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Si gned 9/ 30/ 97

4A\W\D- RCRA

SUBJ: Eval uati on of Adcom Wre Conpany's status under the
RCRI'S Corrective Action Environnental |ndicator Event
Codes (CA725 and CA750)
EPA |.D. Nunmber: FLD 053 105 821

FROM Wesl ey S. Hardegree

THRU: Kent WIlIlians
Sout h Prograns Section

TO Narindar M Kumar, Chief

RCRA Prograns Branch

PURPCSE OF MEMO

This meno is witten to formalize an eval uation of Adcom s
status in relation to the follow ng corrective action event codes
defined in the Resource Conservation and Recovery Information
System (RCRI S) :

1) Human Exposures Control |l ed Determ nation (CA725),

2) Groundwat er Rel eases Controlled Determ nation (CA750).

The applicability of these event codes at Adcom adheres to
t he event code definitions found in the Data El enent Dictionary
for RCRIS.

Concurrence by the RCRA Branch Chief is required prior to
entering these event codes into RCRIS. Your concurrence with the
interpretations provided in the foll ow ng paragraphs and the
subsequent reconmendations is satisfied by dating and signing
above.

1. HUMAN EXPOSURES CONTROLLED DETERM NATI ON ( CA725)

There are five (5) national status codes under CA725. These
status codes are:

1) YE Yes, applicable as of this date.

2) NA  Previous determ nation no | onger applicable
as of this date.

3) NC No control neasures necessary.
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4) NO Facility does not neet definition.
5) IN Mre information needed.

The first three (3) status codes |listed above were defined
in the January 1995 Data Elenent Dictionary for RCRIS. The | ast
two (2) status codes were defined in the June 1997 Data El enent
Dictionary.

Not e that CA725 is designed to neasure human exposures over
the entire facility (i.e., the code does not track SWW specific
actions or success). Every area at the facility nust neet the
definition before a YE or NC status code can be entered for
CA725. The NO status code should be entered if there are current
unacceptabl e risks to humans due to rel eases of hazardous wastes
or hazardous constituents fromany SWAJs) or AOCC(s). The IN
status code is designed to cover those cases where insufficient
information is available to make an inforned deci sion on whet her
human exposures are controlled. |If an evaluation determ nes that
t here are both unacceptable current risks to humans (NO for
certain nedia and insufficient information (IN) for certain
medi a, then the priority for the EIl recommendation is the NO
status code.

In Region 4's opinion, the previous relevance of NA as a
meani ngful status code is elimnated by the June 1997 Data
El ement Dictionary's inclusion of NOand INto the existing YE
and NC status codes. In other words, YE, NC, NO and IN cover al
of the scenarios possible in an evaluation or reevaluation of a
facility for CA725. Therefore, it is Region 4's opinion that
only YE, NC, NO and IN should be utilized to categorize a
facility for CA725. No facility in Region 4 should carry a NA
status code.

This particular CA725 evaluation is the first eval uation
performed by EPA for Adcom Because assunptions have to be nade
as to whether or not human exposures to current nedia
contam nation are plausible and, if plausible, whether or not
controls are in place to address these exposures, this nmeno first
exam nes each environmental media (i.e., soil, groundwater,
surface water, air) at the entire facility including any offsite
contam nation emanating fromthe facility rather than from
i ndi vidual areas or releases. After this independent nedia by
medi a exam nation is presented, a final recommendation is offered
as to the proper CA725 status code for Adcom

The follow ng discussions, interpretations and concl usi ons
on contam nati on and exposures at the facility are based on the
foll owi ng reference docunents: Final EPA Region 4 RCRA
| nvestigati on at Adcom Wre Conpany dated Septenber 7, 1988;
Final Property Investigation Plan dated January 1997 and the
Draft Phase | Status Report dated May 1997
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I11. FACI LITY SUMVARY

The Adcomfacility examned in this meno is located in
Jacksonville, Florida (see attached Figure 2.4). Adcom
manuf actures wire products fromlarge dianmeter wire or rod coils
manuf actured at other |ocations. Adcomcleans the rods or coils
prior to drawing the wire to the desired dianeter. The wire
cl eani ng process generates two separate wastewater effluent:
spent pickle liquor (spent acid) and rinse water produced by the
subsequent rinsing of the coils with water.

The RCRA regul atory history of this facility is conpl ex.
The 1988 Post-Cl osure Permt expired Novenber 1991, and the
facility has failed to respond to a notice of deficiency on the
permt application. The facility contends that the two RCRA
permtted surface inmpoundnent never nmanaged hazardous wast e;
t herefore, renewal RCRA Post-Closure Permit is not required. In
an i ndependent determ nation of RCRA applicability at Adcom EPA
determ ned that one of the surface inpoundnments permtted under
the 1988 Post-Closure Permt did nmanage hazardous waste.
Subsequently, a draft HSWA Permt was public noticed in June of
1994; however, the draft HSWA Permt has not been issued.
Currently, the facility is addressing HSWA requi renents under a
draft State RCRA Consent Order.

V. MEDI A BY MEDI A DI SCUSSI ON OF CONTAM NATI ON AND THE STATUS OF
PLAUSI BLE HUMAN EXPOSURES

SO L - Contam nant Distribution

Rel eases from SWMJs and/ or AOCs have contam nated soil at
concentrati ons above relevant action levels. Lead is the main
constituent of concern, but arsenic is also present above its
action level. The action levels used to determne if soi
contam nation exists are as follows: lead - 400 ppm arsenic -
0.4 ppm Both of these risk-based | evels are based on a
residential |land use setting. Generic industrial risk-based
nunbers for | ead and arsenic are 1,000 ppmand 3.7 ppm
respectively.

Al t hough Phase | onsite soil sanpling has occurred at every
SWWJ ACC identified as requiring Confirmatory Sanpling (see
attached Figure 2.4), information on the extent of soi
contam nation is insufficient or lacking in certain areas of the
facility. These uncharacterized portions of the facility
correspond to | ocations where sone surficial soil contam nation
(upper 0 to 2 feet) has been detected (i.e., Former D scharge
Li ne (maxi mum | ead detected: 14,200 ppm, Storage Tank/ Former
CARS Area - maxi num | ead detected: 598 ppm). Al though sone |ead
contam nation has been noted underneath a storage pad whi ch now
covers the Forner Discharge Line, the extent of contam nation in
this area has not been determ ned. Phase Il soil sanpling wll
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determi ne the horizontal and vertical extent of netal
cont am nati on

Arseni c concentrations detected in the recent Phase | soi
sanpl i ng have ranged from nondetect to 1.7 ppm Arsenic is a
metal which is frequently detected in Florida. Many pesti cides,
fungicides etc. have w despread use in Florida, and arsenic has
been or is a constituent in many of these products. Therefore,
it is frequently difficult to determ ne whether or not |ow
concentrations |like those reported in the draft Phase | Report
represent a release. The draft Phase | Report also states that
control sanples for arsenic indicate a maxi num expected control
level* for arsenic of 1.7 ppm Therefore, the arsenic
concentrations, although |ikely not representative of natural
background, are bel ow the cal cul ated maxi num expected contr ol
| evel for arsenic. Note that the state has yet to determ ne
whet her or not this conparison is acceptable.

In addition to the onsite soil contam nation at sone
SWMUs/ AOCs, there is also onsite sedinment contam nation by |ead
at levels above the |ead action level in soil. The onsite
drai nage ditch parallels Adcom s eastern facility boundary. The
two sedi nent sanples collected during the 1997 Phase | sanpling
have a | ead concentration of 278 ppm and 970 ppm Another ditch
whi ch also parallels the earlier property boundary, but offsite,
has al so been sanpled. EPA RCRA sanpling in 1988 detected even
hi gher | ead concentrations in this ditch (AS8 - 820 ppm AS13 -
2,800 ppm AS14 - 2,900 ppm.

EPA Regi on 4 sanmpling perfornmed on the southern drai nage
ditch indicated an average | ead concentration of approxi mately
2,700 ppm The sout hern drai nage ditch, which separates Adcom
fromtheir neighbor Florida Wre and Cable (FWC), underwent
cleanup in 1996 per a Florida Consent Order with FWC. Six
hundred and seventy-three cubic yards were excavated fromthe
ditch. After the sedinment renoval fromthe southern ditch
separating Adcomfrom FWC, the ditch was concreted to prevent
bot h stormnat er di scharge out of the ditch and to groundwater and
groundwat er di scharge into the ditch

SO L - Human Exposures to Contam nation

Al though the facility is fenced to prevent unauthorized
access by non-enpl oyees thereby limting plausible exposures to
contam nation from non-enpl oyee, facility operations do require
frequent trips outside the main manufacturing building to obtain
wire rods/coils or other raw materials (e.g., acid). Sonme of the
soi|l contam nation at Adcomis near entrances and exits fromthe
main building to the rods/coils and near the raw material storage

medi an sanpl e data + 3(standard devi ation)
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areas. Therefore, the opportunity for exposure to existing soi
contam nation present in the upper two feet of soil at
concentrations above residential standards, and in sonme cases
above industrial standards, exists.

The only | ead contam nation currently known to be above the
i ndustrial risk-based |evels are at the Fornmer Di scharge Line and
in the onsite eastern drainage ditch. The area of elevated | ead
at the Fornmer Discharge Line is currently covered with an intact
concrete pad. Therefore, human exposures to | ead contam nation
detected to date is controlled. The limted soil sanpling to
date indicates that the maxi mum arsenic detection in soil, 1.7
ppm is well below the industrial risk-based |evel for arsenic
(3.7 ppm). Therefore, the risk level for arsenic under the
current land use is | ess than 10°

Fromthe |location of the onsite eastern drainage ditch, it
appears that the ditch is well away fromfacility operations. An
EPA visit to the site also noted that access to this ditch is
limted due to overgrown vegetation. For these reasons, it is
concl uded that human access to this ditch is unlikely.

Wth offsite contam nation |ike the sedinment contam nation
in the offsite eastern ditch, EPA views human exposures to be
possi bl e unl ess controls exist to prevent access. Currently,
there are no such controls in place to prevent exposure to this
sedi ment contam nati on.

SO L - Concl usion

Human exposures to known onsite contam nated soil are
controll ed and exposure to onsite sedi nent contamnation is
viewed as unlikely. However, a final decision on human exposure
to soil contam nation cannot be nmade because there is uncertainty
regardi ng the extent of soil contamnation (i.e.,
characterization inconplete). |In addition, plausible human
exposure to known offsite contam nated sedi nent is not
controll ed.

GROUNDWATER - Cont ami nant Distribution

Hi storic (1986 to 1996) Point of Conpliance groundwater
noni toring around the Fornmer Rubber-Lined Surface |npoundnent and
the Former Unlined Surface |Inpoundnent has detected | ead above
the |l ead action level (0.015 ppm. The contam nation detected to
date is in the discontinuous |ayers of sandy marine sedi nents.
A Li mestone Aquifer exists beneath the sandy marine sedinments but
above the Floridan Aquifer. As a check on vertical mgration of
contam nants, this aquifer is set for sanpling during Phase Il of
the property investigation. The Floridan Aquifer, which is
approximately 500 feet below | and surface, has not been sanpl ed.
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Hi storic sanpling of MA2 and MAB has detected | ead as high
as approxi mately 570 ppm and approxi mately 700 ppm respectively.
These wells are just off of the property boundary dividing Adcom
fromFl orida Wre and Cable (FWC). Except for possibly MWM3,
sanpling from 1988 to 1996 at MW2 and the other five nonitoring
wel | s near the inmpoundnents has generated a data base which
strongly suggest that the |l ead concentrations in these wells
today is below 15 ppm The earlier elevated | ead detections in
wel | s before 1988 may have been due to poor sanpling technique
(i.e., high turbidity). Another possibility is that the past
concentrations do accurately represent groundwater contam nation
whi ch was occurring before the cap was installed and which has
subsequently mgrated away fromthe nonitoring wells.

In addition to the | ead detections, groundwater sanpling and
anal ysi s around the inpoundnents has detected chrom um above its
MCLs. For exanple, chrom um concentrations in MM6 and MM8 have
consi stently exceeded the chrom um MCL of 100 ppm This includes
the nost recent sanpling events in 1996. One offsite well
installed by FWC, FWC-5-d, has detected chrom um above its MCL.
No opinion on the source of this offsite chrom um contam nation
has been made, but it should be noted that FWC-5-d is
downgr adi ent of the two RCRA surface inpoundnents and very cl ose
to MM6. G oundwater sanpling of new onsite wells beyond the
i mpoundnents is planned for Phase Il of the site investigation.

Downgr adi ent groundwater flow at Adcomis apparently
sout h/ sout heast at Adconi s sout hern property boundary (see
attached Figure 3.1). Wth this groundwater flow direction,
groundwat er from Adcom flows to the FWC property; however
groundwat er flow around the two cl osed surface i npoundnments has
been and remains difficult to interpret. G oundwater near the
i mpoundnents could be flowing in nore of an easterly direction as
is the case just north of the two inpoundnents.

Based on the Draft Phase | Status Report, groundwater wells
on FWC directly south of Adcom have not shown groundwat er
contam nation; therefore, the western portion of Adcom does not
appear at this tinme to be releasing contam nation offsite.
However, note that EPA and the State RCRA Program have not
reviewed the reports fromFW. It may be that Adcomlis summary of
FWC s work has left out inportant pieces of information which
could aid in devel opment of a conceptual site nodel.

I nternal groundwater quality beyond the area i mredi ately
surroundi ng the two RCRA surface inpoundnents on the Adcom
property has yet to be investigated. Therefore, an inportant
pi ece of the assessnent, the overall quality of onsite
groundwat er, is unfinished.

GROUNDWATER - Human Exposures to Contam nation
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Al t hough characterization of groundwater is inconplete,
there are no onsite drinking water wells used by Adcom
therefore, there is no plausible human exposure to any onsite
groundwat er contam nati on which exists or mght exist onsite.
Because of the close proximty of contam nated wells MAB, MA6 and
MA8 to the property boundary, it is assuned that sone offsite
chrom um (and possibly | ead) contam nation is either presently
occurring or has occurred in the past. Therefore, human
exposures to offsite groundwater contam nation are assuned to
exi st because there are no control measures in place to prevent
access to contam nated offsite groundwater. Note that although
there are no institutional controls in place to prevent access to
the offsite groundwater contam nation, there are no known
drinking water wells in the contam nated aquifer on the adjoining
properties downgradi ent of Adcom (i.e., FWC and Lift Power). 1In
addition, the Linmestone Aquifer is used locally for potable
drinking water. Sanpling of this aquifer has not occurred yet;
therefore, an opinion on its quality nmust be wthheld.

Based on the above discussion, plausible human exposures to
of fsite groundwat er contami nation are not controlled. In
addition, information on the water quality of the Linestone
Aqui fer is unavailable at this tine. Reassessnent should occur
once nore current groundwater data are obtained from Phase |1 of
the site investigation.

SURFACE WATER

There are no permanent surface water bodies onsite.
Therefore, surface water associated with the facility is not
contam nated. The drai nage ditches al ong Adcom s property lines
only contain water during stormevents. Because there is no
contam nation in surface water, there are no plausi bl e human
exposures which nust be controlled due to contam nated surface
wat er .

Al R

Rel eases to air fromsoil, groundwater and/or surface water
contam nated by SWMJs and/or AOCs at the facility is not expected
to be occurring above relevant action levels. Therefore, there
is no human exposure to contanmination via an air route.

V. STATUS CODE RECOVMENDATI ON FOR CA725:

As nore fully explained in Section IV, human exposures to
contam nation are not currently controlled for offsite
groundwat er and offsite sedinent (i.e., a NO recomendation). In
addition, conparing the collected onsite soil data wth plausible
human exposures results in a determ nation that human exposure to
onsite soil contam nation is controlled, but further
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characterization of onsite soil contam nation is needed before a
final decision on human exposure to onsite soil contam nation can
be made (i.e., an IN recomendation). Per Region 4's hierarchy
of status codes, when an evaluation results in dual applicability
of differing status codes, the NO status code takes precedent.
Therefore, it is reconmended that CA725 NO be entered into RCRIS.

VI. GROUNDWATER RELEASES CONTROLLED DETERM NATI ON ( CA750)
There are five (5) status codes |isted under CA750:
1) YE Yes, applicable as of this date.

2) NA  Previous determ nation no | onger applicable as of
this date.

3) NR No releases to groundwater.
4) NO Facility does not neet definition.
5) IN Mre information needed.

The first three (3) status codes |listed above were defined
in the January 1995 Data Elenent Dictionary for RCRIS. The |ast
two (2) status codes were defined in the June 1997 Data El enent
Dictionary.

The status codes for CA750 are designed to neasure the
adequacy of actively (e.g., punp and treat) or passively (e.qg.,
natural attenuation) controlling the physical novenent of
groundwat er contam nated with hazardous constituents above
rel evant action |levels. The designated boundary (e.g., the
facility boundary, a |ine upgradient of receptors, the |eading
edge of the plunme as defined by | evels above action | evels or
cl eanup standards, etc.) is the point where the success or
failure of controlling the mgration of hazardous constituents is
nmeasured. Every contam nated area at the facility nust be
eval uated and found to have the m gration of contam nated
groundwat er controlled before a "YE'" status code can be entered.

| f contam nated groundwater is not controlled in any area(s)
of the facility, the NO status code should be entered. |If there
is not enough information at certain areas to nake an inforned
deci sion as to whether groundwater releases are controlled, then
the I N status code should be entered. |If an evaluation
determ nes that there are both uncontrolled groundwater rel eases
for certain units/areas and insufficient information (IN) for
certain units/areas of groundwater contam nation, then the
priority for the EI recommendati on should be the NO status code.

In Region 4's opinion, the previous relevance of NA as a
meani ngful status code is elimnated by the June 1997 incl usion
of NOand INto the existing YE and NR status codes. [In other



-
<
L
=
-
O
o
(@
L
>
—
- -
o
o
<
<
o
L
2
=

9

words, YE, NR, NO and IN cover of the scenarios possible in an
eval uation or reevaluation of a facility for CA750. Therefore,
it is Region 4's opinion that only YE, NR NO and I N should be
utilized to categorize a facility for CA725. No facility in
Regi on 4 should carry a NA status code.

This evaluation for CA750 is the first formal eval uation
performed for Adcom Please note that CA750 is based on the
adequate control of contam nated groundwater at the facility.

The foll ow ng discussions, interpretations and concl usi ons
on contam nated groundwater at the facility are based on the
foll owi ng reference docunents: Final Property Investigation Plan
dat ed January 1997 and the Draft Phase | Status Report dated My
1997.

VI'1. STATUS CODE RECOMVENDATI ON FOR CA750:

Based on data contained in the docunents referenced in
Section V and sunmmari zed in the groundwater portion of Section
11, contam nated groundwater exists at concentrations above
rel evant action levels for chromumin MM6 and MM8 and possi bly
lead in MM3.

Al t hough groundwater is contam nated above rel evant action
| evel s, control neasures have not been inplenmented. Because
groundwat er contam nation at or emanating fromthe facility is
not currently controlled, it is recommended that CA750 NO be
ent er ed.

VI'TI.SUMVARY OF FOLLOW UP ACTI ONS

In order to conplete assessnent of the extent of onsite soi
contam nation, onsite and offsite groundwater contam nation,
onsite and offsite sedi nent contam nation, a Phase Il Wrk Plan
has been submitted and is under review. Once the extent of
contam nation is determ ned, a decision will be made as to what,
if any, renmedial actions are necessary to elimnate human
exposures to unprotective |levels of contam nants.

Because the investigation to date has been perfornmed w thout
a signed Consent Order, EPA will reenphasize to the state of the
need to finalize the draft Consent Order.
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(DAVID, IS THI S CORRECT (I.E., VEGATATI ON AROUND DI TCH)? |
COULD NOT FI ND MY PHOTOS, BUT THHS IS WHAT | REMEMBER. HOPE | AM
NOT CONFUSI NG THE ONSI TE DI TCH WTH THE OFFSI TE DI TCH - David
concurred, 9/22/97)
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