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Mr. Aram Jeknavorian
Coating Systems, Inc.
S5 Crown Street
Nashua, NH 03060

Dear Mr. Jeknavorian:

The purpose of this letter is to convey the findings of an
evaluation to determine if your facility is stabilized under
current site conditions. In general terms a stabilized facility
is one where migration of releases has been controlled and human
exposure pathways controlled or cut off so that the facility
poses no unacceptable risk to human health under existing
conditions at the facility.

The measures of success used in this task are two new
environmental indicators: Human Exposures Controlled and
Groundwater Releases Controlled. These two indicators are
described in a July 29, 1994 memorandum from Michael Shapiro, EPA
Director of Solid Waste. A copy of this memorandum is enclosed
for your use.

The consideration of information known about the facility has led
to the determination that the Human Exposures Controlled
environmental indicator has been met. A memorandum supporting
this conclusion has been enclosed. Please understand, this
determination will stand only so long as conditions supporting
it, as outlined in the enclosed memorandum, are maintained.

Insufficient information exists to make a groundwater releases
controlled determination. It does appear likely that groundwater
releases have attenuated but at least one more round of
groundwater sampling would be needed to confirm this.

Stabilization of the facility would mark achievement of a
significant benchmark. It would provide a good transition point sto,
for moving the facility out of its existing Administrative Orderfé' ﬁ.
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issued by EPA into control by the State of New Hampshire, which
now administers the entire RCRA program in the State, for
resolution of all outstanding Closure and Corrective Action
issues.

If you have any questions on this letter please call me at
(617) 223-5511.

Sincerely,

_ T oS i T

Ernest Waterman
RCRA Corrective Action Section

cc: Alexander Ferris, Ferris Family Trust
Stergios Spanos, NH DES
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MEMORANDUM
SUBJECT: RCRIS Corrective Action Environmental Indicator Event Coces CA723 and
. CAT30
FROM: Michael Shapiro. Dire::orM .
Office of Solid Waste
TO: Regional Waste Managament Divisicn Directors

ATached are the final definitions and guidance for the two RCRIS corrective action
Environmental Indicator event codes. Human Exposures Controlled Determination (CA725) and
Groundwater Releases Controlled Determination (CA750). These Environmental Indicators are
designed to measure the environmentai swatus of facilities undergoing corrective action. The
development of these Environmental Indicators regresents an important transitioa in reporiing
successes for corrective action. Through the use of CA725 and CA750, the program can regort
on actual environmental accomplishments of cleanup activities, rather than focusing strictly on
process events.

The definitions and guidance were distributed to the Regions for comment in May. Most
commentors asked for clarification on issues rather than suggesting substantive changes. As a
result, the definitions and guidance have been finalized with only a few changes. Because the
definitions and guidance will be incorporated into the FY95 fall release of the RCRIS Data
Element Dictionary (DED), the document was modified to include the third proposed status code.
This status code will account for facilities where there is no need for human exposure control
measures (CA725) or no release to groundwater (CA750).

The other change which should be noted involves entering the Environmental Indicator
event codes under Areas as opposed to legitimate orphans in RCRIS. The Eavironmental
Indicators are designed to be facility level indicators. Every Area at the facility must meet the
definition before the event code can be entered. Use of a legitimate orphan is the most direct .
way of entering facility level data. However, some Regions are reluctant to create legitimate
orphans. To address this concern, Environmental Indicator data can be entered under an Area
labeled expressly "Entire Facility”.  This is a change from the draft where Environmental
Indicator information could be entered under any Area. The select logic for reports will only
include Environmental Indicator data entered as a legitimate o‘rphan or under an Area labeled

"Entire Facility.”
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The FY95 RIP encouragss Regions to use the Environmental Indicator event codes. These
codes will Be added to the standard reports in the spring of FY93 and were scheduled to become
STARS measures for FY96. Although it is expected that STARS wiil be eliminated as of FY93,
these Environmental Indicators will continue to plav a prominent role in corractive action

reporting.

The definitions and guidance provide several examples to follow when evaluating
facilities. We hope these will be helpful. However, we expect that many of these determination
will be subjective. If there are questions with using these Environmental Indicators, please
contact Susan Parker at 703-308-8653.

ce: RCRA Branch Chiefs
Myra Galbreath
Carolyn Dunston - RPOs '
Nancy Browne



Event Co@e. Name:

Definition:

Initiating Sources:

CA72% - Euman Exposures Controlied Derzrminatica

Thais evant indicates there ar2 no current unacceptable risis o humans due
to releases of contaminants at or from the facility &z are subject to
RCRA Corrective Action. This facility wicde measurs is zzsed on curren
conditions at the facility, and covers all cvpes of rzlzases and media.
Human exposure controls or other corrective action must have been
implemented in every case where a release has posed a current
unaccegtabie risk to human health before this event can be entersd.
(Eavironmental indicators are not a measure of activicy at the faciliry, but
a measure of the environmental status of the facility.) The event may be
counted when one or more of the following are met:

1) Remedial measures have been implemented with r2e result that all
maximum contaminant concentrations detected or reascnztiy suspected are
less than or equal to their respective action levels (e g., MCLs for
groundwatar, a 10 risk level for other contaminants. or zav other number
Cesignated as the action level) or do not excsed an Agency specified
clzanup standard for the facilicy.

OR

2) There is no unaccsptable human exposure to aay contaminant
concentration above action levels that has bezn detected or is reasonably
suspected based on current contaminant concentrations and current site
conditions. Although contamination remains at the fzcility that may
require further remediation, action has been taken or sitz conditions are
otherwise such that unacceptable threats to human hezlth from acrual
exposure (o the contamination are not plausible based on current uses of
the site. Such actions may include the use of physical barriers or
institutional controls (e.g., deed restrictions or alternative water supply).

Status Codes:

YE  Yes, applicable as of this date.

NA  Previous determination no longer applicable as of this date.
NC  No control measures necessary. (Available Fall FY95).

Documentation signed by the Branch Chief (or above, or his or her
delegate) or the State equivalent (if the State is authorized for corrective
action,) and entered into the Administrative file for the facility. Such
documentation should state that (a) a human exposures controlled
determination has been made or (b) a previous human exposures
controlled determination is no longer applicable. The documentation

should also provide the basis for the determination made under (a) or (b).
-



Oversight:

Schedule Date:

Actual Date:

Responsible Agency:

Guidance:

Yes. data for this event il fe accassivie by Headguarers.
Date this event is anticipatzd.

Date that the EPA or State dccuments that the fac:ilicy has achieved the
event. or that the event determination is no longer agpiicabie.

This event code has been established to enable the corrective acton
program to identifv as a "measure of success,” facilities where measures
have be=n implemented such that actual human exposures o contamination
at or from the facility do not pose an unacceptable risg to human health,
based on currenr site conditicns. The event code applies to the entire
faciliy including any off-site contamination emanating from the facility,
rather than individual areas or releases. An entry should only be made
after all relevant contaminated media pathways have been evaluated and
documentation is available to show that human exposures have been
controlled whnere necessary.

The assessment of whether human exposures arz controlled can be
accomplished in various ways. Each determination wiil require a different
level of analysis based on the site conditions and the information available
on the contaminated release. Logical deduction is the most direct
mechanism towards making a human exposures determination. (As a
simplified example: soil contamination + put up a feace = no current
exposure). The most resource intensive analysis is a current scenario risk
assessment. This option can be used if other types of analysis do not
result in a concrete determination of human exposure. This type of
assessment can be done using EPA guidance such as the Superfund Risk
Assessment Guidance (RAGS). If a risk assessment is conducted, both
off-site and on-site human exposures should be considered.

In making determinations of Human Exposures Controlled, it will be
necessary to evaluate somewhat differently situations where contamination
is entirely within the facility boundary, and situations where releases have
migrated beyond a facility’s boundary. In cases where contamination
(e.g., contaminated ground water) is present only within the boundaries
of a facility and there are no drinking water wells on-site, a positive (YE)
determination could be entered on the basis that there are no human
receptors present (e.g., there are no drinking water wells within the
facility that could extract the contaminated ground water). However, for
contamination that has migrated beyond the facilicy boundary, this
determination cannot be made unless control measures have been
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implementad (e.g . access conirzls. gnnsical barmiens. or insunutional
controls) that will zrevent plausizie human sxposures {rom occurring.

The dama enirv has besn sel up o prav E‘e users wiil uwes status code
options. F:rst, he YE code is entersC into the svsiem only after a
positive Human Exposures Controlled De:zrmination has besn made for
the entire facility. Use of the YE code is appropria:e only for facilities
where studies have shown that coniarmization is (Cr was) preseat at
concentrations causing a plausitie risk to human heaith and measures of
teen taken o control the risk of human 2xposure to the contaminanted
release.

The second code. NA. is entered onlv after the YE ccce has been entered.
NA is used when conditions at the site subsequently change so that the
human exrosures controlled determination is no longer valid. In this
context, assessmen:s of human exposures ace largely tased on the current
use of the facility and on surrourcing land uses. As thase factors change,
this indicatcr may change. Detzrmining whether human exposures to the
ralease have Se=n controlled at a ziven sit2 is a dynamic measurement and
should be reviewed and updatzd as sit2 conditions change. If new
information indicates that the previous human exgosures controlled

etermination is no longer valid. a mew status code of NA should be
entered. If the siruation which caused an NA is brought back under
control, then YE may again be entered for the facility.

The third ccde, NC, is designed to to addrass cases where there is no risk
of human exposure to contaminant releases at the {acility due to low/
nonexistent contaminant levels or lack of 2 human receptor. This status
code has besn included to refine the interpretation of data entered under
CA725 by providing the ability to ideatfy facilities where human
exposure to contaminantion is not a plausibie, curreat risk.

When entering a new status cods or changing a previous determination
(i.e. NA), a new record with the new date should be used instead of
overwriting the old status code (YE) and the associated date. Entering a
new record will ensure that the RCRIS sysiem picks up the most up-to-
date code on the facility.

The Environmental Indicator event codes are "legitimate orphans” under
the RCRIS system. This means that the entry does not need to be
attached to an instrument or an area. Therefore, the "legitimate orphan”
is a good mechanism for tracking facility-wide activities such as CA725.
Another option for entering Environmental Indicator data is to create an
Area specifically entitled "Entire Facility” and enter the event and status

-



coda umdar this Area.  National regers will only -2l Eavircmmental
Indicasor dama anrered as a legitimate orphan or under 32 Are2 expressly
names Entire Facility.

For cata management purposes. the eveats are indzpendant {rom
corraciive action process events (¢.¢. stabilization, CA6C0). If human
exposures have been controlled either through a final remedy, stabilization
measu-2s. or some other remedial actviry. the event shculd be entered.

Care saouid te taken when evaluating the informaticn in this event code
for the correstive action universe. Biank spaces orno &t ries sheuld only
be intzpre2d o mean that the human health risks resuiring froma release
have zot ver been determined at the facility. not that the faciiity has
urcenooiled risks. In addition, finding that direc: exgosure risks to
humans are controlled does not suggest that all petantial threats to
hurnars. or thraats to the environment, have been adequaraly addressed or
that concamination has been removed or permanently conuained.

Tre foilowing series of examples has been aveloped ¢ itlustrate the use
of this event code and the status codes. Many of (nese scenarios are
simplified for clarity’s sake. Each Eavironmental Indiczor determination
will depend on the particular conditions present at eaci site. These
examples are intended to provide general guidance and increase familiarity
with Eavironmental Indicator decision-making process:

1. A site has only soil contamination (with a temporary cover if
wird-blown dust is a concern). A feace has besa put up to keep
pecple away and workers on-site wear protective gear appropriate
o the level of contamination when exposure is plausible.
Although it is possible, it is oot plausible that a person would get
by the fence and be exposed to the soil contamination. YE can be
entered even though the contamination is above action levels or
established clean-up goals for the site because human exposure has
been controlled. If the fence (or temporary cover) is removed or
damaged such that exposures are NOwW plausible while the
contamination is present, NA must be entered because the risk is

no longer controlled.

2. Facility has off-site groundwater contamination (assume all other
risks are controlled). Residential neighborhood uses wells that tap
into the area contaminated by the release. The facility provides an
alternate source of water to residents and insures that people will
not use the tap water (e.g. seal the wells). YE can be entered. If

- the contamination is still present and the alternative source of
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warer is discontinued. NA must te 2nered.

A facilizv has ofi-site groundwater cocnaminalicn. Zowever, in
this case. there arz no residents near the faciiily or walls atwp
into the contaminated aquifer. YE cannot be entzrad unizss e
owner oparator can effectively ensure control over human exgosure
to the conzminants. YE could be entersd once the owrner’operater
has implemented measures to control human expesures suca as
preventing the installation of drinking water wells in the area
overlying the groundwater contaminant plume. cr scme other
effective exposure control measure.

In manyv cases, more than one type of release will present a risk of
human exposure. For example, a facility has both soil and
groundwatar contamination. Before YE can be entered, both types
of exposures must be addressed. If the conditions surrounding any
one of the control measures changes that would result in a
plausibie 2xposurs to an unacceptable current risk. than NA must
be enterzd. In addition. if new exposures are icantified after
making 2 YE determination, then NA must be enterzc.

There also may be situations where there is more than one type of
release but only a fraction of the releases present an unaccepuable
risk of human exposure. As long as the eatire facility has been
evaluated and human exposure control measures have been
established where necsssary, YE can be entered. (In order to
enter a YE. some type of exposure control measure must be in
place at the facility.)

A facility has ongoing releases to the air from units requiring
corrective action and/or units required as a result of corrective
action which are not subject to the 264/265 air emission rules
(such as wastewater treatment units or other SWMUs) which are
found to pose an unacceptable risk to receptors. YE could be
‘entered once the owner/operator has implemented measures to
reduce the emissions to an acceptable risk level, such as
installation of carbon absorption units or other emission control
technology.

A landfill facility surrounded by residential areas emits a landfill
gas resulting in vinyl chloride concentrations (in air) in excess of
health based levels. The facility implements a response action plan
including air monitoring and interim remedial measures such as
clay compaction of landfill benches and slopes, and improvements

-
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to the .zndfiil gas collecticn systerm. YE can T2 enterzd once the
air meritoring data show the vinyl cioride lew2i nas besn reduced
below (=2 health based ac:icn levels.

Solver: Recveling Facilicy

A facilicy has high concentrations ¢f contaminzizd ground water
enterinz into an adjacent cresk. Thz geology ¢f the sit2 consists
of a shallow (20 feet thick) unccrsolidated cverburcea which
overlies fractured bedrcck. The comcentrazions of observed
contamination in the ground water and soil sivongly suggest the
presence of DNAPLs although ro direct visual evidsnce of
separatz phase contamination has tesa founc. The facility has
implemanted the follpwing actions to avert hurman exposure 1o the
contamination: (1) a shallow grournd-water recdvery sysiem was
installed to capture contamination extering the 2¢jacent creek; (2)
a fence around the facilicy boundarv erected: (3) no fishing or
swimming/wading signs were posied along e cres« which
contamination” has been darected io the suzzce water. creek
sedime=nts, and creek bank. The facility fesis that these actions
will prevent exposure to the cresk iwelf and 2 drinking water
wells which tap the bedrock aquifer on the other side of the creek.

Although the actions taken were warranted, upon careful
evaluation, the regulator determined that YE canzot be entered for
the following reasons:

(1)  The potential for DNAPL suggests that contamination could
be present in the bedrock aquifer and could be migrating in
directions not associated with the shallow ground-water
flow. Contamination in the bedrock aquifer might not
discharge into the shallow creek, and could, therefore,
impact the nearby private wells. The facilicy has not
characterized ground-water flow or contaminant occurrence
in the bedrock aquifer.

2) The fence was installed at the top of the cresk bank
adjacent to the facility. This fence does not preclude
exposure of humans to seeps of highly contaminated ground
water flowing through the creek bank. Both sides of the .
-creek would have to be fenced and perhaps guarded to
ensure against human exposure.

Petroleum Refinerv
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A past reiease of a zasoline from a refimary hes rasuizad o on-site
soil, soil gas, and ground-water contamination. Near2y rasidents
had comrlained of chemical smells in their Zasements.  Air
mounitoring confirmed that homes had been mrfaciad £y a soil
vapor plume that had migrated berez’y a paricng lot and road.
The facilicy installed and is operating a procduz: removal, vagor
extraction, and ground-water pump and treat s¥siém (o prevent
further off-site migration of the contaminaticn. The facility
contends that these measures were designed (C prevent exgosures
to humans residing in the off-site homes, apprcximately 2350 feet
from the furthest extent of the ground-water ccnaminaticn.

YE cannct be entered untl the lack of excesure had been
confirmed through performance monitoring. Tnxe residazntial air
sampling conducted as part of the performance monitoring program
revealed that corcentrations of the volatile chzmical were not
significantly declining. Upon further invasiigation. it was
discovered that the gasoline had migrated ol-site along a the
grave!l bed of a sewer system. The on-site exTzliion sysiam was
found to be inadeguate to prevent exposure to s exisiing off-site
contamination. The facility purchased the five impacted homes
and displaced the residents. An off-site remadial sysiem was
installed.  Performance monitoring revealed that the human
exposures were controlled, therefore, a entry of YE at this time
would be appropriate.

Batterv Recvceling Facilitv

This facility has extensive lead contamination of on-site soils. The
soils were contaminated both from the fallout of particulate
emissions from the past recycling operations as well as the disposal
of crushed battery casings. Ground-water is not used for drinking
water, nor was it found to be impacted from the lead
contamination.- The current discharges to air from the operations
meet Clean Air Act standards. Interim measures including a
facilicy fence, perimeter air monitoring, and a cap over
contaminated soils have been implemented. The facility contends
that these measures are adequate to prevent human exposure from
the site. '

While the measures were proven to be successful in preventing on-
going off-site releases and human exposures, the impact from past
releases had not been fully documented. Therefore, YE could not

-



be entered. A requirement to perform off-site investigations at
residences located off-site in the prevailing downwind direction
revealed elevated levels of lead contamination in yards and inside
homes. Samples of blood taken from the residents revealed
elevated levels of lead. The facility took extensive actions at txo
impacted residences including: (1) removing contaminated sotls.
bringing in new top soil and revegetating yards; (2) replacing
carpeting, drapery, and furniture; and (3) extensively cleaning the
inside and outside of the house. Subsequent sampling confirmed
that absence of lead above levels of concern. YE could be enters

at this point in time.



Event Code Name: CA730 - Groundwater Releases Controlled Determinz:ion

Definition:

Initiating Sources:

Oversight:

Schedulé Date:

Thnis event indicates that groundwatzr releases subject :0 RCRA Correcrive
Ac:ion at the Jacility are controlled. This event may be counted when one
or more of e following conditions are fulfilled and documented by field
measureme=s and/or observaticrs including the direction of groundwatar
flow gradienss over time.

For all known or reasonably susgected groundwater contamination at the
facility in excess of action levels, or in excess of an Agency specified
clean-up level:

1) An engineered system has been installed that is designed and
operating (including performance monitoring) to effectively control the
further migrazion beyond a designated boundary such as the engineered
svstem, the facility boundary, a line upgradient of receptors, or the
leading edgz of the plume as defined by levels above the Agency
eswablished z:tion levels or clean-up standards.

OR

2.) The Agency has determined that the groundwater cleanup objectives
can be met without the use of an engineered system through the remedial
measures selected, including facilities where the contamination will
naturally arezuate.

Status Codes:

YE  Yes, applicable as of this date.

NA  Previous determination no longer applicable as of this date.
NR - No release to groundwater.

Documentation signed by the Branch Chief (or above or his or her
delegate) or the State equivalent (if the State is authorized for corrective
action), and entered into the Administrative file for the facility. Such
documentation should state that (a) a groundwater releases controlled
determination has been made or (b) a previous groundwater releases
controlled determination is no longer applicable. The documentation
should also provide the basis for the determination made under (a) or (b).

Yes, data for this event will be accessible by Headquarters.

Date this event is anticipated.



Actual Date:

Responsible Agency:

Guidance:

Da:2 :nat the Z2A or State documzats thar the faciiis has achieved the
even:. or that :n2 event documentz:zion is 1o longer a-zciicable.

EP-~ zr Staza

This event is based on the ¢hysical movemen: of greundwater
contzminants rather than the risk tha: groundwater corizmination presents.
The 2vent is a facility wide measurz. Therefore, all groundwater releases
at o2 facilic' must be controlled befors this evexnr can be entered
(Greundwater Raleases Controlled Determination).

The Croundwazier Releases Contrciled Determinaticn is based cn field
measuraments and, to the exten: necessary, other scientific analysis
including moceling, caprure zone determination. aquifer tests,
groundwater flow meters, tracer tests, and isotope studies. These
scientific tools help determine what remediation mezsures can achieve
grouzdwater conminment at a paticular site arnd can monitor the
contzminated piumes. Engineersd treatment systems used to control
groundwater reizases include, but are not limited : extracticn wells,
siurry walls, sheat piles, and drain systems. Occasicnally, the Agency
will make the d2rermination that a release will not recuire an engineered
svstem for conuainment. This type of site includes fzcilities where the
release will nawurally attenuate.

The data entry has been set up to provide users with three status code
options. Firsi. the YE should be entered once a pesitive Groundwater
Releases Controlled Determination has been made. After the YE status
code has besn entered, the Region or State implementcr should continue
to reguire and review performance monitoring data to ensure the positive
determination is still valid. In many cases, long term groundwater
monitoring will be necessary to confirm containment of groundwater
contaminant plumes. If the groundwater release begins to further migrate
beyond the designated boundary above the Agency established action
levels or clean-up standards such that the previous code is invalid, the
second status code of NA should be entered indicating that the
groundwater release is no longer coarrolled. If the situation which caused
an NA is brought back under control, then YE may again be entered for
the facility. In some cases, seasonal fluctuations of the gradient prevent
control of the release. If there is a history of seasonal fluctuation at a.
site, YE cannot be entered until the Agency is assured that the fluctuations
will not cause the migration of contamination above the action levels or
clean-up standards.

The third code, NR, is designed to to address cases where there is no

-
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releasz of contaminants to groundaater at the faciliy  Tmis sams coce
has be=2 included to refine the interpretation of data enerac undar CATS
bv previding the ability to identify facilities where thers (s no zrtundwater
contarmination problems have besn shown 0 2xist.

When entering a new status code or changing a previcus dar2rmination
(i.e. NA), a new record with the new dare should te used instead of
overwriting the old status code (YE) and the associated dz2:2. Entering a
new record will ensure that the RCRIS system picks vz te most up-fo-
date ccde on the facility or area.

The Eavironmental Indicator event codes are "legitimat2 orphans” under
the RCRIS svsiam. This mears that the earry decss oot r22d to be
attacked 0 an instrument or an arsa. Therefore, the "lezitimate orphan’
is a good mechanism for tracking facility-wide activities such as CAT750.
Another option for entering Environmental Indicator cat2 is to create an
Area specifically entitled "Entire Facility” and enter me event and stawus
code usder this Area. National reports wiil only pull Eavironmental
Indicator dara entered as a legitimate orphar or under 2 Arzz expressly
named Entire Facility.

For data management purposes. the events are indegendant from
corrective action process events (e.g. CA600). If a raisase has occurred
and bean controlled either through a final remedy, stabilization measures,

or some other remedial activity, the event should be entered.

Care should be taken when evaluating the information in this event code
for the corrective action universe. Blank spaces or no 2nutries siould only
be interpreted to mean that the releases have not yet tean derarmined at
the facility, not that the facility has uncontrolled releases. In addition,
finding that the groundwater releases are controlled dees not suggest that
the contamination has been adequately addressed or that the release has
been removed or permanently contained. Further substantial cleanup
measures of the controlled plume may be necessary. -

The following series of examples have been de\-/cloped to illustrate the use
of this event code and the status codes:

1. If the plume is contained within the designated boundary, as
verified by an adequate performance monitoring program, due to
an engineered system, regardless of whether the plume is on or
off-site, groundwater releases are controlled and YE can be
entered. In this situation, the location of the plume with respect
to the facility boundary may not'marer. If the plume begins to

-
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urhar migrate bevornd (e designatad boundzrr at coacanrations

above tne Agency estabiisned action levels or ziean-u> standards.
the sizmus code should be changed 0 NA.

If groundwater contaminaton s contaired thrcugh natural
processes (i.e. degracation) and EPA/state has determined that
nafural atenuation of the contamination is a protective ramedy that
will maer the eswablished clean-up goals for the facility (provided
that the conrminated plume is predicted to remain within a
designated boundary during the projected remedial time frame),

then the groundwater releases ars controlled and YE can be
enterad. This type of determination must be supported by dara.
If corditions change where natural conditions no longer prevent the
plume from migrating beyond the designated boundary at
conca-trations above the Agency esiablished action levels or clean-

up geals, NA must be entered.

Ther2 may be cases whers groundwater contarination is released
{0 su—ace water. such as into a stream running alongside the
faciiics. If the concentrations of contaminants in the grcundwater
flowing into the surface water excesd action levels or an Agency
estzblished clean-up standard, then the release is not conmolled.
Note that the concentration of conaminants is measurad in the
grourdwater, not in the surface water. It does not mauer if the
surface water then dilutes the released contaminants below action
or clean-up levels. Only in cases where an extraction well has
pulled the plume back so that any groundwater contamination
released 1o surface water is below action levels, could this code be
enterad.

If an additional groundwater release is discovered at the facility
after other groundwater releases have been controlled and YE
entered, than NA must be entered. Once the new release has been
controlled, than YE can be entered again.

Pump and Treat Design Based on Capture Zone Modeling

Extensive ground-water modeling conducted by a facility’s
consultant predicted pumping 4 extraction wells at a combined rate
of 350 gallons per minute (gpm) will effectively achieve hydraulic
containment of the contaminant plume. The facility insalled and
began operating the system per the consultant’s design. The
facility submitted a performance report that indicated that the 350
gpm system was in operation; therefore, further migration of

-
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conraminzizd ground water was contrclled.

Tre imzizmenuation of the 330 gpm ground water pump and treat
svstem, Lt and of iself, does not provide evidenca that ground-
water reizases are controlled. even if the pumping rate was
cererminel by mecaiing. While ground-water mocaiing can be
heipful in Z2signing remedial svstems, the numerous assumptions
made during the mcdeling exercise necessitates field measurements
to confirm the mode!’s predictions. YE should not be 2atered until
the facilics has submirned field measurements that provide evidence
to suppor: the "releases controlled determination.” A clearly
dasigned and implemented performance monitcring program is
-2cessary 10 2asura the availability of adequate daia 0 evaluate a
YE determination. Plans for ongoing performance monitoring
programs si uld be submired, reviewed, and approved as an
essential component of the remedial design.

Chemica!l Manufacorer

2 highly hetarogeneous coasual-plain aquifer. The extent of the
plume was celineatad and found to be migrating off-site under an
adjacent farm. Although the concentrations of chlorinated solvents
near the production area of the facility suggest the presence of
DNAPL in the subsurface, no direct evidence of separate-phase
contaminaticn was observed during site investigations. Access to
the farmerc’s property was granted, for a negotiated fee, and the
facility implemented a pump and treat system designed to control
the further migration of the contaminant plume. Several rounrds of
performacce monitoring data collected from strategically placed
monitoring wells and piezometers were submitted. The reports
claimed that the system was effectively containing the plume, and
provided field measurements to support the claim. Based on the
available information, YE could be entered at this time.

A facility 2zs high concentrations of contaminated ground watar in

Once the further migration of the plume was effectively controlled,
the facility pursued other ground-water remedial actions designed
to reduce contaminated mass in high concentration areas. During
this time, a new EPA geologist was assigned to the case; this
person had previous experience in identifying lineaments (linear
surface features that could be indicative of subsurface conditions).
During the geologist’s review of a proposal to pump hot spots, she
recognized a narrow (< 50 ft. wide) linear feature on an aerial
photograph that passed through the production area of the facility.

-
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Sta felt this feature might be an indicaticz of a paleo-siweam
chanrel in the subsurface. The existence of such a feature was
consistent with the conceprual model that had teen formulated for
the site. The EPA geologist required "direct-push” sampling of
the shallow ground water in the middle of the feawre and
approximately 50 feet to either side. The facility was surprised to
find ppm levels of chlorinated solvents in tte sampie collected
from the center of feature, and no-detectable levels in the other
two samples. '

A subsequent boring and ground-water investigation of the area
confirmed the presence of a paleo stream channel, as well as
residual TCE DNAPL. The paleo channel had served as a
preferential pathway for contaminant migration. The investigation
also revealed the contaminated ground water within the channel
flowed in a 45 degree angle from the previously delineated and
"controlled” plume. The geologist recognized that all of the
contaminated ground water at the facility was not longer being
controlled; therefore, she entered NA.
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Date: May 2, 1996

Basig for Human Exposureg Controlled Determination
RCRI e CA72
at
Coating Systems Facility
EPA ID 056331077
55 Crown St., Nashua, NH

The purpose of this report is to provide the basis for
determining that the Coating Systems Facility can be recorded
with the status code of YE under the RCRIS Event Code of CA725--
Human Exposures Controlled.

Based on the information available/reviewed, and subject to the
limitations cited below, there are no current unacceptable risks
to humans due to releases at the Facility. This determination is
based on the conclusions described in number 1 below and
supplemented by additional facts in number 2 below and the
references listed in number 3 below.

1. NCLUSTON

There is no unacceptable human exposure to any contaminant
concentration above action levels that has been detected or is
reasonably suspected based on current contaminant concentrations
and current site conditions. Although contamination remains at
the facility that may require further remediation, action (RCRA
closure) has been taken and site conditions are otherwise such
that unacceptable threats to human health from actual exposure to
the contamination are not plausible based on current uses of the
site.

2. RELEASE RY

. Groundwater: Compounds of potential concern are 1,1,1-
trichloroethane which has been detected at a maximum
concentration of 230 ppb in 1989 (MCL 200 ppb) chloroform, a
breakdown product of 1,1,1-trichloroethane, detected at a
maximum concentration of 8 ppb in 1989 (Action Level 6 ppb)
and Methylene chloride detected in only one round of
sampling in 1993 at a maximum concentration of 7 ppb (MCL 5
ppb). In 1993 methylene chloride was detected in the
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laboratory blank and methylene chloride results must be
confirmed.

Soil: Compounds of potential concern are benzo(a)pyrene,
PCB’s, lead, and arsenic.

Potential release to surface water of above-mentioned
contaminants.

Potential release to sediment of above-mentioned
contaminants

RELEVANT NDITIONS & A IONS

Soil: Site soils do not pose a non-carcinogenic risk. With
regard to carcinogenic risk: Soils at AOCs 1 & 4 are below
the 10 carcinogenic risk level. Soils at all other AOCs
except AOC 17 are below the 10°° carcinogenic risk level.
Soils at AOC 17 pose a carcinogenic risk of 1.9 x 10°. The
soils at AOC 17 are beneath an asphalt pad. Cumulative
carcinogenic risk is within the acceptable risk range (10°°
to 10°%) under current site conditions. This was determined
by a risk assessment conducted by the State of New Hampshire
Department of Environmental Services(References 4 & 5).

Sediment: Anticipated loading rates of contaminants to
sediment in the Merrimac River from wash off of surface soil
at Coating Systems suggest the potential for impact to
sediment quality is negligible.

Air: Soil and groundwater data show no source area from
which air emissions would be expected.

Biota: Low levels of contamination found in soil and
groundwater suggests little potential for risk to human
health through the food chain.

Contamination releases are currently believed to be located
only within the facility’s boundary.

Surface Water: Anticipated loading rates of contaminants to
surface water in the Merrimac River from wash off of surface
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soil and discharge of ground water at Coating Systems
suggest the potential for impact to surface water quality is
negligible.

On-site workers drink public water supplies.

Exposure of trespassers, on-site workers or visitors to
wastes or contaminated soils is implausible due to capping.

Contamination releases in groundwater will discharge to
surface water at the facility boundary. Offsite human
exposures are not plausible due to significant dilution of
low level ground water contamination which will occur in the
recieving surface water and rapid breakdown of contaminants
of concern in surface water environments.

Groundwater contamination is decreasing over time. No
exceedances of MCLs have been observed in recent groundwater
sampling.
Contamination of surface water from on-site contaminants is
implausible due to the degree of dilution provided by the
receiving water and natural breakdown of the contaminants of
concern in surface water.

REFERENCES
Analytical results from September 1992 soil sampling.

Analytical results from August 1993 groundwater sampling.

Groundwater and Surface Soil Portion of Phase 1 RCRA
Facility Investigation. AEL, 1991.

Memorandum from J. Dreisig to S. Spanos, NHDES, April 25,
1995.

Memorandum from S. Spanos to J. Duclos, NHDES, July 7, 1995.
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