwely remediated instead of actwely
remediated?

Response: The remedy EPA selected is an active remedy requiring pumping and

. treating of the highest contamination areas: The remedy acknowledges that recovery
wells will not be able to draw water away from the production wells and contamination
between the production and recovery wells may require natural attenuation in order to -
meet cleanup goals, unless production wells are taken out of service to facilitate recovery.
The details about how much contamination will remain after active treatment will be
determined in design and during operation. When the recovery system is taken out of
service, contamination will be monitored to ensure that natural attenuation is occurring.
The cost for monitoring natural attenuation is currently estimated at $700,000.

~ One comment askcd if the acti ve‘tmaim’eni zone is the-Sﬁe as the area exceeding MCLs?
Response: Thc active treatment zone will be determmed during design. The active

treatmerit zone will be less than the area exceedmg MCLs because the public supply wells
_ are included in the area exceeding MCLs. The recovery system cannot interfere with

' operatton of the public wells.

. One comment asked if ARARs precludc usmg dilution at the point of mtake as a means
of assessing comphance" -

' Résponsé' The primary drinldng water standards p()int of cdmpliénce is at the tap.

One comment asked who will pay for the operation and mamtenance of the air stnppers

. -whlle the remedy i lS bemg 1mplcmented'7

Response: See response to comment 9.

_ Other General Concerns:

25,

One comment questnoncd whether any ﬁnancnal burden for this remedy will be placedon -
the citizens of Riviera Beach? '

| -.Rospon'se No direct ﬁriancia'l burden would be placed on citizens by EPA. Itis EPA’s

intent to hold all respon3|ble partles that may be identified, hable for the cleanup of
contamination.
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27.

28:

2.

30. .

One comment was necelved whrch pointed out that the increased cost of water in Rmera
'Beach may hurt property values. The comment stated that itis not falr that resndents are
* -going to have to take all this on their backs. :

: Response: There are always concems abOut property values in areas affected by
-environmental contamination. One reason EPA agreed not to list this Site on the NPL

was to alleviate concerns about the Superfund stigma affecting property values and -
redevelopment opportunities at the Site. EPA is sensitive to the impacts of Superfund
sites on communities. EPA hopes to cleanup the contamination and restore the aquifer to -
its natural state, thereby eliminating any negative impacts on the community from this
Site. EPA does not believe that contamination from this Site is significantly affecting the

© water treatment plant, at this time. However, cleaning up all othér sources. of

contamination will be necessary. to reduce water plant treatment COSts.-

One comment suggested that phased approach language from an EPA guidance document
be included in the Record of Decision so that major revisions to.the ROD are not required

later.

. _Responée' EPA considered the language suggested and selected language that seems
‘most appropriate for this Site. EPA does not antrcrpate that major revisions to the record

of decision will be requrred

One cor_nm_ent asked if the solution to this probiem would be all inclusive?

Response: Yes the remedy selected by EPA is intended to be a final remedy. which -

when complete wrll a.ddress all contammatlon from the Sohtron Devnces Site.

__:One comment aske(j _EPA to descnbe_ the process a_fter the pubhc_ meetmg?

' Response: After the public meeting; EPA will review all the comment’é,'mzike ehaﬁges to -

the remedy as appropriate, prepare the Record of Decision and Responsiveness Summary,
and make the approved Record of Decision and Responsiveness Summary available to -

‘the public. EPA will then invite Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) to conduct the _ |

Remedial Design and Remedial Action (RD/RA) with special notice letters. EPA will

‘negotiate a Consent Decree with willing responsible parties. There will be a thirty-day

comment period for the public to comment on the agreement. After consideration of all

_comments, the original or a modified Consent Decree will be entered in Federal District -
: _Coprt as a binding agreement between EPA and the PRPs. The Remedial Design will

begin as required in the Consent Decree and be followed by the Remedial Action.

- One comment asked about the time frame for ﬁni$hi_n'g the work 'af(er the ROD is signed?
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Response- Negotiation for the RDIRA and entry of the Consent Decrce typlcally take one
" year. The RD and construction of the remedy may take another two, years. The active
. portion of the rémedy is estimated to last eight years and momtonng will continue until
' dnnkmg water standards are met in the aquer

" One comment asked if EPA would be willing to facilitate a: meetmg with the City of

Riviera Beach and Honeywell to hammer out a permanent soluuon and stAy with it to the

end?

E Response° EPA has met several times with representau ves from the City of Rmera
- Beach and Honeywell and will continue to do-so until all i issues have been- resolved and
. the prOjCCt is complete : : .



APPENDIX B

STATENIENT OF WORK
. FORTHE |
REI\'IEDIAL DESIGN AND REMEDIAL ACTION
. ATTHE '
SOLITRON DEVICES SUPERFUND ALTERNATIVE SITE
RIVIERA BEACH, PALM BEACH COUNTY FLORIDA

INTRODUCTION

~This Statement of Work (SOW) outlines the work Honeywell International Inc.

(Honeywell) shall perform at the Solitron Devices Superfund Alternative Site in Palm.

- Beach County, Florida (Site) to fully implement the remedy as described in the Record of
Decision (ROD) for the Site, dated December 17,2004, and to achieve the Performance

'Standards set forth in the ROD. It is niot the intent of this document to provide task

- specific engineering or geological guidance. Honeywell is responsible for performing the

- work to implement the selected remedy as set forth in the work plans and other

- "deliverables that are required pursuant to this SOW. EPA shall conduct oversight of
Honeywell's activities throughout the performance of the work. Honeywell shall assist
o EPA in conductmg oversight actlvmes

- EPA’s review or approval of a task or dehverable shall not be construed as a guarantee as -
. to the adequacy of such task or deliverable. If EPA modifies a deliverable pursuant to

o Section XI of .the Consent Decree such deliverable, as modified, shall be deemed

approved by EPA for purposes of this SOW. A summary of the major deliverables that
~Honeywell shall submit for the work is attached as Exhibit 1. The definitions set forth in

- Section IV of the Consent Decree shall also apply to thxs SOW unless expressly provided

otherw1se herem

. Statement of Work for RD/RA -
A-1 o , : Solitron Devices
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. OVERVIEW OF THE REMEDY

~The objective's- of this remedy are to:

. . reduce the nsk to human health from sorl and sedunent contarmnatlon to within .

EPA’s acceptable risk range; and -

. " restore groundwater to maximum contammant levels (MCLS) or wrthm EPA’s
acceptable risk range.. '

REMEDY =

The remedy includes (1) the removal_and off-site dispos'a]. of contaminated surface' soil

‘behind the north building; (2) the extraction of contaminated groUndwater, treatment via
‘air stripping towers, and re-injection of oxygenated groundwater into the aquifer; and
: (3) monitored natural attenuatlon of contaminants outsxde the capture Zone of the

extraction well system.
A. ' Compgnents"

The major components of the remedy are described in Sectlon 12.0, “Selected
Remedy’ of the ROD, attached as