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Executive Summary

The remedy for the Hollingsworth Solderless Terminal Company (HSTC) Superfund Site in Ft.
Lauderdale, Broward County, Florda included abandonment of the old injection well and all
other polyvinyl chloride (PVC) monitoring wells, as well as recovery and treatment of soil,
treatment of volatile organic compound (VOC) contaminatedgroundwater. The trigger for
this fourth Five-Year Review was the signing of the third Five-Year Review by the Director of the
Waste Management Division for the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
Region 4 on December 20, 2005.

The assessment of this Five-Year Review found that the remedy was constructed in accordance
with the requirements of the Record of Decision (ROD) and its subsequent amendment. One
Explanation of SignificantDifference (ESD) was issued to remove additional contaminated
soils, not treated during the original remediation. Two phases of an in-sifu bioremediation
(ISB) pilot test were concluded, designed to address the remaining deeper groundwater
contamination assoctated with Plant #1 of the Site. As a result of the success of this ISB pilot,
the 1986 ROD was amended in 2008 to change the groundwater remedy to ISB. In Apnil
2011, a final injection of substrate was accomplished, with the goal of removing the tinal
traces of groundwater contaminants. The remedy at the HSTC Site is protective of human
health and the environment.



Five-Year Review Summary Form

SITEIDENTIFICATION
Site name (from Wastel AN): Hollingsworth Solderless Terminal Company

EPA ID (from Wasiel AN): FLD004119681

Region: 4 State: Florida City/County: Ft. Lauderdale/Broward County

NPL status: [ Final [ ] Deleted [] Other (specify)

Remediation status (choose all that apply): [ ] Under Construction [ | Opcrating Complete

Multiple QUs?* [] YES [X] NO [ Construction completion date: 06/04/1993

Has site been put inte reuse? [X] YES [ | NO Site is continuing to be used by a number of tenants.
A REVIEW STATUS
Lead agency: X EPA [ ]State [ ] Tribe [_] Other Federal Agency

Author name: Galo Jackson

Author title: Remedial Project Manager | Author affiliation; U.S. EPA

Review period**: 04/01/2011 to 06/30/2011

Date(s) of site inspecfion: 04/26/2011

Type of review:
[JPost-SARA B Pre-SARA [ ] NPL-Removal only
] Non-NPL Remedial Action Site [] NPL State/Tribe-lead
[ ] Regionat Discretion

Review number: [ |1 (first) {12 (second) []3 (third) [] Other (fourth) [X]

Triggering action:

|:[ Actual RA Onsite Construction at QU# |:[ Actual RA Start at QU#
1 Construction Completion X Previous Five-Year Review Report
[] other (specity)

Triggering action date (from Wastel AN): 12/20/2005

Due date (five vears after triggering action date); 12/20/2010

* [*OU" refers to cperable unit.}
** [Review period should correspond to the actual start and end dates of the Five-Year Review in WasteLAN.]
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Five-Year Review Summary Form continued
Issues:
None
_Recommendations and Follow-up Actions:
None
Protectiveness Statement:
The remedial actions at the HSTC Site have been almost completely effective in accomplishing the remedial
objectives. The remedy implemented at the HSTC Site protects health and the environment in the short term, as well
as the long term.

Other Comments:

Environmental Indicators
- Current human exposures at this Site are under control.

Are Necessary Institutional Controls in Place?

D] All [ ]Some [ ] None

Has the Site Been Designated as Site-Wide Ready for Anticipated Use?

X Yes [ ] No

vii




Fourth Five-Year Review Report
Hollingsworth Solderless Terminal Company Superfund Site
Fort Lauderdale, Broward County, Florida

1.0 Introduction

The purpose of the Five-Year Review (FYR) is to determine whether the remedy at a site is
protective of human health and the environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of
reviews are documented in FYR reports. In addition, FYR reports identify issues found during
the review, if any, and identify recommendations to address them.

. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) prepares FYRs pursuant to the
Comprehensive Environmental and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121 andthe National
Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA Section 121 states:

“If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such remedial action no less often
than each five years after the initiation of such remedial action to assure that human health and the
environment are being protected by the remedial action being implemented. In addition, if upon
such review it is the judgment of the President that action is appropriate at such site in accordance
with section [104] or [106], the President shall take or require such action. The President shall report to
the Congress a list of facilities for which such review is required, the results of all such reviews,
and any actions taken as a result of such reviews.”

EPA interpreted this requirement further in the NCP; Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations
(CFR) Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii) states:

“If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such action no less often than every
tive years after the initiation of the selected remedial action.”

The EPA Region 4 conducted the FYR of the remedy implemented at the HSTC Superfund Site
in Ft. Lauderdale, Florida. This review was conducted by the EPA Region 4 for the entire Site
from April 2011 through June 2011. The EPA is the lead agency for developing and
implementing the remedy of this Fund-financed clean-up of the Site. The Florida Department
of Environmental Protection (FDEP), as the support agency representing the State of Florida,
has reviewed all supporting documentation and provided input to the EPA during the FYR
process.

This is the fourth FYR for the HSTC Site. The triggering action for this policy review is the
signing of the third FYR in December 2005. The FYR is required because hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at the Site, marginally above levels that allow for
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure.



2.0 Site Chronology

A bioremediation pilot test was conducted by Shaw Environmental, Inc.

Event Date
Manutfactured solderless electrical terminals. 1968 — 1982
Initial investigations regarding environmental issues began when the 1977 - 1980
Broward County Environmental Quality Control Board (BCEQCB).
The BCEQCB requested assistance from the EPA under CERCLA.The
HTSC subsequently filed for Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Status inNovember 1981
1981.
The Site was listed final on the National Priorities List (NPL). 1983
The EPA subsequently conducted the feasibility study and issued a Record of
Decision (ROD). 1986
The final remedial design (RD) was completed in May 1988 1988 — 1993
Preliminary Close-Out Report 6/1993
Long-term response actions were completed with the demobilization ofthe
groundwater treatment system. 1994
First FYR 1/1996
CDM Federal Programs conducted a Geoprobe investigation to further
characterize a suspected source area located on the south side of Plant #1. 6/1999
Second FYR 4/2000
Final supplemental remedial investigation report issued. 6/2001
[An Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) was issued by the EPA,
with concurrence from the FDEP. 10/2001
Remediation of the South and West Draintield commenced through
excavation and removal of the contaminated soil. 2/2002
Shaw Environmental, Inc. developed an in-situ bioremediation pilot testfor
the areas of the South and West Drainfields, associated with Plant #1 of the 6/2003

4-6/2005
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Site Chronology (continued)

Event Date
ird 12/2005
1986 ROD Amendment 11/2008
Bioremediation RD concluded 11/2009
Bioremediation Remedial Action (RA) concluded 04/2011




3.0 Background

3.1 Physical Characteristics

The Hollingsworth Site is located at 700 NW 57¢ Place in the City of Fort Lauderdale, Broward
County, Florida. The Site consists of approximately 3.5 acres and is occupied by two buildings
separated by NW 57¢ Place. The Site is bounded by asphalt and dirt alleyways and a mixture of
commercial and light industrial properties. The southemn building at the Site, formerly known as
Plant #1, is presently occupied by a number of small businesses. The northern buildingat the Site,
formerly known as Plant #2, was occupied by Kabinet Co. A general location map is presented
on Figure 1. A map of the approximate locations of the monitoring wells found during the
document review for this fourth FYR is shown on Figure 2. The Site is located within the 100
year flood plain and is topographically flat.

3.2 Land and Resource Use

Hydrogeology

The City of Fort Lauderdale's primary water supply, the Prospect Well Field, is located
approximately two miles west of the Site. The production wells closest to the HSTC Site are
located within a quarter to a half mile. The Prospect Well Field taps into the Biscayne aquifer
for water supply.This aquifer, which also underlies the Site, is highly permeable, unconfined, and is
composed of limestone and sandstone. In the vicinity of the Site, the top of the aquifer is near
ground surface, and its base is approximately 200-to-250 feet below ground surface. The
upper 60-to-70 feet of the aquifer are primarily composed of fine-to-medium grained sands.
These sands, in turn, are underlain by a transition zone of cemented shell and sandstone, and
finally by the limestone layer which forms the major water producing zone of the Biscayne
aquifer. Underlying the Biscayne aquifer is a relatively impermeable sequence of clay and marl
of the Hawthorn Formation, approximately 400 feet thick. The Hawthom Formation serves as a
confining unit between the Biscayne aquifer and the brackish water of the underlying Floridan
aquifer. The regional direction of groundwater tlow is to the southeast.

Surface Water

The Atlantic Ocean is located approximately five miles to the east of the Site, and the Everglades
lie approximately 10 miles to the west. Cypress Creek Canal is locatedapproximately one and a
half miles to the north and the Middle River Canal two miles to thesouth. The average rainfall for
this area is approximately 60 inches per year. The Site is located within the 100 year flood plain
and is topographically flat.

3.3 History of Contamination
From 1968 until 1982, HSTC manufactured solderless electrical terminals, consisting of a
conductive metal portion and a plastic sleeve. The manufacturing process included heat

treatment in molten salt baths,degreasing, and electroplating. For approximately eight years, the
company disposed of washwater and process wastewater contaminated with trichloroethene (TCE)



and heavy metals into drain fields and an injection well located onsite, resulting in
contamination of soil and groundwater.

3.4 Initial Response

Enforcement and Compliance

Initial investigations regarding environmental issues began in 1977 when the Broward

County Environmental Quality Control Board (BCEQCB) began investigating the disposal
practices of the HSTC facility. In 1980, during a routine inspection, the BCEQCBdiscovered
that the HSTC was contaminating groundwater by disposing of process wastes into an injection
well. Subsequently, in June of 1981, the BCEQCB requested assistance from the EPA under
CERCLA. The HTSC subsequently filed for Chapter 11 Bankruptcy Status in November 1981.

Site History

The EPA conducted a Site Assessment and developed a Remedial Action Master Plan in1982. The
Site was listed as final on the National Priorities List in 1983. The HTSC conducted several
preliminary studies to further characterize the site, and then initiated scaled-down remedial
investigation activities in 1983. The EPA subsequently conducted the feasibility studyand issued
a ROD in 1986. Additional sampling was conducted by the EPA in February 1987,which led to
an effort to excavate and treat contaminated source soil. Due to heavy rain and highwater levels,
the soil removal effort was abandoned. The final RD was completed in May 1988 and was
implemented during the period from December 1989 through June 1993. Long term response
actions were completed in November 1994 with the demobilization of the groundwater treatment
system, as ordered by the EPA, with concurrence from the State of Florida.

3.5 Basis for Taking Action
Basis for Taking Action: Clean-up goals specified in the 1986 ROD include:

Soil Groundwater

Target Contaminant Cleanup Goal Target Contaminant Cleanup Goal

Copper 10.0 mg/L' Vinyl chloride 1.0 ug/L

Nickel 1.0 mg/L Trans-1,2- 70.0 png/L
dichloroethene

Lead ' 0.5 mg/L Trichloroethene 3.2 ug/L

Total VOCs 1.0 mg/kg'

Notes: Leachchable concentration, as determined by EPTOX
mg/L = milligrams per liter

mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram

pg/L = micrograms per liter




The primary contaminants of concern associated with potential health risks which were identified in
the ROD (1986) are as follows: vinyl chloride, TCE, trans 1,2-dichloroethene (t-1,2DCE), and to a
lesser extent, nickel, tin, and copper.

Six additional contaminants were detected in 1987, which were not considered contaminants of
concern with respect to health risks, but which cleanup goals were established for during the
remedial design. These contaminants are: 1, 1-dichloroethane; 1,2-dichloroethane;1,1-
dichloroethene; cis-1,2-dichloroethene; tetrachloroethene; and 1,1,2-trichloroethane. Metals were
not detected above the ROD performance standards during the 1987 investigation, and therefore
were not considered as contaminants of concem in the final remedial design.

The criteria for determining whether the groundwater levels met remediation goals were the
concentrations of the identified contaminants in the treated eftluent. Cleanup goals for
groundwater remediation were developed based on the 10 cancer risk, the State of Florida
primary drinking water standards, and proposed MCLs. The cleanup goal for soil was
established at one mg/kg for total VOCs.

Based on the results of the public health evaluation reported in the ROD, there were no
complete pathways for exposure by direct contact, ingestion, or inhalation of contaminants from
the Hollingsworth Site. However, there was a probable pathway associated with direct contact
with soil if any future excavation is conducted. There is also a potential for future exposure via
installation of private irrigation wells or industrial supply wells down-gradient of the Site. No
known installation of private irrigation wells or industrial supply wells down-gradient has
occurred since the signing of the ROD in 1986, as of the time of completion of this fourth FYR
report.

Lifetime cancer risk factors associated with exposure to potentially carcinogenic chemicals in
groundwater were calculated and reported in the ROD for vinyl chloride and TCE. Thereis no
cancer slope factor available for cis- and trans-1,2-DCE. At present, the cancer risk for vinyl chloride
associated with ingestion of groundwater (hypothetical future scenario) exceeds the 107
threshold in a few of the Site’s monitoring wells and is considered unacceptable.

4.0 Remedial Action

In accordance with CERCLA and the NCP, the overriding goals for any remedial action are
protection of human health and the environment and compliance with applicable or relevant and
appropriate requirements (ARARs). A number of remedial alternatives were considered for the
Site, and final selection was made based on an evaluation of each alternative against nine
evaluation criteria that are specified in Section 300.430(e)(9)(iii) of the NCP. The nine criteria
include:

Overall Protectiveness of Human Health and the Environment

Compliance with ARARs

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume of Contaminants through Treatment
Short-term Effectiveness

Nk W



Implementability

Cost

State Acceptance
Community Acceptance

A SRS

4.1 Remedy Selection

The remedial action objectives stated in the 1986 ROD, were to prevent further migration of
contaminated groundwater into the Biscayne aquifer by cleaning-up existing contamination in
the aquifer and to remove the sources of contamination from overlying soil and drainfields.
Since groundwater contamination at the Site is the primary concern, determining the extent of
contamination and establishing a target zone for soil and groundwater remediation was key to
accomplishing remedial objectives. Soil remediation was to focus on removal of volatile
contaminants in the East Drainfield, the only source of contamination believed to require treatment at
that time.

The selected remedy, as stated in the ROD, includes the following components:

° Proper abandonment of the old injection well and all other PVC wells on-
site;
Treatment of VOC contaminated soil on-site;
Treatment of VOC contaminated groundwater on-site; and
Injection of treated groundwater near the Site.

This remedy was selected because it was determined that it could meet the cleanup goals and the
objectives of the remedial response for the lowest cost, using proven technology.

A first FYR was completed in January 1996. Periodic groundwater monitoring has continued to
the present. In June 1999, CDM Federal Programs conducted a Geoprobe investigation to
further characterize a suspected source area located onthe south side of Plant #1. The second
FYR was completed in April 2000 and cited the results from this 1999 Geoprobe study for its
recommendation that additional soil remediation was required to meet the goals of the ROD.
Additionally, the second FYR recommended that the remedy for groundwater contamination be re-
evaluated due to the continued presence of high levels of contamination in monitoring wells B,
C, and D; which are all located on the southern side of Plant #1.

As a result of the preceding, the EPA conducted a supplemental remedial investigation (RI). The
Supplemental RI report was finalized in June 2001. This report concluded that, while the EPA had
previously remediated what was at the time recognized as the most highly contaminated area,
the East Drainfield, groundwater and soil characterization suggested the presence of additional
residual sources. These sources were the South Drainfield and the West Drainfield, with its septic
tank. During rising groundwater events, the groundwater would come in contact with this
contaminated soil,thus causing the detection of contaminants in monitoring wells B, C and D.
While earlier remediation had significantly decreased the groundwater contamination around
the Hollingsworth Site, the goals of the ROD would not be achieved if these contaminated soils
in the South and West Drainfield were not more thoroughly addressed. Additionally, the
Supplemental RI Report concluded that there was evidence that conditions existed, which are
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conducive for biodegradation of the chlorinated organic contaminants.

In response to these findings, an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) was issued by the
EPA in October of 2001, with the concurrence of the Florida Department of Environmental
Protection. This ESD specified that, in order to meet and maintain groundwater cleanup goals
permitting the eventual removal of the HSTC Site from the National Priorities List, residual
subsurface sources of VOCs needed to be removed. In February 2002, remediation of the South
and West Drainfield commenced through excavation and removal of the contaminated soil in
these areas. Excavation was performed as deep as possible (approximately 8-to-9 feet below
ground surface (bgs), given that the fine-to-medium grain sands began flowing at this depth. Due
to the flowing sands at this depth, the full extent of the contaminated soil could not be removed.

Sampling of a subset of groundwater monitoring wells following the soil removal showed that,
although the shallow (20 ft bgs) wells met the ROD's goals, the intermediate depth wells (50
ft bgs) did not. As a consequence, through the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Shaw
Environmental, Inc., was subcontracted to develop remedial options, which included in-situ
chemical oxidation and enhanced bioremediation. Following review of both these options by
the EPA and FDEP, Shaw Environmental, Inc, was tasked to develop an in-situ bioremediation
pilottest for the areas of the South and West Drainfields, associated with Plant #1 of the Site.
The Pilot Test Work Plan, Former Hollingsworth Solderless Terminal Site, was completed on
December 2004. This bioremediation pilot test was conducted from April through June 2005.

On November 24, 2008, the EPA issued a ROD Amendment. The ROD Amendment changed
the remedy from pump and treat to in-situ enhanced bioremediation.

4.2 Remedy Implementation

Soil Remediation

During the remedial design phase in 1987, additional field studies were undertaken to
supplement and verify available Site data. In February 1987, the EPA Emergency Response
Contractor (ERC) attempted to excavate and remediate contaminated soil from the East
Draintield area, as part of an interim removal action. The plan was to excavate the East
Drainfield to a depth of four feet, aerate the removed soil with a backhoe; and replace treated soil
into the excavation. This attempt proved unsuccessful due to a high water table and
unseasonably heavy rain. Strong odors were observed from the groundwater in the excavation,
and it was decided that it would be of little use to treat and replace soil back into the excavation,
where it would again be re-contaminated due to contact with contaminated groundwater. Soil
excavation and treatment efforts were subsequently abandoned. The ditficulties encountered by
the EPA-ERC provided the EPA with enough information to develop a more effective design for
remediating contaminated soil. The remediation technology selected was a soil vacuum
extraction (SVE) system.

Based on the selected remedial action, which by then included a revised plan for soil
remediation, Camp Dresser and McKee, Inc., (CDM) prepared and submitted a revised Remedial
Design Report in February 1988. Soil remediation was to be accomplished prior to groundwater
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remediation, so that contaminated soils would not continue to impact groundwater during
remediation.

In 1989, Westinghouse Remediation Services, Inc., designed and installed the SVE system
in a 14' x 12' area of the East Drainfield, which was put into operation in January 1991. The
SVE system treated soils in the unsaturated zone. Soil samples collected in July 1991 (to adepth
of 12 feet bgs) from the East Drainfield area provided verification that the soil vapor removal
system had reduced TCE concentrations below the cleanup goal of one part per million (ppm).
The SVE system was subsequently dismantled in March 1992. A subsequent review of the
ROD revealed that total VOC concentrations were to be remediated to concentrations lessthan
one ppm, not just TCE. Additional soil samples were collected in March 1993 (to a depth of five
feet bgs) verified that the soil vapor extraction system had also remediated total VOC
concentrations below the cleanup goal of one ppm in the unsaturated zone.

Per recommendations made in the 1999 second FYR, 182 tons of soil in the West and South
Drainfields were excavated and removed from the Site. This was completed in February 2002.
Based on the results of the toxicity characteristic leaching procedure (TCLP) analyses performed
on the excavated soil, all 182 tons of soils were trucked to a non-hazardous landfill at the Central
Sanitary Landfill & Recycling Center in Pompano Beach, FL. Forty four tons of Portland
cement-stabilized sludge were found to be hazardous as a result of TCLP testing. Following an
evaluation of competitive bids, this cement-stabilized sludge was shipped to the Chemical Waste
Management, Inc. facility in Emelle, AL. Subsequent to this and in order to meet the ROD's
groundwater remediation goals, an in-situ enhanced bioremediation pilot test was initiated in
April 2005 and continued through June 2005. Results of this pilot test found promising and the
1986 ROD was amended in 2008, to permit final bioremediation treatment of the source areas.

Groundwater Remediation

Construction of the groundwater treatment system was completed by December 1991. The
system was comprised of three wells capable of extracting 150 gallons per minute (gpm) each,
an air-stripping tower capable of 450 gpm of flow, and two injection wells into which treated
effluent was injected into the Biscayne aquifer. The system startup and shakedown was completed
on July 17, 1992. Effluent samples collected on August 16, 1994 indicated that the treatment
system discharge was not meeting the permit requirements. It was determined that the failure was
due to fouling of the packing material in the air stripper. The treatment system was shut down
on August 17, 1994. In November 1994, the groundwater treatment system was removed from
the Site, as ordered by the U.S. EPA with concurrence from the State of Florida.

The groundwater treatment system was designed based on an estimated removal and treatment
of approximately 180 million gallons of water. During its period of operation, the groundwater
treatment system averaged flow rates between 280 and 350 gpm. The influent concentrations of
the contaminants of concermn, measured as total VOC concentrations, were reduced from 12,500
ng/L (7/15/92) to 480 ng/L (10/27/92). Groundwater samples collected from Y-series and Z-
series wells indicated that contaminant levels were consistently below the required cleanup levels.
However, groundwater samples collected from monitoring wells installed near the East
Drainfield and in the portion of the aquifer suspected to be most contaminated showed
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contaminant levels consistently above the required cleanup levels. The groundwater treatment
system was shut down and removed prior to the accomplishment of the remediation objectives
for groundwater. In order to meet the ROD's groundwater remediation goals, an in-situ
enhanced bioremediation pilot test was initiated in April 2005 through June 2005. Results of
this pilot test were promising and the 1986 ROD was amended to permit additional
bioremediation.

Because groundwater contaminant concentrations were found marginally above the amended
ROD’s goals, in order to gain State concurrence for the delisting of the Site from the NPL,
during the week of April 25, 2011 injection of liquid substrates by direct-push, permanent
injection wells took place. A slow-release/slow-fermentation product 3DMe™ was used, which
is designed for either injection or in biobarrier trenching. Direct-push methods (e.g, Geoprobe®)
are suitable for shallow groundwater applications (< 50 feet bls) in unconsolidated formations.
The HSTC Site hydrology and depth to groundwater are suitable for direct-push delivery.
Direct-push does not leave a permanent well point in place. Since the slow-release/slow-
fermentation substrates may require infrequent or possibly even no re-injection following the
initial delivery, direct-push was believed to be the best option.

Injection well spacing and location was determined by the permeability of the formation, the
lateral distribution characteristics of the substrate, the direction and flow of groundwater.
Typical slow-release substrates allow injection spacing between S and 15 feet and up to 50 feet
in high permeability recirculation systems. The South Drainfield plume at the HSTC Site, with
an estimated square footage of 1,500 was effectively covered by eight injection points, ona 15
foot between points spacing. The shape of the conceptual plume, the building footprint, and the
direction of groundwater flow determined the placement of the direct-push points. The West
Drainfield, with both scattered pockets ot contamination and questionable areas lacking
definitive analytical data will require no fewer than 15 injection points to provide confidence.
The northeast corner of the West Drainfield plume apparently extends underneath the southwest
corner of Plant 1. However, based on the then most current data (May 2009), only VC was
detected, but at levels close to the FDEP groundwater clean-up target level (CTL) of one pg/L,
under Plant #1, at IW-10. Thus, from practical standpoint, no further treatment is deemed
necessary underneath the southwest comer of Building B.

Once the substrate was pressure injected, the system then becomes passive, allowing natural
groundwater tflow and direction to carry the substrate. A passive system should require no
further O&M beyond performance monitoring for several years.

4.3 Operation & Maintenance (O&M)

The operational period of the groundwater remediation system was July 1992 through August
1994. The treatment system was removed from the Site in November 1994. An in-situenhanced
bioremediation pilot test operated from April 2005 through June of 2005. Therefore, aside from
periodic sampling of the monitoring wells, there are no ongoing operation and maintenance
activities associated with groundwater remediation.
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5.0 Progress Since Last Five-Year Review

The Protectiveness Statement from the 2005 FYR was:

“The remedial actions at the HSTC Site have not been completely effective in
accomplishing the remedial objectives. The remedy implemented at the HSTC Site is
protective in the short term. Contaminants are still present in the groundwater. No known
industrial or private wells exist within the known plume of contamination around the HSTC
Site. The issues noted during this review do not appear to be immediate threats to the
protectiveness human health and the environment. However, future excavations or the
installation of additional wells around the HSTC Site could cause a threat to the
protectiveness of human health and the environment. The old injection well is still not
properly abandoned, as required by the ROD. The old injection well has been buried, but not
properly abandoned. As such, it is no longer an immediate threat via indiscriminate
dumping of wastes; but the well could be acting as a conduit for cross contamination
between zones. An in-situ bioremediation pilot test was developed and implemented for the
areas of the South and West Drainfields, associated with Plant #1 of the HSTC Site. This
bioremediation pilot test was conducted from April through June 2005. The eftectiveness of
this remedy could not be evaluated in this third Five-Year review as the data is not currently
available.

The most immediate threat to the protectiveness of the HSTC Site are monitoring wells not
being properly secured or wells being damaged. More inspection and maintenance of the
groundwater monitoring well network needs to be incorporated into an O&M program. Low
value monitoring wells need to be properly abandoned, and the old injection well needs to
be properly abandoned.

Long-term protectiveness of the remedial action should be verified by obtaining additional
groundwater sample locations to fully evaluate potential migration of the contaminant
plume down gradient (west and south) from Plant #1. These additional sample locations will
also be vital in evaluating the effectiveness of the bioremediation remedy. Current data
indicate that the excavation and removal of the contaminated soils in the South and West
drainfields during February 2002 has significantly reduced groundwater contaminants.
However, visible contaminants remained at the eight feet bgs depth after excavations were
completed. As a consequence, Shaw Environmental, Inc., was tasked to develop an in-situ
bioremediation pilot test for the areas of the South and West Drainfields, associated with
Plant #1 of the HSTC Site. This bioremediation pilot test was conducted from April through
June 2005. The bioremediation will need to continue to be monitored to judge the
effectiveness of long term protection otfered by this remedy.”

The 2005 FYR included eight issues and corresponding recommendations. The status of each are
described below.
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Progress on Recommendations from the 2005 FYR

Section ti0] esponsi {
Injection
Proper abandonment of well
injection well December | abandoned
5.1 EPA 2006 | by the EPA | October 2006
AROD, RD
Attain remedial action and RA
5.2 objectives EPA June 2006 | completed pending
Wells
inspected
during
Routine inspection of routine semi-
53 wellheads. EPA June 2006 | sampling annually
Groundwater
monitoring wells not Not
54 clearly marked EPA June 2006 | completed
All wells are
One monitoring well not currently
5.5 secured. EPA June 2006 | secured. Not known
A monitoring well near
Plant 2 was found Damaged
5.6 | damaged. EPA June 2006 | well repaired | October 2006
QAAP
prepared for
all activities
September | since 31
5.7 | No QAAP available EPA 2007 | FYR N/A
Abandonment of low- September
5.8 value monitoring wells EPA 2007 | Pending

5.1 Abandonment of Old Injection Well

One of the remedial objectives, as stated in the ROD, was to properly abandon the injection
well used by HSTC in the 1970s. In May 1993, Ebasco Environmental, Inc. attempted to locate
the injection well, but was unsuccessful. During the first FYR conducted by Roy F. Weston, Inc.,
in 1996, it was noted that the injection well still existed on the west side of Plant #1, and that
apparently it had not been abandoned. It was also noted in Weston's 1996 report that the well
could be acting as a conduit for cross-contamination between zones. During the Site inspection
for the second FYR, June 1999, the injection well could not be located. Records searched during
the 1999 second FYR found no mention of the well being properly abandoned. The second
FYR recommended that this well be found using a geophysical survey and that the well be
properly abandoned. While an excavator was available during the 2002 for removal of the western
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septic tank and South Drainfield, it was used to find the injection well. It was located and
photographed. Since then, the well had been covered-over, presumably by the building owners.
In October 2006, the old injection well was located and decommissioned. Details of the old
injection well abandonment are contained in the November 7, 2006 memorandum entitled Old
Injection Well Decommissioned at Hollingsworth Solderless Superfund Site. The memo provides
details on how the Portland cement was placed using a treamie line from the bottom of the well’s
casing to the top of the well casing,.

5.2 Refurbishing of the Damaged Monitoring Wells

Two damaged monitoring wells were refurbished in October 2006. Both monitoring wells were
inspected with a down-hole camera prior to being refurbished. Details of this work are provided
in the November 7, 2006 memorandum entitled Refurbished Damaged Monitoring wells at the
Hollingsworth Superfund Site.

5.3 In-Situ Enhanced Bioremediation (ISEB) Pilot Test

Startup testing of the ISEB system occurred on April 8, 2005. The system was not brought
online until April 14, 2005. All but three of 42 drums of lactate were injected by the end of June
2005. In addition, bioaugmentation, thorough the injection of three, five gallon kegs of the
bacteria Dehalococcoides ethanogens was completed by April 19, 2005.

Due to significantly elevated contaminant concentrations found in a number of the monitoring
points, as a result of the August 2005 post-injection sampling, additional sampling was proposed
as part of this pilot-scale treatability study. This sampling was designed both to determine the
nature of the geochemical environment 300 days after initiation of lactate injection, as well as to
determine whether any unrecognized high concentrations source areas remained, which were
mobilized by the re-circulation of groundwater. Any remaining source area would have to be
degraded by chemical oxidation or other more aggressive means.

In February 2006, additional groundwater and subsurface soil sampling took place. Soil results
indicated that no apparent unrecognized source area remained. In addition, groundwater results
were encouraging. Data resulting from the February 2006 sampling, or approximately 300 days
post lactate injection were encouraging for the following reasons:

the aquifer had become far more anaerobic (very low oxidation reduction potential);
the aquifer had lower dissolved oxygen;

methane concentration were elevated; and

Dehalococcoides populations remained high.

As a consequence, it was decided to inject additional lactate, in order to produce the fatty acids
that would, in turn, nourish the microbes that are present, thereby producing more ethene. An
additional 24 drums (14,400 pounds) of lactate were injected between May though mid-June
2006.
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5.4 Amendment to 1986 ROD and Bioremediation Remedial Design

As a result of the positive outcome of the enhanced in-situ bioremediation pilot study, the 1986
ROD was amended in 2008 to permit additional and final treatment of the remaining, limited
areas with cis-1,2’dichlorethene and vinyl chloride, the two Site-related contaminants above either
the State of Florida MCL or Natural Attenuation Default Criterion. Following completion of the
2008 amended ROD, a remedial design was undertaken and completed in November 2009.

Because groundwater contaminant concentrations were found marginally above the 2008
amended ROD’s goals, in order to gain State concurrence for the delisting of the Site from the
NPL, during the week of April 25, 2011 injection of liquid substrates by direct-push, permanent
injection wells took place. A slow-release/slow-fermentation product 3DMe™ was used, which
is designed for either injection or in biobarrier trenching. Direct-push methods (e.g, Geoprobe®)
are suitable for shallow groundwater applications (< 50 feet bls) in unconsolidated formations.
The HSTC Site hydrology and depth to groundwater are suitable for direct-push delivery.
Direct-push does not leave a permanent well point in place. Since the slow-release/slow-
fermentation substrates may require infrequent or possibly even no re-injection following the
initial delivery, direct-push was believed to be the best option.
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6.0 Five-Year Review Process

6.1 Administrative Components

The EPA Region 4 initiated the FYR in April 2011 and scheduled it for completion on or before
August 30, 2011. The review team was led by Galo Jackson of the EPA, Remedial Project
Manager (RPM) for the HSTC Site. The review team consisted of the following people:

e Galo Jackson, RPM

e Caroline Philson, EPA Attorney

e Tonya Spencer, Community Involvement Coordinator (CIC)

e Chris Pellegrino, FDEP

6.2 Community fnvolvement

Activities designed to involve the community in this Five Year Review included interviews
with the tenants occupying Plant 1 and 2, as well as interviews with neighboring businesses. A
notice of the start of this Five Year Review was sent to the main local newspaper, the South
Florida Sun-Sentinel. This notice was run in April 2011.

The Five-Year Review report will be made available to the public once it has been finalized.
Copies of this document will be placed in the designated public repository: Broward County
Public Library, 100 S. Andrews Ave. - Level 5, Ft. Lauderdale, FL.. On April 28, 2011, as part
of the Site inspection, the EPA RPM visited the Broward County Public Library. Site related
documents were found in the Government Documents section of the library. The most recent
documents included the Administrative Record for the ROD Amendment which was finalized in
November 2008. Upon completion of the FYR, a public notice will be placed in Sun Sentinel to
announce the availability of the final FYR report in the Site document repository.

6.3 Document Review

This Five-Year review consisted of a review of relevant documents, including monitoring data.
Applicable soil and groundwater cleanup standards, as listed in the 2008 amended Record of
Decision, were reviewed (see Attachments 1 and 2).

ARARs Review

Section 121 (d)(2)(A) of CERCLA specifies that Superfund remedial actions must meet any
federal standards, requirements, criteria, or limitations that are determined to be legally ARARs.
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements are those standards, criteria, or limitations
promulgated under federal or state law that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant,
contaminant, action, location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site. To-Be-Considered
criteria (TBCs) are non-promulgated advisories and guidance that are 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, the EPA’s approach
to determining if a remedial action is protective of human health and the environment involves
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consideration of TBCs along with ARARs. Chemical-specific ARARs are specific numerical
quantity restrictions on individually listed contaminants in specific media. Examples of
chemical-specific ARARs include the MCLs specified under the Safe Drinking Water Act
(SDWA) as well as the ambient water quality criteria that are enumerated under the Clean Water
Act. Because there are usually numerous contaminants ot potential concern for any site, various
numerical quantity requirements can be ARARs.

The final remedy selected for this Site was designed to meet or exceed all chemical-specific
ARARSs and meet location- and action-specific ARARs. Chemical-specific ARARSs identified in
the selected remedy within the ROD and subsequent ROD Amendment and considered for this
FYR for continued treatment and monitoring are listed below. The State of Florida primary
drinking water standards for the Hollingsworth Soldeless Terminal Site’s contaminants of
concern are different from the federal primary drinking standards.

Comparison of Groundwater ARARs

Vinyl chloride 1.0 1.0 1.0 No
cis-1,2-dichloroethene none 70.0 70.0 No
trans-1,2-dichloroethene 70.0 100.0 100.0 No

6.4 Data Review

Since the 2005 third FYR, the Site has been sampled on eight occasions, in order to monitor
the conditions in the aquifer and to determine any trends in contaminant concentrations.
Figures 4 through 11 show the cis-1,2-dichloroethene and vinyl chloride results for the
performance monitoring wells, the injection wells and the recovery wells. Only those two
contaminants have been found over the past five years above the State of Florida clean-up
target levels (CTL) or the natural attenuation default criterion (NADC). The CTL and
NADC for cis-1,2-dichloroethene are 70 and 700 ppb, respectively. The CTL and NADC for
vinyl chloride are 1 and 100 ppb, respectively. During the most recent (November 2010)
sampling of the Site’s monitoring wells, only one out of the 23 wells sampled was found to
be above the NADC for vinyl chloride and only five additional wells had vinyl chloride
concentrations that were above the CTL. This well was recovery well RW-2, which had a
concentration of 120 ppb vinyl chloride, or 20 ppb above the State NADC for vinyl chloride.
In November 2010, none of the monitoring wells were found above the CTL for cis-1,2-
dichloroethene.

6.5 Site Inspection

The Five-Year Review Site inspection for the HSTC Site was held on April 28, 2011. The Site
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mspection was conducted by Galo Jackson, USEPA, Region 4 Remedial Project Manager.
During the Site inspection, a walk-through of the Site was conducted. The walk-through was
limited to the outside property of Plant #1 and both inside and outside of Plant #2.

The SVE system was removed from the Site in March 1992. The groundwater remediation
system was removed in November 1994. The bioremediation system beginning to be in April
2005, two months after the previous Site inspection took place. The constructed re-circulation
system has since been removed, after operating for months. During the current Site inspection,
there was little to inspect, except for the existing monitoring wells. All of the monitoring
wells appeared functional. Caps and locks were observed on all the monitoring wells. Some
cover plates on flush mounted wellheads were not bolted down. Monitoring wells at the HSTC
Site were not clearly marked and labeled. The periphery of the Plant #1 was paved with
asphalt orconcrete, except for a grass area on the north side of the building. The north side of
Plant #1 canbe seen on Figure 3.

The Site Inspection Checklist is presented in Attachment 3.
6.6 Interviews

The majority of the small businesses located on or near the Site are not aware of the former
Site’s existence. Most of them have moved into the former Plant #1 and Plant #2 buildings
since the last Five Year Review. For this reason, interviews were limited to County, State
and the Plant #1 building owner.

Dr. Harvey Schneider, Broward County

1.What is your overall impression of the project?

The EPA has done an excellent job in assessing and remediating the Hollingsworth Solderless
Terminal Site. When it was determined that a localized plume of solvents was still present at the
site, the EPA project manager recognized the need to perform additional remediation and did so.
However, I believe sufficient time and money have been spent to remediate this site. The
remediation efforts need to end.

2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?

[ am not aware of any eftfects the site operations have had on the surrounding community. [ have
been the EPA Superfund Coordinator for Broward County for nearly 20 years and I have not
received any public inquiry about this site.

3. Are you aware of any community concern regarding the site or its operation and
administration?

[ am not aware of any community concern regarding the site or its operation and administration.
[ have been the EPA Superfund Coordinator for Broward County for nearly 20 years and I have
not received any public inquiry about this site.

4. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?
Broward County contacts the EPA project manager every three months to receive information
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about the site's activities. In addition, the EPA project manager contacts Broward County when
site activities are scheduled and welcomes site visits from the county. We are well informed
about the site's activities and progress.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site's
management or operation?

The EPA project manager has done an excellent job maintaining communications with local
government. He has been proactive in pursuing the completion of site remediation.

The EPA project manager has explained to me that low levels of solvents remain at two locations
on the source property and the contaminants are not found beyond the boundaries of the source
property. If this is correct and low concentration contaminants remain on-site, then the site
remediation needs to be concluded. The site is as cleaned up as it is going to get using reasonably
priced technology. The EPA and FDEP should put a deed restriction on the property and let
natural conditions clean up the remnant contaminants.

Mr. Christopher Pellegrino, Project Manager, FDEP

1. What is your overall impression of the project?
[ believe that the project is ongoing in a effective manner.

2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
Site operations have had a positive impact on the risk to the surrounding community.

3. Are you aware of any community concern regarding the site or its
operation and administration?
No

4. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?
Yes

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site's
management or operation?
No

Plant #1 Property Owner
1. What is your overall impression of the project?
Mr. Jackson has been my primary point of contact with the agency and he has always been very

responsive, professional and courteous.

2. What effects have site operations had on the surrounding community?
Diminished property values, but otherwise no visible impact of which I am aware.

3. Are you aware of any community concern regarding the site or its operation and
administration?
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Other than reduction of property values, no.

4. Do you feel well informed about the site's activities and progress?
Yes, Mr. Jackson has always promptly responded to my inquiries.

5. Do you have any comments, suggestions, or recommendations regarding the site's
management or operation?

It is a shame the project took so long, but I am not qualified to comment on whether the
amount of time was overly long or about right.

19



7.0 Technical Assessment

7.1 Question A: Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

The review of documents, ARARS, risk assumptions, and the results of the Site inspection indicates
that the remedy is functioning as intended by the original ROD, as modified by the ESD and
ultimately the 2008 ROD amendment. The results from sampling the monitoring wells after
bioremediation pilot test, have indicated progressive, if not slow, decline in contaminant
concentrations to the point where, in the past two years, only vinyl chloride has been detected at
concentrations that exceed NADC (and CTL) values.

As aresult of the HSTC Site being designated a delineated area, pursuant to Chapter 62-524
of the Florida Administrative Code, an institutional control in the form of restrictions on the
installation of new potable water wells is in place. Figure 10 of the third FYR shows the extent
of the area delineated, pursuant to Rule 62-524.430. Rules 62-524-550, 62-524.600, 62-524-
650 and 62-524.700 impose restrictions on well construction, water quality testing, and
permitting ofgroundwater well located in delineated areas.

7.2 Question B: Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial
action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of the remedy selection still valid?

There have been no changes in the physical conditions of the Site that would affect the
protectiveness of the remedy, since the 2008 ROD amendment was finalized.

Changes in Exposure Pathways, Toxicity, and Other Contaminant Characteristics

The exposure assumptions used to develop the Human Health Risk Assessment included both
current exposures (older child trespasser, adult trespasser) and potential future exposures (young
and older future child resident, future adult resident and future adult worker). The remedy has
progressed to the point that all soil and groundwater cleanup goals have been met, with the
exception of the goal for vinyl chloride. In November 2010, vinyl chloride was detected at trace
concentrations, with a maximum concentration of 2.4 ng/L. inside Plant 1 and 120 pg/L outside
Plantl (Figure 11). Figures 4 through 11 shown that only vinyl chloride has been detected at
trace concentrations since early 2006, hence vapor intrusion is not likely to be of concern at this
point in the Site’s history.

7.3 Question C: Has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?

No ecological targets were identified during the baseline risk assessment and none were identified
during this five-year review, and therefore monitoring of ecological targets is not necessary.
There is no other information that calls into question the protectiveness of the remedy.

7.4 Technical Assessment Summary

According to the data reviewed, the Site inspection, and the interviews, the remedy is
functioning as intended by the ROD, as modified by the ESD and ROD amendment. There have
been no changes in the physical conditions of the Site that would affect the protectiveness ot the
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remedy. ARARSs forsoil contamination due to metals as cited in the ROD and AROD have
been met. ARARS for soil contamination due to VOC:s as cited in the ROD have been met
within the first few feet (~ 8 feet) of soil and are capped with either concrete or asphalt.
Groundwater contamination due to VOChas been reduced, but still remains, albeit at low
concentrations. A bioremediation pilot remedy has been implemented, designed to remediate the
remaining groundwater contaminants. Many of the Site’s monitoring wells need to be
abandoned. There is no other information that calls into question the protectiveness of the
remedy.



8.0 Issues

No issues were identitied as a result of this FYR that affect current or future protectiveness
ot the remedy. However, in order to optimize the remedy and prepare for Site closure, it is
recommended that the existing well network be evaluated and certain wells abandoned
according to applicable well abandonment protocol. Because this is considered part of
routine O&M, it will not be tracked in CERCLIS.

9.0 Recommendations and Follow-Up Actions

No issues were identified as a result of this FYR that affect current or future protectiveness
of the remedy. However, in order to optimize the remedy and prepare for Site closure, it is
recommended that the existing well network be evaluated and certain wells abandoned
according to applicable well abandonment protocol. Because this is considered part of
routine O&M, it will not be tracked in CERCLIS

10.0 Protectiveness Statement

The remedial actions at the HSTC Site have been almost completely effective in accomplishing
the remedial objectives. The remedy implemented at the HSTC Site protects health and the
environment in the short term, as well as the long term.

11.0 Next Review

The HSTC Site requires a policy review every five years, until the cleanup goals are achieved.
The fifth five-year review report is due to be approved within five years of the date of the
signature of this report. In the likely event that that HSTC Site is deleted from the NPL before
the fifth FYR is due, the deletion documentation will specity that no further FYRs will be
required.
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TABLE 1

Volatile Organic Analysis and Total Organic Carbon Results
November 2010
HOOLLINGSWORTH SOLDERLESS TERMINAL SITE

Station cis-1,2-DCE trans-1.2-DCE TCE YC TOC
Identification ug/L ug/L ug/L pg/L mg/L
w-1 — — — 11 30P3
w-3 010J,Q2, T — — 0022T-1 NA
W-3 0251.Q2 — — 040 NA
w-7 0181, Q2. T-1 — — 0247T-1 | 881, P3.QM2
-8 01371, Q2 — — 0.084 18P3
w-11 039),Q2 — — 2.4 110 P-3
w-12 — — — 0.022 NA
W-14 0207,Q2,T-1 — — 1.0T-1 NA
W-16 — — — 0.097 T-1 NA
PMW-1 38T-1 1.8T-1 — 36 T-1 100 P-3
PAMW-2 — — — 0032 T-1 NA
PMW-3 137T-1 02971.Q2 T-1 — T-1 46 P-3
PMW4 0243.Q2,T1 — — 0.071 T-1 56 P3
PMW-5 0637-1 — — 098T-1 22P3
PMW-6 — — — 0.11 NA
PMW-7 028 J,Q2. T-1 — — 0.10T-1 12P3
PMW-8 — — — 0.19T-1 NA
Rwi 17 04771,Q-2 14 38 18P-3
RW?2 i7 22 0.13J,Q2 120 NA
Mates:
— —Non Detect

NA —Not Analyzed :
J - The identificahion of the analste is acceptable; the reported value is an estimate.
OM-2 — Matrix Spike Recovery greater than meihod control imns.
P-3 — Sample received unpreserved.
Q-2 - Results greater than Miniomum Deteciion Limiut but less than Mmunom Repaorizble Limit.
T-I — Sample recaived in cooler with temperature blank greater than 6 °C.
DCE - Dichloroethepe
TCE - Tnichloroethene (Trichloroethylens)
VC - Vinyl Chloride




FIGURES
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Figure 1: Hollingsworth Solderless (General Locations)




Figure 2: HSTC Historic Groundwater Monitoring
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FIGURE 3

Plant #1: April 2011
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13.

ATTACHMENT 1

List of Documents Reviewed
Record of Decision, April 1986
Final Remedial Action Report, May 1993
First Five-Year Review Final Report, January 1996
Second Five-Year Review Final Report, April 2000
Third Five-Year Review Final Report, December 2005
Final Supplemental Remedial Investigation Report, June 2001
Explanation of Significant Differences, October 2001
Remedial Action Report, September 2002

Letter, Transmittal of August 2002 Analytical Data, from Galo Jackson, USEPA to
Marvin Collins, FL-DEP, October 2002

Draft Pilot Test Workplan by SHAW Environmental, December 2004
Pilot Test Vital Signs Report, by SHAW Environmental, April 8-29, 2005
In-Situ Enhanced Biormemediation (ISEB) Progress Report, February 2008

Record of Decision Amendment, November 2008
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ATTACHMENT 2
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs)

Medium/ ARAR Status Requirement Synopsis Action to be taken to Attain
Authority ARAR
Groundwater/ | Federal - SDWA - Maximum Relevant Standards (MCLs ) have been Bioremediation of contaminated
SDWA Contaminant Levels (MCLs) (40 and adopted as enforceable standards for | material in soils and groundwater
CFR Part 141) Appropriate | public drinking water systems: goals. will eliminate contaminants in the
Froundwaler. MCLs will be
attained in groundwater.
Groundwater/ | Florida State Drinking Water Relevant and | Maximum contaminant levels are The selected remedy will attain
SDWA Standard - F.A.C.62-520 and Appropriate | established for organic chemical State MCLs for organics in the

62-550

contaminants under F.A.C.62-520
land 62-550.

groundwater, with the possible
exception of trichloroethene. The
Cleanup Goal in the ROD is set at
3.2 ug/L, which is more stringent
than Federal MCLs, but is slightly
more relaxed than the State MCL

of 3 ug/L.




NTTACHMENT 3

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checkiist

L SITE INFORMAYION

S100 a0y Lo o< pongir¥ SOAERLEES (b agrn £ | D0 of inspretion: 5/ 2 5’/29.’,!
Locatlon and Reglon: EPA ID: T
Ageocy, oiflce. or company lesding 1be Qve-year Wﬂlhrz:‘umgmtun:
review: [ O B Eesed S
Remedy bereludes: {(fh::k all thay apply)

QO Land{ill sonereoniainmon 0O Munirred natral aksidation

O Acoess comrols 0 Groundwater conkinosnt

0O Initilampal controls 0 Yerucal hymier walls

K Ciroundwaret pump ned ireatment
O Surfnre water volloriiog e weaimerd
B Oiher_swtgpemvand, SEE

7

Attzehmunte [ ingpection temin roster attached @ Site map nuched

L. INTERVIEWS (Check ail that npplyy

I. D&M sie myaager

Hama Tilke Daty
totervieed O ot ciie Charctlice O by phore  Phonzoo, __
Problesu, suge 0 Repon altoehixt

2 O&M sl

Mame Title Date
Inlerviewod O at site T ut office {1 by phone Fhope no.
Probiems, & inw; O Repoe bwul

39




Locat regniatary authorites and respante agenetes (ie.. Ste and Tribal offices, emergency response
office, police deparmment. office of public health or environmentn] healih, zoning oftice, recorder of
dends, or other cily and county offices, i) Fill in all that apply.

Agency
Contact
Name Tuile Date Phone oo,
Problems: suggestions; { Repurt hed
Agency -
Compact
Name Tithe Date Phone no.
Problems: suggesri O Repont bed
Agency
Lomact
Name Titke Date Phene no.

Probk ggest G Report bt

Agency
Cornatit

Name Title Date Phooe no.
Prblcms; suggestions: 01 Report hed

Oher interviews {optional) £ Report srached.

[ses Sectyod VZ. v ~Yenl Ko feess " susseetied m{i’éﬂ/’”"’,j
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1II. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

I O&M Documenns ,

0 O&M masual O Rendily available OUptodate & NA
O Asdruilt denwings O Readily svailable OUptodate HANA
O Maintenance logs O Readily available 0 Up to date ﬁf N/A
Rernarks,

2 Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan 03 Readily availsble O Uptodate [ N/A
G Conti y plans yresponse plm ) Readily available O Uptodate  BIN/A
Remparks

3. (&M and OSHA Trainlug Records [0 Reudily available B Up w dawe ﬂ NIA
Remarks

4. Permits and Service Agreements
T Air discharge permis O Readity availsble  OUpindue ENa
O Effluent dischurge 01 Readily aveilable DUprodue EINA
3 Waste disposal, POTW O Readily availsble O Upmdate  GEIMA
T Otherpermits O Readily available Quptodate RINA
Remarks

$. GayGeneratign Records O Readily svailable O Upwodue  RINiA
Remmaris )

5, Settlement Monument Records O Readily wvsiteble 0 Uptodan  JG /A
Remarks

2. Groundwater Moqitoring Records I Readily availsble O Upwodae DOINA

2 Leachats Extraction Records OResdily swailable O Upwdate  JANA
Remarks

9. Discharge Compliance Records
O Air €3 Rendily availsble 0O Uptwodate NIA
3 Water (eiffuent) O Readity available O Up o date N/A
Remarks

10. Daily Acessw/Security Logs D Readily asmlable O Uptodawe ‘F NA
Remarka
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IV, O&M COSTS

0&M Organization

1.
{0 State in-house 3 Comractor for Seare
O] PRP in-house 0O Contrzcwor for PRP
O Federal Facility in-howse [3 Contractor fos Federal Facility
0 Giher,
% O&M Cast Records

QO Resdily avaitnble O Up w das
0 l'inding mechanism/ngroeresnt in place
Original O&M cost esti O Breakd hed

‘Total annuad con by year for review period If available

From .~ To B Breakd ted
Datz Dawe . Toul cost
From, To [3 Breakduwwn aitached
Data Dase Total cast
From To, Breakd: hed
Date Date Toul cost
From To CBreakdown utached
Date Date Total cost
From To {0 Breakd, hed
Dae Dawe Total cost
3. Unsateipated or Unasually High O&M Costs Doring Review Perlod
Describe costs and
V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS ‘d:\ppliwhle ONA
A. Fencing
I Fencing damaged {0 Locution shown on sile map OGutes secured O NA
Remorks

1, Other Accexs Resirictions

Slgns and other perurity messures £ Location thown o site map ONaA
Remarks




C. lustiiutional Comrols (1Cs)

0

Impiementation aod enforcement
Site conditivns imply 1Cs noi property implemented 8 Yes BlNo ONA
Site conditions impaly 1Cs oot being felly eaforeed OYes No ONA

Type of monitoeing (e g.. self-reporting, drive by)

Ru}cmsif:le party;agency

Coptact

Name . Title Date Pboac no.

Reparng is up-to-date OfYes CONo ONWA
Reporty are verificd by the lead agency OYes ONe ONA

Specitic requirements in doed or decision dncuments have beenmet [ Y ONo ONA
Violutinns have been reponed OYes ONo QONA
Other problems or suggestions: G Report attached

[3]

Adeguacy K ICs are adequate 02 ICa are inodeyuate oA
Remarks

D. General

Vandaijsmitrexpassing [ Locution shown oo site map ,‘ﬁNo vandalism evident
Remarks :

1e

Land asa changes oa aite £ N/A.
Remarks . .

Land see changes off site{d NJA
Remarks :

VL GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS

A Roads O Appliable XJN/A

Roads domspod O Location shown onsitemap (3 Roads adequats O NA
Remaria
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B. Otber Site Coaditlons

Remarks

VIL LANDFILL COVERSY [] Applicabie )ZN:’A

A. Landfill Surfaee

1. Settiement (Low spotz} OLocasion shown on sito map O Serlement ant cvidem
Aredl extent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks 0 Location shovmon siw map [ Cracking ot evident
Lengrhs Widths Depths
Remurka

LA Erosion OLocation shown on vile map B Erosion m evident
Areal extent w
Remarks

4, Toles 0 Location shown on siie map £ Hoks not evidem
Ateal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Vegeatlve Caver [1 Grass O Cover property estublished O No signs of siress
3 Treew'Shrobs ¢indicats size end bocations on a diegram}
Remarks

5. Alteruntive Cover (armoved rock, conerete, ete) [ N/A
Remarks

7. Rulpes {J Location shown on site map 3 Buiges not evidem
Areal exient Height
Remarioy
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9, Slape Insuabliry DOSiidey O Locaton shown on sire map O Mo evidener of dope ingtahifiry

Areal evzmu

8 Deaches O Applressle O Hra
1Hon Lby conutructod da &7 canh placed acroms o sty laadfil side slope @ interapt the slepe
in crder ta alow down the welociny of surtzee runull anl inereepd and couvey the runafl w a ool
chaaneh

1. Flowry Bypeis Beack 0 Locurivm shawn on gt mop O M/A or ckay
Remarks,

e Neach Rreached O Loeation showmn on e map O NiA o ok
Remuriay

EN Iench Ohertopped O Location chown on site map O N/A or okay
Remarka

C. Letdown Chaouels O Aprlicable 0 Nia
1Chaneet liped widh ermnn cantmd mars, riprap, grout hags, or gobions (har descend dnwn the deep =ide
slope of the cover and will allow the rooodl water eotected by ihe benched 10 move off of ihe land(Gi
cover warhout seealmg erowon pollies )

1. Settletnent 0 Location shown on site map 2 Mo cvidomee of sertlement
Areal exeem, Deprth
Remarks

Materiad Degradation O Location shown on §ita map 0 No evidtzice vl digrmbation

ra

Mucrialtype  ruweal &Mt
Remarks
3. Eroalon I Location showa on sie map 8 Ma vvidence of erozion
Arcsl exient Depihy
Reinarky
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4. Undercutting
Areal extent Diepth
Kemark A

3 Location shown on sile mup

(J No evidence of undercutting

5. Obstructions  Type

[ No obsuuctions
[ Location shown on site map Arealextent -,
Size
8. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type
0 No evidence of excessive growth
] Vegetation in ch I dees not ok flew
O Location shown on sitc map Areal extent
Remarks
I3, Cover Penetrations, G Applicablo \x.w/\
1 Gas Vents O Active O Passive
0] Properiy secured/hocked DOFusctiont 0 Routinely sampied 3 Good condinion
O Evidence of leakage a1 peretrntion I Neods Maintenance
ONA
Revnarks,
2 {ias Monitoring Probes
O Properly secured/locked QOF 0 Rostimcly pled {3 Good condition
0 Evidence of leakage a1 penetration (3 Needs Mainteoance . (3 NA
Remarks
3. Monitoring Wells (widun surface asea of fandtill)
O Properly recurcd/lovked 0 Functioning O Routinely pled 0 Good condition
0 Evidenre of lcakage at penctmrion 0 Necds Mainsenance DI NVA
Remarks
4 Leachate Extraction Wells
0O Properly wcured/locked Qan [ Routinely d A Good condidon
0 Evidence of lenlmpe ot penetration 00 Needs Maintenance LI N/A
S Settlement Monuments 0 Lacated O Routnely surveyed L3 N/A
Reraarks

46




E.

G Collection and Treatment O Applicable  \AIN/A

Gas Trearment Facidities
O flaring 3 Thermal destruction O Cullection for rewse
6LGood condition [ Noeds Maintemancy

I

Gaz Collection Wedls, Manifolds snd Plplag
0 Good condition [3 Needs Mainteranee

R &

3 Cax Monftortug Factlites (r.g.. gos moniloring of aiacent horoes or buildiags)
3 Good ocondition {0 Needs Muimcnance  TIN‘A
Remarks
F. Cover Dratnage Layer 0 Applicable .\_@’N’A
1. Outlof Pipes Inspectad 0 Functioning CON/A
Rermarks
2 Outlee Rock Inspected O Funciioning ON/A
Remnris
G. Detention/Sedimentativo Ponds ClApplicable Y N/A
I. Sileation Arcal extent Depth anNa
O Siltation oot ovident
Remarks
2. Eroslon Areal exient Depth
D) Erosion ot evident
3 Outlet Warks 3 Functioning O N/A
4. Dam O Functioning QO N/a
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#L. Retaining Walls

€1 Applicable _B{N/A

1. Deformations GO Location showa on site map (1 Deformation not evident
Herizontal displacement Vertical displecemeny
Rotatioanl dixol
Remarks
2 (egradation T Locatiun shown on sife mup {3 Degradation Aot evadens
- Remarks

Perimeter Ditches Off-Site Discharge

O Applicable _STN/A

L Siitation O Location showm on sile map O Siltation not evident
Areat exten Depth,
Remorks
-~ Vepetative Growth O Location shown on site map O NA
3 Vepetation does ool impede tlow
Arcal extent Type
Remarks v
3, Erosion (3 Location shown on site map 03 Erosivn not evident
Arcal extent Depth -
4, Discharpe Structure Q Functionmng  CJa N/A
Remarks
VUL VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS O Applicsble 0O N/A
1. Settlement O Lacation shown vn aite map £ Sertiement pi evidene
Aseal extent
Remarks,

I

Perfoermance. Movitoring §ype of

0 Performance not momitored

5

3.

03 Evidence of breaching

rreq
tlead differential

Remurks
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES (3 Applicabte )ﬁleA

A. Groandwater Eatractioa Wells, Pumps, and Pipellnes O Applicable O NA
Pumps, Wellbesd Plambing, and Electricai
0 Good condition T3 All required wells properly operating ONeeds Mai aN/A
Remarks

5]

Fatrrection System Pipclines, Vaives, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtemances
B3 Good condition O Needs Maintenamoe

Spare Parts and Equipment
O Readily available 1 Good condition  (JRequires upgrsde £ Needs to be providad
Remurks

B. Sarface Water Collection Structurcy, Pumpy, and Pipelines 0 Applicable F’N’A

Collection Structures, Fumps, and Electrical
OGood condition £3 Needs Mointenance
Remarks

ta

Surface Waler Collectlon System Pipolines, Valves, Valve Botes, and Otber Appurtcnsnces
0 Goud comdition O Needs Maimenance
Remarks

Spare Parts and Equipoent
O3 Reedily available 0 Good condivon [ Requires upgrade 01 Noods (0 be provided
Renuarks
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C. Treatment System O Applicable '/d.N-’A

L Treatment Train {Check components thas apply)
3 Mewls remuoval 3 Oilrwater sepsration 0 Bioremediation
O Air siripping T Carbon adsorbers
3 Filters
G Additive (e.g.. chelation agent, floccuterty -
O Others,
0 Goud condition 0 Needs Maintcoance

(1 Sompling ports property marked and funcetionsl
OISampling/maintenance fog displiyed and up 1o date

 Equipment properly wdentified

O Quantity of groundsater teeatesd I
DOQuantity of surface water treated anmuaily
Remarks

Efectricat Enclosures and Panels {properly rated and functional)

[

OnNa 1 Good condition O Needs Maintenance
Rernarics
A Tanke, Vanlty, Storage Vessels
ON/A 0 Good condition 0 Proper dary 03 Neads Mai
Remaris .
EN Discharge Structare and Appurienznces
O NIA 0 Good condivea O Necds Maigkonanee
Remarks
3. Treatmeat Building(n)
ONA 0 Good condition (exp. wof aod doocways) O Necds repair
T Chemicals and equipment properly stored
Remarks
6. Monitering Wells {pump and teatment remedy)
T Properly securcd/locked O Fuectioning  ORoutiacly pled 3 Good condition
CI Al required wells located £} Needs Mainenance o NA
Remarks
1. Monitaring Data
L Mgonilering Data
Is routinely submisted on uree 3 1s of acceptable quality
2 Monitorng data suggesm: v
Cinmndwater atune m e ffectively o !} [o are decl




. Monitored Natural Attenustion

Monitoring Weils (narural attenuation remedy)

Properly secured/locked 126 Functioning \@Routiaely sompled WGood condition
,g AH required wells locawd D) Needs Maintenice ana

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedica applied at the site which ane oot coverad abave, a1tsch an inkpection sheet desenbing
tho phywicai nature and condition of any faciliry nssocisted with the remedy.  An example would be soil
vapor extraction.

XL OVERALL OBSERVAT{ONS

A Truph ton of the Remedy
Describe issues and observatiang relating o whether the renrady i effective and functioning as designed,
Begin with a bricf statement of what the remedy is to sccomplish ti.e., to confain conaminant phume,
nnnimize infiltration Aod g9 emission, etc.).

B. Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observatiom related o the implementation and scope of Q&M procedures. in
paricular, diseusy their celationship w0 tie current and long-term prateetivencss of the remedy.
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) VOTARY WBUC-STATE OF FLORIDA

Attachment 4

-SUN SENTINEL - '
_ Published Dally '
Fort Lauderdale, Broward County, Florida
Boca Raton, Palm Beach County, Florida

Miami, Miami-Dade County, Florida

STATE OF FLORIDA . :
. COUNTY OF BROWARD/PALM BEACH/MIAMI-DADE

Before the undersigned authority personally appearnd Lana L. Reed who on oath sayd

that he/she is a duly authorkzed representativa of the Classified Department af the Sun

S5 tnel, daily - ewspaper published in Broward/Palm BeaclyMiami-Dads -County. Florida

that the attached copy of advertisement, being, a PUBLIC NOTICE in the matter ol

AD ID 2401870 Atfiant further says that the said Sun-Sentinal is a newspaper published if
said Browsrd/Paim Beachs Miami-ODade County, Florida, and that the said nawspaper hag
heretofore besn continuously published tn saig Broward/Palm Beach/Miami-Dade Count
Florida, each day, and has entored as second cians matter st the post affice in For
Lauderdale, in said .Broward County, Florida, for ai period of one year next precading th
first publication of the attached copy of advertisemnant: and affiant saya that heisho hog
neither paid, nor promised, any person, finn or corporation any: discount, rcbatef
commisnlc;n or rgfund tor the purpose of securing thia advertisement for publication In sai

o e £ Vg

Lana L. Reed, Atfiant .

Swom to and subscribed befare me on 2 MangoU_g A.D.
Karen Goldbe;

% Commissica # DD720119 @’7 / :

\,"_,,.f Expires: NOV. 16, 2011 (s.qnqtum of NQMM

nmammmmom.mc-
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