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INTRODUCTION 


This document is the Index to the Administrative Record File for the Parker Street Waste Site 
Removal Action.  The Index cites site-specific documents and guidance documents used by U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) staff in selecting a removal action at the site.  Under the 
Action Memorandum signed 26 August 2010, activities performed as part of a Fund-lead removal 
action by EPA include the following: 

1.)	 Conducting face-to-face meetings with property owners and tenants to discuss the scope of this 
proposed removal action.  

2.) 	 Conducting a site walk with the Emergency Rapid Response Services (ERRS) contractor.  

3.) 	 Establishing a command post and staging area, and connecting necessary utilities.  

4.) 	 Documenting existing property conditions for subsequent restoration.  

5.) 	 Documenting with each property owner the extent of removal and restoration activities to be 
accomplished.  

6.) 	 Removing, to the extent practicable, interference for excavation such as shrubbery, trees, 
outbuildings, playground equipment, or other items as required.  

7.) 	 Implementing erosion control measures as determined necessary by the EPA On-Scene 
Coordinator (OSC). 

8.) 	 Conducting air monitoring, and implementing dust control measures as appropriate.  

9.) 	 Excavating polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), 
and/or metals-contaminated surface soils; and removing and disposing of contaminated surface 
soil as determined necessary by EPA.  Performance standards for this removal action are based 
upon cleanup standards established pursuant to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). 
The extent of the removal action will achieve cleanup standards to eliminate Imminent Hazard 
conditions and attain a level of No Significant Risk within the 0- to 3-foot depth, as defined in 
the MCP. 

10.) Conducting extent-of-contamination sampling to determine the extent of landfill material to be 
removed; and conducting confirmation sampling as determined necessary by the EPA OSC.  

11.) Packaging, documenting, and shipping cleanup-generated wastestreams off site for disposal at 
EPA/Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)-approved facilities. 
Wastes will be staged in a secure area on site while awaiting shipment to Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA)-compliant off-site 
disposal facilities to the extent practicable. Live-loading contaminated soils from the properties 
into dump trucks for disposal may be necessary given the lack of staging areas. Depending on 
anticipated storage duration prior to shipment for ultimate disposal, the OSC will determine 
whether waste will be staged on site or shipped to a properly permitted temporary storage 
facility. Waste staging options will be evaluated based on cost and safety considerations.  



 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

12.) Installing a geotextile fabric as a visual marker to delineate contaminated soils (if any) which 
may remain at depth (beyond 3 feet below surface grade) or which cannot otherwise be 
excavated. 

13.) Repairing response-related damages, including backfilling with clean fill material, grading, 
and re-establishing vegetation in areas affected by response-related activities. 

14.) Demobilizing all personnel and equipment from the Site.  

15.) Referring the Site to MassDEP for any long-term remedial measures (including institutional 
controls and long-term operation and maintenance of any cap that is constructed) that may be 
required to address remaining Site risks.  

Under an Action Memorandum Addendum signed on 23 September 2011, the goals of the removal 
action remain the same as those described in the Action Memorandum signed on 26 August 2010: to 
conduct sampling to define the full extent of the boundaries of the Site and to remove contaminated 
surface soils from properties at the Site. However, objectives specific to this addendum are as 
follows:  

•	 Conducting additional sampling, as necessary, to define the boundaries of the Site. 

•	 For the New Bedford Housing Authority’s (NBHA)'s  Westlawn property, which has activity 
and use limitations imposed it by the NBHA, addressing surface soils contaminated with 
hazardous substances within the top foot of soil, through response actions consistent with the 
National Contingency Plan (NCP). 

•	 Removing surface soils contaminated with elevated levels of hazardous substances from 
additional properties. 

•	 Restoring properties to pre-excavation conditions, to the extent practicable. 

•	 Transporting and disposing of all contaminated material. 

The remaining proposed actions remain as described in the original Action Memorandum of 26 
August 2010. 

The Administrative Record File is available for public review, by appointment, at the U.S. EPA 
Records Center, 5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Boston, Massachusetts, 02109-3912; and at the 
New Bedford Free Public Library, 613 Pleasant Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts, 02740. 
Questions concerning the Administrative Record File should be addressed to Wing Chau, EPA On-
Scene Coordinator. 

The Administrative Record File is required by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. ' 9613 (k), and EPA's implementing 
regulations, 40 CFR ' 300.800.-825. 
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SITE-SPECIFIC DOCUMENTS 


ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD FILE INDEX
 
for the 


Parker Street Waste Site Removal Action 


REMOVAL 

Correspondence (Site File 2.01) 

1.	 Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (MassDEP), to Steven R. Novick, Chief, US EPA Region 
I, regarding New Bedford, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street 
Waste Site, Request for USEPA Assistance, dated 19 August 2010.    

2.	 Memorandum from Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator, Emergency Response and 
Removal Section II, Emergency Planning and Response Branch (EPRB), Office of 
Site Remediation and Restoration (OSRR), EPA Region I, through Steven Novick, 
Chief, Emergency Response and Removal Section II, EPRB, OSRR, EPA Region I, 
to Parker Street Waste Site File, regarding the Site Investigation Closure at the 
Parker Street Waste Site, Parker Street, New Bedford, MA, dated 19 August 2010.    

Removal Reports (Site File 2.02) 

3.	 “Removal Program Site Investigation Summary Report for the Parker Street Waste 
Site Properties, New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts, 26 April 2010 
Through 8 June 2010” (for Phase I Properties P-001, P-002, P-003, P-004, P-005, P-
006, P-007, P-008, P-009, P-010, P-011, P-012, P-013, P-014, P-015, P-016, P-017, 
P-018, P-019, P-020, P-021, P-022, P-023, P-024, P-025, P-026, P-027, P-028, P-
029, P-030, P-031 and P-031A, P-032, P-033, P-034, P-035, P-036, P-037, P-038, P-
039, P-040, P-041, P-042, P-043, P-044, P-045, P-046, P-047); prepared by Weston 
Solutions, Inc., Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team III (START) 
for EPA Region I, dated July to September 2010.  There are 47 Individual Property 
Reports included as part of this entry. These reports are provided in the 
Administrative Record File in Compact Disc (CD) format.  (Certain property 
information has been redacted in consideration of residential privacy.) 

4.	 “Removal Program Site Investigation Summary Report for the Parker Street Waste 
Site Properties, New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts, 7 September 2010 
Through 7 October 2010” (for Phase II Properties P-048, P-049, P-050, P-051, P-
052, P-053, P-054, P-055, P-056, P-057, P-058, P-059, P-060, P-061, P-062, P-063, 
P-064, P-065, P-066, P-067, P-068, P-069, P-070, P-071); prepared by Weston 
Solutions, Inc., Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team III (START) 
for EPA Region I, dated March 2011. There are 24 Individual Property Reports 
included as part of this entry. These reports are provided in the Administrative 
Record File in Compact Disc (CD) format.  (Certain property information has been 
redacted in consideration of residential privacy.) 



 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 

 

 
 

  

  

  

5.	 “Removal Program Site Investigation Summary Report for the Parker Street Waste 
Site, New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts, 26 April 2010 Through 8 June 
2010, and 14 and 15 July 2010”, Phase I, Volumes I, II, III, and IV, prepared by 
Weston Solutions, Inc., Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team III 
(START) for EPA Region I, May 2011. The four volumes of this Site Investigation 
Summary Report are included as companion volumes to this Administrative Record 
File. In addition, all four volumes of the entire Site Investigation Summary Report 
are also provided in the Administrative Record File in Compact Disc (CD) format. 

6.	 “Removal Program Site Investigation Summary Report for the Parker Street Waste 
Site Properties, New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts”, 25 October 2011 and 
26 October 2011 (for Phase III Properties P-077 and P-078); prepared by Weston 
Solutions, Inc., Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team III (START) 
for EPA Region I, dated December 2011. There are two Individual Property Reports 
included as part of this entry. These reports are provided in the Administrative 
Record File in Compact Disc (CD) format.  (Certain property information has been 
redacted in consideration of residential privacy.) 

7.	 “Removal Program Site Investigation - Phase II and III, Summary Report for the 
Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts, 30 August 
2010 Through 7 October 2010, and 25 and 26 October 2011”, prepared by Weston 
Solutions, Inc., Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team III (START) 
for EPA Region I, May 2012. This Site Investigation Summary Report is provided in 
the Administrative Record File in Compact Disc (CD) format.  

Sampling and Analysis Data (Site File 2.03) 

8.	 Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for the Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, 
Massachusetts, prepared by U.S. EPA Region I, Emergency Planning and Response 
Branch (EPRB); Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
(MassDEP), Southeast Regional Office, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup; Roux 
Associates, Inc., and E2, Inc., c/o Citizens Leading Environmental Action Network; 
and Weston Solutions, Region I, Superfund Technical Assessment & Response Team 
III, dated April 2010. 

Pollution Reports (POLREPS) (Site File 2.04) 

9.	 POLREP #1, Initial, Parker Street Waste Site, 01GB, New Bedford, MA, from Wing 
Chau, On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), reporting period 10/29/2010 to 12/03/2010, 
dated 15 December 2010. 

10. POLREP #2, Progress, Parker Street Waste Site, 01GB, New Bedford, MA, from 
Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), reporting period 12/6/2010 to 2/17/2011, 
dated 17 February 2011. 

11. POLREP #3, Progress, Parker Street Waste Site, 01GB, New Bedford, MA, from 
Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), dated 1 July 2011. 



 

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

 

 

 

12. POLREP #4, Progress, Parker Street Waste Site, 01GB, New Bedford, MA, from 
Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), reporting period 7/27/2011 to 9/9/2011, 
dated 9 September 2011. 

13. POLREP #5, Progress, Parker Street Waste Site, 01GB, New Bedford, MA, from 
Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), reporting period 9/12/2011 to 9/30/2011, 
dated 30 September 2011. 

14. POLREP #6, Progress, Parker Street Waste Site, 01GB, New Bedford, MA, from 
Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), reporting period 10/3/2011 to 
11/25/2011, dated 30 November 2011. 

15. POLREP #7, Progress, Parker Street Waste Site, 01GB, New Bedford, MA, from 
Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), reporting period 11/28/2011 to 
12/30/2011, dated 3 January 2012. 

16. POLREP #8, Progress, Parker Street Waste Site, 01GB, New Bedford, MA, from 
Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), reporting period 1/3/2012 to 2/10/2012, 
dated 23 February 2012. 

17. POLREP #9, Progress, Parker Street Waste Site, 01GB, New Bedford, MA, from 
Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), reporting period 2/13/2012 to 3/23/2012, 
dated 23 March 2012. 

18. POLREP #10, Parker Street Waste Site, 01GB, New Bedford, MA, from Wing Chau, 
On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), dated 29 June 2012. 

19. POLREP #11, Final, Parker Street Waste Site, 01GB, New Bedford, MA, from Wing 
Chau, On-Scene Coordinator (OSC), reporting period 7/2/2012 to 8/24/2012, dated 
28 August 2012. 

Action Memorandum (Site File 2.09) 

20. Memorandum from Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator, Emergency Response and 
Removal Section II, EPA Region I, through Steven R. Novick, Chief, Emergency 
Response and Removal Section II, EPA Region I, and Arthur V. Johnson III, Chief, 
Emergency Planning & Response Branch, EPA Region I, to James T. Owens III, 
Director, Office of Site Remediation and Restoration, EPA Region I, regarding a 
Request for a Removal Action at the Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, Bristol 
County, Massachusetts, Action Memorandum and Exemption from the Statutory 
$2,000,000 and 12-Month Limits on Removal Actions, dated 26 August 2010, and 
signed by James T. Owens, III, on 26 August 2010.  (The Enforcement Section of the 
Memorandum is withheld as being CONFIDENTIAL.)   

21. Memorandum from Dana Tulis, Deputy Director, Office of Emergency Management, 
US EPA, to Mathy Stanislaus, Assistant Administrator, Office of Solid Waste and 
Emergency Response, US EPA, regarding Region 1 Request for a Ceiling Increase at 
the Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, MA, Headquarters Addendum, dated 15 
September 2011, and signed by Mathy Stanislaus on 23 September 2011.  (See the 
following entry for the Action Memorandum Addendum, dated 15 September 2011 



 

 

 

 

  

 
 

 
 

 
 

and signed 23 September 2011, which is an attachment to the Headquarters 
Addendum.) 

22. Memorandum from James T. Owens III, Director, Office of Site Remediation and 
Restoration, USEPA Region I, through Dana Tulis, Deputy Director, Office of 
Emergency Management, USEPA, to Mathy Stanislaus, Assistant Administrator, 
Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, USEPA, Attn: Gilbert Irizarry, 
Director, Program Operations and Coordination Division, USEPA, regarding a 
Request to Continue a Removal Action, Change in Scope of Response, an Exemption 
from the Statutory 12-Month and $2 Million Limits for the Removal Action, and 
Ceiling Increase at the Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, Bristol County, 
Massachusetts, Action Memorandum Addendum, dated 15 September 2011, and 
signed by Mathy Stanislaus, on 23 September 2011.  (The Enforcement Section of 
the Memorandum is withheld as being CONFIDENTIAL.)  

STATE COORDINATION 

Correspondence (Site File 9.01) 

23. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection (MassDEP), to Steven R. Novick, Chief, Emergency 
Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW BEDFORD, Release Tracking 
Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, Property P-021, concerning MassDEP 
data analysis/risk evaluation (preliminary) for the property and verifying that 
MassDEP’s previous request for US EPA assistance on this property was 
appropriate, dated 3 December 2010. 

24. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-029, concerning MassDEP data analysis/risk evaluation (preliminary) for 
the property and verifying that MassDEP’s previous request for US EPA assistance 
on this property was appropriate, dated 3 December 2010. 

25. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-011, concerning MassDEP data analysis/risk evaluation (preliminary) for 
the property and verifying that MassDEP’s previous request for US EPA assistance 
on this property was appropriate, dated 21 December 2010. 

26. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-047, concerning MassDEP data analysis/risk evaluation (preliminary) for 
the property and verifying that MassDEP’s previous request for US EPA assistance 
on this property was appropriate, dated 21 December 2010. 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

27. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-004, concerning MassDEP data analysis/risk evaluation (preliminary) for 
the property and verifying that MassDEP’s previous request for US EPA assistance 
on this property was appropriate, dated 22 December 2010.  

28. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-003, (Final SAP Data Risk Evaluation/Request for Removal Action), 
dated 17 May 2011. 

29. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-040, (Final SAP Data Risk Evaluation/Request for Removal Action), 
dated 17 May 2011. 

30. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-042, (Final SAP Data Risk Evaluation/Request for Removal Action), 
dated 17 May 2011. 

31. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-004, (Final SAP Data Risk Evaluation) Request for Removal Action, 
dated 20 May 2011. 

32. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-011, (Final SAP Data Risk Evaluation) Request for Removal Action, 
dated 20 May 2011. 

33. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-020, (Final SAP Data Risk Evaluation) Request for Removal Action, 
dated 20 May 2011. 

34. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-012, (Final SAP Data Risk Evaluation) Request for Removal Action, 
dated 27 May 2011. 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

35. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-010, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 15 
June 2011. 

36. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-030, Request for Removal Action, dated 15 June 2011. 

37. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-006, SAP Data Evaluation Status - Additional Analysis or USEPA 
Remedial Action Recommended, dated 17 June 2011. 

38. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-002, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 23 
June 2011. 

39. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-027, SAP Data Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 23 June 
2011. 

40. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-001, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 24 
June 2011. 

41. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-033, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 24 
June 2011. 

42. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-055, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 24 June 2011. 

43. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-005, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 30 
June 2011. 

44. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-023, SAP Data Evaluation Status - Additional Analysis or USEPA 
Remedial Action Recommended, dated 30 June 2011. 

45. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-039, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 30 
June 2011. 

46. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-013, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 8 
July 2011. 

47. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-066, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 8 July 2011. 

48. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-068, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 8 
July 2011. 

49. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-008, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 14 July 2011. 

50. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-018, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 14 July 2011. 

51. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 



 

 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Property P-037, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - USEPA Action Recommended, dated 
20 July 2011. 

52. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-043, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 20 July 2011. 

53. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-009, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 27 July 2011. 

54. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-024, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 27 July 2011. 

55. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-031, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 27 July 2011. 

56. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-041, Request for Removal Action, dated 27 July 2011. 

57. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-007, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 5 August 2011. 

58. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-015, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 5 August 2011. 

59. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-016, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 5 August 2011. 



 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

60. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-019, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 5 August 2011. 

61. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-032, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 5 August 2011. 

62. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-036, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 5 August 2011. 

63. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-034, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 10 August 2011. 

64. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-038, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 10 August 2011. 

65. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-044, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 10 August 2011. 

66. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-045, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 10 August 2011. 

67. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-028, SAP Data Evaluation Status - Additional Analysis or USEPA 
Remedial Action Recommended, dated 19 August 2011. 



 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

68. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-052, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 25 
August 2011. 

69. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-053, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 25 
August 2011. 

70. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-058, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 25 
August 2011. 

71. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-046, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 1 
September 2011. 

72. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-051, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 1 
September 2011. 

73. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-061, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 1 
September 2011.  

74. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-048, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 16 
September 2011. 

75. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-049, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 16 
September 2011. 



 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

76. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-054, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 16 
September 2011. 

77. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-057, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 16 September 2011. 

78. Letter from David Johnston, Acting Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. 
Novick, Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-067, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 16 September 2011. 

79. Letter from David Johnston, Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. Novick, 
Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-022, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 12 October 2011. 

80. Letter from David Johnston, Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. Novick, 
Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-050, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 26 October 2011. 

81. Letter from David Johnston, Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. Novick, 
Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-056, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 26 
October 2011. 

82. Letter from David Johnston, Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. Novick, 
Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-070, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 26 
October 2011. 

83. Letter from David Johnston, Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. Novick, 
Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-063, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 20 January 2012. 



 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

84. Letter from David Johnston, Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. Novick, 
Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-065, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 20 January 2012. 

85. Letter from David Johnston, Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. Novick, 
Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-071, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 20 January 2012. 

86. Letter from David Johnston, Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. Novick, 
Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-064, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action Recommended, 
dated 1 February 2012. 

87. Letter from David Johnston, Regional Director, MassDEP, to Steven R. Novick, 
Chief, Emergency Response & Removal, EPA Region I, regarding NEW 
BEDFORD, Release Tracking Number 4-0015685, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Property P-069, SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action, dated 1 
February 2012. 

ENFORCEMENT/NEGOTIATION 

EPA Administrative Orders (Site File 10.07) 

88. Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent for Removal Action. 
U.S. EPA Region 1 Docket No. CERCLA-01-2011-0044. In the matter of Parker 
Street Waste Site, New Bedford, Massachusetts.  C.P. Properties, LLC, Respondent. 
Agreed (and signed) by Craig H. Campbell, Counsel to C.P. Properties, LLC; and 
Ordered and Agreed, and signed by James T. Owens, III, Director, Office of Site 
Remediation & Restoration, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, on 28 June 
2011. Effective Date: 11 July 2011. 

89. Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent for Removal Action. 
U.S. EPA Region 1 Docket No. CERCLA-01-2011-0045. In the matter of Parker 
Street Waste Site, New Bedford, Massachusetts.  M.P. Properties, LLC, Respondent. 
Agreed (and signed) by Craig H. Campbell, Counsel to M.P. Properties, LLC; and 
Ordered and Agreed, and signed by James T. Owens, III, Director, Office of Site 
Remediation & Restoration, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, on 28 June 
2011. Effective Date: 11 July 2011. 

90. Letter from Mia Pasquerella, On-Scene Coordinator, EPA Region I, to Antonio J. 
Pereira, Manager, C.P. Properties, LLC, M.P. Properties, LLC, P.O. Box 2062, New 
Bedford, MA 02741, regarding certification of completion for C.P. Properties, LLC, 
169 Hunter Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts, Parker Street Waste Site, 
Administrative Order on Consent for Removal Action, Docket Number: CERCLA-



 

 

 

 

     

 

 

     

 

 

     

  

 

 

 

01-2011-0044; and M.P. Properties, LLC, 157/159 Hunter Street, New Bedford, 
Massachusetts, Parker Street Waste Site, Administrative Order on Consent for 
Removal Action, Docket Number: CERCLA-01-2011-0045, dated 30 January 2012. 

POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY (PRP) 

PRP-Specific Documents (Site File 11.09) 

91. Letter from Arthur V. Johnson, III, Chief, Emergency Planning and Response 
Branch, EPA Region I, to City of New Bedford, Attn: Irene Schall, Esq., City 
Solicitor, 100 8th Street, New Bedford, MA 02740, regarding Notice of Potential 
Liability and Invitation to Perform or Finance Proposed Cleanup Activities for the 
Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, MA, dated 29 September 2010. 

92. Letter from Arthur V. Johnson, III, Chief, Emergency Planning and Response 
Branch, EPA Region I, to New Bedford Housing Authority, Attn: Steven A. 
Beauregard, Acting Executive Director, P.O. Box 2081, New Bedford, MA 02741, 
regarding Notice of Potential Liability and Invitation to Perform or Finance Proposed 
Cleanup Activities for the Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, MA, dated 29 
September 2010. 

93. Letter from Arthur V. Johnson, III, Chief, Emergency Planning and Response 
Branch, EPA Region I, to C.P. Properties, LLC, M.P. Properties, LLC, c/o Craig H. 
Campbell, Attorney-at-Law, 60 State Street, Suite 700, Boston, MA, 02109, 
regarding Notice of Potential Liability and Invitation to Perform or Finance Proposed 
Cleanup Activities for the Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, MA, dated 29 
September 2010. 

COMMUNITY RELATIONS 

News Clippings/Press Releases (Site File 13.03) 

94. “EPA Begins Clean Up at the Parker Street Waste Site in New Bedford, Mass.”, EPA 
Press Release, dated 17 November 2010.  

95. “Administrative Record File Available for the Parker Street Waste Site Removal 
Action,” text of the display announcement as it was requested to appear in The 
Standard-Times, New Bedford, Massachusetts. 

96. “Amended Administrative Record File Available for the Parker Street Waste Site 
Removal Action,” text of the display announcement as it was requested to appear in 
The Standard-Times, New Bedford, Massachusetts. 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
   
 
 

Please see the following website for more information regarding this site:  

http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet/ . 

http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet


 

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

SELECTED KEY GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS
 

EPA guidance documents may be reviewed at the U.S. EPA Records Center, 5 Post Office Square, 
Suite 100, Boston, Massachusetts. 

1. 	 Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as 
amended, 42 U.S.C. ' 9601 et seq. 

2. 	 "National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan," Code of Federal 
Regulations (Title 40, Part 300) 1990. 

3. 	 "Revised Guidance on Compiling Administrative Records for CERCLA Response Actions”, 
U.S. EPA, Office of Site Remediation Enforcement, Office of Superfund Remediation and 
Technology Innovation, Office of Emergency Management, September 2010. 

4. 	 Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986. 
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August 19, 20 I 0 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square REQUEST FOR USEPA ASSISTANCE 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Eitvironmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation ofa Sampling and Analysis Plan for the Parker Street Waste Site (the SAP), dated April 
2010, to determine if contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site 
(PSWS) were present on approximately 63 adjacent land parcels, which comprise 47 privately owned 
properties. The SAP was prepared jointly by the USEPA, MassDEP, Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 Inc. 
c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions, Superfund Technical 
Assessment & Response Team Ill 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil 
samples from borings installed throughout locations within the 63 parcels and submitted the soil samples 
for analysis at fixed laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for Contaminants of Concern 
associated with the Parker Street Waste Site, including polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium and lead. Soil borings were 
advanced down tO approximately 12 feet below ground smface (bgs). The following vertical horizons 
were analyzed: 0- 1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 - 12' bgs. 

As the SAP analytical results are received from the laborat01y and validated, MassDEP and its Site 
Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC have been performing 
evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 Code of Massachusetts Regulations 
(CMR) 40.0000, known as the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes 

This Information Is a•-ailable In allernnte rorruat. Call Donald Ill. Gorues, ADA Coordloalor at617·SS6-IOS7. TDD/1866.539·7612 or617-574-'868. 

DEP on the World Wide Web:· hllp:/1\WIIV.mass.gov/dep 

() Printed on Recycled Paper 



Release Tracking Number 4-00 15685 

numerical and performance standards including processes for addressing releases of oil and/or hazardous 
materials to the environment. 

MassDEP and MACTEC have reviewed the analytical results and conducted a risk-based analysis of the 
validated results from the soil samples collected from the first 25 of the 47 private properties. MassDEP 
has determined the following: 20 of the first 25 propetties have elevated levels of contamination in the 
top three feet of soil that, in accordance with the MCP, trigger either an Imminent Hazard Condition or a 
condition that does not supp01t a determination ofNo Significant Risk. Accordingly, actions are required 
on these properties to reduce the level of risk posed to human health by the presence oftbis contamination 
at these levels. The MCP requires elimination and/or control of immediate risks and requires actions to 
address any conditions that pose unacceptable risk to human health. 

Given the findings above, MassDEP hereby requests assistance from EPA to address conditions in the top 
three feet ofsoil on these properties that pose an unacceptable level ofrisk to human health. 

MassDEP and MACTEC will continue to evaluate available data and conduct risk-based evaluations for 
the remaining 22 properties. MassDEP will provide you, under separate cover, property-specific 
information, including a risk-based analysis and MassDEP's findings for each ofthe 47 private propetties. 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. Ma.ssDEP appreciates the opp011unity to collaborate 
with· you on this important effott. 

77~ 
«.vid ~hns~n 

Acting Regional Director 



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION I 


5 Post Office Square, Suite 100 

Boston, MA 021 09-3912 


DATE: 


SUBJ: 


FROM: 


THRU: 

TO: 

August 19,2010 

Site Investigation Closure Memorandum 
Parker Street Waste Site 
Parker Street 

New Bedford, MA } 

Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordi~at~(;~r 

Emergency Response an~'e1~va: ection II 

Steven Novick, Chief )A./tJ 
Emergency Response and Removal Section II 

Parker Street Waste Site File 

In accordance with section 300.410 of the National Contingency Plan (NCP), a Removal Site 
Evaluation, consisting ofa Preliminary Assessment and Site Investigation (P A/SI), has been 
undertaken at the Parker Street Waste Site ("Site") in New Bedford, Massachusetts. The findings 

of the Removal Site Evaluation have been evaluated under the criteria set forth in section 300.415 
of the NCP, section 104(a) and (b) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation 
and Liability Act (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. § 9604(a) and (b) and Clean Water Act (CWA) § 
311(c)(i) as amended by the Oil Pollution Act (OPA) § 4201(a). The Removal Site Evaluation has 
led to the determination that a Removal Action is appropriate at this time. 

The findings ofthe Removal Site Evaluation are outlined below. 

1. 	 Source and nature of the release or threat ofrelease 

a. 	 The Removal Site Evaluation consisted of the following actions: 

1. 	 Review ofanalytical results generated by the City ofNew Bedford, TRC 

Summary Data Reports. 

u. 	 Review ofhistorical aerial imagery. 



111. 	 The Phase I Site Investigation initiated on April 26, 2010. 

1v. 	 Generating property specific P NSI reports by EPA's contractor, titled 
"Removal Program Site Investigation Summary Report for the Parker Street 
Waste Site Properties New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts 26 
April2010 Through 8 June 2010." 

v. 	 The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) 
and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor, 
MACTEC, performed an evaluation of the analytical data for the properties 
sampled during this P A/SI to determine whether response action is 
required under the Commonwealth ofMassachusetts Waste Site Cleanup 
requirements contained in 310 Code ofMassachusetts Regulations (CMR) 
40.0000, known as the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP).Currently, 
25 of the 47 properties tested to date have been evaluated and 20 properties 
have been determined to contain either an hruninent Hazard and/or 
Significant Risk condition. Evaluations of the other remaining properties 
are on-going. 

b. 	 Based on the information available at this time, the principal hazardous substances 
or pollutants or contaminants that are being released or for which there is threat of 
release include but are not necessarily limited to the list below. 

Hazardous Substances or 


Pollutants or Contaminants 


Metals - Lead, Chromium soil 

Cadmium, Barium, Arsenic 


PCBs 	 soil, sediment 

PAHs 	 soil 

2. 	 Evaluation of the threat to public health, welfare and the environment 

a. 	 Federal Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry: 

ThreatD No ThreatD Evaluation Not Necessary X 
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b. 	 Endangerment to the ecosystem: 

ThreatO No ThreatO Evaluation Not Necessary X 

MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor, MACTEC, 
performed an evaluation of the analytical data for the properties sampled during this P A/SI to 
determine whether response action is required under the Commonwealth ofMassachusetts Waste 
Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 Code of Massachusetts Regulations (CMR) 40.0000, 
known as the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and 

performance standards including processes for addressing releases ofoil and/or hazardous 
materials to the environment. Currently, 25 ofthe 47 properties tested to date have been 

evaluated and 20 properties have been determined to contain either an Imminent Hazard and/or 
Significant Risk condition. Evaluations of the other remaining properties are on-going. 

3. 	 The Removal Site Evaluation was terminated pursuant to section 300.410(f) ofthe NCP 
for the following reason(s). 

D 	 There is no release. 

0 	 The source is neither a "vessel" nor a "facility" as defined in section 

300.5 of the NCP. 

0 	 The release involves neither a hazardous substance, nor a pollutant or 
contaminant that may present an imminent and substantial danger to 
public health or welfare of the United States. 

0 	 It is subject to the limitations on response specified in §300.400(b)(l) 
through (3). The release is 

0 ofa naturally occurring substance in its unaltered form, or 
altered solely through naturally occurring processes or 
phenomena, from a location where it is naturally found. 

D from products that are part of the structure of, and result in 
exposure within, residential buildings or businesses or 
community structures. 

D into public or private drinking water supplies due to 
deterioration of the system through ordinary use. 

0 The amount, quantity, or concentration released does not warrant a 

Federal response. 
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0 A party responsible for the release, or any other person, is providing 
appropriate response, and on-scene monitoring by EPA is not required. 

X The Removal Site Evaluation is complete. 

4. 	 As reflected in Section 3, above, the Removal Site Evaluation was terminated due to its 
completion, and not for other reasons. 

a. The factors listed below, found in Section 300.415(b)(2) of the NCP, are applicable 
to this Site. 

X Actual or potential exposure to nearby human populations, animals, or 
the food chain from hazardous substances or pollutants or 
contaminants. 

X Actual or potential contamination ofdrinking water supplies or 
sensitive ecosystems. 

0 Hazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants in drums, barrels, 
tanks, or other bulk storage containers, that may pose a threat of 
release. 

X High levels ofhazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants in 
soils largely at or near the surface that may migrate. 

X Weather conditions that may cause hazardous substances or pollutants 
or contaminants to migrate or be released. 

D Threat of fire or explosion. 

X The availability of other appropriate Federal or State response 
mechanisms to respond to the release. 

D Other situations or factors that may pose threats to public health or 
welfare of the United States or the environment. 

b. The existence of the conditions specified in Section 4.a., above, indicate that a 
Removal Action under section 300.415 of the NCP is necessary. Based upon 
analytical results from soil and sediment samples collected during the P A/SI 
initiated by EPA on April26, 2010, the detection ofelevated levels ofhazardous 
substances and contaminants in the surface soils indicate that a release of 
hazardous substances has already occurred. Currently, 25 of the 47 properties 
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tested to date have been evaluated and 20 properties have been determined to 
contain these site conditions. Evaluations of the other remaining properties are on­
going. 

c. 	 In light of the magnitude of the threat or potential threat to health, welfare, or the 
environment, the appropriate categorization ofa Removal Action at this Site is: 

Emergency[] Time-Critical X Non Time-CriticaiD 

5. 	 As reflected in Section 3, above, the Removal Site Evaluation was terminated due to its 
completion, and not for other reasons. 

a. 	 As found in section 300.410(e)(1) of the NCP, the OSC shall determine whether a 
release governed by CWA section 311( c )(1 ), as amended by OP A section 4201 (a), 
has occurred. 

D 	 There is a release, or potential threat ofrelease, as governed by the 
CW A as amended by OPA. 

X 	 There is not a release, or potential threat ofrelease, as governed by the 
CW A as amended by OP A. 

b. 	 The absence of the conditions specified in Section 5.a., above, indicate that an Oil 
Spill Response under Appendix E to Part 300 of the NCP is not necessary. 

cc: 	 Steven Novick, Chief, Emergency Response and Removal Section II, OSRR (w/o 
enclosures) 
Meghan Cassidy, Chief, Technical Support & Site Assessment Section, OSRR (w/o 
enclosures) 
Patti Ludwig, Technical Support & Site Assessment Section, OSRR (w/o enclosures) 
Molly Cote, MassDEP 
Scott Alfonse, City ofNew Bedford (w/o enclosures) 

End: 	 P A/SI Reports 
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Administrative Record File Note No. 1 

“Removal Program Site Investigation Summary Report for the Parker Street Waste Site 
Properties, New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts, 26 April 2010 Through 8 June 2010” 
(for Properties P-001, P-002, P-003, P-004, P-005, P-006, P-007, P-008, P-009, P-010, P-011, 
P-012, P-013, P-014, P-015, P-016, P-017, P-018, P-019, P-020, P-021, P-022, P-023, P-024, 
P-025, P-026, P-027, P-028, P-029, P-030, P-031 and P-031A, P-032, P-033, P-034, P-035, P-
036, P-037, P-038, P-039, P-040, P-041, P-042, P-043, P-044, P-045, P-046, P-047); prepared 
by Weston Solutions, Inc., Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team III (START) 
for EPA Region I, dated July to September 2010.  

There are 47 Individual Property Reports included as part of this entry. These reports are 
provided in this Administrative Record File on the enclosed Compact Disc (CD).  (Certain 
property information has been redacted in consideration of residential privacy.)  Hard copies are 
available upon request from EPA Region I.   



 

 

 

  

 

 

Administrative Record File Note No. 1A 

“Removal Program Site Investigation Summary Report for the Parker Street Waste Site 
Properties, New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts, 7 September 2010 Through 7 October 
2010” (for Properties P-048, P-049, P-050, P-051, P-052, P-053, P-054, P-055, P-056, P-057, 
P-058, P-059, P-060, P-061, P-062, P-063, P-064, P-065, P-066, P-067, P-068, P-069, P-070, 
P-071); prepared by Weston Solutions, Inc., Superfund Technical Assessment and Response 
Team III (START) for EPA Region I, dated March 2011. 

There are 24 Individual Property Reports included as part of this entry. These reports are 
provided in this Administrative Record File on the enclosed Compact Disc (CD).  (Certain 
property information has been redacted in consideration of residential privacy.)  Hard copies are 
available upon request from EPA Region I.   



 

 

 

 

 

 

Administrative Record File Note No. 2 

“Removal Program Site Investigation Summary Report for the Parker Street Waste Site, New 
Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts, 26 April 2010 Through 8 June 2010, and 14 and 15 July 
2010”, Volumes I, II, III, and IV, prepared by Weston Solutions, Inc., Superfund Technical 
Assessment and Response Team III (START) for EPA Region I.  The four volumes of this Site 
Investigation Summary Report are included separately (in hard copy format) as companion 
volumes to this Administrative Record File. 

In addition, all four volumes of the entire Site Investigation Summary Report are also provided 
in this Administrative Record File on the enclosed Compact Disc (CD).        



 

 

  
 

  
     

  

 

 
   

       

 

Administrative Record File Note No. 1B 

“Removal Program Site Investigation Summary Report for the Parker Street Waste Site 
Properties, New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts”, 25 October 2011 and 26 October 
2011 (for Properties P-077 and P-078); prepared by Weston Solutions, Inc., Superfund 
Technical Assessment and Response Team III (START) for EPA Region I, dated December 
2011. 

There are two Individual Property Reports included as part of this entry. These reports are 
provided in this Administrative Record File on the enclosed Compact Disc (CD).  (Certain 
property information has been redacted in consideration of residential privacy.) 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Administrative Record File Note No. 3 

“Removal Program Site Investigation - Phase II and III, Summary Report for the Parker Street 
Waste Site, New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts, 30 August 2010 Through 7 October 
2010, and 25 and 26 October 2011”, prepared by Weston Solutions, Inc., Superfund Technical 
Assessment and Response Team III (START) for EPA Region I, May 2012.   

This Site Investigation Summary Report is provided in this Administrative Record File on the 
enclosed Compact Disc (CD).  
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Preface and Instructions 

This Sampling and Analysis (SAP) was prepared in conjunction with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency New England (EPA) Emergency Planning and Response Branch (EPRB) 
Generic Program Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) [1].  This SAP describes technical 
and quality control activities specific to the data collection operations, and will reference back to 
the QAPP for routine technical and quality assurance procedures that will be employed.  

A copy of the SAP will be maintained in the site file and field.  Also, a copy of the SAP may be 
forwarded to the Regional Sample Coordinator at the Office of Environmental Measurement and 
Evaluation (OEME) instead of the Data Quality Objective (DQO) Summary Form.    
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Acronyms 

ADR Automated Data Review 
AL Action Level 
ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 
CAM Compendium of Analytical Methods 
CBI Confidential Business Information 
CGI/O2 Combustible Gas Indicator/Oxygen Meter 
CLEAN  Community Leading Environmental Action Network, Inc.  
CLP Contract Laboratory Program 
CO Contracting Officer 
COC Contaminant of Concern and Chain of Custody 
COI Conflict of Interest 
CPR Cardio-pulmonary Resuscitation 
CRQL Contract Required Quantitation Limit 
DAS Delivery of Analytical Services 
DOT Department of Transportation 
DPW Department of Public Works 
DQI Data Quality Indicators 
DQO Data Quality Objectives 
EM Equipment Manager 
EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
EPRB Emergency Planning and Response Branch 
ERT   Environmental Response Team 
FASTAC Field and Analytical Services Teaming Advisory Committee 
FID Flame Ionization Detector 
FORMS2L Field Operations and Records Management System II Lite  
HASP Health and Safety Plan 
HAZWOPER  Hazardous Waste Operations 
HSO Health and Safety Officer 
IATA International Air Transportation Agency 
ICS Incident Command System 
IDW Investigative-derived Waste 
ID/IQ Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity 
KMS Keith Middle School 
LFB Laboratory Fortified Blank 
MassDEP Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
MCP Massachusetts Contingency Plan, 310 CMR 40.0000 
MDL Method Detection Limit 
MPC Measurement Performance Criteria 
MS   Matrix Spike 
MSD   Matrix Spike Duplicate 
MS/Dup Matrix Spike/Duplicate 
NB City of New Bedford, MA 
MSDS Material Safety Data Sheet 
NCP National Contingency Plan 
NIST National Institute of Standards and Technology 
OEME Office of Environmental Measurement and Evaluation 
OSC On-Scene Coordinator 
OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
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PAH Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons 
PCB Polychlorinated Biphenyl 
PE Performance Evaluation Sample 
PID Photoionization Detector 
PL Project Leader 
PM Program Manager 
PO Project Officer 
PPE Personal Protective Equipment 
PQL Practical Quantitation Limit 
PQO Project Quality Objectives 
QA Quality Assurance 
QAO Quality Assurance Officer 
QAPP Quality Assurance Project Plan 
QATS Quality Assurance Technical Support 
QC Quality Control 
QL Quantitation Limit 
RAL Removal Action Level 
RAS Routine Analytical Services 
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 
RM Reports Manager 
RPD Relative Percent Difference 
RSCC Regional Sample Control Coordinator 
RSD Relative Standard Deviation 
SAP Sampling and Analysis Plan 
SDG Sample Delivery Group 
SEDD Staged Electronic Data Deliverable 
SERAS Scientific, Engineering, Response, and Analytical Services Contract 
SMO Sample Management Office 
SOP Standard Operating Procedure 
SOW   Statement of Work 
START Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 
SVOC   Semivolatile Organic Compound 
TAT Turn-around-time 
TDD Technical Direction Document 
TPO Technical Project Officer 
TR Traffic Report 
TRC TRC Environmental Corp. 
Weston Weston Solutions, Inc. 
WSC MassDEP Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
VOA   Volatile Organic Analysis 
VOC   Volatile Organic Compound 
XRF   X-Ray Fluorescence 
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2.0 INTRODUCTION 

This SAP was developed by EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection (MassDEP) in consultation with the City of New Bedford.  The SAP identifies the 
data collection activities and associated Quality Assurance/Quality Control (QA/QC) measures 
specific to the Parker Street Waste Site, located in New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts. 
Data will be generated in accordance with the quality requirements described in the QAPP, dated 
June 16, 2005; applicable MassDEP Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup (WSC) Compendium of 
Analytical Methods (CAMs); and modified EPA Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) Laboratory 
methods.  The purpose of this SAP is to describe site-specific tasks that will be performed in 
support of the stated objectives.  The SAP will reference back to the QAPP for “generic” tasks 
common to all data collection activities including routine procedures for sampling and analysis, 
sample documentation, equipment decontamination, sample handling, data management, 
assessment and data review.  Additional site-specific procedures and/or modifications to 
procedures described in the QAPP are described in the following SAP elements.  

This SAP is prepared, reviewed, and approved in accordance with the procedures detailed in the 
QAPP, Section 3. Any deviations or modifications to the approved SAP will be documented 
using SAP Table 1, SAP Revision Form. 

3.0 PROJECT ORGANIZATION, MANAGEMENT, AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

Major project participants for the sampling activities at the Parker Street Waste Site include the 
EPA Region 1, EPA Environmental Response Team (ERT), Region I Weston Solutions, Inc., 
(Weston) Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team (START), MassDEP, and City 
of New Bedford.  Project organization and lines of communication for the participants are 
presented in Figure 1. When two or more prime contractors are tasked to work on the same 
project, the On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) coordinates technical issues between the contractors. 
One prime contractor may not direct the work of another prime contractor, nor can a contractor 
make site decisions that impact another contractor without authorization from the OSC, although 
routine communication between contractors is permissible.  Only the roles and responsibilities 
for START are discussed in the following sections, while roles and communication lines are 
discussed for EPA, MassDEP, the City of New Bedford, and the Community Leading 
Environmental Action Network, Inc. (CLEAN) consultants. See Figure 1, Project Organization 
Chart. Field sampling teams are illustrated in Figure 2.   

3.1 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 New England 

The Organization Charts and lines of communication are shown in Figure 1.  The EPA EPRB 
Section Chief for the project is Mr. Steve Novick.  The EPA Lead OSC for the Parker Street 
Waste Site is Mr. Wing Chau, who will be assisted by OSC Mr. Marcus Holmes and OSC Ms. 
Sarah DeStefano. The EPA Contracting Officer (CO) is Ms. Hilary Kelley and the Project 
Officer (PO) is Mr. John Carlson. 

Page 8 



 

 
      

   
  

 
  

 
 

 

       

FIGURE 1
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FIGURE 2
 
SAMPLING TEAMS
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EPA Emergency Planning and Response Branch (EPRB) Emergency Response and 
Removal Section II Chief - The EPA EPRB Section Chief for the project is Mr. Steve Novick. 
The EPRB OSCs report directly to Mr. Novick. 

EPA Project Officer - The EPA CO is Ms. Hilary Kelley and the EPA PO is Mr. John Carlson. 
Ms. Kelley and Mr. Carlson will issue Technical Direction Documents (TDDs) and Task Orders 
(TOs) to START as requested by the OSCs.  TDDs and TOs describe the projected work, 
budgeted costs, and schedule.  TDDs and TOs are submitted directly by Ms. Kelley and Mr. 
Carlson to the START Program Manager (PM). The START PM reviews and accepts the TDD 
and TOs and assigns them to a START Project Leader (PL).  The START PL then executes the 
TDD and TO assignments with the support of a Site Leader (SL).  

EPA EPRB On-Scene Coordinator - The EPRB OSCs are Mr. Wing Chau, Mr. Marcus 
Holmes, and Ms. Sarah DeStefano. The OSCs will manage site activities, coordinate and 
communicate with other federal, state, and local agencies, and community groups; and initiate 
requests for contractor TDDs and TOs and provide technical direction to contractors under 
issued TDDs and TOs. The OSCs serve as the site Heath and Safety Officers for their assigned 
sites; direct data collection and use, and coordinate the release of data to other federal agencies, 
states, local health departments and to the public; review, approve and implement site-specific 
SAPs; perform enforcement-related duties; prepare and/or oversee proper documentation as 
required by the Superfund Program; arrange for and secure site access from property owners; and 
manage and direct EPA contractors.  The OSCs will be supported by Sharon Fennelly, EPRB 
Removals Section II Enforcement Coordinator. 

EPA OEME Geoprobe7 Sampling Team – The EPA OEME Geoprobe7 Sampling Team 
[Sampling Team Number (No.) 2] provides direct technical support to EPA EPRB.  OEME will 
be one of the three EPA sampling teams (one Geoprobe7 Operator and one Geoprobe7 Assistant) 
that will advance borings and obtain soil cores from the site.   

EPA ERT Geoprobe7 Sampling Team – The EPA ERT Geoprobe7 Sampling Team (Sampling 
Team No. 4) provides direct technical support to the EPA EPRB. ERT will be one of the three 
EPA sampling teams (one Geoprobe7 operator and one Geoprobe7 assistant) that will advance 
borings and obtain soil cores from the site. ERT will also provide a geologist and an assistant to 
the geologist to classify the soil cores and personnel to decontaminate their equipment. 

EPA ERT Field Mobile Laboratory - The EPA ERT Field Mobile Laboratory will provide an 
on-site chemist to field screen soil samples collected from borings for polychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs) and selected metals analyses following EPA OEME methods and protocols. 

EPA OEME Field Mobile Laboratory - The EPA OEME Field Mobile Laboratory will 
provide an on-site chemist to field screen soil samples collected from borings for polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs) and selected metals analyses following EPA OEME methods and protocols. 
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EPA Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) Laboratories – CLP laboratories established by 
the Sample Management Office (SMO) of OEME will be utilized to perform analyses on soil 
samples.  CLP laboratories will conduct metals analyses utilizing a method modification for 
arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, and lead.  The CLP method modification will incorporate 
some changes to more closely align the analysis with the QC requirements found in Table III A-1 
in CAM-IIIA. Throughout the remainder of this SAP, the generic term “metals” will be used to 
refer to the five metals for CLP analyses and field screening analyses by the EPA Field Mobile 
laboratory. 

Delivery of Analytical Services (DAS) – DAS laboratories will be procured by START and 
utilized to perform confirmation analyses on soil samples.  DAS laboratories will perform PCB 
analysis and semivolatile organic compound analysis (SVOC) for polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs) compounds only. 

3.2 EPA Special Technical Training and Certifications 

EPA New England has an established QA training program designed to ensure that regional 
management and staff, prime contractors, and other federal agency and state personnel are 
qualified to perform their quality-related responsibilities (e.g. chain-of-custody, record keeping, 
data review and evaluation, auditing) and assigned tasks.  EPA New England complies with the 
National Training Policy as documented in the “Professional Development and Training Plan 
Guidelines for U.S. EPA On-Scene Coordinators”, July 2002 (Attachment J): “On-Scene 
Coordinators must participate in exercises and be trained as required by federal statutes, 
regulations, Agency directives, and regional policies to carry out their official duties.  OSCs also 
participate in advanced exercises and training which enhance their knowledge, skills, and 
abilities of the OSC and those of the response community.” 

3.3 Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (Southeast Regional 
Office) 

The MassDEP Project Manager will be Molly Cote.  Ms. Cote is the main point of contact for 
MassDEP and will provide direct oversight to the MassDEP contractor field sampling team 
members.  The MassDEP field sampling team (Sampling Team No. 3) will be responsible for 
performing sampling activities consistent with this SAP at the Hetland Memorial Skating Rink 
property (Area 9). The Hetland Memorial Skating Rink property is owned by the Commonwealth 
of Massachusetts and operated by a private entity. 

MassDEP is tasked with: 
•	 Sampling activities at the Hetland Memorial Skating Rink property (Area 9); 
•	 Providing sampling oversight and assistance to EPA, START, ERT, and OEME 

Sampling Teams at Areas 1-4, 7,8, and 11; 
•	 Providing sampling oversight and assistance to the City of New Bedford at Area 5;  
•	 Accepting and preserving soil samples from areas under investigation by Sampling 

Teams 1, 2, 3 and 4, for possible future dioxin laboratory analysis, as appropriate; and  
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•	 Providing assistance to EPA with regard to applicable state requirements and community 
support. 

3.3.1 Hetland Memorial Skating Rink Property (Area 9) 

MassDEP contractor assistance will be procured for the purpose of performing sampling 
activities consistent with this SAP.  MassDEP contractors will prepare a Health and Safety Plan 
prior to the commencement of any field activities.  MassDEP and contractors will determine 
sampling locations and mobilize/operate direct push (Geoprobe) drilling equipment in 
accordance with sections 6.0 - 9.0 of this SAP.  A MassDEP Work Plan is located in Appendix 
D. 

Sampling activities for dioxin may also be performed as described in Section 3.3.4 and Appendix 
D. 

Activities to be conducted by MassDEP and its contractors may include:  
•	 Site preparation: clearing of trees and shrubs to allow access to the rear portion of the 

property (wooded lot). Also determining appropriate sample collection locations. 
•	 Sample collection, preservation, and delivery: collecting soil samples [utilizing direct 

push (Geoprobe)] and sediment samples (hand auger) from wetland portion of the lot. 
Samples will be appropriately prepared and delivered to START in the field.   

•	 Survey: appropriate surveying of sample locations using a Global Positioning System 
(GPS). 

•	 Data Analysis & Review: evaluating incoming data related to the proposed sampling 
effort. 

•	 Securing of any necessary local/State permits. 

3.3.2 Oversight of Sampling Activities by EPA/START Sampling Teams      

MassDEP and its contractors will provide assistance to the EPA, START, ERT, and OEME 
Sampling Team members (Sampling Teams 1, 2 and 4) by way of field oversight and technical 
assistance during the course of the sampling activities at Areas 1 - 4, 7, 8, and 11.  

3.3.3 Oversight of Sampling Activities by the City of New Bedford 

MassDEP and its contractors will provide assistance to the City of New Bedford by way of field 
oversight and technical assistance during sampling activities at the Nemasket Street (former 
Bethel AME) property (Area 5). Please refer to section 3.6. 

Page 13 



 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 

3.3.4 Dioxin Sample Collection and Preservation 

MassDEP's contractor will be responsible for acceptance and preservation of soil and sediment 
samples from the EPA, ERT, and START sampling teams for possible future dioxin analysis. 
Soil samples will be collected for future analysis as part of this sampling effort as a way to 
defray and offset the cost of future mobilization should the determination be made that expanded 
dioxin sampling and analysis is necessary at the Parker Street Waste Site.  Please refer to Section 
5.4 and Appendix D. 

3.3.5 Evaluation of Applicable State Requirements and Community Support 

MassDEP will assist the EPA/START teams via review of existing and new (incoming) field and 
analytical data generated during the course of the sampling activities.  It is anticipated that the 
Parker Street Waste Site investigation will generate over 2,000 soil and sediment samples by the 
end of May, 2010. MassDEP will evaluate validated data packages in consideration of MassDEP 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan 310 CMR 40.0000 (MCP) risk-based standards and risk 
assessment algorithms. MassDEP will also support community involvement activities for the 
Parker Street Waste Site. 

3.3.6 Other MassDEP Site Activities 

MassDEP will continue to provide regulatory oversight of the ongoing sampling and evaluation 
of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) in indoor air at the New Bedford High School property. 
MassDEP will execute initial mitigation measures, which include a seepage mitigation 
evaluation, crack sealing in areas unaffected by groundwater seepage, and an evaluation of 
intrusion through and around floor drains and infrequently used sinks.  Also, air flow 
adjustments will be made and sub-slab soil gas and groundwater monitoring will be conducted. 
Please refer to Section 5.1. 

3.4 Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team (START) 

The START team consists of a multi-disciplinary technical staff including chemists, geologists, 
engineers, biologists, environmental scientists, and administrative support personnel.  The 
organization charts and lines of communication for START are shown in Figures 1 and 2.  The 
START PM is responsible for the overall management of the START contract.  A START PL 
and SL will be assigned to provide overall technical support to the project.  START will directly 
support three sampling teams comprised of START, EPA OEME, EPA ERT, and START 
subcontracted personnel.  START will also support MassDEP as necessary.  In addition to the 
START PL and SL, START and Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity (ID/IQ) staff will 
include approximately 17 field personnel to ensure that field activities will be successfully 
completed.  If the scope of work increases or decreases, START will, with EPA approval, adjust 
the number of personnel to meet the EPA’s objectives for the project. START roles, 
responsibilities, and lines of communication are provided below and illustrated in Figures 1 and 
2. The following section details the responsibilities and duties of START personnel.  
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Program Manager - The START PM is Mr. Mark J. McDuffee.  Mr. McDuffee will be 
responsible for ensuring the quality of work performed by START at the Parker Street Waste 
Site. The PM interfaces directly with the EPA CO (Ms. Hilary Kelley), PO (Mr. John Carlson), 
EPRB Section Chief (Mr. Steve Novick), and OSCs Wing Chau, Marcus Holmes, and Sarah 
DeStefano. Mr. McDuffee is supported by technical and administrative staff in the Andover, 
MA START office, and Weston staff in other regional and national offices.   

Project Leader - The Region I START PL is Mr. Eric Ackerman.  Mr. Ackerman reports 
directly to the START PM.  Mr. Ackerman will provide direct oversight to the START SL and 
field sampling team members.  Mr. Ackerman will also be responsible for providing staffing 
resources to the project, assisting the SL with cost management, and reviewing and approving 
project deliverables. Mr. Ackerman is the main point of contact with the EPRB OSCs and 
START PM.  Mr. Ackerman is directly responsible for preparing site-specific SAPs, health and 
safety plans (HASPs), coordinating field sampling activities, ensuring that staff adhere to the 
site-specific HASP and SAP, conducting air monitoring, maintaining field notes via a field log 
book and field notes, tracking START costs, ensuring that proper chain-of-custody 
documentation is maintained, conducting START safety and management audits, and preparing 
deliverables as requested by the OSCs. 

Site Leader – The Region I START SL is Mr. Dennis Willette.  The SL supports the PL as a 
main point of contact within the START team and with the EPA OSCs.  Mr. Willette reports 
directly to the START PL and is directly responsible for assisting the PL in preparing site-
specific SAPs, HASPs, coordinating field sampling activities, ensuring that staff adhere to the 
site-specific HASP and SAP, conducting air monitoring, maintaining field notes via a field log 
book and field notes, tracking START costs, ensuring that proper chain-of-custody 
documentation is maintained, and preparing deliverables as requested by the OSCs.  The START 
SL is supported by the PL, Quality Assurance Officer (QAO), Health and Safety Officer (HSO), 
Subcontracts/Equipment Manager (EM), Lead Chemist, and Reports Manager (RM).   

Sampling Teams – START will support a total of four field sampling teams. Direct support will 
be given to three of these teams.  Sampling Team No. 1 will include two START subcontracted 
personnel (one Field Subcontractor Geoprobe7 Operator and one Field Subcontractor Geoprobe7 
Assistant).  In addition, START will provide one staff member for sampling location oversight to 
the Field Subcontractor Geoprobe7 crew and one staff member for sample and equipment 
transport. Therefore, Sampling Team No. 1 will consist of four total staff. Sampling Team No. 2 
will consist of two EPA OEME staff (one Geoprobe7 Operator and one Geoprobe7 Assistant) 
and one START staff member for sample and equipment transport. Sampling Team No. 4 will 
consist of EPA ERT personnel and its Scientific, Engineering, Response, & Analytical Services 
(SERAS) Contractor. Sampling Team No. 4 will consist of two ERT/SERAS staff (one 
Geoprobe7 Operator and one Geoprobe7 Assistant) and one ERT/SERAS staff member for 
sample and equipment transport.  Sampling Team No. 3 will consist of MassDEP and their 
subcontractor personnel.  START will indirectly support the MassDEP sampling crew by 
classifying the soil, collecting samples, and shipping the samples to various laboratories.   
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Decontamination Team – Two START staff, two START field subcontractor personnel, and 
two SERAS personnel will be dedicated entirely to operating a decontamination area, 
decontaminating various sampling equipment and tools, and collecting rinsate (equipment) blank 
samples for laboratory analysis to ensure that equipment is being decontaminated effectively.   

Soil Classifiers and Samplers – START will provide two soil classifiers (Geologists or 
qualified staff) and two soil classification documenters for Sampling Team No. 1 (START), 
Sampling Team No. 2 (OEME), and Sampling Team No. 3 (MassDEP).  ERT/SERAS will 
provide a soil classifier and documenter for Sampling Team No. 4 and to support other sampling 
teams as necessary. The soil classifiers will be responsible for screening macro-cores with a 
photoionization detector (PID) or flame ionization detector (FID), measuring the amount of 
recovery, and classifying the soil. The soil classification documenters will be responsible for 
recording the soil descriptions provided by the soil classifiers and for collecting the soil samples 
from the cores.   

Data Management (SCRIBE and FORMS II Lite Staffers) - START will provide three staff 
members for providing chain-of-custody documentation and data management using SCRIBE 
and Field Operations and Records Management System (FORMS) II Lite software.  These three 
staff members will be responsible for receiving soil samples from the three soil classification 
teams. 

Shippers - START will provide three staff members for packaging and preparing START, 
MassDEP, and ERT/SERAS samples for dangerous goods shipment via Federal Express (FedEx) 
to EPA CLP Laboratories and/or for pick up by DAS Laboratory couriers. 

3.5 START Special Technical Training Requirements/Certifications 

Technical training of the START team is provided to ensure that technical, operational, and 
quality requirements are understood. The team has received general training including, but not 
limited to, the following: Health and Safety Training [40-hour Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) Hazardous Waste Operations (HAZWOPER), 8-hour annual refresher 
OSHA, 8-hour supervisor, cardio-pulmonary resuscitation (CPR), first aid, and bloodborne 
pathogens training; and dangerous goods shipping training); field sampling methods, Incident 
Command System (ICS) 100/200, equipment proficiency, and log book training; conflict of 
interest (COI) and confidential business information (CBI) training; procurement 
integrity/business ethics training; and software training (including EPA SCRIBE and FORMS II 
Lite data management tools).  Certain START staff are proficient Geoprobe7 operators and soil 
classifiers. START Team Members and ID/IQ personnel who conduct data validation of 
laboratory analytical data shall be qualified in accordance with EPA Region I Guidelines. 
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3.6 City of New Bedford 

City of New Bedford personnel will be the lead agency investigating the city-owned properties 
and will assist the OSCs with addressing applicable statutes, regulations, policies, and 
community relations. The City of New Bedford and their contractor are responsible for sampling 
activities at Area 5 [Nemasket St. Property (former Bethel A.M.E. Property)], Area 6 [Right of 
Way (ROW) on Summit St. between Auburn St. and Hapwell St. (completed)], Area 7[data gap 
in the ROW on Durfee St. (completed)], and the site boundary near Area 10 (City of New 
Bedford Department of Public Works (DPW) Operations Facility).  The City of New Bedford’s 
proposed Work Plan is located in Appendix C and includes a complete description of their 
proposed scope of work. The proposed City of New Bedford’s Work Plan is attached to this 
SAP to provide an overall view on how the Parker Street Waste Site boundaries and data gaps 
will be investigated.  The attachment of these documents is to be used for informational purposes 
and does not constitute approval under this SAP.  Approval of the proposed City of New 
Bedford’s Work Plan will be conducted under the MassDEP and TSCA regulatory frameworks. 

3.7 Citizens Leading Environmental Action Network (CLEAN) 

CLEAN will be represented by their two consultants: Ian Phillips, Roux Associates, Inc. and 
Terry Boguski, E2, Inc., Their responsibilities shall include attendance at meetings; distributing 
and interpreting information that describes EPA, MassDEP, City of New Bedford and their 
subcontractors’ activities, progress, and results; and contributing SAP modifications. 

4.0 SAP DISTRIBUTION 

4.1 Project Team Members List 

The following personnel were involved in planning and/or technical activities performed for this 
data collection activity.   

 Steve Novick EPA EPRB Section II Chief 

 Wing Chau EPA OSC

 Marcus Holmes EPA OSC
 

Sarah DeStefano EPA OSC
 
Sharon Fennelly EPA Enforcement Coordinator


 Mark McDuffee START PM 

 Eric Ackerman START PL

 George Mavris START QAO 


John Burton START (Lead) Chemist 

 Dennis Willette START SL 


Dave Johnston MassDEP Regional Director 

 Millie Garcia-Serrano MassDEP Deputy Regional Director  
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Leonard Pinaud MassDEP Site Management Chief 
Molly Cote Mass DEP Project Manager 
Nora Conlon   OEME QA Chemist 
Jerry Keefe   OEME Investigations and Analysis  
Ed Gilbert EPA ERT Project Manager 
Scott Alfonse New Bedford, Director of Environmental Stewardship 

 Terrie Boguski E2, Inc. 
Ian Phillips Roux Associates, Inc. 

4.2 SAP Distribution List 

Each person listed below may receive a copy of the approved SAP. A copy of the SAP will also 
be retained in the site file. 

 Steve Novick EPA EPRB Section II Chief 
 Wing Chau EPA OSC
 Marcus Holmes EPA OSC 

Sarah DeStefano EPA OSC
 Mark McDuffee START PM 
 Eric Ackerman START PL
 George Mavris START QAO 

John Burton START (Lead) Chemist 
Dennis Willette WESTON® START SL 
Molly Cote MassDEP Project Manager 
Nora Conlon   OEME QA Chemist 
Ed Gilbert EPA ERT Project Manager 
Scott Alfonse New Bedford, Director of Environmental Stewardship 

 Terrie Boguski E2, Inc. 
Ian Phillips Roux Associates, Inc. 
Anne Shoemaker New Bedford Housing Authority 

5.0 PLANNING AND PROBLEM DEFINITION 

5.1 Problem Definition 

The Parker Street Waste Site is an approximately 105-acre area located in New Bedford, Bristol 
County, Massachusetts (See Appendix A: Figure 3, Site Location Map)] [3]. The site is located 
at Latitude 41o 38′ 33″ north and Longitude 70 o 56′ 44″ west, as measured from the approximate 
center of the site. The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site is believed to be bounded 
to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the 
south by Maxfield Street, and to the west by Summit Street. Located within the estimated bounds 
of the former waste site is the New Bedford High School campus, the recently constructed Keith 
Middle School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new 
Andre McCoy Field (which is currently under construction), residential properties, Carabiner’s 
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Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment complexes (See Appendix A: Figure 4, Site 
Diagram).  

In 2000, during an environmental due diligence investigation of the former McCoy field as a 
possible location for the new KMS, PCB levels above regulatory reporting limits were detected. 
BETA Group Inc., working on behalf of the City of New Bedford, remediated the site by 
removing PCB-contaminated soil and sediment and installing a 3-foot cap over the contaminated 
areas. The KMS was then constructed over the resulting 3-foot cap [2]. 

Throughout the course of the remediation, BETA Group, Inc. conducted several subsurface 
environmental investigations between 2004 and 2006. These investigations yielded a total of 447 
sample locations, and suspected waste site fill material was identified at 350 locations [2]. 

Following the remediation of the former Andre McCoy field/current KMS location, TRC 
Environmental Corp. (TRC) was contracted by the City of New Bedford to conduct site 
investigations at 27 locations within the estimated bounds of the previous waste area. TRC 
conducted investigations at the New Bedford High School campus, Walsh Field area, McCoy 
Field area, 16 residential properties, one church, five city-owned right-of-way areas, one 
privately-owned commercial property, and one city-owned lot on Durfee St. Most of the 
investigatory work was completed throughout 2007 and 2008, with portions of the final reports 
completed by the end of year 2008 [4].  

On September 30, 2009, EPA and MassDEP conducted a public meeting during which concerns 
regarding the scope and pace of the environmental assessment and cleanup of the waste site were 
voiced by residents and community leaders. As a result of these concerns, EPA and MassDEP 
committed to reviewing and evaluating the data collected by the City of New Bedford to identify 
areas warranting further investigation. In addition, EPA and MassDEP met with community 
representatives on October 16, 2009 to gather their comments prior to developing this SAP. 
Consistent with previous data collection efforts at the Site, data collected from this sampling 
effort will be evaluated to determine whether immediate remedial action is necessary at the Site. 
The sampling effort will focus resources in the 11 specific areas identified as data gap areas 
where further investigation is needed in order to expedite and refine the extent of contamination 
associated with the Parker Street Waste Site. 

On January 29, 2010, MassDEP received notification of a release and/or threat of release of 
VOC in a groundwater monitoring well located on the New Bedford High School campus.  Both 
vinyl chloride, at a concentration of 3.4 micrograms per liter [µg/L or parts per billion (ppb)], 
and tetrachloroethylene (PCE), at 63 µg/L, were detected in monitoring well MW-7 located on 
the New Bedford High School property. Additionally, vinyl chloride was detected in a sample of 
standing water collected from a groundwater seep in the floor of the maintenance room inside the 
High School. The maintenance room floor is lower in elevation than adjacent areas frequented 
by students and faculty. Initial response actions taken by the City of New Bedford included a 
seepage mitigation evaluation, crack sealing in areas unaffected by groundwater seepage, and an 
evaluation of vapor intrusion through and around floor drains and infrequently used sinks.  Air 
flow adjustments to the ventilation system and sub-slab soil gas and groundwater monitoring 
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were conducted. A written Immediate Response Action Plan for determination of the nature and 
extent of the release will be submitted to MassDEP for review by March 22, 2010 and will 
indicate if additional sampling for VOCs is necessary. 

5.2 Site History and Background 

According to historical topographical maps, the waste site was a wetland area linked to the 
Apponagansett Swamp prior to 1936. Subsequent maps revealed that the southern end of the site 
(Walsh Field area) was the first to be developed and was displayed as dry land in historical maps. 
The majority of activity suspected to be associated with the current waste site occurred in the 
1950s and early 1960s and was located in the current New Bedford High School campus area. 
This waste material is suspected to have been spread while construction of the New Bedford 
High School’s foundation occurred between 1968 and 1972 [4].  Further spread of fill-related 
material occurred during the construction of the former Andre McCoy field. The environmental 
hazards and contaminants of concern were brought to attention during more recent construction 
projects such as the construction of the new KMS and the new Andre McCoy field (currently 
under construction). A more extensive site history and background can be found in the TRC 
report entitled, Interim Phase II Comprehensive Site Assessment, Parker St. Waste Site, New 
Bedford, MA, TRC Environmental Corp., July 2009, available on the City of New Bedford 
website. This document, as well as several other documents, may be downloaded from the City 
of New Bedford’s website at http://www.newbedford-ma.gov/McCoy/Keithmiddleschool.html. 

The current location of KMS is a historical wetland, and there is a small wetland located north of 
KMS across Durfee St. and behind the Hetland Memorial Skating Rink.  There are 
approximately 15,000 persons within one half-mile of the site.  

5.3 Contaminants of Concern 

The contaminants of concern (COC) related to the Parker St. Waste Site are PCBs, PAHs, and 
the metals: arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, and lead. See SAP Table 2, Contaminants of 
Concern. Quality control acceptance limits and quantitation limits, for some analytical methods, 
are listed in Tables 1-7 of the QAPP.   QC and method quantitation limits for other methods are 
addressed in Section 12.2.2 of the QAPP. 

PCBs and metals are the primary COCs and the main indicators that contamination originating 
from the original landfill is present at various locations.  PAHs are evaluated as a COC based on 
information gathered to date, but because PAHs are ubiquitous in developed or urban areas, the 
presence of PAHs alone in sampling results will not be used as an indicator of Site boundaries.   

5.4 Other Target Analytes 

At the time this SAP is being prepared, the contaminants of concern are limited to PCBs, PAHs, 
and metals which will be used to define the site boundaries. Dioxin can be associated with 
locations where burning occurred involving chlorinated compounds such as PCBs. Past 
evaluation for dioxin during the assessment of the Keith Middle School Site indicated the 
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presence of dioxin at levels slightly above the typical urban background concentration. Prior to 
remediation, the Keith Middle School Site exhibited higher PCB concentrations as compared to 
most other areas of the Site. The City of New Bedford has developed a draft dioxin sampling 
approach for the Parker Street Waste Site. The results from the implementation of the draft 
dioxin sampling plan proposed by the City of New Bedford will help determine whether there is 
a need for additional dioxin sampling at the Parker Street Waste Site 

Soil samples for potential future dioxin compound analysis from each soil sampling location will 
be collected from the 0-1 foot sample interval and from the 1 -3 foot sample interval to evaluate 
current risk and the potential for Imminent Hazard conditions under the MCP. The samples will 
be received by MassDEP contractors from the EPA, OEME, ERT, and START Sampling Teams 
and will be stored securely for potential future analysis.  Please refer to Appendix D. 

5.5 Pre-Sampling/Scoping Meeting 

EPA/START will conduct a pre-sampling/scoping meeting to discuss project objectives, field 
planning, analytical and QA/QC activities; establish schedules; and determine roles and 
responsibilities.  START will maintain constant communication with the OSCs during the pre-
sampling stage to ensure that sampling objectives will be met and representative data will be 
collected. EPA personnel will include the OSCs, OEME, and ERT/SERAS personnel, and may 
include the EPA Section Chief, and human health and ecological risk assessors.  START 
personnel attending this meeting will include the PM, PL, SL, QAO, Lead Chemist, EM, HSO, 
and sampling team.  MassDEP personnel may include the Project Manager and sampling team. 
The City of New Bedford personnel may include Director of Environmental Stewardship and his 
assistant. CLEAN personnel may include their two consultants: Ian Phillips, Roux Associates, 
Inc. and Terry Boguski, E2, Inc. 

The pre-sampling/scoping meeting will be held at least one week prior to sampling activities and 
all attendees will be required to sign an attendance sheet. During the pre-sampling/scoping 
meeting, the START PL, START SL, and OSCs will discuss, at a minimum, the following items: 

¾ Site background and operational history. 
¾ Contaminants of concern. 
¾ Sampling methodology, sample preservation, QC samples [rinsate, duplicates, 

matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD), performance evaluation (PE)]. 
¾ Archiving of soil and sediment samples for potential future analyses. 
¾ Team member roles and responsibilities. 
¾ Lines of communication and logistics (lead person/point of contact, distribution of 

phone/pager numbers to appropriate personnel, coordinating meeting/departure 
times, expected duration/lodging issues, food/water availability, number and type 
of vehicles, field subcontractors, and budget management). 

¾ Sample shipment and delivery (environmental vs. dangerous goods, identifying 
primary and secondary FedEx Offices). 
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¾ Documentation (log books, Chain of Custody forms, and modifications to site-
specific SAP). 

¾ Documentation roles and responsibilities (i.e preparing reports, boring logs, etc.). 
¾ Health and safety issues (chemical, physical, biological, and radiological hazards; 

levels of protection; decontamination; investigation-derived waste (IDW) issues; 
DigSafe notification requirements; air monitoring). 

¾ Equipment Issues (sufficient quantity, types of instruments and equipment). 
¾ Sampling teams providing their own sampling equipment, containers, etc. 
¾ Data Validation. 
¾ Other site-specific concerns. 

Any issues or concerns discussed during the pre-sampling/scoping meeting will be addressed 
prior to initiation of field activities. Prior to conducting any on-site activities, all EPA, START, 
MassDEP, and START field subcontractors will review and sign the site-specific HASP. The 
EPA/START field team will establish a command post upwind of suspected source areas, if 
possible. START members will perform calibration and/or verification checks of air monitoring 
instruments and document background ambient air monitoring levels. Samples will be collected 
following the site-specific SAP and HASP. Any modifications to these guidelines will be 
documented in the SAP, field log books, or on Field Data Sheets, by START and EPA personnel. 

6.0 Project Description and Schedule 

Sampling activities by EPA OEME, EPA ERT/SERAS, START, START Field Subcontractors, 
and MassDEP are projected to occur over a 4 to 6 week period.  There will be three EPA 
sampling teams: Sampling Team No. 1 will be comprised of START and START field 
subcontractor personnel, Sampling Team No. 2 will be comprised of EPA OEME and START 
personnel, and Sampling Team No. 4 will be comprised of EPA ERT/SERAS personnel. 
Sampling Team No. 3 will be comprised of MassDEP and its subcontractors.  

The four sampling teams may advance borings at up to 425 sample locations (boring locations); 
however, based on a review of aerial maps, it has been calculated that approximately 347 
primary sample stations will be advanced using Geoprobe7 units. An additional 19 sediment 
boring locations will be advanced to approximately 3 ft below the sediment/water interface or 
ground surface (bgs) (if wetland is dry) using hand augers in a wetland area.  Soil borings will be 
advanced to approximately 12 feet bgs using Geoprobe7 units, and soil cores will be collected at 
4-foot intervals using macro-core sleeves. Due to the amount of soil volume required for 
performing the necessary laboratory analyses, for storing (archiving) soil samples for potential 
future analysis, for providing split samples that may be requested from individual property 
owners, and for conducting field screening analysis, a minimum of two borings may required at 
each sample location to obtain sufficient soil volume.  The depths of these borings may be 
shallower or deeper than 12 ft bgs depending on the material (fill and native soil) encountered. 
Based on field screening results (for PCBs and metals) by on-site EPA and ERT/SERAS field 
chemists, or visual confirmation of fill material present in soil borings, additional borings may be 
advanced at 78 secondary sample locations by the sampling teams in Areas 1, 2, 3, and 11. 
During the first week of Geoprobe7 operations, each team will monitor the ambient air around 
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the work area to ensure that there are no elevated levels of dust in the air. If after the first week 
of air monitoring there are no elevated levels of dust, air monitoring will be discontinued. Air 
monitoring may be re-implemented at the discretion of the OSCs.  

After the macro-cores are removed from each 4-foot boring interval, macro-cores will be capped, 
labeled, and transported to a centralized area where they will be screened with a PID or FID and 
the soil classified using the Burmeister Soil Classification System.  A minimum of five soil 
samples will be collected from each sample location. One sample will be collected from the 0- to 
1-foot interval, one sample from the 1- to 3-foot interval, one sample from fill material, and if 
native material is encountered beneath the fill, two samples will be collected from the native 
material (one sample from the top interval of the native material and one sample from the bottom 
interval of the fill material). The samples collected from the bottom interval of native material 
will be stored at the laboratories performing the analyses and analyzed only if contaminants are 
detected in the soil sample collected from the top interval of the native material.   

Samples collected from the 0- to 1-foot, 1- to 3-foot interval, fill material, and the top interval of 
native soil will be submitted to a CLP laboratory for metals analyses and a DAS laboratory for 
PCB and PAH analyses. Following analysis for PCBs and PAHs, the remaining soil from the 8­
oz soil PAH and PCB sample containers from each interval will be consolidated into one 8-oz 
soil container from the interval by the laboratories and stored (archived) at the laboratories 
performing the analyses in accordance with EPA SW-846 Chapter 4.  The samples may be 
analyzed in the future for additional parameters, including dioxin.   

START will collect additional samples in 8-oz sample containers from the 0- to 1-foot and 1- to 
3-foot intervals, at all sample locations, to be archived by MassDEP for potential future dioxin 
analyses. 

At four areas (Areas 1, 2, 3, and 11), soil borings will be advanced and samples will be collected 
at the same intervals described above. All samples will be submitted to a CLP laboratory for 
metals analyses and to a DAS laboratory for PCB and PAH analyses. An additional soil sample 
will be collected from the top two sample intervals in these areas and sent to either the OEME or 
ERT mobile laboratory for field screening for PCBs and metals. A sample from the third 
interval, fill material, may be analyzed by an on-site mobile lab as determined necessary by an 
OSC. Based on field screening results and whether there was visual confirmation of fill material 
present in corresponding soil borings, an OSC, in consultation with MassDEP, will determine 
whether or not additional soil borings will be advanced on these properties. 

Approximately 57 sediment samples will be collected from 19 locations in the wetland north of 
Durfee St. (Area 8) using hand augers.  Sediment samples will be collected at the following 
intervals: 0 to 6-inches (in), 6-in to 2-feet, and 2- to 3-feet.  These samples will be analyzed for 
PAHs, PCBs, and metals. 

Soil and sediment samples will also be packaged and shipped as Dangerous Goods samples using 
an overnight carrier (FedEx) to EPA CLP Laboratories and/or picked up on site by a courier 
from the DAS laboratory performing the analysis.   
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A more detailed discussion of soil and sediment sampling activities may be found in Section 8.0.  

6.1 Schedule and Time Line 

Field activities are anticipated to last for approximately 4- to 6-weeks and will commence on 26 
April 2010.  Field activities will be dependent on weather conditions.  In April 2010, EPA 
(EPRB, OEME, and ERT/SERAS personnel), START and START field subcontractor 
personnel, and MassDEP sampling teams will mobilize to the site to advance borings using four 
different Geoprobe7 (direct push drill rig) units and will collect surface and subsurface soil 
samples.  OEME and ERT/SERAS will also each mobilize one on-site mobile laboratory and 
chemist to conduct field screening for PCBs and metals.  START will collect soil samples from a 
minimum of five intervals per sample location.  Sediment samples will also be collected from a 
wetland area using hand augers. Sampling activities are discussed in detail in Section 8.0 of this 
document.  Throughout site activities, START will conduct ambient air monitoring using a 
MultiRAE Plus PID, a FID/PID combination unit, combustible gas indicator/oxygen meter 
(CGI/O2), and a radiation meter.  Personal Data Ram (PDR) dust meters will be used during the 
first week of Geoprobe7 operations at each location to monitor for levels of dust in the air.  

Work conducted by the City of New Bedford is described in the City’s site specific work plan 
located in Appendix C of this document.  

Samples submitted to DAS and CLP laboratories will have a 21-day turn-around-time (TAT).  A 
Tier II Data Validation will be performed by START and ERT on a minimum of 10% of the 
sample delivery groups (SDG) received by each laboratory. The remaining 90% of the SDG’s 
will be validated at an enhanced Tier I level through the use of electronic data review 
(SEDD/ADR) and/or manual evaluation of QC items listed in section 15.2 to support 
qualification of results. The TAT for data validation packages will be 21 days from the time the 
data are received from the laboratory. 

6.2 Identifying Applicable Action Levels and Quantitation Limits 

Site Action Levels and supporting quantitation limits (QLs) will be established prior to selecting 
sampling and analytical methods.  To compensate for potential analytical inaccuracy at the 
quantitation limit, project QLs will be set at 3 to 10 times lower than the site Action Levels 
(ALs). See Figure below for a graphical relationship of method detection limits, quantitation 
limits, and Action Levels. 

Relationship of Method Detection Limits, Quantitation Limits and  
Action Levels 

I----|---------------------|-------------------------------------------------|—---------------- 
0 MDL         QL Action 
Level 

Statistical Laboratory Method   Quanititation Limit (QL) should be:   Action Level (AL) 
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Detection Limit (MDL) determined A  3 - 10 times lower than AL may be based on regulatory 
to be the laboratories’ “best case”  A  3 - 10 times higher than MDL   standard, a referenced-based 
sensitivity for a given analytical A Verified by the analysis of a standard at that     Clean up goal, technological  
Method. concentration in the calibration curve.    limitation, etc. 

To arrive at a site-specific action level, EPRB will consider existing Action Levels at the state 
and federal levels, and will consult with EPA and MassDEP risk assessors. 

7.0 Project Quality Objectives 

7.1 Project Objectives 

Sufficient data will be obtained from soil and sediment samples collected at the site to support 
defensible decisions as to whether additional investigation and/or response actions pursuant to 
the applicable state and federal regulations are necessary and/or appropriate. Modifications to the 
number of soil and sediment samples collected will be approved through the OSC in consultation 
with MassDEP.  

Project quality objectives (PQO) describe typical environmental decisions that need to be made 
at sites, and describe the level of data quality necessary to ensure those decisions are based on 
sound data. Typically, a systematic planning approach is used to define project objectives.  In 
addition, the Data Quality Objectives (DQO) process as described in EPA QA/G-4 Data Quality 
Objective Process will be utilized to plan time-critical actions as determined by the EPA OSC. 
In those situations, statisticians may be included as members of the planning team.  

All TDD and TO assignments that require measurement data will define the quantitative limits 
that the data are expected to meet in a site-specific SAP. These limits are established as part of 
the DQO determination process during the planning stages with the OSCs. This process includes 
the design and evaluation of equipment systems where the system is expected to perform within 
certain limits; i.e. environmental measurements that are traditionally associated with analytical 
laboratories. 

7.1.1 Project Quality Objective Statements 

The type, quantity and quality of data necessary to support a response action depend on the 
nature of the incident and the associated urgency of the response.  All data collected for time-
critical actions will be of adequate quality to support project objectives. 

The following project objectives apply to this site investigation:   

⌧ To expedite the sampling process in order to adequately define the site boundaries with respect to the extent 
of contamination.  

⌧ To determine whether a removal action is warranted and if so whether the response should be classified as an 
emergency, time-critical, or non-time critical removal action. 

⌧ To determine if an imminent hazard exists  at the site. 
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⌧ To meet requirements for additional work under the MCP. 

⌧ To support a potential listing as a NPL site.  

7.2 Measurement and Performance Criteria 

Generic measurement and performance criteria described in Table 7-2 of the QAPP will be used 
to ensure that data are sufficiently sensitive, precise, accurate, and representative to support site 
decisions. 

7.3 Decision Statements 

Decision statements are the link between sample results and site actions.  A decision statement 
describes what actions will be taken at the site when a removal AL is exceeded.  Method 
quantitation limits will be low enough to ensure accurate quantitation at the removal AL.  Refer 
to Table 7-1 of the QAPP. Table 7-1: Generic Decision Statements and Actions.  EPA will 
utilize the QAPP for decision statements and EPA removal actions in consultation with 
MassDEP and the City of New Bedford. 

7.4 Data Quality Indicators 

The quality of organic and inorganic data used in to make decisions during a removal action will 
meet the generic measurement performance criteria (MPC) described in Table 7-2 of the QAPP. 
Data quality indicators (DQIs) are used to determine whether performance criteria are satisfied. 
Typical DQIs assessed are precision, accuracy, completeness, representativeness, comparability, 
and sensitivity. The basis for assessing each of these elements of data quality is discussed in the 
following subsections. 

The criteria and QC samples will apply to most data collection activities conducted by EPRB. 
OSCs will select sampling and analytical procedures having QC acceptance limits that support 
the generic measurement performance criteria.  When alternate MPC are required to support a 
Removal Action, they will be documented in the site-specific SAP.  Also, when MPC are 
developed for measurement parameters other than chemistry parameters such as biological, 
radiological, or physical parameters, they will be documented in the SAP.  The following 
subsections describe the DQIs used to characterize the quality of data that will be used by EPRB. 

7.4.1 Sensitivity 

Sensitivity is the ability of the method or instrument to detect the contaminant of concern and 
other target analytes at the level of interest. The analytical method and instruments used, and the 
action level or concentration of concern will determine whether detected and non-detected data 
are usable. Measurement sensitivity is critical to supporting appropriate site decisions.  Project 
QL should be established at 3 to10 times lower than the site action levels to compensate for 
potential errors at the QL, and 3 to 10 times greater than the laboratory method detection limit 
MDL. 
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Method sensitivity is demonstrated on an annual basis by determining the MDL per instrument 
by matrix per method. MDL values are included in Inorganic Data Packages on CLP Form 9, 
and are available for organic analyses from SMO. Method sensitivity is evaluated routinely 
through the analysis of Laboratory Fortified Blanks (LFB) spiked at the QL, Contract Required 
Quantitation Limit (CRQL) standards for Inorganics CLP Form 2B, and inclusion of a 
calibration standard at the PQL level for Organics. 

7.4.2 Precision 

Precision is a measure of the closeness of agreement among individual measurements. Precision 
is determined by relative percent difference (RPD) and/or standard deviation calculations. 
Overall Precision - Precision associated with the entire sampling and analysis system will be 
evaluated. Overall precision will be determined by analysis of duplicate or replicate field 
samples. Duplicate sample precision data will be reported as RPD between the duplicate sample 
results. Sample precision for more than two replicates will be reported as relative standard 
deviation (RSD). For duplicate results x1 and x2, the RPD is calculated as: 

⎛
⎜⎜ 
⎝


| ( x1 - x2 ) | ⎞
⎟⎟ 
⎠


RPD=
 x 100%
( x1+ x2 )/2 

The following equations are used to calculate the mean (0) and the relative standard deviation 
(RSD). 

% RSD = ___S____ 
0 

x 100 % 

and 
n 

∑
 ( xi - x )2 

i = 1
S = 

n - 1 

where: 

xi  = each individual value used for calculating the mean 

0  = the mean of n values 

S  = the standard deviation of the data set for x, and 

n = the total number of values. 


Matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate (MS/MSD) analyses are typically performed to determine 
the precision and accuracy of organic analytical methods while MS/Duplicates (MS/Dups) are 
performed to determine the accuracy and precision for inorganic methods. The results of sample 
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spiking are used to calculate the quality control parameter for accuracy evaluation or the %R. 
The %R is defined as 100 times the spike sample result minus the unspiked sample result, 
divided by the spike added: 

SSR − SR
%R= x100 %

SA 
where: 

%R = the percent recovery, 
SSR = the observed spiked sample concentration,  
SR = the sample concentration, and 
SA = the true concentration of the spike. 

The RPDs for each compound are calculated using the following equation: 

MSR - MSDRRPD = x 100 
(MSR + MSDR ) / 2 

where: 
MSR = Matrix Spike result, or first replicate sample result. 
MSDR = MSD result, or second replicate sample result. 

Laboratory Precision - Precision specific to the analytical system will also be assessed. 
Laboratory duplicate samples and MS/MSD samples will be analyzed to evaluate precision for 
inorganic and organic analyses, respectively.  Reproducibility requirements for biological 
identifications will be discussed in the SAP. 

7.4.3 Accuracy/Bias 

Accuracy is a measure of the agreement between an observed value and an accepted reference 
value. It is a combination of the random error (precision) and systematic error (bias), which are 
due to sampling and analytical operations. Accuracy is determined by percent recovery (%R) 
calculations.  Performance Evaluation (PE) samples will be used, in accordance with the EPA 
New England PE Program to provide information to assess the accuracy of the analytical data 
generated.  In addition, analytical accuracy will be measured by comparing the percent 
recoveries of analytes spiked into a laboratory control sample to method control limits.  For 
volatile and semivolatile organic compounds, surrogate compound recoveries will also be used to 
assess accuracy and method performance for each sample analyzed.  In addition, inorganic 
laboratory matrix spikes and organic MS/MSD samples will be analyzed to assess the impact of 
matrix interferences.   

The results of sample spiking are used to calculate the quality control parameter for accuracy 
evaluation or the %R. The %R is defined as 100 times the spike sample result minus the 
unspiked sample result, divided by the spike added: 
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SSR − SR
%R= x100 %

SA 
where: 

%R = the percent recovery, 
SSR = the observed spiked sample concentration,  
SR = the sample concentration, and 
SA = the true concentration of the spike. 

The RPDs for each compound are calculated using the following equation: 

MSR - MSDRRPD = x 100 
(MSR + MSDR ) / 2 

where: 
MSR = Matrix Spike result, or first replicate sample result. 
MSDR = MSD result, or second replicate sample result. 

The results of these calculations are used in conjunction with other QC criteria to aid the data 
reviewer in applying professional judgment as necessary. 

7.4.4 Representativeness 

Representativeness is a measure of the degree to which data accurately and precisely represents a 
characteristic of a population, parameter variations at a sampling point, or an environmental 
condition. Simply, this is the degree to which samples represent the conditions for which they 
were taken. Sample representativeness will be achieved through appropriate sampling design 
and use of the standard sampling and analytical procedures.  Representativeness will be 
evaluated through the use of field QA assessments.  

7.4.5 Completeness 

Completeness is a measure of the amount of valid data obtained compared to the amount of data 
that was planned to be collected. Completeness for critical samples must be 100%. 
Completeness will be calculated and reported for each analytical method, sample matrix and 
analyte combination. The number of valid results divided by the number of possible individual 
analyte results, expressed as a percentage, determines the completeness of the data set.  For 
completeness requirements, valid results will be all results not qualified with an “R” flag.  The 
“R” flag indicates the data are rejected and considered unusable for making site decisions.  The 
requirement for completeness is 90 percent for soil samples.  When samples cannot be analyzed 
for any reason (holding time violations in which resampling and analysis were not possible, 
samples spilled or broken, etc.), the numerator of this calculation becomes the number of valid 
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results minus the number of possible results not reported.  The formula for calculation of 
completeness is: 

ValidSample Re sults
%Complete= x100 %

PlannedSample Re sults
 
ValidSample Re sults − Re sultsnot Re ported


%Complete= x100 %
PlannedSample Re sults 

7.4.6 Comparability 

Comparability is the confidence with which one data set can be compared to another data set. 
The number of matrices that are sampled and the range of field conditions encountered will be 
considered in determining comparability.  Modifications to the number of matrices sampled will 
be approved through the OSCs in consultation with MassDEP.  Comparability will be achieved 
by using standard methods for sampling and analysis, reporting data in standard units, 
normalizing results to standard conditions and using standard and comprehensive reporting 
formats.  Complete field documentation using standardized data collection forms will support the 
assessment of comparability.  Analysis of PE samples and reports from audits will also be used 
to provide additional information for assessing the comparability of analytical data produced 
among laboratories.  
Historical comparability will be achieved through consistent use of methods and documentation 
procedures throughout the project. The need for comparable data generated by different 
Agencies and local governments responding to the same emergency will be taken into account 
when choosing sampling and analytical methods. 

7.4.7 Field Screening/Confirmatory Samples 

Full protocol analysis will be performed to confirm field screening results. 
Screening/confirmatory comparability criteria will be established by the EPA OEME on-site 
mobile laboratory chemist and documented prior to data collection.  Comparability will be 
determined for each matrix, analytical parameter, and concentration level.  Comparability of 
field screening data to fixed laboratory results is critical in determining whether the field data 
will meet project objectives and support defensible site decisions.  All samples screened in the 
field will be submitted for fixed laboratory confirmatory analysis to support field analytical 
screening procedures. Refer to Section 13.2 of the QAPP for further discussion. 

8.0 SAMPLING DESIGN 

Field personnel performing sampling activities will follow OSHA and EPA-specific health and 
safety procedures and protocols. Sampling activities will be conducted in accordance with this 
site-specific SAP.  At a minimum, this site-specific SAP will include proper sampling design; 
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field procedures; reference to applicable SOPs; documentation; data objectives; analytical 
methods; sample container preparation; and sample volume, collection, preservation, holding 
times, chain of custody logs, and shipping requirements. The site-specific SAP will also detail 
the types and number of samples to be collected, matrices and parameters, and will provide a 
schedule for all activities, including field sampling.  

Soil and sediment sampling activities will be conducted in accordance with the following EPA 
SOPs: 

¾ EPRB SOP for Surface and Limited Subsurface Soil Sampling, EPRB SOP- 001, August 
2002 

¾ EPRB SOP for Sediment Sampling, EPRB SOP- 003, August 2002 
¾ OEME SOP for Soil Core Sampling Using the Geoprobe®, OEME EIA SOP-2, June 

2002 

Sample preparation methods (including the use of sample containers and reagents for sample 
collection and preservation, transport, and storage) will be performed in accordance with the 
procedures and protocols described in this site-specific SAP, unless otherwise approved by the 
OSCs, with consultation of MassDEP, and specified in Table 1 of this SAP.  Sample containers, 
preservatives, holding times, and other pertinent information for each of the matrices and 
laboratory analytical methods which are anticipated under this project are listed in Tables 2 
through 4 of this SAP. 

Sampling activities will be conducted by EPA OEME, ERT/SERAS, START (including ID/IQ), 
START Subcontractors, and MassDEP, over a 4 to 6 week period. There will be three EPA 
sampling teams. Sampling Team No. 1 will be comprised of START and START field 
subcontractor personnel, Sampling Team No. 2 will be comprised of EPA OEME and START 
personnel, and Sampling Team No. 4 will be comprised of ERT personnel and subcontractors. 
In addition, Sampling Team No. 3 will be comprised of MassDEP and their subcontractors. 

A staging area will be established at a central fixed location yet to be determined. 
Decontaminated or disposable sampling equipment will be available in the staging area for the 
START, OEME, and MassDEP sampling teams, along with the necessary certified-clean sample 
bottles, sample coolers, and any required preservatives for the samples.  ERT/SERAS will be 
providing their own sampling equipment and certified-clean sample bottles.  As samples are 
collected from the macro-cores, they will be transferred to a sampling bowl, homogenized, and 
then transferred to the appropriate sample container directly from the sampling bowl into the 
sample container. Homogenization of soil samples is discussed in detail in Section 9.2.  This will 
limit the possibility of the sample coming in contact with potentially contaminated surfaces in 
the immediate vicinity of the sample collection area. Sediment samples will be collected by 
placing the sediment from each of the three intervals directly into three separate large re-sealable 
plastic bags.  The bags will be properly labeled and brought to the soil classification area, placed 
into stainless steel bowls, and homogenized. Sediment samples will be homogenized following 
the same procedures described for soil samples. Non-dedicated sampling scoops will then be 
used to transfer the sediment from the sampling bowls directly into the appropriate sample 
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containers.  Any reusable (non-dedicated) sampling tools used will be decontaminated prior to 
re-use. 

Borings will be advanced at approximately 347 sample locations by the four sampling teams to 
approximately 12 feet below ground surface (bgs) using different Geoprobe7 units.  Soil cores 
will be collected at 4-foot intervals using macro-core sleeves. Approximately 19 locations have 
been selected in a wetland area where sediment samples will be collected from 0-6 inches, 6 
inches to 2 feet, and 2 to 3 feet intervals using hand augers. Grab soil samples will be collected 
from each of the five soil boring intervals, and three grab sediment samples will be collected 
from each sediment boring interval.  Additional soil borings may be advanced at 78 sample 
locations by the Geoprobe7 units depending on field screening results or visual confirmation of 
the presence of fill material in certain areas.   

The number of samples collected will depend upon field conditions, urgency of the response 
action, real or potential threat to human health and/or the environment, and cost of sampling and 
analysis in conjunction with available funding.  However, based on the number of the primary 
and secondary borings, between 1,735 and 2,125 soil samples will be collected from these 
borings. An additional 57 sediment samples will be collected from the hand augered locations in 
the wetland. These numbers do not include quality control (QC) [field duplicates, rinsate blanks, 
matrix spike/matrix spike duplicates (MS/MSD), or performance evaluation (PE) samples]. 

Refer to SAP Table 3, Sampling Locations and Sampling and Analysis Summary. 

9.0 SAMPLING PROCEDURES AND REQUIREMENTS 

In April 2010, the four separate sampling teams (e.g., three EPA and one MassDEP) will 
mobilize to the site to advance soil borings using different Geoprobe7 (direct push drill rig) units 
and to collect surface and subsurface soil samples, and sediment samples.  Smaller Geoprobe7 
units and hand augering methods will be used in areas where access is restricted to larger 
Geoprobe7 units (see Figure 2, Sampling Teams). OEME and ERT/SERAS will also each 
mobilize an on-site mobile laboratory and chemist to conduct field screening.   

PCBs and metals are the primary COCs and the main indicators that contamination originating 
from the original landfill is present at various locations.  PAHs are evaluated as a COC based on 
information gathered to date, but because PAHs are ubiquitous in developed or urban areas, the 
presence of PAHs alone in sampling results will not be used as an indicator of Site boundaries.   

The following table provides a breakdown of the areas and subareas to be sampled and the type 
of Geoprobe7 units that can access the properties. Each specific area delineated on this table was 
selected by EPA and MassDEP as areas requiring further sampling and characterization to fill 
existing data gaps. 

Soil borings will be advanced at approximately 347 sample locations, and approximately 1,735 
(not including QC) soil samples will be collected for fixed laboratory analyses by CLP and DAS 
Laboratories. Sample location maps, showing the 11 areas and proposed soil boring locations, 
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are included as attachments to this SAP (Appendix A).  These areas include private residences, 
public and private housing, and private businesses (these areas are not listed in order of priority): 

•	 Area 1 – The southern boundary of the Parker Street Landfill footprint which includes 
sampling residential properties along Maxfield Street and Florence Street. Area 1 also 
includes the southwestern boundary of the Parker Street Landfill footprint which includes 
sampling residential properties along Hunter Street. 

•	 Area 2 – The private housing complexes located on Parker Street and Hunter Street.  The 
Carabiner’s Indoor Climbing facility. 

•	 Area 3 – The New Bedford Housing Authority Complex named Parkdale.  The housing 
frontage along Hathaway Blvd and triangular area within the complex.  This triangular 
shaped area, approximately 160,000-square-feet, is located between Parker St., Summit 
St., and Hathaway Blvd. 

•	 Area 4 - The residential/private properties on Hathaway Blvd, Ruggles Street, 
Greenwood Street, Summit Street, and Parker Street. 

•	 Area 5 - The Nemasket Street (former Bethel A.M.E.) Property. The City of New 
Bedford will be conducting the site investigation and sampling of this area as described in 
their proposed Workplan. 

•	 Area 6 - The ROW on Summit Street between Auburn Street and Hapwell Street. The 
City of New Bedford has already completed the sampling in this area. 

•	 Area 7 – The Durfee Street residential properties and data gap in the ROW area on 
Durfee Street. The City of New Bedford has already completed the sampling of the ROW 
in this area. 

•	 Area 8 – The wetland area between Durfee Street and Potter Street. 

•	 Area 9 – The Hetland Memorial Skating Rink.  North and northeastern Site footprint 
boundary: ROWs on Durfee and Liberty Streets. MassDEP will be the lead agency to 
collect soil and/or sediment samples from this area. 

•	 Area 10 – The City of New Bedford DPW Operations Facility bordered by Liberty, 
Parker and Smith Streets.  The City has not proposed sampling for Area 10 as part of the 
SAP and instead will be including all of Area 10 as part of the Parker Street Waste Site. 
Additional sampling of Area 10 may be necessary as part of the continuing investigation 
and assessment of the site. 

•	 Area 11 – The southeast corner of the Parker Street Landfill footprint which includes the 
New Bedford Housing Authority complex named Westlawn. 
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Soil borings will be advanced to a depth of 12 feet unless site conditions dictate shallower or 
deeper depths to achieve project objectives.  Soils will be classified using the Burmeister Soil 
Classification System.  Soil samples will be collected from a minimum of five intervals from 
each sample location.  As previously mentioned, due to the amount of soil volume required to 
perform the necessary laboratory analyses, storing (archiving) soil samples for potential future 
analysis, split samples that may be requested from property owners, and field screening analysis, 
a minimum of two borings may required at each sample location to obtain sufficient soil volume. 

One sample will be collected from the 0- to 1-foot interval, one from the 1- to 3-foot interval, 
one from fill material, and two from different intervals (top and bottom of the core) within native 
soil beneath the fill. The bottom samples collected from the native material will be stored at the 
laboratories performing the analyses and analyzed only if contaminants are detected in the top 
native soil sample. Bottom native material samples will only be collected for PCBs and Metals. 

Samples collected from the 0- to 1-foot, 1- to 3-foot interval, fill material, and top of the native 
soil will be submitted for PCBs, PAHs, and metals analyses. The remaining soil from the 8-oz 
soil PAH and PCB sample containers from each interval will be consolidated into one 8-oz soil 
container from the interval by the laboratories and stored (archived) at the laboratories 
performing the analyses in accordance with EPA SW-846 Chapter 4.  The samples may be 
analyzed in the future for additional parameters, including dioxin.   

START will collect additional samples in 8-oz sample containers from the 0- to 1-foot and 1- to 
3-foot intervals, at all sample locations, to be archived by MassDEP for potential future dioxin 
analyses. 

At four areas (Areas 1, 2, 3, and 11), soil borings will be advanced and samples will be collected 
at the same intervals described above.  All samples will be submitted to a CLP laboratory for 
metals analyses and a DAS laboratory for PCB and PAH analyses. An additional soil sample will 
be collected from the top two intervals at all sample locations in these areas and sent to either the 
OEME or ERT mobile laboratory for field screening for PCBs and metals. A sample from the 
third interval, fill material, may be analyzed by an on-site mobile lab as determined necessary by 
an OSC. Based on field screening results or visual confirmation of the presence of fill material, 
the OSCs, in consultation with MassDEP, will determine whether or not additional soil borings 
will be advanced in these four areas (Areas 1, 2, 3, and 11). 

To ensure the safety of personnel during sampling activities, the buddy system, periodic air 
monitoring, and caution will be used throughout field activities.  To minimize risks due to 
chemical exposure, dermal and respiratory protection may be required if air monitoring 
equipment indicates that the environment is unsafe.  Field activities will follow the Site-Specific 
HASP, which further addresses the safety considerations of the property.  Hazards identified in 
or around the site may include physical hazards (slips, trips, and falls).  Additional potential 
hazards exist in association with advancing borings and cutting macro-core sleeve.   
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Since this project will consist mainly of extensive intrusive activities, subsurface utilities in the 
investigation areas must be identified.  Each Geoprobe sampling crew will be required to contact 
DigSafe and the local water and sewer boards to have these utilities marked, at least 3 working 
days before any subsurface work is initiated. DigSafe Authorization Numbers for each property 
will then be recorded in the HASP.   
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PARKER STREET WASTE SITE
 
EPA SAMPLE BORING NUMBER/LOCATION/DESCRIPTION ESTIMATE
 

REVISION 4.0 DATED 17 FEBRUARY 2010
 

AREA SUB‐AREA DESCRIPTION 
TRUCK‐MOUNT SAMPLE 
BORING LOCATIONS 

TRACK‐MOUNT 
GEOPROBE SAMPLE 
BORING LOCATIONS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLE 
BORING LOCATIONS 

TOTAL NUMBER OF QUALITY 
CONTROL SAMPLES (MS/MSD, 
MS/MSDUP, FIELD DUPLICATES, 

RINSATE BLANKS, PEs) 
TOTAL NUMBER OF SAMPLES 
(NOT INCLUDING QC SAMPLES) NOTES 

1 P‐001 7 7 14 18 70 
1 P‐002 4  4  8  9  40  
1 P‐003 2  5  7  9  35  
1 P‐004 6 19 25 33 125 
1 P‐005 4  10  14  18  70  
1 P‐006 4  10  14  18  70  
1 P‐007 4  10  14  18  70  
1 P‐008 6  3  9  15  45  
1 P‐009 3  4  7  9  35  
1 P‐010 11 18 29 36 145 
1 P‐011 3  5  8  9  40  
1 P‐012 6 16 22 27 110 

2 P‐013 18 2 20 21 100 
2 P‐014 18 7 25 33 125 

3 P‐015 Tier I 4 6 10 15 50 
3  PT‐015 Tier II 14 22 36 42 180 

4 P‐016 3  5  8  9  40  
4 P‐017 5 7 12 15 60 
4 P‐018 3  6  9  15  45  
4 P‐019 3  5  8  9  40  
4 P‐020 4  4  8  9  40  
4 P‐021 7 4 11 15 55 
4 P‐022 14 0 14 18 70 

7 P‐023 2  6  8  9  40  
7 P‐024 4 8 12 15 60 

8 P‐025 21 171 

Estimated 19 additional 
hand‐auger sample 

locations 

9 P‐026 15 20 35 42 175 

State owned/ sampled. 
EPA will process and ship 
sampling for analyses. 

11 P‐027 Tier I 8 4 12 15 60 
11 PT‐027 Tier II 14 28 42 51 210 

TOTALS: 196 245 441 573 2376 

Truck‐Mount Track‐Mount TOTAL Boring Locations TOTAL QC Samples 
Total Samples (Including QC 

Samples)* 

Current Projected Number of 
Soil Borings/Samples/QC 
Samples in Sampling Plan 168 195 363 480 2466 

* = Assumes 5 samples per boring location. A 5th sample, of native soil, will be collected as a contingency from every boring location. In the case that none of the contingency samples are sent for laboratory 
analyses the total sample number would be 1,388. 
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9.1 Advancement of Soil Borings 

Subsurface soil samples will be collected using different Geoprobe7 systems soil probing 
machines.  These are truck and/or track-mounted, piston-driven devices which can be used to 
advance borings and collect soil in 4-ft sleeves.  The sampling teams will advance borings in 
approximately 347 sample locations to approximately 12 bgs using these Geoprobe7 units. 
Individual areas and properties will be assigned to the four Geoprobe7 crews. 

Prior to operation of the Geoprobe7 machine, a thorough physical inspection of the carrier 
vehicle and unit should be conducted to ensure that the machine is in proper operating condition. 
Units will be inspected for hydraulic fluid leaks, and improperly stored or shifted equipment. 
The location of underground and overhead hazards, including high-tension utility lines, should 
be identified prior to extension of the Geoprobe7 from the carrier vehicle.  Knowledge of local, 
State, or Federal laws should be obtained regarding minimum distances from utility lines prior to 
intrusive activities.  In addition, the location of private on-site septic systems, leach fields, and 
other sensitive areas should be obtained, when possible, to reduce potential hazards to sampling 
personnel and equipment and to minimize disturbance to the property condition. 

Prior to conducting any on-site activities, all EPA and START personnel and field subcontractor 
employees will review and sign the site-specific HASP.  The START field team will establish a 
command post upwind of suspected source areas, if possible.  START members will perform 
calibration checks of air monitoring instruments and document background ambient air 
monitoring levels.  The dedicated sampling teams will decontaminate all Geoprobe7 sampling 
equipment prior to use [NOTE:  Each Geoprobe team should mark/stamp their own equipment so 
that it can be tracked from the field, through the decontamination process, and back to the field]. 
Decontamination will be conducted in accordance with the HASP and applicable SOPs. 
Decontamination generally consists of an Alconox solution and a water wash, followed by a 
water rinse, isopropanol wash, and followed by a de-ionized water rinse.  A hexane wash 
followed by a de-ionized water rinse will also be included in the decontamination procedure. 
The use of hexane will be discussed with the OSC and adequately addressed in via the HASP 
and SAP amendment/revision process.  

Prior to beginning any subsurface activities, the Geoprobe7 crews will inspect the property and 
locate markings identifying any subsurface utilities. The Geoprobe7 crew will take steps to 
ensure that minimal damage is done to the ground.  If necessary, plywood will be laid out to 
minimize any lawn damage.  Prior to laying out any plywood, plastic sheeting will be placed 
directly on the ground surface to prevent direct contact between the plywood and surface.  The 
plastic sheeting will be disposed of according the site-specific HASP and the plywood will be re­
used as necessary. Proposed boring locations will be pre-marked using wooden stakes.  Prior to 
any sample collection, the surface area at the sample location will be cleared of any extraneous 
material considered to be not relevant for sample analysis. If the sample location is on a lawn, 
the grass (divot) above where the boring will be advanced will be carefully removed and set 
aside to later be replaced. Additional measures may be required to advance the borings through 
pavement surfaces.  It is anticipated that borings will be advanced to approximately 12 feet bgs; 
however, total depths may vary depending on meeting the objectives of the investigation.  Since 
one of the objectives of the investigation is to determine the lateral and vertical extent of the 
landfill materials, borings will be advanced until native soil is encountered.  If refusal is 
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encountered in any one location, two additional attempts will be made to advance the boring 
before abandoning the location and moving to a different location.   

During the first week of Geoprobe7 operations, each team will monitor the ambient air around 
the work area to ensure that there are no elevated levels of dust in the air. If after the first week 
of air monitoring there are no elevated levels of dust, air monitoring will be discontinued. Air 
monitoring may be re-implemented at the discretion of the OSCs.  

Each Geoprobe7 crew will maintain documentation in a log book and record information 
including, but not limited to: weather conditions, Geoprobe7 type, Geoprobe7 Operator, 
Geoprobe7 Assistant, START Sampler/Oversight, START sample/equipment transporter, 
property location, boring number, time for beginning and ending borings, total depths reached, 
difficulties encountered (i.e. refusal etc.), depth to water table, ambient air monitoring readings, 
and PID/FID screening results on each core.  It is anticipated that additional co-located (within a 
2-ft radius of original boring) borings will be advanced to obtain the adequate volume for sample 
collection for all five sampling intervals.    

Two end caps will be placed on each macro-core by the Geoprobe7 crews and each macro-core 
will be clearly labeled with the following information:  top and bottom of core, sample number 
(each property will be assigned a unique sample numbering scheme) and depth interval. 
Following the successful completion of each boring, the START Sampler Transporter will 
deliver the macro-cores to the START Soil Classifiers. Downhole Geoprobe7 equipment will be 
taken to a decontamination area by the equipment transporters where it will be processed through 
the decontamination process and then returned to the Geoprobe7 crew. 

Prior to moving onto the next boring location, the completed borehole will be plugged using 
certified clean sand from the bottom of the borehole up to approximately 12 inches bgs, clean 
topsoil from 6 to 12 inches, and the divot (if one was removed) from 0 to 6 inches.  If no divot 
was removed, clean topsoil will be placed from 0 to 12 inches bgs.  The crew will periodically 
tamp the sand to ensure that it is packed into the hole.  The topsoil will be tamped and brought to 
an even grade with the surrounding area.  If groundwater is encountered, bentonite will be placed 
in the borehole to approximately 2 ft above the water level, and then the same procedure 
described above will be followed.  If the Geoprobe7 location is on pavement, the borehole will 
be filled with clean sand from the bottom of the borehole to approximately 3 inches bgs and with 
asphalt patch from 0 to 3 inches bgs. The Geoprobe7 crew will then move to the next location 
and advance the next boring in the same manner described previously. If any damage occurs to 
individual lawns on properties where the START subcontracted Geoprobe was used, START 
will use the services of a subcontracted landscaper to repair the damages [NOTE:  These services 
will only be available for the START Geoprobe crew, each Geoprobe crew should make their 
own arrangements to provide this type of service if deemed necessary]. Prior to leaving each 
individual property, the Geoprobe unit will be cleaned by brushing off any soil from the borehole 
they may have come into contact with any of the Geoprobe unit. If brushing the Geoprobe does 
not sufficiently clean the unit, then a tap sprayer and minimal amounts of water will be used to 
clean off any remaining soil 

In some locations where space is limited, it may be necessary to manually advance the soil 
borings. If this necessary, borings will be advanced using either hand augers or an electric jack 
hammer.  A GPS unit will be used to record the locations all Geoprobe7  boring locations. 
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9.2 Sample Collection Procedures for Macro-cores 

The START sample/equipment transporters will deliver the capped and marked macro-cores to 
the START and ERT/SERAS Soil Classifiers and Documenters who will be set up in a fixed area 
(yet to be determined).  Since geologic information will be recorded during this activity, START 
and ERT/SERAS Geologists or qualified members will be assigned as Soil Classifiers.  There 
will be three Soil Classification teams, two START and one ERT/SERAS (Figure 2). The macro-
core will placed on a table covered with polyethylene (poly) sheeting.  The markings on the 
macro-core (property and depth interval) will be recorded on Field Data Sheets by the START 
Soil Classification Documenters.  The vinyl end caps will be removed from the macro-core and 
the ends screened using a PID and/or FID.  These readings will be recorded on the Field Boring 
Data Sheets.  The macro-core will then be placed in a horizontal position on a macro-core liner 
holder which is clamped securely to the table.  The macro-core liner is then cut using a liner 
cutting tool and screened along its entire length using a PID and/or FID.  This reading is then 
recorded on the Field Boring Data Sheet. The soil within the macro-core is visually inspected 
and the amount of recovery is measured.  The amount of recovery is divided into four equal 
sections, each section representing a 1-foot interval, and the four sections are marked on the 
macro-core with a sharpie.  The top layer of the soil along the horizontal will be scraped using a 
clean sampling scoop or stainless steel knife to expose the true nature of the soil.  A photograph 
will be taken of the macro-core and the Soil Classifier will then describe the soil in the macro-
core using the Burmeister Soil Classification System.  During the classification process, any 
discrete layers within the soil will be measured.  Soil description (color, texture, materials, 
moisture content, odors, etc.) will be provided to the Soil Classification Documenter who will 
scribe the information onto a Field Boring Data Sheet. 

Soil samples will be collected from five intervals in each of the borings.  After the completion of 
soil description, the Soil Classification Documenter will take the 0 – 1 ft fraction of soil from the 
core and place it into a stainless steel bowl where it will be homogenized using a stainless steel 
(or disposable) scoop. 

To increase data comparability, the soil sample interval (s) will be manually homogenized.  The 
soil from each specific depth interval (or material, i.e. fill, native soil) will be placed into a 
stainless-steel bowl or other appropriate homogenization container, and mixed thoroughly using 
a non-dedicated, stainless steel scoop to obtain a homogeneous sample representative of the 
entire sampling interval.  Homogenization will involve thoroughly mixing the soil in the stainless 
steel bowl, forming a cone, re-mixing to form a new cone, flattening cone, dividing soil into four 
quarters, re-mixing opposite quarters, reforming a cone, and repeating previous steps a minimum 
of five times until the soil is visually homogenized.  Extraneous materials (rocks, leaves, twigs, 
glass, etc.) not relevant or vital for characterizing the sample will be removed from the soil and 
discarded. 

Once thorough homogenization has been achieved for the soil from the 0 – 1 ft interval, the soil 
will be divided into four approximately equal piles.  A non-dedicated sampling scoop will then 
be used to fill the sample containers.  A grab sample will then be placed into two 8-oz (PCB and 
PAH analyses) and one 4-oz (metals).  For locations where field screening will be conducted by 
the mobile laboratories, an additional 4-oz sample will be collected. The sample number, 
collection date, and collection time will be written on the container tops (jar lids).  The sample 
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collection date and times will also be recorded on the Field Boring Data Sheets.  The sample 
container for PAHs shall be filled first by scooping a small aliquot of soil from each of the four 
piles and placing the soil into the appropriate container until it is filled. This process shall then be 
repeated for the PCB and metals.  

The 1 – 3 ft fraction of soil will then be placed into another stainless steel bowl and the process 
described for the 0 – 1 ft interval will be repeated. The next sampling interval will be determined 
by the presence of fill material. The fill material will be placed it into a stainless steel bowl and 
the process described for the previous intervals will be repeated. The next two soil samples will 
be collected from native soils. One soil sample will be collected from the top of core from the 
native soil material and one from the bottom of the core from the native soil. The sample 
collected from the bottom of the core will be kept in storage pending the results of the native soil 
material collected from the top of the core. If contamination is detected in top sample of native 
soil, then the bottom sample will be analyzed. After the samples are placed in jars, they will be 
placed in re-sealable plastic bags and stored on ice in a cooler until they are packaged for 
shipment or courier pickup. The macro-core sleeves will be cut into smaller sections and 
disposed of in accordance with the site-specific HASP. 

Collection of soil samples for field duplicates, MS/MSD, and MS/Duplicates will be at a rate of 
1 per 40 samples per property (see Section 13.1). 

The samples collected from each sample location will be submitted to a CLP laboratory for 
metals analysis and a DAS laboratory for PCB and PAH analyses.   

START and ERT/SERAS will obtain certified clean sample containers from commercial vendors 
for all sampling activities. The containers provided will be those described in Specifications and 
Guidance for Contaminant-Free Sample Containers, EPA540/R-93/051, December 1992. These 
containers are cleaned in accordance with EPA protocols. The appropriate number and type of 
sample bottles will be identified by START as specified by the proposed analyses for each 
sampling event. The sample volumes and types of containers for the analytes of interest are listed 
in Table 2, along with the holding times and preservatives required for each analysis. The 
certificates of cleanliness for the certified clean sample containers will be retained in the site file. 
Other sampling supplies will be clean and visually inspected prior to use. 

Certificates of Cleanliness provided with boxes of certified-clean bottleware shall be filed in the 
site file as documentation that samples were collected into clean bottleware.  Opened boxes of 
bottleware not accompanied by a Certificate of Cleanliness shall not be used for sampling. 
Sample collection documentation and the use of certified-clean bottleware are also discussed 
during pre-sampling meetings. 

9.3 Hand Augering Procedures and Sediment Sample Collection 

Sediment samples will be collected using hand augers.  Hand augers consist of a series of 
extensions, AT@ handle, and thin-wall tube sampler.  If water is present in the wetland, surface 
water quality parameters (pH, temperature, specific conductance, and turbidity) will be recorded 
prior to sample collection.  The surface of the sample area will be cleared of any debris, and the 
auger will be used to bore a hole to a desired sampling depth, and is then withdrawn, retaining 
the sediment from the desired depth.  Sediment will be collected from the following depths: 0 to 
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6 inches, 6 inches to 2 feet, and 2 feet to 3 feet. Once the auger is withdrawn, the retained 
sediment will be placed into a 12 inch by 15 inch re-sealable polyethylene bag. The bags will be 
labeled with sample location number and the depth at which it was collected. This process will 
be repeated for all three depth intervals. A clean hand auger will be used at each discrete depth 
interval.  

The bags containing the retained sediment will be transported to the soil classification area to be 
classified and sampled. Sampling and identification will consist of a geologist or qualified staff 
homogenizing the sediment in a stainless steel bowl. The same process described for 
homogenizing the soil samples will be used for the sediment samples.  The sediments will also 
be classified using the Burmeister classification system. After classification is completed, 
samples will be transferred directly from the bowl to the sample containers and submitted for 
PAH, PCB, and metals analyses only. Samples for PAH and PCB analysis will be sent to DAS 
laboratories and samples for metals analysis will be sent to CLP laboratories. QC samples will be 
collected from the sediment samples at a rate of 1 per 40 samples.  

The hand augers will be transported to the decontamination area and will undergo the same 
decontaminated procedures outlined for the Geoprobe7 equipment. 

9.4 Cleaning and Decontamination of Equipment/Sample Containers 

Both dedicated and non-dedicated sampling equipment may be used during sampling activities. 
Decontamination of sampling equipment will be kept to a minimum in the field, and wherever 
possible, dedicated sampling equipment will be used. 

Equipment decontamination will prevent the cross-contamination of samples. Preventing cross-
contamination is important for avoiding the introduction of error and protecting the health and 
safety of personnel. Physical removal, washing, rinsing, and drying procedures will vary 
according to the sample parameters and equipment types. Non-dedicated equipment, such as 
down hole Geoprobe7 parts, augers, stainless steel spatulas, and bowls, will be decontaminated 
before and after use at a dedicated decontamination area. Dedicated and/or disposable 
equipment, which does not require decontamination, may be utilized whenever possible to avoid 
the need for rinsate blanks, to prevent the cross-contamination of samples, and to reduce the 
volume of liquid waste generated on site. 

All material and equipment will arrive on site in a clean condition. All non-dedicated equipment 
involved in field sampling activities will be decontaminated prior to and subsequent to collecting 
samples. During sampling activities, the decontamination teams will decontaminate the sampling 
equipment.  Decontamination will be conducted in accordance with the applicable SOPs and the 
site-specific HASP. Decontamination generally consists of an AlconoxTM and water wash 
followed by a deionized water rinse, followed by an isopropanol rinse, followed by a deionized 
water (DI) rinse, hexane wash, followed by a deionized water rinse and air drying. 
Recommended procedures for equipment decontamination, described below, will be followed 
where applicable. At the conclusion of each sampling location, the equipment will be brought to 
the designated decontamination area and thoroughly decontaminated using the following 
procedures. 
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¾ A physical removal technique will be used to remove any gross contamination 
present on the equipment. Typically, paper towels and brushes will be used for 
this purpose 

¾ After removal of gross contamination, equipment will be washed with a non 
phosphate detergent solution (such as a 2% liquid NoxTM and tap water solution). 
The washed equipment will be rinsed with tap water (typically from a garden 
sprayer) to remove all the soap solution 

¾ After removal of gross contamination, equipment will be washed with hexane. 
Typically, a squeeze bottle will be used to dispense the hexane. 

¾ The equipment will be then be rinsed with isopropanol. 

¾ The equipment will be rinsed a final time with DI water and allowed to air dry 
completely 

¾ The equipment will be visually inspected 

If the equipment is to be stored before use, the equipment will be sealed in a plastic bag for 
inorganics or aluminum foil for organics to prevent contamination before use. Equipment 
decontamination fluids and personal protective equipment (PPE) generated during sampling 
activities will be containerized and secured on site. Separate containers will be used for the 
aqueous wastes and for flammable, non-chlorinated solvents (hexane) wastes. Proper personal 
protection will be worn during decontamination procedures and will include gloves, eye 
protection, and splash-resistant protective clothing. 

The effectiveness of the decontamination procedure will be documented through the use of 
equipment rinsate blanks, which will be collected at a frequency of one per property per day, or 
at a frequency of one per 40 samples per property.   

Equipment decontamination fluids generated during sampling activities will be collected in 
properly labeled containers and staged in a secure area until final disposal.  Separate containers 
will be used for aqueous wastes and for flammable, non-chlorinated solvents (hexane) wastes. 
Proper personal protective equipment (PPE) will be worn during decontamination procedures 
and will include gloves, eye protection, and splash-resistant protective clothing.  Off-site 
disposal of decontamination wastes and contaminated PPE will be conducted through the 
Subcontract Agreement established by Region I START for disposal of investigation-derived 
wastes (IDW).  Non-contaminated wastes will be tightly sealed, double-bagged, and disposed of 
in accordance with the site HASP. 

9.5 Field Equipment Maintenance and Calibration 

Field instruments and equipment must be calibrated or verified at prescribed intervals or as part 
of the operational use of the equipment. Calibration or verification information will be recorded 
in Field Data Sheets or log books maintained by each of the four sampling team.  Equipment to 
be used in the field is calibrated or verified prior to the commencement of daily activities, and as 
needed in accordance with manufacturer's specifications as outlined in the owner's manual. 
Frequency of calibration or verification will be based on the type of equipment, inherent 
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stability, manufacturer's recommendations, EPA requirements, intended use, effect of error upon 
the measurement process, prior experience, or other criteria as directed by the PL or SL. 
Calibration and verification records will be documented and maintained in Field Data Sheets or 
bound log books which accompany staff in the field and in the site-specific HASP.  Field 
personnel shall immediately report equipment failure or malfunction to their respective 
Equipment Managers. 

Field equipment will be properly protected against inclement weather conditions during field 
activities. Each instrument is specially designed to maintain its operating integrity during 
variable temperature ranges that are representative of ranges that will be encountered during 
cold-weather working conditions. At the end of each working day, field equipment will be taken 
out of the field and placed in a secure cool, dry room for overnight storage. 

The following paragraphs discuss the field equipment (sampling equipment and air monitoring 
instruments) used, and calibration or verification procedures and frequencies for the field 
equipment used in conjunction with the site HASP (air quality screening equipment) or for field 
screening purposes. 

Calibration or verification failures will be documented by the field crews in the log books, and 
the equipment will not be used until it is re-calibrated or -verified successfully or the equipment 
is sent to the vendor for repair.  If equipment fails or becomes inoperable during use, it will be 
removed from service and sent to the vendor for repairs. 

Standard equipment that will be used on site includes the following: 

¾ MultiRAE multi gas meter 
¾ Thermo-Environmental Instruments, Model TVA-1000B FID/PID 
¾ Ludlum Model 19 MicroR Meter 
¾ TrimbleTM Pathfinder Pro XRS GPS with TSCI Data Logger 
¾ PDR dust monitors 

Field Instrument Calibration - Field sampling teams will be responsible for calibrating or 
verifying each instrument accompanying the teams into the field. The following information, at a 
minimum, will be recorded in Field Data Sheets or log books for each instrument:   

¾ Name, model number, and manufacturer of device and/or instrument 
¾ Instrument serial and/or identification (ID) number and date purchased or leased 
¾ Frequency of calibration or verification 
¾ Date of calibration or verification 
¾ Results of calibration or verification, including initial setting, adjustments made, and final 

setting 
¾ Calibration gases used, serial numbers, and expiration dates 
¾ Name of person performing the calibration. 

Calibration Failure - Equipment that fails calibration or verification or becomes inoperable 
during use will be removed from service and segregated to prevent inadvertent use. The 
equipment will be tagged to indicate that it is inoperable/out of calibration. The malfunctioning 
equipment will be sent to the vendor for repairs. The equipment will be not returned to active 
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service until it is functioning properly. Calibration failure will be recorded in the Field Data 
Sheets or instrument-specific log book. Such equipment must be repaired and satisfactorily 
recalibrated before further use.  

Calibration Records – Field Data Sheets or log books must be monitored for each piece of 
equipment subject to calibration and maintenance. Records demonstrating the traceability of 
reference standards must also be maintained. The field staff performing the calibration must 
record all instrument calibration data in the Field Data Sheets or in a log book. 

Records for all calibrated equipment must include the unit number and type of equipment; the 
date calibration was performed; the identity of the Team Member performing the calibration; the 
calibration standard used, including concentration, manufacturer, and lot numbers. 

10.0 SAMPLE HANDLING, TRACKING, AND CUSTODY REQUIREMENTS 

The sampling teams performing a particular sampling activity are required to maintain a field log 
book. The bound, numbered, and paginated logbook shall be filled out at the location where the 
borings are advanced. Field Data Sheets (Boring Logs) will be used at the location where the 
samples will be collected from the macro-cores.  The log book and/or Field Data Sheets will 
contain the following sampling information: sample location map, sample numbers, sample 
collection times, sample locations, sample descriptions, sampling methods, weather conditions, 
field measurements, name of sampler (s), site-specific observations, and any deviations from 
protocols established in site-specific SAP or SOPs. All log book and Field Data Sheet entries 
will be entered legibly in permanent ink. If errors are made when completing the log book and/or 
Field Data Sheets, the errors will be crossed out with a single line, initialed, and dated by the 
sampler.   

10.1 SAMPLE COLLECTION DOCUMENTATION 

The containers with the soil samples collected from the macro-cores will be placed on ice in a 
sample cooler. The START data management team will utilize SCRIBE and Field Operations 
and Records Management System (FORMS) II Lite software programs to complete chain-of­
custody documentation. SCRIBE is a software tool developed by the EPA's Environmental 
Response Team (ERT) to assist in the process of managing environmental data and FORM II 
Lite is a step-by-step program that generates labels, creates and customizes CLP Traffic Reports 
(TR) and COC reports, and electronically documents data needed prior to, during, and after field 
sampling activities.  

SCRIBE outputs include labels for collected samples, COC generation and analytical laboratory 
result data reports. SCRIBE provides a flexible user interface to manage, query and view all this 
information. SCRIBE supports exporting electronic data for user services such as GIS tools and 
spreadsheets so that sampling data may be further analyzed and incorporated into report writing 
and deliverables. 

The purpose of sample custody procedures is to document the history of sample containers and 
samples from the time of preparation of sample containers through sample collection, shipment, 
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and analysis. Sample custody is maintained when a sample is in a secure area or in view of, or 
under the control of, an authorized individual. Personnel responsible for maintaining sample 
custody will be identified in the site-specific SAP. For large sampling events, dedicated 
personnel will be responsible for sample management and custody. An item is considered to be 
in one's custody if any or all of the following apply: 

¾ The sample is in the physical possession of an authorized party and the sample is 
in the view of the responsible party. 

¾ The sample is secured by the responsible party to prevent tampering. 
¾ The sample is secured by the responsible party in a restricted area. 

The samples collected at the site will be shipped to pre-designated laboratories in accordance 
with either Department of Transportation (DOT) Hazardous Materials Regulations or 
International Air Transport Association (IATA) Dangerous Goods Regulations.  Samples will be 
transported in a manner that will maintain their integrity, as well as protect against detrimental 
effects from sample breakage or leakage.  The Weston Solutions, Inc. Manual of Procedures for 
Shipping and Transporting Dangerous Goods will be followed whenever samples are shipped.   

START personnel will transport the cardboard boxes or plastic coolers to an overnight delivery 
service carrier, such as FedEx, for next-day delivery to the appropriate laboratories; or will 
arrange for a courier or the overnight delivery service carrier to pick up the cardboard boxes or 
plastic coolers on site.  

10.1.1 Sample Numbering 

In order to ensure proper chain-of-custody (COC) for each analytical mechanism, sample 
identification procedures will be used to ensure that each sample is assigned a unique 
identification number.  Correct sample numbering ensures sample authenticity.  A unique 
number will be assigned to each property to maintain anonymity, and soil boring locations for 
each area of the site will be assigned an SB-xx designation indicating the sequence of borings 
advanced. Unique numbers will range from P-01 to P-25 and are shown in the table in Section 
9.0, Sampling Procedures and Requirements.  Soil samples collected from the 0 – 1 foot interval 
will be designated with an “A”, those from the 1 – 3 foot interval a “B”, those from fill a “C”, 
and native soil top a “D”, and native soil bottom an “E”.  For example, the five soil samples 
collected from the first boring advanced on property P-01 would designated as P-01-SB-01A (0 – 
1 ft), P-01-SB-01B (1 – 3 ft), P-01-SB-01C (fill), P-01-SB-01D (top native soil), and P-01-SB-
01E (bottom of native soil). 

On the two properties (Properties 15 and 25) where sampling may occur in two tiers, the unique 
numbers for Tier II will be PT-15 and PT-25.  For example, the five soil samples collected from 
the first boring location on the second tier on property P-15 would designated as PT-15-SB-15A 
(0 – 1 ft), PT-15-SB-01B (1 – 3 ft), PT-15-SB-01C (fill), PT-15-SB-01D (top native soil), and PT-
15-SB-01E (bottom of native soil). 

In addition, unique CLP numbers will be assigned to each sample. START will use SCRIBE and 
FORMS II Lite software to electronically generate sample tags, labels and chain of custody 
documentation.   
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10.1.2 Sample Labels 

Samples will be identified with a label that will be attached directly to the container. Sample 
labels will be completed using waterproof ink. [Note: Only the CLP or DAS number will be 
on the sample label. None of the other information will be on the sample label. All this 
information will be on the Sample TAG.] The sample tags will contain the following 
information: 

¾ Sample number 
¾ Time and date of collection 
¾ Parameters to be analyzed 
¾ Preservative (if any) 
¾ Sample source/location (Station Location) 

10.1.3 Transfer of Custody and Shipment 

Prior to sample shipment, the Traffic Record (TR)/COC record will be signed and dated by a 
member of the sampling team who verifies that the samples listed on the TR/COC are included 
in the cooler. [Note: sampling personnel also sign the TR/COC]. After packaging has been 
completed, custody seals, signed and dated by a member of the sampling team, will be placed on 
the sample cooler across the space between the lid and the body of the sample cooler. Samples 
shall generally be shipped via courier or overnight delivery service within 24 hours of the 
conclusion of the day’s sampling activities. START will make arrangements with DAS 
laboratories for weekend sample deliveries and EPA will do the same for CLP laboratories. 

10.1.4 Chain-of-Custody Procedures 

The COC documents will be shipped with the sample containers. These forms will be completed 
by field personnel with acknowledgment of time and date of transfer to the carrier or courier 
service, and will be placed within the shipping container. In addition, PE instructions and other 
pertinent documents will be included with the COC as part of the sample shipment. Laboratory 
custody procedures associated with sample receipt, storage, preparation, and analysis, as well as 
general security procedures, will be implemented in accordance with EPA requirements.  

COC records must be prepared to accompany samples from the time of collection and throughout 
the shipping and analytical process. A COC record will be maintained from the time the sample 
is collected until its delivery to the laboratory. To maintain a record of sample collection, transfer 
between personnel, shipment, and receipt by the laboratory, a COC record will be filled out for 
each sample at each sampling location. Each individual in possession of the samples must sign 
and date the sample COC document. Each time the samples are transferred, the signatures of the 
persons relinquishing and receiving the samples, as well as the date and time, will be 
documented. A copy of the COC is retained in the site file. When samples (or groups of samples) 
are not under direct control of the individual responsible for them, they must be stored in a 
locked container sealed with a custody seal. Specific information regarding custody of the 
samples projected to be collected on the weekend will be noted in the field log book. The COC 
record will be considered completed upon receipt at the laboratory.  The COC Record should not 
identify field duplicate QC samples to the laboratory. The COC record should include (at 
minimum) the following: 
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¾ Type (s) of analysis(ses) to be performed 
¾ Sample ID number 
¾ Sample information 
¾ Sample station location 
¾ Sample collection dates and times 
¾ Name(s) and signature(s) of sampler(s) 
¾ Signature(s) of any individual(s) with control over samples 
¾ Sample preservatives 
¾ Type of samples (grab or composite) 
¾ Remarks 
¾ OSC contact information 

A separate COC form must accompany each cooler for each daily shipment. Within the 
laboratory, the person responsible for sample receipt must sign and date the COC form; verify 
that custody seals are intact on shipping containers; compare samples received against those 
listed on the COC form; examine all samples for possible shipping damage, leakage, and 
improper sample preservation; note on the COC record or laboratory receiving documentation 
that specific samples were damaged; notify sampling personnel as soon as possible so that 
appropriate samples may be re-sampled; verify that sample holding times have not been 
exceeded; maintain laboratory COC documentation; and place the samples in appropriate 
laboratory storage. The laboratory may submit internal COC documentation with the data 
package, but does not provide START with the final disposition date of the samples.  

11.0 Field Analytical Methods and Procedures 

Field analytical tasks are those analytical activities that are performed on or near the site of 
investigation, not in a fixed commercial laboratory facility.  Field analytical tasks for this project 
will include environmental sample analyses.  Field analytical tasks generate either screening or 
definitive data; the difference being, definitive data are typically generated using standard EPA 
methods and are supported by prescribed quality control.  Definitive data are suitable for final 
decision-making.  Definitive data can be generated on-site in fully equipped field mobile 
laboratories. In contrast, screening data are typically semi-quantitative and/or semi-qualitative 
data that are used to support an intermediary or preliminary decision but eventually must be 
supported by definitive data before a project is complete, i.e. PCB screening data generated using 
screening methodologies. This section describes all field analytical methods and procedures that 
will be used routinely by OSCs. EPRB and OEME field analytical SOPs may be found in 
Appendix 5 and 6, respectively of the QAPP. 

11.1 Field Analytical Methods and Standard Operating Procedures 

For this project, the OSC has requested field analytical assistance from OEME and ERT/SERAS.  
Two field mobile laboratories and field analysts will be mobilized to the site to screen samples 
for PCBs and metals.  All screened samples will be submitted for confirmatory analysis.   

Field analytical methods and SOPs developed and used by EPRB and OEME to analyze 
commonly requested analytical parameters and matrices will be used.  These SOPs summarize 
the method, list achievable quantitation limits and specify the frequency of calibration, 
acceptance criteria, QC samples, corrective action, maintenance, testing and inspection 
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procedures, and supplies.  Field screening for PCBs and metals in soils will be conducted by 
EPA Chemist Scott Clifford using the following methods: 

¾ EIASOP-FLDXRFNITON4 Environmental Metals Screening 
¾ EIASOP-FLDPCB2 PCB Field Testing for Soil 

The ERT/SERAS on-site chemist will also adhere to these SOPs.  All modifications to field 
screening or definitive methods and SOPs and an explanation for those modifications will be 
documented by the field chemist.  Modifications may include, but are not limited to: 

¾ Modified target compound lists  
¾ Modified quantitation limits 
¾ Sample volume 
¾ Solvent volume 
¾ Dilution volume/factor 

11.2 Field Instrument Calibration and Frequency 

Field instruments shall be calibrated to establish quantitation limits and the range over which 
sample concentrations can be accurately quantitated. In general, instrument calibration 
procedures, frequency, quality control, acceptance criteria and corrective actions will be 
described in the specific SOP.  In addition, calibration procedures are summarized for OEME 
and EPRB field analytical methods in Table 13-3 to 13-7 of the QAPP.   At a minimum, 
instruments shall be calibrated initially prior to running any samples and at the end of the run 
sequence. A zero check with an analyte-free method blank will also be performed whenever 
applicable. A standards check with a calibration standard from a secondary source will be 
analyzed whenever necessary. 

11.3 Calibration Standards 

All standards used to calibrate field monitoring instrumentation will be certified by the 
manufacturer.  Commercial standard solutions for field and laboratory uses will be traceable to 
NIST materials and must be obtained with their accompanying documentation.  Any standards 
made from neat materials will be made from materials of at least 96 percent purity using 
balances with readability of at least 0.001 grams.  

All standards made from neat materials will be made based upon weight.  Standards from liquid 
neat materials will be made by adding the liquid to a tared volumetric flask at least half-filled 
with solvent and then adjusting the final volume.  Standards will not be made based upon 
density. All standards and dilutions shall be made from pesticide or purge & trap grade solvents 
or ASTM Type II reagent grade water. 

All standards are assigned unique tracking numbers and be entered into a bound standards 
notebook. All standards are labeled with the following: 

¾ Standard number 
¾ Description/concentration 
¾ Initials of person who made the standard 
¾ Date standard was made 
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¾ Expiration date 

Standards will be stored and maintained in accordance with Table 11-4 of the QAPP. 

11.4 Field Instrumentation/Equipment Maintenance, Testing and Inspection 

EPRB and ERT/SERAS field equipment and instruments will be maintained, tested and 
inspected to ensure proper operating conditions at the time of deployment by the OSCs. 
Schedules and frequency of testing, maintenance and inspection of field analytical equipment 
and instrumentation are described in the appropriate SOPs.  In addition, the SOPs describe the 
criteria for acceptable operating conditions and corrective actions.  Maintaining, testing and 
inspecting field instrument is the responsibility of the field chemist.  If the instrument is not 
functioning properly (i.e., the instrument will not zero, calibrate, hold a charge), it will be 
returned to the vendor for either repair or replacement.   

Routine maintenance procedures, such as cleaning the PID lamp, are described in the 
manufacturer's operator's manual, pertinent sections of which are attached to instrument SOPs. 
All field instruments will be visually inspected prior to use.  This includes an inspection of 
sensors, cables and associated connections to meters, corrosion at cable and/or battery ports, and 
battery power capacity. Any problems identified during the visual inspection are fixed prior to 
instrument use. 

Instrument testing is performed during calibration activities.  Any instruments that are not 
calibrated will be re-calibrated.  If subsequent re-calibrations fail, then corrective actions 
outlined in the SOP are implemented.  An instrument maintenance/inspection log is maintained 
and documents the date of inspection/maintenance, name of instrument, description of 
problem/maintenance activity and description of repair. 

11.5 Field Analytical Inspection and Acceptance Requirements for Supplies 

Field analytical supplies for commonly used field analytical procedures are itemized in the 
attached SOPs. The OSCs or OEME field chemist, and ERT/SERAS are responsible for 
ordering and maintaining their own supplies.  In general, all field analytical supplies and reagents 
received at the site will be checked against the original purchase orders to make sure they are  
correct. Reagents will be inventoried and their use tracked in a Reagent/Standard logbook.  The 
date that the calibration standards and reagents are opened will also be recorded.  Reagent lot 
numbers, vendor, purity grade, and expiration dates will be tracked in the logbook.  Certificates 
of analysis will be maintained in the analytical site file.  Reagent blanks and/or method blanks 
will be routinely analyzed to monitor reagent quality.  If reagents or standards have degraded or 
are contaminated, they will be replaced with new reagents and standards that meet criteria. 
Expiration dates will be checked at the end of each calendar quarter, and expired standards and 
reagents will be disposed of properly. 

Other analytical supplies such as syringes can be checked visually to make sure they are 
acceptable for use.  Extra supplies will be on hand to minimize down time of project operations. 

11.6 Screening/Confirmatory Analyses 
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Confirmatory analysis will be performed by a DAS and CLP laboratories on all soil samples 
collected during this sampling event.  Screening and confirmatory data will be evaluated as 
described in OSWER Directive 9360.4-10 November 1991.  Field screening for PCBs and 
metals in soils will be conducted by EPA Chemist Scott Clifford and ERT/SERAS using the 
following methods: 

¾ EIASOP-FLDXRFN3 Environmental Metals Screening 
¾ EIASOP-FLDPCB2 PCB Field Testing for Soil 

Confirmatory analysis will be conducted by CLP or DAS laboratories using: 

¾ Aroclors by CAM-VA(Rev 1 9/14/2009)/ SW-846 Method 8082A  
¾ Metals by ILM05.4 ICP-AES Modified 

12.0 Fixed Laboratory Analytical Methods and Procedures 

Analytical services shall be obtained from CLP laboratories for metals analyses utilizing a CLP 
method modification procedure, and DAS laboratories for PAH and PCB analyses.  The DAS 
laboratories shall be experienced with Compendium of Analytical Methods (CAM).  The DAS 
laboratories will provide validatable data packages that exceed the deliverable specifications 
found in CAM-VA, CAM-IIB and provide a SEDD electronic data deliverable in XML format. 
In accordance with the EPA Region I Data Validation Guidelines, a fully validatable data 
package must be provided for all analyses. CLP laboratories routinely provide this type of data 
deliverable.  

The EPA OSCs ultimately determine whether a government laboratory shall provide analytical 
services in accordance with the Agency’s Field and Analytical Services Teaming Advisory 
Committee (FASTAC) Strategy. The FASTAC strategy is EPA’s Tiered approach to obtaining 
analytical services, with the Region’s laboratory (OEME) as Tier 1 (i.e., primary laboratory 
services provider); the EPA’s CLP RAS and NRAS laboratories as Tier 2; the Regional OEME 
analytical contracts as Tier 3; and the Regional Field Sampling Contractor subcontracted 
laboratory services (DAS laboratories) as Tier 4.  The decision on which tier will be selected will 
be decided by the EPA OSCs and may be based on laboratory capacity, available extraction 
technologies, funding, turnaround time, and or detection limits. 

Most of the time, the data are not time critical; therefore, a 21-day turnaround time is selected. 
CLP laboratories are routinely used because the methods used have firmly defined QC 
acceptance criteria and reporting criteria and the performance of the laboratory is monitored by 
EPA to ensure compliance.  The DAS laboratories used for this project will provide validatable 
data packages that exceed the required analytical deliverables specified in CAM method VA 
(Rev 1 9/14/2009), IIB (Rev 1 9/9/2009), and a SEDD/ADR electronic data deliverable. 
Analyses for PAHs and PCBs will be performed in accordance with CAM-IIB (Rev 1 9/9/2009), 
and CAM-VA respectively (Rev 1 9/14/2009). 

12.1 Fixed Laboratory Methods and Standard Operating Procedures 

CLP analytical services are available to the OSC through OERR’s Analytical Operations and 
Data Quality Center. Analytical services are described in the most current SOWs and are 
scheduled through the Regional Sample Control Coordinator (RSCC) located at OEME.  CLP 
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laboratories are pre-qualified and laboratory SOPs are reviewed prior to contract award.  SOPs to 
be used will be laboratory specific. Laboratory performance is monitored by the regional CLP 
Technical Project Officer (CLP-TPO) network and through the use of PE samples and laboratory 
audits. Low/medium inorganic analyses and low/medium organic analyses are available through 
the routine analytical services. The CLP TPO notifies OSRR by memorandum when new 
analytical services are available from Headquarters.  Quality control acceptance limits, 
calibration requirements, contract required quantitation limits and applicable matrices are 
described at the following website: www.epa.gov/superfund/programs/clp/. EPA has determined 
that a method modification for ILM05.4 will be requested for this project. Alternatively DAS 
may be used to procure laboratory services to support EPA site work.  The analytical services are 
described in the most recent CLP SOWs and or EPA methods and are scheduled through the use 
of FASTAC and an EPA contractor. 

12.2 Selection of Fixed Laboratory Analytical Methods and Modifications 

The most current version of CLP methods will be used to support the inorganic site data needs. 
The most current version of the Routine Analytical Services (RAS) CLP inorganic method is 
ILM05.4 (Inorganic). For this project EPA has determined that a contract method modification 
for ILM05.4 will be requested. The most current versions of CAM Methods IIB (Rev 1 
9/9/2009), and VA (Rev 1 9/14/2009) will be used to support the PAH and PCB site data needs 
respectively. The updated CAM methods are currently in draft form and are based upon updated 
EPA SW-846 methods. Older versions of analytical methods or protocols may be selected on a 
site-by-site basis, and only after consultation with the OSCs, and approval of the site-specific 
SAP. Older methods and protocols may be desired when comparing current data to historical 
data. However, use of older protocols is not generally desired, and sufficient rationale must be 
provided to justify their use. 

Analytical methods are selected based on the intended use of the data.  Whenever possible, RAS 
CLP analytical services will be utilized and are the methods of choice for sample analyses. The 
CLP contract required quantitation limits (CRQLs) are below the action levels generally needed 
for removal site actions.  

The laboratory methods to be used for inorganic analyses are described in the Inorganic 
Statement of Work ILM05.4.  The organic analyses will be performed in accordance with CAM 
Methods IIB (Rev 1 9/9/2009), and VA (Rev 1 9/14/2009) which are based upon EPA-SW846 
methods 3545A/8270D, and 3540C/8082A respectively.  The following methods will be used: 

¾ Metals by ILM05.4 ICP-AES 
¾ Aroclors by CAM-VA (Rev 1 9/14/2009)/ EPA-SW846 method 8082A  
¾ SVOC (PAHs) by CAM-IIB (Rev 1 9/9/2009)/ EPA-SW846 method 8270D 

The identity, names, addresses, names of contact person, telephone numbers and fax numbers of 
the Individual Laboratories performing the analysis have not yet been determined, but will be 
included in this SAP once the RAS and DAS procurements have been completed. 

12.3 Fixed Laboratory Instrument Calibration/Sensitivity 
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Inorganic instrument calibration criteria are to be met for CLP analyses, and may be verified 
during the data validation process. These criteria are specified in ILM05.4, and include 
calibration frequency, acceptance criteria, and corrective actions.  

Organic instrument calibration criteria are to be met for DAS analyses, and may be verified 
during the data validation process. These criteria are specified in CAM-IIB (Rev 1 9/9/2009), 
and CAM-VA (Rev 1 9/14/2009), and include calibration frequency, acceptance criteria, and 
corrective actions. 

Instrument sensitivity for a fixed laboratory method is demonstrated by MDL studies. MDL 
studies for non-CLP analyses are included as part of the data deliverables. Complete MDL 
studies are not required as a deliverable for CLP analyses, however inorganic MDL values are 
provided on Form 9.For low-level analyses where sensitivity must be evaluated at low levels 
using MDL studies, START shall request the laboratory MDL studies through the CLP PO. 
Instrument sensitivity is evaluated during data validation according to the ARegion I Tiered 
Organic and Inorganic Data Validation Guidelines@. Sample results may be qualified based on 
this parameter. 

12.4 Instrument Calibration Standards 

All purchased standards used to calibrate laboratory instruments will be certified by the 
manufacturer.  Commercial standard solutions will be traceable to National Institute of Standards 
and Technology (NIST) materials and obtained with verifying documentation.  Any standards 
made from neat materials will be made from materials of at least 96 percent purity using 
balances with readability of at least 0.001 grams.  

All standards made from neat materials will be made based upon weight.  Standards from liquid 
neat materials will be made by adding the liquid to a tared volumetric flask at least half-filled 
with solvent and then adjusting the final volume.  Standards will not be made based upon 
density. All standards and dilutions will be made from pesticide or purge & trap grade solvents 
or ASTM Type II reagent grade water. 

All standards will be assigned unique tracking numbers and be entered into a bound standards 
notebook. All standards must be labeled with: 

¾ Standard number 
¾ Description/concentration 
¾ Initials of person who made the standard 
¾ Date standard was made 
¾ Expiration date 

Standards will be stored and maintained in accordance with Table 12-4 of the QAPP. 

12.5 Instrument Maintenance, Testing and Inspection 

Laboratory SOPs describe procedures including frequency, operating criteria, corrective action 
and documentation activities that will be performed to verify that all equipment and 
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instrumentation are maintained, tested and inspected to ensure that they are available and in 
working order, and that all supplies are available and contaminant free.  

13.0 Quality Control Activities 

Quality control activities will be performed to ensure sampling and analytical tasks are 
conducted within specified acceptance ranges.  This section describes the type and frequency of 
QC activities that will be performed to support data collection operations.  It also describes 
acceptance criteria and corrective actions for when those criteria are not met.   

13.1 Field Quality Control 

Field QC samples will be collected and analyzed to ensure sample results are representative, 
accurate and precise.  Table 13-1 of the QAPP describes the required type, frequency, QC 
criteria and associated corrective action for field QC samples that are typically used during 
environmental sample collection activities.  The number of QC samples collected for each 
analytical parameter and concentration level are listed in Table 4 - Field Quality Control 
Summary, of this SAP. 

At a minimum, the following field QC samples will be collected and analyzed when definitive 
data are generated: 

¾ Field Duplicates - Environmental duplicate samples are collected to demonstrate the 
reproducibility of sampling technique and the variability of the sample matrix. The field 
duplicate analysis is in addition to the laboratory duplicate analysis. At a minimum, one 
field duplicate sample will be collected per each matrix at a frequency of 1 per 40 
samples or per property, whichever is more frequent, for organic analyses and at a 
frequency of 1 per 20 samples for inorganic analyses. Field duplicates will be used to 
evaluate sampling precision. 

¾ Equipment (Rinsate) Blanks - Equipment (rinsate) blanks are collected to assess cross-
contamination brought about by improper decontamination procedures between sampling 
stations. Equipment rinsate blanks are required for non-dedicated sampling equipment. 
Daily equipment (rinsate) blanks will be collected for each type of sampling equipment. 
Rinsate blanks will be collected after field use of sampling equipment by pouring the 
appropriate rinsate solvent (e.g., DI water) over decontaminated sampling equipment. 
The rinsate is collected into appropriate sampling containers, preserved, and analyzed for 
the same parameters as the associated environmental samples (excluding physical 
parameters such as pH). Equipment rinsate blanks will be shipped with the samples 
collected the same day. The frequency of equipment rinsate blank collection is usually 1 
blank per decontamination event per type of equipment per property, or 1 per 40 field 
samples per property. 

¾ MS/MSD Analyses - To evaluate the effect of the sample matrix on the analytical 
methodology, samples for MS/MSD analysis will be collected at the minimum rate of 1 
per batch of 40 or fewer samples in a case. These samples are spiked in the laboratory 
with the analyte(s) of interest and analyzed at the same dilution as the original sample. 
The %R and the RPD for each spiked compound is then calculated. MS/MSD analyses 
will be used to evaluate accuracy (via %R) and precision (via RPD).  MS/MSD frequency 
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will be modified to reflect the field sampling effort and will be modified to a frequency of 
1 per property or one per 40 samples per property, and should reflect different interval 
sampling depths (e.g. 0 – 1 ft, 1 – 3 ft, fill material depth, and native soils) and amount of 
recovery. 

¾ MS/DUP Analyses - To evaluate the effect of the sample matrix on the analytical 
methodology, samples for MS/DUP analysis will be collected at the minimum rate of 1 
per batch of 20 or fewer samples in a case. These samples are spiked in the laboratory 
with the analyte(s) of interest and analyzed at the same dilution as the original sample. 
The %R and the RPD for each spiked compound is then calculated. MS/DUP analyses 
will be used to evaluate accuracy (via %R) and precision (via RPD).  MS/DUP frequency 
will be performed at a frequency of 1 per property or one per 20 samples per property, 
and should reflect different interval sampling depths (e.g. 0 – 1 ft, 1 – 3 ft, fill material 
depth, and native soils) and amount of recovery.   

¾ Performance Evaluation Samples - Single blind PE samples will be analyzed by the fixed 
laboratory at a frequency of one per matrix, per analytical parameter, per case, per 
laboratory. The PEs will be obtained from either the EPA Region I QA office or from a 
commercial vendor. The results of the laboratory analysis will be scored against the 
established limits. The PE sample is used to evaluate accuracy and bias.  PE failure by the 
laboratory may trigger a Tier II validation. 

13.2 Analytical Quality Control 

Analytical quality control will include both field and fixed laboratory analytical QC checks. 
These include analysis of method blanks, reagent blanks, storage blanks, instrument blanks, 
laboratory duplicates, laboratory matrix spike and/or matrix spike duplicates, LCS, Laboratory 
Fortified Blanks (LFB), surrogates, and internal standards.  Screening data differ from definitive 
data in the analytical methods, level of quality control performed and the degree of uncertainty 
associated with the sample results.  In general, screening data has less rigorous QC and a greater 
degree of uncertainty.  Only definitive data can be used by EPA for final site decisions 
documented in an Action Memorandum, Closure Memorandum, risk assessment, or site closure. 
Screening data are used for preliminary and intermediary site decisions.  

All field screened samples will be analyzed using a confirmatory method at DAS and CLP 
laboratories. The following equation will be used to calculate the percent difference between 
screening and confirmatory data: 

% Difference (Confirmatory Analysis) =  C1 – C2  x 100%
 
C1


 C1 = Concentration determined by Confirmatory Analysis
 
C2 = Concentration determined by Screening Analysis
 

Table 13-2 of the QAPP describes the required type, frequency, QC criteria and associated 
corrective action for typical QC samples analyzed to support field screening and definitive 
analytical activities.  Additional QC activities required by the analytical method or procedures 
will also be performed.  Field and fixed laboratories will generate their own control limits and 
implement corrective actions when laboratory-specific control limits are not met.  The use of 
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laboratory-specific control limits will be evaluated and implemented on a project by project 
basis. The site-specific SAP will specify the type and number of QC samples that will be 
collected. In addition to tuning and calibration standards, the following QC samples will be 
analyzed: 

¾ Laboratory duplicates 
¾ Method and instrument blanks 
¾ Laboratory Control Spikes, and Laboratory Control Spike Duplicates  
¾ Laboratory fortified blank spiked at the quantitation limit 
¾ Matrix spikes for inorganic and organic samples 
¾ Matrix spike duplicates for organic samples 
¾ PE samples 
¾ Surrogate spikes for organic samples 

13.3 Performance Evaluation Samples 

Performance Evaluation (PE) samples will be analyzed for the following parameters: 

¾ Aroclors - soil 
¾ SVOC (PAHs) - soil 
¾ Metals – soil 

Refer to Attachment B of this SAP for a list of available PE samples.  Based upon the number of 
PEs needed for a large sampling event, the QA unit should be consulted early in the planning 
stages to ensure that PE samples will be available. 

14.0 Secondary Data Requirements 

EPRB only uses data which have been directly generated during the site activity to support site 
decisions. EPRB does not use secondary data to make regulatory site decisions, such as whether 
a site meets National Contingency Plan (NCP) criteria for a removal response.  However, 
historical site information is routinely used during preliminary assessments and site 
investigations to help define the scope of removal activities.  When used, EPRB will ensure that 
these data are of known and documented quality.   

Types of secondary data include: 

¾ Historical site data - obtained from organization/facility records, and federal/state/local 
records pertaining to previous monitoring events, site assessments, investigations, site 
inspection reports, spill notification reports, legal actions, deeds and titles. 

¾ Background information - obtained from organization/facility records, and 
federal/state/local records pertaining to site-specific industrial processes including 
hazardous manifests, MSD. 

¾ Sheets, purchase orders (for chemicals), bill receipts, permits for discharge, etc. 
¾ Geologic and topographic maps. 
¾ Soil conservation surveys. 
¾ Photographs, including aerial photographs. 
¾ Literature file searches. 
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¾ Data bases (e.g., STORET, Dunn and Broadstreet, etc.). 

The SAP will cite the title and date of the report, document, or data base from which any 
secondary data are obtained.  The data generator, organizational affiliation, and data collection 
dates will also be documented. 

14.1 Use of Secondary Data 

Typically, secondary data will be used to develop a sampling and analysis plan or conceptual site 
model. A conceptual site model predicts how chemicals were released at a site, their transport 
mechanisms, and exposure routes for both ecological and human receptors.  For example, 
historical data will be used to determine matrices, contaminants and other target analytes of 
concern and general geographic boundaries of the investigation site.  Secondary data will also be 
used to make interim decisions such as where to sample and where to place monitoring wells.   

14.2  Limitations on the Use of Secondary Data 

Secondary data will be used at the discretion of the OSCs, taking into account the quality 
objectives of the current project and those under which the secondary data were collected.  In 
general, the use of older historical data will be used with caution.  Biased data can lead to 
decision errors; therefore the OSCs will assess the reliability and usefulness of previously 
collected data by reviewing associated quantitation limits, precision and accuracy QC 
information when time permits.  Moreover, site conditions may have changed.  If limitations on 
the use of secondary data exist, they will be documented in the appropriate reports. 

15.0 DOCUMENTATION, RECORDS, AND DATA MANAGEMENT 

Documentation, record keeping, and data management activities will be conducted in accordance 
with the QAPP, Section 15. A Data Information and Management Plan (DIMP) will be prepared 
by EPA and will discuss the collection, documentation, and use of the data collected. 

Project information generated by START and ERT/SERAS will be documented in a format that 
is usable by project personnel. Project data and information will be tracked and managed from its 
inception in the field to its final storage area. Documents and records that will be managed 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

¾ Sample Collection Records (log books, Field Data Sheets, boring logs, bottle certification 
of cleanliness, field notes, data collection sheets, COC records, custody seals, sample 
tags, phone conversation records, airbills, and corrective action reports).  Final boring 
logs will be prepared by START and ERT/SERAS for their respective soil borings. 

¾ Field Analysis Records (COC, sample receipt forms/sample tracking forms, preparation 
and analysis forms and/or log books, tabulated data summary forms and raw data for field 
samples, standards, QC checks and QC samples). 

¾ Project Data Assessment Records (field sampling audit checklists, field analytical audit 
checklists, fixed laboratory audit checklists, PE sample results, data validation reports, 
telephone conversation records, and corrective action reports). 
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Log books will be used for a variety of activities during the course of this project including, field 
notes; equipment maintenance, testing and inspection and calibration; analytical instrumentation 
maintenance, testing and inspection; and field testing instrumentation calibration and sample 
analysis. 

Logbooks will be bound, field survey books or notebooks.  Individual logbooks may be assigned 
to field personnel to a specific activity (e.g., Geoprobe7 activities, instrument calibration, etc.). 
Log books will be properly identified with either the owner’s name or site activity. 
Alternatively, when multiple or START personal log books are used, log book pages will be 
photocopied and included in the site file.  All log book entries will be made in indelible ink and 
legibly written.  Erasures are not permitted.  If an incorrect entry is made, the error will be 
crossed out with a single strike mark, initialed, and dated.  At a minimum the following 
information will be recorded in the logbook: 

¾ Site name and location 
¾ Dates (month/day/year) and times (military) of all entries made in logbooks/forms 

and user signatures 
¾ Description of technical activity 
¾ SOPs followed and description and explanation of any deviation from or modification 

to standard procedures 
¾ Contractor and Subcontractor information 

For specific field logbook procedures refer to Section 10.1.1.1 of the QAPP. 

15.1 Field Laboratory Data Deliverables 

Complete data packages will not be generated for field screening data.  Laboratory data 
generated by the OEME field chemist will be retained by OEME and archived in accordance 
with standard procedures.  Field analytical deliverables may include the following: 

¾ Raw data (properly labeled with sample IDs, and any manual calculations) 
¾ Daily Field QA/QC Form (summarizing duplicate results, LCS results and acceptable 

limits, and standard traceability form) 
¾ Summary Table of results (listing sample ID, reporting units, and detection limits) 

15.2 Fixed Laboratory Data Package Deliverables 

All data packages obtained from fixed laboratories will require a Complete SDG File (CSF) 
inventory sheet, analytical narrative, EPA shipping/receiving documents and internal laboratory 
COC records, raw sample data, standards data, QC data, and miscellaneous data.  The TAT for 
the data package will be 21 days from the date the samples were received by the laboratory. 

The data reporting formats will be site-specific, and may include spreadsheets showing the 
laboratory results, text and tables summarizing analytical results, daily summary tables, and 
tables comparing screening results to laboratory results. Typical data reporting formats are 
discussed in the following sections. 

The initial data deliverables from each laboratory will be evaluated at a Tier II level. The 
remainder of the analytical data will be validated at a Tier I plus level. Any additional SDGs in 
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which there is a data anomaly or PE samples fail Action Low or High will be selected for a Tier 
II validation.  The organic data validated at a Tier I plus level will be qualified using SEDD stage 
2A l XML file that will be loaded into ADR software.  The inorganic data validated at a Tier I 
plus level will be evaluated manually. The ADR or manual review will evaluate the following 
items: 

¾ Holding Times 
¾ Temperature upon sample receipt 
¾ Reporting Limits 
¾ LCS/LCSD recoveries and precision 
¾ MS/MSD/Dup recoveries and precision 
¾ Method Blanks 
¾ Surrogates 

START, qualified ID/IQ personnel, and/or subcontractors will perform the organic data 
validation. The Quality Assurance Technical Support (QATS) contractor for the EPA will 
perform the inorganic data validation. The validators for both the organic and inorganic samples 
will prepare data validation memoranda and spreadsheets summarizing the analytical data. The 
START PL and SL will review the data validation memoranda and spreadsheets of analytical 
data for each SDG and prepare a summary of the analytical results and tables summarizing the 
data. This information is generally included in Site File Memorandum.  

Since a large number of samples will be collected and field screening will be conducted for 
PCBs and metals, the screening data will be incorporated into summary tables along with the 
confirmation data, allowing for a comparison of the screening and analytical data.  

15.3 Data Handling and Management 

Inorganic data packages will be tracked by the START Lead Chemist or his designee. Validation 
of the data packages is tracked on the Region I START III Data Package and Validation Report. 
Data packages are separated into organic and inorganic SDGs.  The inorganic analyses will be 
performed by EPA CLP laboratories using a method modification to satisfy WSC-CAM-IIIA 
criteria, and will be validated by QATS personnel at the level and frequency previously noted. 
The inorganic SDGs (hard copy data) will be shipped from EPA Region I directly to QATS for 
validation.  START will be notified by EPA Region I that data were received for a specific SDG 
and sent to QATS to ensure that data are tracked appropriately.  QATS will provide Data 
Validation Memoranda to the following personnel:  Region I RSCC (Christine Clark), the 
laboratory designated TPO (varies by CLP laboratory), and the EPA site OSC’s Wing Chau, 
Marcus Holmes, and Sarah DeStefano.  EPA personnel will notify START that the inorganic DV 
memorandum for a specific SDG has been received for tracking purposes.   

The organic data packages will be received and tracked by START personnel. The organic 
analyses will be performed by DAS laboratories, and will be validated by START, ID/IQ 
personnel, and/or subcontractors.  All data will be electronically reviewed with qualifications to 
Tier I data based solely upon the electronic review.  The electronic data review will be 
performed by START personnel, qualified ID/IQ personnel, and/or subcontractors. The Lead 
Chemist will assign an SDG for validation to a START chemist (ID/IQ or subcontractor), who 
completes the Data Validation Memorandum and the data validation worksheets per the 
deliverables requirement of the Region I, EPA New England Data Validation Functional 
Guidelines for Evaluating Environmental Analyses, December 1996.  
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Upon receipt of organic data packages data summary tables will be created by START staff or 
ID/IQ personnel. The organic data packages will be evaluated by START and EPA to determine 
if any action levels have been exceeded. These data summary tables display sample results for 
multiple samples on a single page. Data summary tables are matrix- and level-specific, and are 
included as attachments to the Data Validation Memorandum. The START chemist verifies the 
information presented on the data summary tables. Verified data include, but are not limited to, 
EPA and Laboratory Sample IDs, Station Location, SQLs/SDLs (sample results adjusted for 
sample size and percent moisture), dilutions, and contract required quantitation limits (CRQLs). 
Data qualifiers are applied by the Data Validator to the sample data displayed on the data 
summary tables during Tier II validation or as the result of the enhanced Tier I validation. The 
Data Validation Memorandum and the data summary tables are stored in the START local area 
network (LAN). 

The Data Validation Memorandum and the data validation worksheets completed by the START 
Data Validator or ID/IQ personnel are assigned to an experienced START chemist for technical 
review. The Technical Reviewer discusses with the Data Validator any revisions to the Data 
Validation Memorandum as well as any corrections and/or clarifications. After the technical 
review is completed, the Data Validation Memorandum and associated deliverables go through a 
final review. The START Lead Chemist (or designee) conducts the final review prior to delivery 
of the completed Data Validation Memorandum to the EPA RSCC. Copies of the finalized Data 
Validation Memorandum are distributed to the EPA OSC.   

15.4 Data Tracking and Control 

Data generated by the OEME and ERT/SERAS field laboratories will be tracked by the START 
SL. Data generated by a fixed laboratory will be tracked by the Lead Chemist on the Region I 
START III Data Package and Validation Tracking Report. 

In order to safeguard electronic data generated in the field, START personnel utilizing laptop 
computers at off-site locations will back up all files on at least a daily basis. While working at 
off-site locations, files will be backed up on a flash drive. The flash drives will be scanned for 
viruses before use on the laptop computers and especially before copying to the LAN.  Flash 
drives will be kept in a secure location, separate from the laptop computers.  Files generated in 
the field will be downloaded from laptop computers to the LAN when personnel return to the 
START Office. 

15.5 Report/Deliverable Identification and Format 

Each report and deliverable to EPA produced by START is assigned a unique five-digit 
Document Control Number (DCN) for tracking and identification purposes. A DCN log book is 
maintained by the START clerical staff that identifies each deliverable by document type (letter, 
memorandum, report, or other), task number, START member preparing the document, 
document submittal date, document description, EPA personnel receiving the document, 
document file name, and DCN.  DCNs for Removal Program reports and deliverables are 
designated by R-xxxx. 
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15.6 Project Records 

START will use its records management system to maintain, collect, and retrieve records. 
Project records will be maintained in the project TDD directory on the LAN system.  Removal 
Program TDD files are established according to Region I START III protocols. A file folder, 
listing the TDD number and project name, will be created for each TDD (and subsequent TDD 
amendments) issued by the EPA PO or CO.  Overall project records will include, but not limited 
to, the following:  

¾ Technical Directive Documents (TDDs) 
¾ Task Orders (TOs) 
¾ Health and Safety Plan (HASP) 
¾ Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) 
¾ Photographs 
¾ Field Notes, Drawings, Tabulations, etc 
¾ Boring logs 
¾ Correspondence (sent/received) 
¾ Data Validation Memoranda 
¾ Maps/Graphics 
¾ Sample Documentation (chain-of-custody, airbills, shipping tags, cards, etc.) 
¾ Analytical Results (raw data 
¾ Phone Conversation Records 
¾ Electronic Data Files (CDs, diskettes, etc.) 
¾ Reports (residential, Assessment, etc.) 

The START Computer Officer maintains the computer database and has controls in place to back 
up Removal electronic files daily. 

16.0 QUALITY ASSURANCE ASSESSMENTS AND CORRECTIVE ACTIONS  

QA assessments are used to check that data collection activities are being conducted as planned, 
and will generate data that can support site decisions.  The type, frequency and number of QA 
assessment activities performed will be described in the site-specific SAP.  In response to QA 
assessment findings, timely and effective corrective actions will be implemented to ensure 
compliance with the SAP. 

QA assessments for the OEME mobile laboratory will be conducted by regional QA Unit 
personnel and OEME-EIA chemists in accordance with the Region 1, EPA New England 
England Assessment Program, February 2002.  To initiate a QA assessment the OSCs will 
submit an electronic Request for Assistance (RFA) Form to the RQAM, who will then forward it 
to the QA Assessment Coordinator.  The QA Assessment Coordinator will contact the OSCs to 
determine the type of QA assessment needed and to schedule a mutually agreed upon date.  A 
Lead Assessor is assigned to prepare a QA assessment plan and checklist, conduct the QA 
assessment, and provide verbal debriefings and document findings and response 
recommendations in a report to the OSC.  The OSCs are responsible for ensuring that all 
deviations from the QAPP and critical deficiencies are addressed in a timely manner. 

A minimum of one field analytical Technical System Audits (TSAs) will be performed by EPA 
for all projects that involve generation of field analytical measurements.  Generally, a review of 
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the field analytical procedures is combined with a field sampling TSA, described above.  The 
following items will be checked: 

¾ Field analytical technician personnel and training 
¾ Analytical methods and procedures 
¾ Analytical instrumentation and supplies 
¾ Data handling, tracking and reporting  
¾ Data verification and review 
¾ Compliance with SOPs 

Findings will be documented in a report to management.  Corrective actions in response to audit 
findings will be initiated, implemented and checked according to the QAPP, Section 16. 

Self-assessments will be conducted for START and its subcontractors, and prompt and effective 
corrective actions will be implemented if necessary to ensure that site activities are conducted as 
described in the approved site-specific SAP.  A Site File Memorandum will be generated 
discussing results of the assessment and corrective actions taken.  The Site File Memorandum 
will be submitted to the PO and OSCs.  

16.1 Corrective Action Process 

The corrective action process provides for detection and correction of deficiencies and deviations 
that may adversely impact data quality.  Corrective action measures will address the root cause 
of the problem and focus on preventing recurrences.  The following describes the steps in 
initiating, documenting, and implementing corrective actions and the personnel responsible.  

Corrective actions may be initiated by the OSCs, or their designee, upon receipt of a formal 
assessment report or when a deviation or deficiency is discovered while performing data 
activities. START personnel are responsible for identifying and documenting deficiencies noted 
in the work of organizational personnel or their subcontractors and for taking immediate steps to 
initiate corrective actions.  START will report deficiencies and corrective actions in a Site File 
Memorandum that will be submitted to the PO and OSC.  The corrective action process is further 
discussed in the QAPP, Section 16. 

17.0 Reports to Management 

Project reports ensure that the OSCs and EPRB management are kept informed and periodically 
updated on the status of the on-going data collection activity, site decisions, and results of QA 
activities.  Typical QA reports that will be generated include are listed in Table 17-1 of the 
QAPP. All QA and other reports to management are retained in the site file and subsequently 
sent to the regional Records Center where they are compiled and maintained in accordance with 
the File Structure Guidance for Region 1 Superfund NPL Site Files, Superfund Removal Site 
Files and Federal Facility Site Files, September 1997.  

QA Management Reports will be prepared by START to ensure that START management and 
appropriate EPA representatives (OSCs) are periodically updated on the project status.  These 
reports will include but are not limited to: 

¾ Verbal status updates 
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¾ Daily sampling summaries 
¾ Site File Memoranda 
¾ Removal Assessment Reports 
¾ Data Validation Memoranda 

18.0 DATA REVIEW STEP 1: Verification 

In order to ensure defensible site decisions, data will be reviewed for accuracy and precision 
prior to use. Data review includes three sequential steps (verification, validation and data 
usability assessment) and results in data of known and documented quality.  During data review, 
sample results are qualified as either accepted or estimated, or they are rejected.  Rejected data 
will not be used in making site decisions.  Data qualifications and limitations on the use of the 
data will be documented in data validation reports and other reports to management. The TAT 
for data validation packages will be 21 days from the time the data are receive from the 
laboratory. 

Data collection activities, including sample collection and data generation, will be verified in 
accordance with the QAPP, Section 18. 

18.1 Verification Procedures 

Verification is the process of checking to make sure each step of the data collection activity is 
complete and conforms to planned and contractual requirements.  Typical verification activities 
performed during an EPRB project and responsible entities are listed in Table 18-1 of the QAPP. 
Most verification checks for time-critical removal activities will be accomplished during routine 
contractor oversight by the OSCs.  Corrective actions will be initiated as soon as possible to 
ensure data usability. Items that routinely undergo verification may also be selected for formal 
assessments based on the project quality objectives, refer to Section 16, of the QAPP. 

Qualified staff (e.g., chemists and others) on the START staff are responsible for the external 
verification and validation of fixed laboratory analytical data in accordance with the validation 
criteria set forth in the Region I, EPA-New England Data Validation Functional Guidelines for 
Evaluating Environmental Analyses, December 1996.  These guidelines specify a tiered system 
of data validation that allows the user to select a level of validation appropriate to the project 
quality objectives.   

19.0 DATA REVIEW STEP 2: Validation 

Data validation, the second step in the data review process, extends the qualification of data 
beyond completeness and contractual compliance to determine the quality of a specific data set. 
Data validators use QC sample results to evaluate the precision, accuracy and sensitivity of the 
reported data set. The validation process results in data being accepted, qualified, or rejected. 
Sample results are flagged accordingly.  

The START Lead Chemist will assign validation of individual organic data packages to chemists 
on the staff. Inorganic data validation will be conducted by an ERT subcontractor, QATS.  The 
START Lead Chemist is responsible for data validation performed by START personnel, ID/IQ 
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personnel, and/or subcontractors used to help support the START contract, and documents 
review of the Data Validation Memorandum and data tables, with a signature on the Data 
Validation Memorandum.  All organic data generated by the Region I START III office will be 
reviewed by a qualified START member. 

Data generated by a fixed laboratory will be reviewed in accordance with the Region I, EPA-New 
England Data Validation Functional Guidelines for Evaluating Environmental Analyses. The 
DQOs will state which level (Tier) validation will be required.  The results of the validation will 
be summarized in a Data Validation Memorandum, and will be reviewed by the Lead Chemist 
for compliance with the Region I, EPA-New England Data Validation Functional Guidelines for 
Evaluating Environmental Analyses, December 1996. The data validator and Lead Chemist shall 
document the review of the sample data by signing and dating the Data Validation Memorandum 
and worksheets. 

A Tier II data validation will be performed for a minimum 10% of the data for this project and 
will be required for all initial laboratory submittals.  Tier II validation requires that calibrations, 
QC samples and PE sample results be assessed and applied to the data set. A Tier II validation 
results in qualification flags being applied to the data.  A Data Validation Report will be 
prepared by the validator and provided to the OSCs. Data will also be validated at a Tier I plus 
level. Tier I plus level validation requires package completeness review, evaluation of QC items 
found in section 15.2, and the evaluation of the sample PE results.  A Tier I plus validation 
results in the application of qualification flags to the data, and may trigger a Tier II validation as 
directed by the OSCs due to data anomalies, and/or PE failure.  Refer to table 19-1 of the QAPP 
for tier level required for different types of projects.  All site-specific tier modifications will be 
noted in the SAP. The TAT for data validation packages will be 21 days from the time the data 
are received from the laboratory. 

Data will be validated in accordance with the QAPP, Section 19. 

20.0 DATA REVIEW STEP 3: Data Usability Assessment  

20.1 Assessing Data Usability 

Prior to use, the OSCs will determine whether site data can support defensible site decisions. 
This usability determination is the final step in data review and involves assessing all the 
collected data against the project quality objectives that were initially set for sensitivity, 
precision, accuracy/bias, comparability, completeness and representativeness.  Specifically, the 
OSC will determine if the right chemical, biological, radiological and physical parameters and 
matrices were tested, sufficient amount of data were collected, and whether data were 
sufficiently sensitive and representative to support a scientifically-based decision regarding the 
site.  Data deficiencies will be weighed against project objectives, and a determination as to the 
usability of the data will be made and documented in a final report in accordance with the NCP. 
The need for additional sampling and/or changes in the sample design, sampling protocol, 
analytical protocol, and/or associated QC procedures for subsequent data collection activities 
will be described.  The following steps will be performed: Data will be reviewed with respect to 
sampling design.  Data anomalies will be investigated.  The OSCs will determine if the data 
make sense from the point of view of the sample locations, background sample data, and 
previous use of the site. 
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¾ A preliminary review of field and QC sample results will be performed.  Data 
validation and audit reports will be reviewed.  The OSCs will determine whether 
validation and/or audit reports indicate any limitations in the use of field data. 

¾ The matrices and parameters that were sampled will be reviewed.  The OSCs will 
determine whether the appropriate affected matrices were sampled and the right type 
(parameters) of data were collected (i.e., chemical, biological, physical and/or 
radiological parameters) 

¾ A completeness review will be performed, refer to “Completeness” on Table 20-1. 
The OSCs will determine if sufficient data were collected to support an Action or 
Closure memorandum and will determine whether critical data gaps require additional 
sampling . 

¾ Statistical tests will be applied by data validators, data reviewers or contractors to 
determine whether the data quality indicators (accuracy, precision and sensitivity) 
meet measurement performance criteria set for project, refer to Table 20-1 of the 
QAPP for formulae that will be used to evaluate precision, accuracy/accuracy and 
sensitivity. If applicable, field and QC data will be tabulated, mapped and/or graphed 
to show trends and localized areas of contamination. 

The OSCs, in consultation with MassDEP will determine whether site data adequately represents 
current site conditions to support decision-making.  Conclusions will be drawn from the data and 
site decisions made. 

The extent of the data usability assessment will depend on the exigencies and complexity of the 
project. Generally, data usability evaluations for EPRB activities will be summarized in a final 
report, as described in Section 17.1 of the QAPP 

For certain high-profile response actions including incidents of regional, national or international 
significance, formal data assessment reports will be generated within 6 months of the response. 
These reports will outline the steps taken to evaluate the data and the conclusions drawn from 
that process. 

When necessary, contractor support will be obtained to statistically analyze site data.  The 
following software may be used to analyze and interpret data: 

¾ Geostatistical Environmental Assessment Software (GeoEAS) is a collection of 
interactive software tools for performing two-dimensional geostatistical analyses of 
spatially distributed data. 

¾ DataQUEST is designed to provide a quick and easy way for managers and analysts 
to perform baseline data quality assessment. The goal of the system is to allow those 
not familiar with standard statistical packages to review data and assumptions that are 
important in implementing the formal DQO Process. 

¾ ASSESS is a software tool designed to calculate variances for quality assessment 
samples in a measurement process. The software performs the following functions; 
transforming the entire data set; producing scatter plots of the data; displaying error 
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bar graphs that demonstrate the variance, and generating reports of the results and 
header information. 

¾ S PLUS, a commercially available statistical software program, designed to calculate 
variances for quality assessment samples in a measurement process. The software 
performs the following functions; transforming the entire data set; producing scatter 
plots of the data; displaying error bar graphs that demonstrate the variance; and 
generating reports of the results and header information. 

20.2 Reconciling Data with User Needs 

The OSCs will meet with technical personnel including hydrogeologists, risk assessors, ATSDR, 
and QA personnel to determine if the results of the data collection activity will support 
defensible actions. Typically, most final determinations regarding data usability will be made by 
the OSC with concurrence from their immediate supervisor.  Data evaluation and determination 
of limitations of the data will be described in a final report. 

The data obtained during this investigation will be evaluated to determine whether they satisfy 
the DQOs for the project. The validation process determines if the data satisfy the QA criteria. 
After the data pass the data validation process, comparison of the results with the DQOs is done. 
For example, if the DQOs specify that the data are to be compared to MCP cleanup criteria, the 
results can then be used to determine whether additional sampling is necessary to complete this 
investigation. 

There will be times when the data do not meet the intended DQOs. These situations may be due 
to failure of the laboratory to adjust the extraction weight on high-moisture-content soil; failure 
of the detection limits of secondary contaminants of concern to meet the Action Limits; or poor 
correlation between field screening and laboratory results. In these situations, START will 
discuss with the EPA OSCs corrective action. These actions may include: 

¾ Resampling for all or some of the parameters. 
¾ Preparing a technical memorandum to the site file, detailing limitations to the data. 
¾ Validating the data at a higher tier level to better qualify the results. 
¾ Preparing a technical memorandum determining the bias of field results. 

Statistical evaluation may be beneficial for Removal sites involving extensive environmental 
sampling and analysis. Confirmation samples are typically sent to a fixed laboratory for analysis, 
at a 10% frequency. Field analytical results can then be compared with fixed laboratory 
confirmation results to determine analytical bias. For these extensively sampled Removal sites, 
the site-specific SAP shall address the mathematical and/or statistical criteria for evaluating 
screening and confirmatory data comparability. All samples that undergo field screening 
analyses will have corresponding split samples analyzed at a fixed off-site laboratory.  
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SAP Table 1 - SAP Revision Form 

Site: Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, Massachusetts
OSCs: Wing Chau, Marcus Holmes, and Sarah DeStefano 

Date Rev. # Proposed Change to SAP/QAPP Reason for Change
of Scope/Procedures 

SAP Section 
Superseded 

Requested
By 

Approved By 
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SAP Table 2 - Contaminants of Concern 
(Reference Limit and Evaluation Table) 

1) Complete separate table for each matrix.  2) List all Contaminants of Concern that will be analyzed for the project. 
3) Identify any Project Action Limits/Removal Action Limits (RALs).  4) List the Project Quantitation Limits/Reporting Limits required to meet project objectives. 
5) List the MDLs and QLs of the published method and the MDLs and QLs achievable by the laboratory. 
6) Check to make sure that the achievable laboratory QLs are less than or equal to the Project Quantitation Limits and that Project Quantitation Limits are at least two to 

five times less than the Project Action Levels.  (Refer to QAPP Section 6 for guidance.) 

Matrix: Soil 
Fixed Laboratory Method/SOP: CAM-VA (Rev 1 9/14/2009)/ EPA-SW846 method 8082A 

Contaminant of 
Concern 

Project Action 
Level 

(Units) 
(wet or dry 

weight) 

or 
Removal Action 
Limits (RALs) 

Project Quantitation 
Limit (PQLs) 

(Units)
(wet or dry weight) 

PQLs should be 
3-10 times less 
than the RALs 

Analytical Method Achievable Laboratory Limits 

Published Method 
MDLs1 

Published Method 
QLs1 

Laboratory MDLs2 

Laboratory QLs2 

Lab QLs should 
be less than or 
equal to the
PQLs 

PCB Aroclors 

1016 
1221 To Be 
1232 Determined.  Will  
1242 2 milligrams per 33 micrograms per 5 – 20 µg/Kg 33 µg/Kg vary by 33 µg/Kg 
1248 Kilogram (mg/Kg) Kilogram (µg/Kg) Laboratory 
1254 
1260 
1262 
1268 
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SAP Table 2 - Contaminants of Concern (Continued)
(Reference Limit and Evaluation Table) 

Matrix: Soil 
Fixed Laboratory Method/SOP: CAM-IIB (Rev 1 9/9/2009)/ EPA-SW846 method 8270D 

Contaminant of Concern Project Action 
Level 

(Units)
(wet or dry 

weight) 

or 
Removal Action 
Limits (RALs) 

Project 
Quantitation 
Limit (PQLs) 

(Units)
(wet or dry 

weight) 

PQLs should 
be 3-10 

times less 
than the 

RALs 

Analytical Method Achievable Laboratory Limits 

Published Method 
MDLs1 

Published Method 
QLs1 

Laboratory MDLs2 Laboratory QLs2 

Lab QLs should be 
less than or equal 
to the PQLs 

Semivolatile Organic 
Compounds (PAH’s) 

Naphthalene 
2-Methylnaphthalene 

Acenaphthylene 
Acenaphthene 

Fluorene 
Phenanthrene 
Anthracene 

Fluoranthene 
Pyrene

 Benzo (a) anthracene 

700 micrograms
 per Kilogram 

 (µg/Kg) 
to 1000 

330 µg/Kg 35 – 92 µg/Kg 330 µg/Kg 

To Be 
Determined.  Will  

vary by 
Laboratory 

330 µg/Kg 

Chrysene   milligrams per 
Benzo (b) fluoranthene Kilogram (mg/Kg) 
Benzo (k) fluoranthene 

Benzo (a) pyrene 
Indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene 
Dibenzo (a,h) anthracene 

Benzo (g,h,i) perylene 
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SAP Table 2 - Contaminants of Concern (Completed)
(Reference Limit and Evaluation Table) 

Matrix: Soil 
Fixed Laboratory Method/SOP: ILM05.4 ICP-AES modification number xxxxxx 

Contaminant of 
Concern 

Project Action 
Level 

(Units)
(wet or dry 

weight) 

or 
Removal Action 
Limits (RALs) 

Project Quantitation 
Limit (PQLs) 

(Units) 
(wet or dry weight) 

PQLs should be 
3-10 times less 
than the RALs 

Analytical Method Achievable Laboratory Limits 

Published Method 
MDLs1 

Published Method 
QLs1 

Laboratory MDLs2 

Laboratory QLs2 

Lab QLs should 
be less than or 
equal to the
PQLs 

Metals 

Arsenic 
Barium 

Cadmium 
Chromium 

Lead 

20 mg/Kg 
1000 mg/Kg 

2mg/Kg 
30 mg/Kg 

300 mg/Kg 

1 mg/Kg 
20 mg/kg 
0.5 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 

0.5 mg/Kg 
0.16 mg/Kg 
0.05 mg/Kg 
0.16 mg/Kg 
0.34 mg/Kg 

1 mg/Kg 
20 mg/kg 
0.5 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 

To Be 
Determined.  Will  

vary by 
CLP Laboratory 

1 mg/Kg 
20 mg/kg 
0.5 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 

1Analytical method MDLs and QLs documented in validated methods.  QLs are usually 3-10 times higher than the MDLs. 
2Achievable MDLs and QLs are limits that an individual laboratory can achieve when performing a specific analytical method. 

Figure 6-1: Relationship of Method Detection Limits, Quantitation Limits and Action Levels 

I------

-|--------------------------------------|---------------------------------------------------------------|C----------------

0 

MDL 

QL
      Action  Level  

Statistical Laboratory Method   Quantitation Limit (QL) should be: Action Level (AL) 
Detection Limit (MDL) determined A  3 - 10 times lower than AL may be based on regulatory 
to be the laboratories= Abest case@ A  3 - 10 times higher than MDL   standard, a referenced-based  
sensitivity for a given analytical A Verified by the analysis of a standard at that     Clean up goal, technological  
Method. concentration in the calibration curve.    limitation, etc. 
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SAP Table 2 - Contaminants of Concern 
(Reference Limit and Evaluation Table) 

1) Complete separate table for each matrix.  2) List all Contaminants of Concern that will be analyzed for the project. 
3) Identify any Project Action Limits/Removal Action Limits (RALs).  4) List the Project Quantitation Limits/Reporting Limits required to meet project objectives. 
5) List the MDLs and QLs of the published method and the MDLs and QLs achievable by the laboratory. 
6) Check to make sure that the achievable laboratory QLs are less than or equal to the Project Quantitation Limits and that Project Quantitation Limits are at least two to 

five times less than the Project Action Levels.  (Refer to QAPP Section 6 for guidance.) 

Matrix: Sediment  

Fixed Laboratory Method/SOP: CAM-VA (Rev 1 9/14/2009)/ EPA-SW846 method 8082A (Final Volume 2mL) 


Contaminant of 
Concern 

Project Action 
Level 

(Units) 
(wet or dry 

weight) 

or 
Removal Action 
Limits (RALs) 

Project Quantitation 
Limit (PQLs) 

(Units)
(wet or dry weight) 

PQLs should be 
3-10 times less 
than the RALs 

Analytical Method Achievable Laboratory Limits 

Published Method 
MDLs1 

Published Method 
QLs1 

Laboratory MDLs2 

Laboratory QLs2 

Lab QLs should 
be less than or 
equal to the
PQLs 

PCB Aroclors 

1016 
1221 To Be 
1232 Determined.  Will  
1242 60 micrograms per 7 micrograms per 1 – 4 µg/Kg 7 µg/Kg vary by 7 µg/Kg 
1248 Kilogram (µg/Kg) Kilogram (µg/Kg) Laboratory 
1254 
1260 
1262 
1268 
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SAP Table 2 - Contaminants of Concern (Completed)
(Reference Limit and Evaluation Table) 

Matrix: Sediment 
Fixed Laboratory Method/SOP: ILM05.4 ICP-AES modification number xxxxxx 

Contaminant of 
Concern 

Project Action 
Level 

(Units)
(wet or dry 

weight) 

or 
Removal Action 
Limits (RALs) 

Project Quantitation 
Limit (PQLs) 

(Units) 
(wet or dry weight) 

PQLs should be 
3-10 times less 
than the RALs 

Analytical Method Achievable Laboratory Limits 

Published Method 
MDLs1 

Published Method 
QLs1 

Laboratory MDLs2 

Laboratory QLs2 

Lab QLs should 
be less than or 
equal to the
PQLs 

Metals 

Arsenic 
Barium 

Cadmium 
Chromium 

Lead 

9.8 mg/Kg 
None 

0.99 mg/Kg 
43.4 mg/Kg 
35.8 mg/Kg 

1 mg/Kg 
20 mg/kg 
0.5 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 

0.5 mg/Kg 
0.16 mg/Kg 
0.05 mg/Kg 
0.16 mg/Kg 
0.34 mg/Kg 

1 mg/Kg 
20 mg/kg 
0.5 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 

To Be 
Determined.  Will  

vary by 
CLP Laboratory 

1 mg/Kg 
20 mg/kg 
0.5 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 
1 mg/kg 

1Analytical method MDLs and QLs documented in validated methods.  QLs are usually 3-10 times higher than the MDLs.

2

Achievable MDLs and QLs are limits that an individual laboratory can achieve when performing a specific analytical method. 

Figure 6-1: Relationship of Method Detection Limits, Quantitation Limits and Action Levels 

I------

-|--------------------------------------|---------------------------------------------------------------|C----------------

0 

MDL 

QL
      Action  Level  

Statistical Laboratory Method   Quantitation Limit (QL) should be: Action Level (AL) 
Detection Limit (MDL) determined A  3 - 10 times lower than AL may be based on regulatory 
to be the laboratories= Abest case@ A  3 - 10 times higher than MDL   standard, a referenced-based  
sensitivity for a given analytical A Verified by the analysis of a standard at that     Clean up goal, technological  
Method. concentration in the calibration curve.    limitation, etc. 
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SAP Table 2 - Contaminants of Concern (Continued)
(Reference Limit and Evaluation Table) 

Matrix: Sediment  

Fixed Laboratory Method/SOP: CAM-IIB (Rev 1 9/9/2009)/ EPA-SW846 method 8270D-(SIM)
 

Contaminant of Concern Project Action 
Level 

(Units) 
(wet or dry 

weight) 

or 
Removal Action 
Limits (RALs) 

Project 
Quantitation 
Limit (PQLs) 

(Units) 
(wet or dry 

weight) 

PQLs should be 
3-10 times less 
than the RALs 

Analytical Method Achievable Laboratory Limits 

Published Method 
MDLs1 

Published Method 
QLs1 

Laboratory MDLs2 Laboratory QLs2 

Lab QLs should be 
less than or equal 
to the PQLs 

Semivolatile Organic 
Compounds (PAH’s) 

Naphthalene 176 µg/Kg 
2-Methylnaphthalene Not Listed 

Acenaphthylene Not Listed 
Acenaphthene Not Listed 

Fluorene 77 µg/Kg 
Phenanthrene 
Anthracene 

Fluoranthene 
Pyrene

 Benzo (a) anthracene 

204 µg/Kg 
70 µg/Kg 
423 µg/Kg 
195 µg/Kg 
108 µg/Kg 

3.3 µg/Kg 0.5-2.5 µg/Kg 3.3 µg/Kg 

To Be 
Determined.  Will  

vary by 
Laboratory 

3.3 µg/Kg 

Chrysene 166 µg/Kg 
Benzo (b) fluoranthene Not Listed 
Benzo (k) fluoranthene Not Listed 

Benzo (a) pyrene 150 µg/Kg 
Indeno (1,2,3-cd) pyrene Not Listed 
Dibenzo (a,h) anthracene 33 µg/Kg 

Benzo (g,h,i) perylene Not Listed 
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SAP Table 3 - Sampling Locations and Sampling and Analysis Summary 

Site: Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, Massachusetts
OSCs: Wing Chau, Marcus Holmes, and Sarah DeStefano 

Sampling
Location1 

Location 
ID 

Number2 Matrix 

Depth
(Units) 

Analytical
Parameter 

Number of 
Samples

(Identify field
duplicates

and 
replicates) 

Sampling
SOP 
(SAP

Section 9.1) 
Sample 
Volume 

Containers 
(Number, size 
and type)3 

Preservation 
Requirements 
(chemical, 
temperature,  light 
protected) 

Maximum Holding 
Time (preparation/ 
analysis) 

P-xx-SB-xx-A TBD Soil 0 – 1 feet PCB Aroclors 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice NA/40 Days from
extraction 

P-xx-SB-xx-B TBD Soil 1 – 3 feet PCB Aroclors 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice NA/40 Days from
extraction 

P-xx-SB-xx-C TBD Soil TBD (Fill material) PCB Aroclors 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice NA/40 Days from
extraction 

P-xx-SB-xx-D TBD Soil TBD (Native Soil - Top) PCB Aroclors 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice NA/40 Days from
extraction 

P-xx-SB-xx-E TBD Soil TBD (Native Soil - Bottom) PCB Aroclors 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice NA/40 Days from
extraction 

P-xx-SB-xx-A TBD Soil 0 – 1 feet SVOCs (PAHs) 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice 14 Days/40  Days 

P-xxSB-xx-B TBD Soil 1 – 3 feet SVOCs (PAHs) 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice 14 Days/40 days 

P-xx-SB-xx-C TBD Soil TBD (Fill material) SVOCs (PAHs) 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice 14 Days/40 Days 

P-xx-SB-xx-D TBD Soil TBD (Native Soil - Top) SVOCs (PAHs) 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice 14 Days/40 Days 

P-xx-SB-xx-A TBD Soil 0 – 1 feet Metals 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 4 ounces 1 4-oz glass amber jar Ice 180 Days 

P-xx-SB-xx-B TBD Soil 1 – 3 feet Metals 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 4 ounces 1 4-oz glass amber jar Ice 180 Days 

P-xx-SB-xx-C TBD Soil TBD (Fill material) Metals 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 4ounces 1 4-oz glass amber jar Ice 180 Days 

P-xx-SB-xx-D TBD Soil TBD (Native Soil - Top) Metals 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 4ounces 1 4-oz glass amber jar Ice 180 Days 

P-xx-SB-xx-E TBD Soil TBD (Native Soil - Bottom) Metals 454 + 23 Dupl EPRB SOP-001 4 ounces 1 4-oz glass amber jar Ice 180 Days 

Notes: 
1) Sampling Locations are designated in generic terms in this table.  There will be between 347 - 425 boring locations.  For a complete listing of sample boring locations see 

Table in Section 9.0 of this SAP. 
2) CLP sample numbers will be assigned to each sample in the field. 
3) An additional 8-0z glass amber jar will be collected at the A and B interval for all locations to be archived by MassDEP for potential future dioxin analysis.  
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SAP Table 3A - Sampling Locations and Sampling and Analysis Summary 

Site: Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, Massachusetts
OSCs: Wing Chau, Marcus Holmes, and Sarah DeStefano 

Sampling
Location1 

Location 
ID 

Number2 Matrix 

Depth
(Units) 

Analytical
Parameter 

Number of 
Samples

(Identify field
duplicates

and 
replicates) 

Sampling
SOP 
(SAP

Section 9.1) 
Sample 
Volume 

Containers 
(Number, size 
and type) 3 

Preservation 
Requirements 
(chemical, 
temperature,  light 
protected) 

Maximum Holding 
Time (preparation/ 
analysis) 

WETL-SB-01-A TBD Sediment 0 – 0.5 feet PCB Aroclors 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice NA/40 Days 

WETL-SB-01-B TBD Sediment 0.5 – 2 feet PCB Aroclors 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice NA/40 Days 

WETL-SB-01-C TBD Sediment 2 – 3 feet PCB Aroclors 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice NA/40 Days 

through 

WETL-SB-19-A TBD Sediment 0 – 0.5 feet PCB Aroclors 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice NA/40 Days 

WETL-SB-19-B TBD Sediment 0.5 – 2 feet PCB Aroclors 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice NA/40 Days 

WETL-SB-19-C TBD Sediment 2 – 3 feet PCB Aroclors 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice NA/40 Days 

WETL-SB-01-A TBD Sediment 0 – 0.5 feet SVOC (PAH) 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice 14/40 Days 

WETL-SB-01-B TBD Sediment 0.5 – 2 feet SVOC (PAH) 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice 14/40 Days 

WETL-SB-01-C TBD Sediment 2 – 3 feet SVOC (PAH) 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice 14/40 Days 

through 

WETL-SB-19-A TBD Sediment 0 – 0.5 feet SVOC (PAH) 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice 14/40 Days 

WETL-SB-19-B TBD Sediment 0.5 – 2 feet SVOC (PAH) 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice 14/40 Days 

WETL-SB-19-C TBD Sediment 2 – 3 feet SVOC (PAH) 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 8 ounces 1 8-oz glass amber jar Ice 14/40 Days 

WETL-SB-01-A TBD Sediment 0 – 0.5 feet Metals 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 4 ounces 1 4-oz glass amber jar Ice 180 Days 

WETL-SB-01-B TBD Sediment 0.5 – 2 feet Metals 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 4 ounces 1 4-oz glass amber jar Ice 180 Days 

WETL-SB-01-C TBD Sediment 2 – 3 feet Metals 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 4 ounces 1 4-oz glass amber jar Ice 180 Days 

through 

WETL-SB-19-A TBD Sediment 0 – 0.5 feet Metals 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 4 ounces 1 4-oz glass amber jar Ice 180 Days 

WETL-SB-19-B TBD Sediment 0.5 – 2 feet Metals 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 4 ounces 1 4-oz glass amber jar Ice 180 Days 

WETL-SB-19-C TBD Sediment 2 – 3 feet Metals 19 + 1 Dupl EPRB SOP-003 4 ounces 1 4-oz glass amber jar Ice 180 Days 
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Notes: 
1) Sampling Locations are designated in generic terms in this table.  There will be between 347 - 425 boring locations.  For a complete listing of sample boring locations see 

Table in text. 
2) CLP sample numbers will be assigned to each sample in the field. 
3) An additional 8-0z glass amber jar will be collected at the A and B interval for all locations to be archived by MassDEP for potential future dioxin analysis.  
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SAP Table 4 - Field Quality Control Summary 

Site: Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, Massachusetts
OSCs: Wing Chau, Marcus Holmes, and Sarah DeStefano 

Matrix Analytical 
Parameter 

Analytical 
Method/ 
SOP Reference 

No. of 
Sampling 
Location 
s 

No. of Field 
Duplicate 
Pairs 

Organic Inorganic No. of 
VOA 
Trip 
Blank 
s 

No. of 
Equip. 
Blanks 

No. of  
Confirmatory 
Samples 

No. of PE 
Samples 

Total No. of 
Samples to 
Lab 

No. of 
MS 

No. of 
MSD 

No. of 
Dupli 
cates 

No. 
of 
MS 

Soil PCB 
Aroclors 

CAM-VA (Rev 1 
9/14/2009)/ EPA­
SW846 method 

8082A 

1,735 to 
2,125 

43- 54* 43­
54** 

43­
54** 

----­  ----­ ----­ 43- 54* ----­ 87 - 107 1,951 – 
2,394 

Soil SVOCs 
(PAHs) 

CAM-IIB (Rev 1
9/9/2009)/ EPA­
SW846 method 

8270D 

1,735 to
2,125 

43- 54* 43­
54** 

43­
54** 

----­  ----­ ----­ 43- 54* ----­ 87 - 107 1,951 – 
2,394 

Soil Metals ILM05.4 ICP­
AES modification 
number xxxxxx 

1,735 to
2,125 

87 - 107 87­
107 

87­
107 

----­ 43-54* ----­ 87 - 107 2.039 – 
2,500 

Sediment PCB 
Aroclors 

CAM-VA (Rev 1
9/14/2009)/ EPA­
SW846 method 

8082A 

57 2 2 2 ----­ ----­ ----­ 1 ----­ 3 65 

Sediment SVOC 
(PAHs) 

CAM-IIB (Rev 1
9/9/2009)/ EPA­
SW846 method 

8270D 

57 2 2 2 ----­ ----­ ----­ 1 ----­ 3 65 

Sediment Metals ILM05.4 ICP­
AES modification 
number xxxxxx 

57 2 ----­ ---­ 3 3 ----­ 1 ----­ 3 65 

Note:
 
If samples will be collected at different depths at the same location, count each discrete sampling depth as a separate sampling location/station.

MS = Matrix Spike 

MSD = Matrix Spike Duplicate

* Rinsate, and field duplicate samples will be collected at a rate of one per property or 1 per 40 samples per property. 

** MS/MSD samples will be collected at a rate of one per property or 1 per 40 samples or per property for organics at varied depths.
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Appendix B 

Superfund Performance Evaluation Sample Index 

For EPA PE Samples call: 


Leo Corben 


617.918.8630 


or 


Steve Stodola 


617.918.8634 




 

 

 
    

 

    

 
  

   
    

      
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
    
    

 
 

START REVISED 
SUPERFUND PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SAMPLE LIST 

CATALOG NUMBER DESCRIPTION 

90-001     Volatile Organics in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
95-001     Volatile Organics in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
05-004     Volatile Organics in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
91-001 Volatile Organics in Water at Low Concentration 
05-003     Volatile Organics in Water at Trace Concentration 

03-006 Volatiles in Soil, Full Volume, Closed System 
(10-Day Holding Time) 

05-008 Volatiles in Soil, Full Volume, Closed System 
(10-Day Holding Time) 

90-002     Semivolatile Organics in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
95-002     Semivolatile Organics in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
05-005     Semivolatile Organics in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
91-002     Semivolatile Organics in Water at Low Concentration 

01-016     Semivolatile Organics in Soil 
05-009     Semivolatile Organics in Soil 

90-003     Pesticides/PCBs in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
95-003     Pesticides/PCBs in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
05-006     Pesticides in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
91-003     Pesticides/PCBs in Water at Low Concentration 

03-008     Pesticides in Soil 
05-001     Pesticides in Soil at Low/Medium Concentration 
05-002     Pesticides in Soil at High Concentration 

05-007     Aroclors in Water 

91-013     Aroclor 1248 in Soil 
04-005     Aroclor 1254 in Soil 
91-011     Aroclor 1260 in Soil 

03-003     Toxaphene in Water 
03-004     Toxaphene in Soil 

98-002     Organics in Water at L/M Concentration (VOC, SVOC, Pest.) 
95-008     Low Concentration Organics in Water (VOC, SVOC, Pest.) 
01-001     Low Concentration Organics in Water (VOC, SVOC, Pest.) 

03-007 1,4-Dioxane in Water for Volatile Analysis 
03-010 1,4-Dioxane in Water for Semivolatile Analysis 

Revised on 3 April 2006 to reflect the contents of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency FY ’05 Superfund PES Catalog 



 

 

 
 

    

 

 

 
    

    
    

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 
 

  

START REVISED 

SUPERFUND PERFORMANCE EVALUATION SAMPLE LIST 


(continued)
 

CATALOG NUMBER DESCRIPTION 

90-004     Metals in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
95-017-W    Metals in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
99-004     Metals in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
03-009     ICP-MS Metals in Water 

90-005 Metals in Soil at Low/Medium Concentration 
95-017-S Metals in Soil at Low/Medium Concentration 
99-005 Metals in Soil at Low/Medium Concentration 

03-002     Mercury in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 

90-006     Cyanide in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
03-001     Cyanide in Water at Low/Medium Concentration 
99-008     Cyanide in Soil at Low/Medium Concentration 

Other PE Samples are also available for the following parameters: 

- Chlorinated Dioxins/Furans 
- Industry-specific metals categories 

Please contact Leo Corben at 617-918-8630, or a START chemist for more information. 

Revised on 3 April 2006 to reflect the contents of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency FY ’05 Superfund PES Catalog 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

  

Appendix C 

Proposed City of New Bedford Work Plan 

Revised on 3 April 2006 to reflect the contents of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency FY ’05 Superfund PES Catalog 



 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

 
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
  

 
 

TRC 
Wannalancit Mills 
650 Suffolk Street 
Lowell Massachusetts 01854 

Main 978.970.5600 
Fax 978.453.1995 

Memorandum 

To: Scott Alfonse and Cheryl Henlin, City of New Bedford 
From: David M. Sullivan, LSP CHMM, TRC Environmental Corporation 
CC: Jeffrey Saunders, TRC Environmental Corporation 
Subject: Proposed Nemasket Lots Investigation Approach 
Date: March 3, 2010 

The following outlines the proposed technical approach for initiating an environmental investigation 
of the Nemasket Street Lots.  The approach proposed herein is an initial step in an iterative approach 
to the evaluation of this portion of the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS).  An iterative approach is 
consistent with prior environmental investigative activities undertaken by TRC Environmental 
Corporation (TRC), where available data were used to help define the initial stages of environmental 
investigation. Subsequent stages of investigation, where warranted, will be further defined by the 
incremental data collected from each investigative effort and will be designed to address specific data 
gaps, test hypotheses, or evaluate risk, as determined necessary for the investigation at that time. 

Nemasket Technical Approach 

The data collection described herein is an interim step toward the implementation of a remedy for the 
subject parcels. TRC will plan, implement and oversee the clearing and investigative work at the 
Nemasket Street lots (the former Bethel AME property).  The Nemasket Street lots parcel 
identifications are summarized below and illustrated on Figure 1. 

069 0092 069 0093 

069 0086 069 0100 

069 0088 069 0099 

069 0091 069 0097 

Clearing. The City of New Bedford (City) is prepared to perform clearing at the Nemasket Street 
lots to the degree necessary to facilitate access for geophysics equipment and a backhoe or excavator 
for test pit inspections of the subsurface. No additional disturbance of the subsurface is proposed 
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Memorandum 
Page 2 of 10 

(i.e., no grubbing) as part of the clearing activity.  An appropriately qualified contractor will be 
retained to clear small vegetative growth from the area using power equipment (a vehicle mounted 
brush hog). Larger growth will be addressed with chainsaws (manual labor).  All vegetation will be 
cut/removed flush to the ground surface. 

Dust monitoring and dust suppression consistent with soil removal work conducted by TRC at other 
areas of the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) will be implemented as a precaution to monitor and 
minimize/mitigate potential nuisance conditions. 

All vegetation will be removed from the site for disposal as solid waste or managed through off-site 
composting, subject to appropriate regulatory approval.  Alternatively, the vegetative matter may be 
chipped and spread on the lots to stabilize exposed surfaces. 

Geophysics. Prior to test pit exploration of the Nemasket Street lots, TRC will oversee the 
implementation of a combined Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) and Electromagnetic Induction 
(EMI) investigation of the parcels.  The purpose of this investigation is to help locate medium to large 
buried metallic objects. The geophysics contractor will employ an SIR System-3000 and/or SIR 
System-2000 GPR unit with multiple antennas (depending upon the application/conditions).  The 
systems have a real-time display and collection of data is recorded on a flash card which is 
downloaded and edited after the survey is completed.  Real-time data acquisition will allow the 
marking of detected items in the field.  For the EMI investigation, an EM Profiler EMP-400 
electromagnetic induction tool will be utilized that will also provide real-time data collection allowing 
the marking of detected subsurface anomalies. 

The results of the GPR/EMI investigation will be evaluated and anomalies warranting further 
investigation will be evaluated by test pit exploration. 

Test Pit Exploration.  The number of test pits to be excavated will depend in part on the results of 
the geophysics investigation.   

The test pit excavation conducted previously at the site generally measured approximately 2-feet wide 
by 8-feet long and, if feasible, test pits were excavated until native soil material (e.g., peat material) 
was encountered (i.e., approximately 7 to 9-feet below grade). A similar protocol will be followed at 
the Nemasket Street lots unless site data/conditions require an alternative approach.   

The soil will be removed from each  test pit in approximately 1-foot flights. The material will be 
temporarily stockpiled on polyethylene sheeting for observation. As each flight is removed, the 
material will be examined using hand tools and identifiable or potentially identifiable fill material will 
be segregated, field documented and photographed by TRC’s field geologist/engineer. A subset of the 
identifiable or potentially identifiable material, where identified, will be retained for further expert 
forensic analysis. TRC will evaluate and log the geologic character of the soil samples consistent with 
the Burmeister (1958) method (consistent with the PSWS soil boring program conducted prior by 
TRC). 

Air monitoring will be performed using a combination of real-time dust monitoring upwind and 
downwind of the work area.  The dust monitoring will consist of TSI Dustrak™ units (or equivalent) 
equipped with size-selective inlet for particles of 10 micrometers in diameter or less (PM10). 
Background samples will be collected for at least 15 minutes at each location prior to the start of site 
activities and the dust monitoring instruments will be zeroed daily before use and at the end of the 
day. Data will be logged at 60-second intervals and monitored periodically by field personnel.  Data 
will be downloaded daily. In addition, volatile organic compound (VOC) air monitoring will be 
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performed using a photo-ionization detector (PID) to monitor for the presence of VOCs within the 
work area breathing zone. 

Following completion, each test pit will be immediately backfilled with the stockpiled material, taking 
care to minimize mixing of horizons. All excavated material will be returned to the original test pit 
location. Each test pit will be subsequently surveyed by Land Planning, Incorporated of Hanson, 
Massachusetts. The locations will be plotted on an aerial photograph obtained from the 
Massachusetts Geographic Information System, and may also be incorporated into line drawings of 
the area.  

Soil Sampling.  No soil borings are proposed at this time.  The City proposes to design a soil boring 
program to evaluate and initially delineate impacts from waste disposal activity that is guided by the 
results of the geophysics work, as well as the results of prior soil sampling conducted by BETA.   

During the test pit investigation, TRC will conduct field screening of soil samples based on visual and 
olfactory observations, jar headspace readings using an appropriate calibrated PID, and professional 
judgment. Screening will be conducted consistent with TRC Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) 
and general industry practice. TRC field investigators my collect soil samples for analysis to 
supplement the findings of the test pit program.  Sample decisions will be based on professional 
judgment in consultation with the Licensed Site Professional (LSP).  Where a soil sampling decision 
is made, one or more of the following analytical methods will be utilized for soil analysis, consistent 
with prior work conducted by TRC at the PSWS: 

� Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) as Aroclors by SW-846 Method 8082 
� Polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) by SW-846 Method 8270C 
� Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) Metals/Hg – antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, 

cadmium, chromium, lead, nickel, selenium, silver, thallium, vanadium, zinc and mercury by 
SW-846 Methods 6010B/7471A.  

In addition, soil sampling may include the following analysis for dioxins and PCB congeners, 
consistent with TRC’s recommended technical approach for dioxins at the PSWS (see Attachment A). 

� Chlorinated dioxin/dibenzofuran congeners by SW-846 Method 8290 to evaluate the 

presence/absence of these compounds 


� PCB congeners by SW-846 Method 1668A to establish a basis for correlation and to evaluate 
the potential presence of PCB dioxin-like congeners. 

As a contingency, TRC is prepared to submit soil samples for VOC analysis contingent upon the 
results of field screening and professional judgment.  TRC will notify the City when such judgments 
are made.  The following analytical method will be specified in such an event: 

� VOCs by Method SW-846 Method 8260B. 

We look forward to discussing this memorandum with you at your earliest convenience. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

RECOMMENDED TECHNICAL APPROACH FOR DIOXIN EVALUATION 

PARKER STREET WASTE SITE, NEW BEDFORD, MASSACHUSETTS 

March 2, 2010 

Introduction 

TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) prepared this Recommended Technical Approach (RTA) 
document for the following purposes: 

1.	 To document an initial evaluation of the potential for the presence of polychlorinated 
dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs) and polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs), collectively referred 
to as dioxin compounds, at various portions of the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS);  

2.	 To highlight available dioxin (e.g., PCDDs/PCDFs) compound soil analytical data collected 
from the Keith Middle School (KMS) portion of the PSWS by a prior consultant; and  

3.	 To provide a suggested framework for further data collection.   

The PSWS is located in the general vicinity of New Bedford High School (NBHS), Keith Middle 
School (KMS) and Walsh Field in New Bedford, Massachusetts.  The PSWS is a listed site regulated 
under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40.0000), tracked under primary Release 
Tracking Number (RTN) 4-15685, and is also regulated under the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) through the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA; 40 CFR Part 761 et.seq.) 
where regulated concentrations of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are present.  Please see attached 
Figure 1 for a map illustrating geographic features identified in this RTA Document. 

Summary 

TRC recommends the collection of soil and fill samples for dioxin compound analysis from the PSWS, 
in collaboration with the Office of Research and Standards (ORS) of the Massachusetts Department 
of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) and EPA, to evaluate the potential presence of dioxin 
compounds, estimate the potential risk posed by the presence of any detected dioxin compounds, and 
assess the relationship between any detected dioxin compounds and potential precursor compounds 
and other contaminants. TRC proposed framework for data collection is described herein. 

Note that based upon the available evidence, TRC does not believe that sampling for dioxin 
compounds south of Parker Street, particularly at the Walsh Field and former Keith Junior High 
School (KJHS) portion of the PSWS, is warranted. This is based on the absence of significant 
concentrations of precursor compounds1 (i.e., chlorinated organic compounds such as PCBs, 
chlorobenzenes and chlorophenols) and site-specific historical information.  This history indicates 
that waste disposal activities at Walsh pre-date the disposal of dioxin compound precursors such as 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and the intensive use of such precursor compounds by the City of 
New Bedford industrial base. However, other portions of the PSWS include chemical contaminants, 
principally PCBs, which could serve, under appropriate conditions, as precursors to dioxin 
compounds. 

1 Precursors are foundation molecules to dioxin compound formation from which PCDDs/PCDFs can form from the thermal breakdown and molecular rearrangement of 

precursor ring compounds, which are defined as chlorinated aromatic hydrocarbons that have a structural resemblance to the PCDD/PCDF molecules. 
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Background Information on Dioxin 

PCDDs and PCDFs are tricyclic aromatic compounds with similar chemical and physical properties.  
They are ubiquitous in the environment2 (EPA, 2006). However, they do not generally occur 
naturally3, nor are they intentionally produced. PCDDs/PCDFs also result as incidental by-products 
from processes that manufacture or use chlorine containing chemicals.4  There are 75 positional 
isomers of PCDDs and 135 positional isomers of PCDFs (ECH 88, 1989).  The term “dioxin-like” 
includes congeners of PCDDs and PCDFs having chlorine atoms in the 2, 3, 7, and 8 positions on the 
molecule, and certain coplanar-substituted polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). The term “dioxin-like” 
refers to the fact that these compounds have similar chemical structure and physical-chemical 
properties and invoke a similar toxic response (EPA, 2006).  

Because of the hydrophobic nature and resistance to metabolism of dioxin-like chemicals, they tend 
to persist and bioaccumulate in the fatty tissues of animals and humans.  Consequently, the principal 
route of chronic population exposure is through the dietary consumption of animal fats, fish, 
shellfish, and dairy products. Dioxin-like compounds are persistent in soils and sediments, with 
environmental half-lives ranging from years to several decades (EPA, 2006). 

Evaluation of Available Information 

The following provides an evaluation of available information on PSWS disposal activity, site 
history/timeline, available PSWS dioxin data, distribution of detected compounds, and dioxin 
precursor compounds and burning activity. 

Disposal Activity 

Much of the information about disposal activities at the PSWS is derived from visible information 
such as aerial photographs that show the progression of deposition across the area.  Additional 
information is available from newspaper accounts.  

Generally, municipal waste was disposed of east of Hathaway Boulevard, and industrial waste was 
disposed of west of Hathaway Boulevard, although municipal wastes and construction debris such as 
large boulders were also disposed of west of Hathaway Boulevard.  During the time period when the 
disposal activity took place, the municipal waste was not necessarily separated from industrial waste 
so trash trucks could have picked up a mix of wastes. 

2 The major identified sources of environmental releases of dioxin-like compounds are grouped into six broad categories: combustion sources, metals smelting, refining and 

process sources, chemical manufacturing sources, natural sources, and environmental reservoirs (EPA, 2006).  Some of the major known sources of atmospheric impacts by 

PCDDs/PCDFs are industrial activities in which a combustion process is involved (Abad et al., 2002).  Burning of domestic refuse in backyard burn barrels has emerged as the 

largest source of dioxin emissions to the U.S. environment (EPA, 2006).  Consequently, atmospheric deposition represents a source of PCDDs/PCDFs onto the surface of soils. In 

addition, the presence of PCDDs/PCDFs on vegetation surfaces is due to the retention of PCDDs/PCDFs by direct deposition of airborne particles or absorption of vapor-phase 

contaminants, including those attributable to evaporation from soils (Abad et al., 2002). 

3 The evidence for the widespread existence of natural sources of dioxin compounds is quite weak. Recent studies suggest that PCDDs/PCDFs can form under certain 

environmental conditions (e.g., composting) from the action of microorganisms on chlorinated phenolic compounds. Similarly, PCDDs/PCDFs have been reported to form during 

photolysis of highly chlorinated phenols. Certain clays used in ceramics (e.g., ball clay) are believed to have become impacted by dioxin as a result of natural processes, but the 

source of the impacts remains unknown. Some have suggested that volcanoes may be a natural source, though there is no reliable evidence that volcanoes produce and emit 

significant amounts of dioxin during eruptions (EPA, 2006). 

4 PCDDs/PCDFs can be formed as an unintentional byproduct where chlorine reacts with organic chemicals with similar structural features to dioxins under high temperatures. 
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Trash and ash were used to fill in the swampy wetland areas that originally comprised the site and 
were eventually spread for redevelopment.  Wastes disposed included tires, industrial wastes, bottles, 
rusted cars, coal ash, curbing, big boulders, cement, cans, batteries, ash, trees, and tanned leather.  

As discussed below, wastes disposed of at Walsh Field tend to be older than those at present-day New 
Bedford High School (NBHS) based on aerial photographic analysis.     

Distribution of Detected Compounds 

The compounds detected at the PSWS generally consist of PCBs, heavy metals, and polyaromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs). A “picture” of the geographic distribution of the impacts in soil has emerged 
from the nearly 3,000 soil samples collected for chemical analysis from the PSWS (exclusive of the 
investigative work conducted at KMS by others).  Some compounds are relatively ubiquitous and 
some are found in only a portion of the site. 

Ubiquitous contaminants include lead and PAHs. Lead is found across the PSWS including Walsh 
Field, NBHS, and some residential and commercial properties evaluated to date.   

Other contaminants have very limited geographic distribution.  For example, arsenic was detected in 
surface soil at the two baseball diamonds at Walsh Field, but not elsewhere at similar depths and 
concentrations. 

Overall contaminant distribution patterns have also been identified, with Parker Street serving as a 
geographic “dividing line”. 

South of Parker Street.  To the south of Parker Street (i.e., Walsh Field and the former Keith 
Junior High School [KJHS]), heavy metals such as lead, cadmium and arsenic as well as PAHs are 
commonly detected.  However, PCBs are not detected at concentrations of significance south of 
Parker Street.  For example, prior to the work conducted at the site by TRC, a previous consultant 
collected 69 soil samples from Walsh Field for PCB analysis, primarily from depth sequences within 
the contaminated fill.  Most of the results were non-detect, with the highest PCB concentration 
detected in Walsh Field soil at 0.19 mg/kg.  Other organic contaminants are generally not found in 
soil samples collected south of Parker Street.  Based on risk evaluations conducted to date, risk-
contributing compounds south of Parker Street generally include lead, cadmium, and arsenic, with 
lesser contributions by some PAHs, dibenzofuran (non-chlorinated), acenaphthylene, and diesel 
range organics. 

North of Parker Street.  To the north of Parker Street (i.e., NBHS, KMS, and some residential 
properties), contaminants such as barium and PCBs are more prevalent.  Risk-contributing chemicals 
to the north of Parker Street, using the NBHS campus as an example, include PCBs, cadmium, lead, 
benzo(a)pyrene, dibenz(a,h)anthracene, benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, indeno(1,2,3-
cd)pyrene, dibenz(a,h)anthracene, arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, and lead, with prevalence 
varying by location.  (Recently, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) have come under evaluation at 
NBHS, also.) 
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Site History/Timeline 

Apparent impacts at the PSWS are evident as early as 1936 based on a review of aerial images.  In 
1961, the disposal activity had stopped and the site had vegetative cover probably due to Corp of 
Engineers grading of the site about 1960 to create the Liberty Gardens.  In 1963, the site continued to 
have a vegetative cover. By 1971, the construction of NBHS was in progress.  Fill material displaced 
by the construction of the NBHS was deposited to the west of Hathaway Boulevard at the location of 
the KMS (which also appears to have been impacted by PSWS-related waste management practices). 

Walsh Field athletic areas are also depicted in the earliest available aerial photographs, including 
1936. Walsh Field appears as a fully developed and maintained athletic complex in the 1950s.  The 
absence of significant concentrations of PCBs (< 0.19 mg/kg) in Walsh Field soil/fill and evidence of 
the early development of the athletic complex relative to PSWS disposal activity suggest that waste 
deposition at Walsh Field pre-dated the disposal of significant quantities of PCBs. 

Available PSWS Dioxin Data 

On October 15, 2009, KMS dioxin compound soil data were provided to TRC by EPA in tabulated 
form. TRC’s initial review of the tabulated dioxin compound data noted the following: 

� Results for a number of samples expressed as 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) Toxic 
Equivalents (TEQs) (see attached tables) exceed the Method 1 S-1 soil cleanup standard of 20 
picograms per gram (pg/g) or parts per trillion (ppt).  However, the concentrations presented are 
not alarming from a risk assessment perspective as they would correspond to less than a 1 in 
100,000 cancer risk for a residential exposure scenario.  Additional information is needed to 
determine the representativeness of the data (e.g., biased-high, low, etc.). 

� The TCDD TEQs (last column in the multi-page table) appear to have been calculated using the 
1998 World Health Organization (WHO) toxicity equivalency factors (TEFs) for dioxin 
compounds. MassDEP has developed TEFs (MassDEP, 1991) that differ from those developed by 
the WHO. ORS will likely want the MassDEP TEFs or updated WHO TEFs (van den Berg, 2006) 
used to calculate the dioxin TEQs.  However, WHO only developed TEFs for dioxin/dibenzofuran 
congeners with chlorines in the 2, 3, 7 and 8 positions (those congeners included in the tabulated 
data). MassDEP has developed TEFs for all dioxin/dibenzofuran congeners, even those that do 
not have chlorines in each of the 2, 3, 7 and 8 positions.   

TRC notes further that congener/isomer-specific analyses data (if available) can be used to examine 
PCDD/PCDF profiles found in soils.  Profiles represent a valuable tool in identifying precursor 
compounds (e.g., thermal formation) as well as potential sources of PCDDs/PCDFs.  In addition, 
congener/isomer-specific data (e.g., actual PCDD/PCDF concentrations found in soil samples) and 
not TEF-weighted data can be used for comparison to PCDD/PCDF concentrations found in soils 
both in the US and worldwide. Such comparisons allow us to place PSWS data in perspective and 
answer the question: How do PCDD/PCDF data in PSWS soils compare to global background 
concentrations? 

Given the fate and transport behavior of dioxin compounds, which in large part is very similar to 
PCBs and PAHs (strong tendency to partition to solid phases, very low water solubility and very low 
volatility), TRC does not believe that the remedial approaches proposed for the PSWS (i.e., prevent 
exposure) will be significantly affected.   
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Precursor Compounds and Burning Activity 

Dioxin compounds may be formed as part of a burning/combustion process under appropriate 
conditions. The presence of ash at the PSWS suggests the presence of burned materials. 

The available soils data indicate that PCBs are the only PCDD/PCDF precursor compounds at PSWS.  
The available analytical data provide no indication of the presence of any other chlorinated organic 
compounds with the potential to serve as dioxin precursors in significant concentrations.  This is 
based on analysis for VOCs, semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, and PCBs 
conducted by the prior consultant and TRC. 

The highest concentrations of PCBs detected at PSWS have been detected at KMS, the KMS wetland, 
the Nemasket Street Lots (former Bethel AME parcels), and some residential locations.  For example, 
PCBs detected in excess of 100 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) have been detected in soil samples 
collected from the following locations: 

� KMS (pre-remediation) 
� Nemasket Street Lots (Former Bethel AME parcels) 
� 101 Greenwood Street 

PCBs in excess of 50 mg/kg have been detected at the following locations: 

� 128 Ruggles Street 
� 102 Greenwood Street 
� NBHS (two locations) 

Anecdotal evidence indicates that products of waste buring, whether on-site or waste that had been 
burned/incinerated off-site, were disposed of at the PSWS.  Subsequent filling and grading activity is 
likely to have displaced the impacts of burning activity (such as the transfer of fill material from the 
vicinity of the NBHS building to the KMS grounds). Based upon the history of the area that indicates 
some waste burning, it would be expected that select metals, as well as PAHs, would be present at 
elevated concentrations in the ash due to the burning of trash.  Hence, the presence of enriched 
metals and PAH concentrations (as well as PAH profiles) could be another indicator of waste 
combustion.  The presence of elevated concentrations of PCBs (see above samples) in combination 
with elevated concentrations of pyrogenic PAHs and selected metals could serve as useful chemical 
criteria for identifying candidate sites where soil samples would be collected to undergo PCDD/PCDF 
analyses. 

Conclusions 

� Dioxins are unlikely to be present in Walsh Field fill and soil because deposition at Walsh Field 
pre-dated the disposal of PCB wastes at the PSWS. Absent combustion activity in the presence of 
chlorinated organic precursor compounds such as PCBs, dioxin compound formation is not 
expected to be an important process at this location. 

� Dioxin compound precursors at the PSWS are principally associated with PCBs. The available 
analytical data provide no indication of the presence of any other chlorinated organic compounds 
in significant concentrations. 
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� The highest concentrations of PCBs have been detected at KMS (pre-remediation), the Nemasket 
Street Lots, a few residential parcels, and localized areas on the NBHS campus. 

� Artifacts of burning (the presence of ash, metal enrichment, and PAHs) are generally ubiquitous 
in fill material at the PSWS. However, the combination of burning artifacts (ash, metals 
enrichment, and PAHs) and precursor chemicals (e.g., PCBs) is found to the north of Parker 
Street. 

Recommendations 

TRC recommends the following activities: 

� The collection of soil and fill samples for dioxin compound analysis from select locations at the 
PSWS.  These data would be used for the following: 

¾ Evaluate the presence of dioxin compounds at the PSWS. 

¾ Estimate the potential risks posed by the presence of measured concentrations of 
PCDDs/PCDFs. 

In developing an investigation program for an area targeted for PCDD/PCDF soil sampling, TRC will 
review relevant soil data from the area focusing principally on metals results, PAH and SVOC data, 
and PCB (homolog or aroclor) results to develop a process for sample selection.  As noted above, 
artifacts of burning include the presence of ash, metal enrichment, and PAHs. Soil samples with 
elevated results, in particular those with concentrations greater than regulatory limits for PCBs 
and/or PAHs and/or metals may be used to identify a population of samples for potential 
PCDD/PCDF analyses. The specifics of the sampling program will be tailored to the specifics of each 
area targeted for evaluation. 
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TABLE X 

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYSES FOR 


CHLORINATED DIBENZO-P-DIOXINS AND DIBENZOFURANS 

McCoy Field
 

New Bedford, Massachusetts
 

Sample ID 2,3,7,8-TCDD 

pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 1,2,3,7,8-PeCDD 

pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,4,7,8-

HxCDD 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,6,7,8-

HxCDD 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,7,8,9-

HxCDD 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-

HpCDD 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 

TCDD TEFDFP-WHO98 ---> 1 1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.01 
Q4-A & B 0.2 U 0.1 0.3 U 0.15 1.4 J 0.14 6.2  0.62 5.2  0.52 117  1.17 
Q16 A & B 0.8 J 0.8 2.2 J 2.2 3.4 J 0.34 16.8 1.68 10.2 1.02 629 6.29 
Q24 A & B 1.4 J 1.4 3.6 J 3.6 6.7 0.67 44.2 4.42 23.5 2.35 1790 17.9 
Q37 A, B, &C 0.68 J 0.68 2.1 J 2.1 3.6 J 0.36 9.3 0.93 9 0.9 237 2.37 
Duplicate 11 2.8 2.8 6 6 5.2 0.52 34.1 3.41 24.1 2.41 1310 13.1 
Duplicate 13 0.95 J 0.95 3.2 J 3.2 2.6 J 0.26 9 0.9 7.9 0.79 146 1.46 
Q6-Embankment A & B 0.66 J 0.66 2.5 J 2.5 2.3 J 0.23 8 0.8 7 0.7 129 1.29 
Q11-Embankment A & 0.4 J 0.4 1.8 J 1.8 2.2 J 0.22 5.8 0.58 6 0.6 106 1.06 
Arithmetic Mean 0.97 2.69 0.34 1.67 1.16 5.58 
Maximum 2.8 6 0.67 4.42 2.41 17.9 
Method 1 S-1 Soil standard 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Method 1 S-2 Soil standard 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Method 1 S-3 Soil standard 20 20 20 20 20 20 
Upper Concentration Limit 200 200 200 200 200 200 

pg/g = picrograms per grams (parts per trillion).
 
U = Undetected at quantitation limit presented.
 
J = Estimated concentration below calibration range.
 
C = Value reported from confirmatory analysis.
 
D = Value reported from dilution analysis.
 
X = Interference from diphenyl ethers.
 
Value in italics = Estimated most probable concentration (EMPC)
 

ESS Group, Inc.
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TABLE X 

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYSES FOR 


CHLORINATED DIBENZO-P-DIOXINS AND DIBENZOFURANS 

McCoy Field
 

New Bedford, Massachusetts
 

Sample ID 
1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9-

OCDD 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 2,3,7,8-TCDF 

pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 1,2,3,7,8-PeCDF 

pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 2,3,4,7,8-PeCDF 

pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,4,7,8-

HxCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,6,7,8-

HxCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 

TCDD TEFDFP-WHO98 ---> 0.0001 0.1 0.05 0.5 0.1 0.1 
Q4-A & B 1260 0.126 8.2 C 0.82 0.1 U 0.0025 14.7  7.35 93.7  9.37 33.3  3.33 
Q16 A & B 4690 D 0.469 11.1 C 1.11 0.1 U 0.0025 11.5 5.75 36.5 3.65 17 1.7 
Q24 A & B 12160 D 1.216 15.7 C 1.57 0.1 U 0.0025 16.3 8.15 44.2 4.42 18.9 1.89 
Q37 A, B, &C 3020 0.302 5.2 C 0.52 0.08 U 0.002 5.6 2.8 23.7 2.37 9.9 0.99 
Duplicate 11 10210 D 1.021 18.4 C 1.84 0.2 U 0.005 19.3 9.65 51.9 5.19 22.2 2.22 
Duplicate 13 1400 0.14 13 C 1.3 0.1 U 0.0025 17.6 8.8 34.4 3.44 16.8 1.68 
Q6-Embankment A & B 1190 0.119 11.2 C 1.12 0.6 U 0.015 9.9 4.95 29.6 2.96 13.5 1.35 
Q11-Embankment A & 1640 0.164 5.3 C 0.53 0.05 U 0.00125 5.8 2.9 11.4 1.14 6.2 0.62 
Arithmetic Mean 0.44 1.10 0.004 6.29 4.07 1.72 
Maximum 1.22 1.84 0.015 9.65 9.37 3.33 
Method 1 S-1 Soil standard 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Method 1 S-2 Soil standard 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Method 1 S-3 Soil standard 20 20 20 20 20 20 
Upper Concentration Limit 200 200 200 200 200 200 

pg/g = picrograms per grams 
U = Undetected at quantitati 
J = Estimated concentration 
C = Value reported from con 
D = Value reported from dilu 
X = Interference from diphen 
Value in italics = Estimated m 

ESS Group, Inc.
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TABLE X 

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYSES FOR 


CHLORINATED DIBENZO-P-DIOXINS AND DIBENZOFURANS 

McCoy Field
 

New Bedford, Massachusetts
 

Sample ID 
2,3,4,6,7,8-

HxCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,7,8,9-

HxCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-

HpCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-

HpCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 

pg/g 

1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9-
OCDF 

TCDD TEQ 
Sample 

Total TCDD 
pg/g 

Lab sheet 
TEQs 
pg/g 

TCDD TEFDFP-WHO98 ---> 0.1 0.1 0.01 0.01 0.0001 
Q4-A & B 19.1  1.91 5.8 X 0.58 76.3  0.763 27.3  0.273 156 0.0156 27.2 28.7 
Q16 A & B 16.4 1.64 7.5 X 0.75 172 1.72 12.1 0.121 276 0.0276 29.3 32.6 
Q24 A & B 20.2 2.02 8.6 X 0.86 346 3.46 20.3 0.203 1320 0.132 54.3 64.6 
Q37 A, B, &C 8.4 0.84 4.2 XJ 0.42 99.7 0.997 8.2 0.082 220 0.022 16.7 18.6 
Duplicate 11 22.4 2.24 10.4 X 1.04 310 3.1 18.2 0.182 628 0.0628 54.8 61.6 
Duplicate 13 20.9 2.09 10.9 X 1.09 108 1.08 8.5 0.085 128 0.0128 27.3 27.1 
Q6-Embankment A & B 14.8 1.48 10.1 X 1.01 88.8 0.888 6.2 0.062 100 0.01 20.1 20.2 
Q11-Embankment A & 8.5 0.85 3.8 XJ 0.38 45.6 0.456 3.3 J 0.033 58.4 0.00584 11.7 12.4 
Arithmetic Mean 1.63 0.77 1.56 0.13 0.036 30.2 33.2 
Maximum 2.24 1.09 3.46 0.27 0.132 54.8 64.6 
Method 1 S-1 Soil standard 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Method 1 S-2 Soil standard 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Method 1 S-3 Soil standard 20 20 20 20 20 20 
Upper Concentration Limit 200 200 200 200 200 200 

pg/g = picrograms per grams 
U = Undetected at quantitati 
J = Estimated concentration 
C = Value reported from con 
D = Value reported from dilu 
X = Interference from diphen 
Value in italics = Estimated m 

ESS Group, Inc.
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650 Suffolk St.
Wannalancit Mills
Lowell, MA 01854 

FIGURE 1 
SITE LOCATION MAP 

NEW BEDFORD, MASSACHUSETTS 

Massachusetts 
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TRC 
Wannalancit Mills 
650 Suffolk Street 
Lowell Massachusetts 01854 

Main 
Fax 

978.970.5600 
978.453.1995 

Memorandum 

To: Scott Alfonse and Cheryl Henlin, City of New Bedford 

From: David M. Sullivan, LSP CHMM, TRC Environmental Corporation 

CC: Jeffrey Saunders, TRC Environmental Corporation 

Subject: Proposed New Bedford High School Dioxin Investigation Technical Approach 

Date: March 3, 2010 

The following outlines the proposed technical approach for conducting an initial environmental 
investigation for polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs) and polychlorinated dibenzofurans 
(PCDFs), collectively referred to as dioxin compounds, in soil at the New Bedford High School 
(NBHS) campus. The approach proposed herein is an initial step in an iterative approach to the 
evaluation of dioxin in this portion of the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS).  An iterative approach is 
consistent with prior environmental investigative activities undertaken by TRC Environmental 
Corporation (TRC), where available data are used to help define the stages of environmental 
investigation. Subsequent stages of investigation, where warranted, are defined by the incremental 
data collected from each investigative effort and will be designed to address specific data gaps, test 
hypotheses, or evaluate risk, as determined necessary for the investigation at that time. 

New Bedford High School Dioxin Investigation Technical Approach 

TRC will plan, implement and oversee the dioxin-related investigative work at the NBHS Campus. 
The location of the NBHS Campus is illustrated on Figure 1. 

Soil Boring Exploration.  In developing a proposed soil sampling program for PCDDs/PCDFs at 
NBHS, TRC reviewed all soil data collected from the PSWS.  As discussed in Attachment A 
(Recommended Technical Approach for Dioxin Evaluation), TRC’s evaluation focused principally on 
metals results, PAH and SVOC results and PCB (homolog or aroclor) results as part of a process for 
sample selection. From this evaluation, TRC identified a population of samples from which sample 
locations were selected to undergo PCDD/PCDF analyses based on existing chemical signature and 
geographic coverage within that population of samples.  Based on this evaluation, TRC identified the 
five previous sample locations listed below for further sampling and analysis (see Figure 2).  

� HB-26 

� HF-14 

� HF-40 

� HG-2 

� HD-31D 
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Memorandum 
Page 2 of 3 

At each location, TRC proposes to conduct sampling in the top foot of soil, the 1 to 3 foot depth zone, 
and the fill as set forth below: 

� Top 1 foot – Evaluate current risk and the potential for Imminent Hazard conditions under the 
MCP. 

� The 1 to 3 foot depth zone – Evaluate current risk under the MCP.  

� Fill – Evaluate/characterize the primary contaminated media and the potential for the fill 
material to contribute to future risk. 

For each sample, TRC proposes the following analytical suite:  

� Chlorinated dioxin/dibenzofuran congeners by SW-846 Method 8290 to evaluate the 

presence/absence of these compounds
 

� PCB congeners by SW-846 Method 1668A to establish a basis for correlation and to evaluate 
the potential presence of PCB dioxin-like congeners. 

� PCBs as Aroclors by SW-846 Method 8082 - To maintain consistency for comparison with 
the extensive historical data base. 

� Polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) by SW-846 Method 8270C Massachusetts Contingency 
Plan (MCP) Metals/Hg – antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead, 
nickel, selenium, silver, thallium, vanadium, zinc and mercury by SW-846 Methods 
6010B/7471A - To evaluate potential site-specific correlations with the presence of 
PCDDs/PCDFs. 

TRC will conduct field screening of soil samples based on visual and olfactory observations, jar 
headspace readings using an appropriate calibrated PID, and professional judgment.  Screening will 
be conducted consistent with TRC Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and general industry 
practice. TRC field investigators my collect soil samples for analysis to supplement the findings of the 
soil boring program.  Sample decisions will be based on professional judgment in consultation with 
the Licensed Site Professional (LSP).  Where a soil sampling decision is made, one or more of the 
following analytical methods will be utilized for soil analysis, consistent with prior work conducted by 
TRC at the PSWS: 

As a contingency, TRC is prepared to submit soil samples for VOC analysis contingent upon the 
results of field screening and professional judgment.  TRC will notify the City when such judgments 
are made.  The following analytical method will be specified in such an event: 

� VOCs by Method SW-846 Method 8260B. 

We look forward to discussing this memorandum with you at your earliest convenience. 
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ATTACHMENT A 

RECOMMENDED TECHNICAL APPROACH FOR DIOXIN EVALUATION 


PARKER STREET WASTE SITE, NEW BEDFORD, MASSACHUSETTS 


March 2, 2010 


Introduction 

TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) prepared this Recommended Technical Approach (RTA) 
document for the following purposes: 

1.	 To document an initial evaluation of the potential for the presence of polychlorinated 
dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs) and polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs), collectively referred 
to as dioxin compounds, at various portions of the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS);  

2.	 To highlight available dioxin (e.g., PCDDs/PCDFs) compound soil analytical data collected 
from the Keith Middle School (KMS) portion of the PSWS by a prior consultant; and  

3.	 To provide a suggested framework for further data collection.   

The PSWS is located in the general vicinity of New Bedford High School (NBHS), Keith Middle 
School (KMS) and Walsh Field in New Bedford, Massachusetts.  The PSWS is a listed site regulated 
under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (310 CMR 40.0000), tracked under primary Release 
Tracking Number (RTN) 4-15685, and is also regulated under the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) through the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA; 40 CFR Part 761 et.seq.) 
where regulated concentrations of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are present.  Please see attached 
Figure 1 for a map illustrating geographic features identified in this RTA Document. 

Summary 

TRC recommends the collection of soil and fill samples for dioxin compound analysis from the PSWS, 
in collaboration with the Office of Research and Standards (ORS) of the Massachusetts Department 
of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) and EPA, to evaluate the potential presence of dioxin 
compounds, estimate the potential risk posed by the presence of any detected dioxin compounds, and 
assess the relationship between any detected dioxin compounds and potential precursor compounds 
and other contaminants. TRC proposed framework for data collection is described herein. 

Note that based upon the available evidence, TRC does not believe that sampling for dioxin 
compounds south of Parker Street, particularly at the Walsh Field and former Keith Junior High 
School (KJHS) portion of the PSWS, is warranted. This is based on the absence of significant 
concentrations of precursor compounds1 (i.e., chlorinated organic compounds such as PCBs, 
chlorobenzenes and chlorophenols) and site-specific historical information.  This history indicates 
that waste disposal activities at Walsh pre-date the disposal of dioxin compound precursors such as 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and the intensive use of such precursor compounds by the City of 
New Bedford industrial base. However, other portions of the PSWS include chemical contaminants, 
principally PCBs, which could serve, under appropriate conditions, as precursors to dioxin 
compounds. 

1 Precursors are foundation molecules to dioxin compound formation from which PCDDs/PCDFs can form from the thermal 
breakdown and molecular rearrangement of precursor ring compounds, which are defined as chlorinated aromatic 
hydrocarbons that have a structural resemblance to the PCDD/PCDF molecules. 
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Attachment A (Continued) 
Page 2 of 7 

Background Information on Dioxin 

PCDDs and PCDFs are tricyclic aromatic compounds with similar chemical and physical properties.  
They are ubiquitous in the environment2 (EPA, 2006). However, they do not generally occur 
naturally3, nor are they intentionally produced. PCDDs/PCDFs also result as incidental by-products 
from processes that manufacture or use chlorine containing chemicals.4  There are 75 positional 
isomers of PCDDs and 135 positional isomers of PCDFs (ECH 88, 1989).  The term “dioxin-like” 
includes congeners of PCDDs and PCDFs having chlorine atoms in the 2, 3, 7, and 8 positions on the 
molecule, and certain coplanar-substituted polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). The term “dioxin-like” 
refers to the fact that these compounds have similar chemical structure and physical-chemical 
properties and invoke a similar toxic response (EPA, 2006).  

Because of the hydrophobic nature and resistance to metabolism of dioxin-like chemicals, they tend 
to persist and bioaccumulate in the fatty tissues of animals and humans.  Consequently, the principal 
route of chronic population exposure is through the dietary consumption of animal fats, fish, 
shellfish, and dairy products. Dioxin-like compounds are persistent in soils and sediments, with 
environmental half-lives ranging from years to several decades (EPA, 2006). 

Evaluation of Available Information 

The following provides an evaluation of available information on PSWS disposal activity, site 
history/timeline, available PSWS dioxin data, distribution of detected compounds, and dioxin 
precursor compounds and burning activity. 

Disposal Activity 

Much of the information about disposal activities at the PSWS is derived from visible information 
such as aerial photographs that show the progression of deposition across the area.  Additional 
information is available from newspaper accounts.  

Generally, municipal waste was disposed of east of Hathaway Boulevard, and industrial waste was 
disposed of west of Hathaway Boulevard, although municipal wastes and construction debris such as 
large boulders were also disposed of west of Hathaway Boulevard.  During the time period when the 

2 The major identified sources of environmental releases of dioxin-like compounds are grouped into six broad categories: 
combustion sources, metals smelting, refining and process sources, chemical manufacturing sources, natural sources, and 
environmental reservoirs (EPA, 2006).  Some of the major known sources of atmospheric impacts by PCDDs/PCDFs are 
industrial activities in which a combustion process is involved (Abad et al., 2002).  Burning of domestic refuse in backyard 
burn barrels has emerged as the largest source of dioxin emissions to the U.S. environment (EPA, 2006).  Consequently, 
atmospheric deposition represents a source of PCDDs/PCDFs onto the surface of soils. In addition, the presence of 
PCDDs/PCDFs on vegetation surfaces is due to the retention of PCDDs/PCDFs by direct deposition of airborne particles or 
absorption of vapor-phase contaminants, including those attributable to evaporation from soils (Abad et al., 2002). 

3 The evidence for the widespread existence of natural sources of dioxin compounds is quite weak. Recent studies suggest that 
PCDDs/PCDFs can form under certain environmental conditions (e.g., composting) from the action of microorganisms on 
chlorinated phenolic compounds. Similarly, PCDDs/PCDFs have been reported to form during photolysis of highly 
chlorinated phenols. Certain clays used in ceramics (e.g., ball clay) are believed to have become impacted by dioxin as a result 
of natural processes, but the source of the impacts remains unknown. Some have suggested that volcanoes may be a natural 
source, though there is no reliable evidence that volcanoes produce and emit significant amounts of dioxin during eruptions 
(EPA, 2006). 

4 PCDDs/PCDFs can be formed as an unintentional byproduct where chlorine reacts with organic chemicals with similar 
structural features to dioxins under high temperatures. 

L2010-092 



 

  

  

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

Attachment A (Continued) 
Page 3 of 7 

disposal activity took place, the municipal waste was not necessarily separated from industrial waste 
so trash trucks could have picked up a mix of wastes. 

Trash and ash were used to fill in the swampy wetland areas that originally comprised the site and 
were eventually spread for redevelopment.  Wastes disposed included tires, industrial wastes, bottles, 
rusted cars, coal ash, curbing, big boulders, cement, cans, batteries, ash, trees, and tanned leather.  

As discussed below, wastes disposed of at Walsh Field tend to be older than those at present-day New 
Bedford High School (NBHS) based on aerial photographic analysis.     

Distribution of Detected Compounds 

The compounds detected at the PSWS generally consist of PCBs, heavy metals, and polyaromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs). A “picture” of the geographic distribution of the impacts in soil has emerged 
from the nearly 3,000 soil samples collected for chemical analysis from the PSWS (exclusive of the 
investigative work conducted at KMS by others).  Some compounds are relatively ubiquitous and 
some are found in only a portion of the site. 

Ubiquitous contaminants include lead and PAHs. Lead is found across the PSWS including Walsh 
Field, NBHS, and some residential and commercial properties evaluated to date.   

Other contaminants have very limited geographic distribution.  For example, arsenic was detected in 
surface soil at the two baseball diamonds at Walsh Field, but not elsewhere at similar depths and 
concentrations. 

Overall contaminant distribution patterns have also been identified, with Parker Street serving as a 
geographic “dividing line”. 

South of Parker Street.  To the south of Parker Street (i.e., Walsh Field and the former Keith 
Junior High School [KJHS]), heavy metals such as lead, cadmium and arsenic as well as PAHs are 
commonly detected.  However, PCBs are not detected at concentrations of significance south of 
Parker Street.  For example, prior to the work conducted at the site by TRC, a previous consultant 
collected 69 soil samples from Walsh Field for PCB analysis, primarily from depth sequences within 
the contaminated fill.  Most of the results were non-detect, with the highest PCB concentration 
detected in Walsh Field soil at 0.19 mg/kg.  Other organic contaminants are generally not found in 
soil samples collected south of Parker Street.  Based on risk evaluations conducted to date, risk-
contributing compounds south of Parker Street generally include lead, cadmium, and arsenic, with 
lesser contributions by some PAHs, dibenzofuran (non-chlorinated), acenaphthylene, and diesel 
range organics. 

North of Parker Street.  To the north of Parker Street (i.e., NBHS, KMS, and some residential 
properties), contaminants such as barium and PCBs are more prevalent.  Risk-contributing chemicals 
to the north of Parker Street, using the NBHS campus as an example, include PCBs, cadmium, lead, 
benzo(a)pyrene, dibenz(a,h)anthracene, benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, indeno(1,2,3-
cd)pyrene, dibenz(a,h)anthracene, arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, and lead, with prevalence 
varying by location.  (Recently, volatile organic compounds (VOCs) have come under evaluation at 
NBHS, also.) 
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Attachment A (Continued) 
Page 4 of 7 

Site History/Timeline 

Apparent impacts at the PSWS are evident as early as 1936 based on a review of aerial images.  In 
1961, the disposal activity had stopped and the site had vegetative cover probably due to Corp of 
Engineers grading of the site about 1960 to create the Liberty Gardens.  In 1963, the site continued to 
have a vegetative cover. By 1971, the construction of NBHS was in progress.  Fill material displaced 
by the construction of the NBHS was deposited to the west of Hathaway Boulevard at the location of 
the KMS (which also appears to have been impacted by PSWS-related waste management practices). 

Walsh Field athletic areas are also depicted in the earliest available aerial photographs, including 
1936. Walsh Field appears as a fully developed and maintained athletic complex in the 1950s.  The 
absence of significant concentrations of PCBs (< 0.19 mg/kg) in Walsh Field soil/fill and evidence of 
the early development of the athletic complex relative to PSWS disposal activity suggest that waste 
deposition at Walsh Field pre-dated the disposal of significant quantities of PCBs. 

Available PSWS Dioxin Data 

On October 15, 2009, KMS dioxin compound soil data were provided to TRC by EPA in tabulated 
form. TRC’s initial review of the tabulated dioxin compound data noted the following: 

� Results for a number of samples expressed as 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) Toxic 
Equivalents (TEQs) (see attached tables) exceed the Method 1 S-1 soil cleanup standard of 20 
picograms per gram (pg/g) or parts per trillion (ppt).  However, the concentrations presented are 
not alarming from a risk assessment perspective as they would correspond to less than a 1 in 
100,000 cancer risk for a residential exposure scenario.  Additional information is needed to 
determine the representativeness of the data (e.g., biased-high, low, etc.). 

� The TCDD TEQs (last column in the multi-page table) appear to have been calculated using the 
1998 World Health Organization (WHO) toxicity equivalency factors (TEFs) for dioxin 
compounds. MassDEP has developed TEFs (MassDEP, 1991) that differ from those developed by 
the WHO. ORS will likely want the MassDEP TEFs or updated WHO TEFs (van den Berg, 2006) 
used to calculate the dioxin TEQs.  However, WHO only developed TEFs for dioxin/dibenzofuran 
congeners with chlorines in the 2, 3, 7 and 8 positions (those congeners included in the tabulated 
data). MassDEP has developed TEFs for all dioxin/dibenzofuran congeners, even those that do 
not have chlorines in each of the 2, 3, 7 and 8 positions.   

TRC notes further that congener/isomer-specific analyses data (if available) can be used to examine 
PCDD/PCDF profiles found in soils.  Profiles represent a valuable tool in identifying precursor 
compounds (e.g., thermal formation) as well as potential sources of PCDDs/PCDFs.  In addition, 
congener/isomer-specific data (e.g., actual PCDD/PCDF concentrations found in soil samples) and 
not TEF-weighted data can be used for comparison to PCDD/PCDF concentrations found in soils 
both in the US and worldwide. Such comparisons allow us to place PSWS data in perspective and 
answer the question: How do PCDD/PCDF data in PSWS soils compare to global background 
concentrations? 

Given the fate and transport behavior of dioxin compounds, which in large part is very similar to 
PCBs and PAHs (strong tendency to partition to solid phases, very low water solubility and very low 
volatility), TRC does not believe that the remedial approaches proposed for the PSWS (i.e., prevent 
exposure) will be significantly affected.   
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Attachment A (Continued) 
Page 5 of 7 

Precursor Compounds and Burning Activity 

Dioxin compounds may be formed as part of a burning/combustion process under appropriate 
conditions. The presence of ash at the PSWS suggests the presence of burned materials. 

The available soils data indicate that PCBs are the only PCDD/PCDF precursor compounds at PSWS.  
The available analytical data provide no indication of the presence of any other chlorinated organic 
compounds with the potential to serve as dioxin precursors in significant concentrations.  This is 
based on analysis for VOCs, semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, and PCBs 
conducted by the prior consultant and TRC. 

The highest concentrations of PCBs detected at PSWS have been detected at KMS, the KMS wetland, 
the Nemasket Street Lots (former Bethel AME parcels), and some residential locations.  For example, 
PCBs detected in excess of 100 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) have been detected in soil samples 
collected from the following locations: 

� KMS (pre-remediation) 
� Nemasket Street Lots (Former Bethel AME parcels) 
� 101 Greenwood Street 

PCBs in excess of 50 mg/kg have been detected at the following locations: 

� 128 Ruggles Street 
� 102 Greenwood Street 
� NBHS (two locations) 

Anecdotal evidence indicates that products of waste buring, whether on-site or waste that had been 
burned/incinerated off-site, were disposed of at the PSWS.  Subsequent filling and grading activity is 
likely to have displaced the impacts of burning activity (such as the transfer of fill material from the 
vicinity of the NBHS building to the KMS grounds). Based upon the history of the area that indicates 
some waste burning, it would be expected that select metals, as well as PAHs, would be present at 
elevated concentrations in the ash due to the burning of trash.  Hence, the presence of enriched 
metals and PAH concentrations (as well as PAH profiles) could be another indicator of waste 
combustion.  The presence of elevated concentrations of PCBs (see above samples) in combination 
with elevated concentrations of pyrogenic PAHs and selected metals could serve as useful chemical 
criteria for identifying candidate sites where soil samples would be collected to undergo PCDD/PCDF 
analyses. 

Conclusions 

� Dioxins are unlikely to be present in Walsh Field fill and soil because deposition at Walsh 
Field pre-dated the disposal of PCB wastes at the PSWS.  Absent combustion activity in the 
presence of chlorinated organic precursor compounds such as PCBs, dioxin compound 
formation is not expected to be an important process at this location. 

� Dioxin compound precursors at the PSWS are principally associated with PCBs. The available 
analytical data provide no indication of the presence of any other chlorinated organic 
compounds in significant concentrations. 
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Attachment A (Continued) 
Page 6 of 7 

� The highest concentrations of PCBs have been detected at KMS (pre-remediation), the 
Nemasket Street Lots, a few residential parcels, and localized areas on the NBHS campus. 

� Artifacts of burning (the presence of ash, metal enrichment, and PAHs) are generally 
ubiquitous in fill material at the PSWS.  However, the combination of burning artifacts (ash, 
metals enrichment, and PAHs) and precursor chemicals (e.g., PCBs) is found to the north of 
Parker Street. 

Recommendations 

TRC recommends the following activities: 

� The collection of soil and fill samples for dioxin compound analysis from select locations at 
the PSWS.  These data would be used for the following: 

¾ Evaluate the presence of dioxin compounds at the PSWS. 

¾ Estimate the potential risks posed by the presence of measured concentrations of 
PCDDs/PCDFs. 

In developing an investigation program for an area targeted for PCDD/PCDF soil sampling, TRC will 
review relevant soil data from the area focusing principally on metals results, PAH and SVOC data, 
and PCB (homolog or aroclor) results to develop a process for sample selection.  As noted above, 
artifacts of burning include the presence of ash, metal enrichment, and PAHs. Soil samples with 
elevated results, in particular those with concentrations greater than regulatory limits for PCBs 
and/or PAHs and/or metals may be used to identify a population of samples for potential 
PCDD/PCDF analyses. The specifics of the sampling program will be tailored to the specifics of each 
area targeted for evaluation. 
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TABLE X 

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYSES FOR 


CHLORINATED DIBENZO-P-DIOXINS AND DIBENZOFURANS 

McCoy Field
 

New Bedford, Massachusetts
 

Sample ID 2,3,7,8-TCDD 

pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 1,2,3,7,8-PeCDD 

pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,4,7,8-

HxCDD 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,6,7,8-

HxCDD 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,7,8,9-

HxCDD 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-

HpCDD 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 

TCDD TEFDFP-WHO98 ---> 1 1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.01 
Q4-A & B 0.2 U 0.1 0.3 U 0.15 1.4 J 0.14 6.2  0.62 5.2  0.52 117  1.17 
Q16 A & B 0.8 J 0.8 2.2 J 2.2 3.4 J 0.34 16.8 1.68 10.2 1.02 629 6.29 
Q24 A & B 1.4 J 1.4 3.6 J 3.6 6.7 0.67 44.2 4.42 23.5 2.35 1790 17.9 
Q37 A, B, &C 0.68 J 0.68 2.1 J 2.1 3.6 J 0.36 9.3 0.93 9 0.9 237 2.37 
Duplicate 11 2.8 2.8 6 6 5.2 0.52 34.1 3.41 24.1 2.41 1310 13.1 
Duplicate 13 0.95 J 0.95 3.2 J 3.2 2.6 J 0.26 9 0.9 7.9 0.79 146 1.46 
Q6-Embankment A & B 0.66 J 0.66 2.5 J 2.5 2.3 J 0.23 8 0.8 7 0.7 129 1.29 
Q11-Embankment A & 0.4 J 0.4 1.8 J 1.8 2.2 J 0.22 5.8 0.58 6 0.6 106 1.06 
Arithmetic Mean 0.97 2.69 0.34 1.67 1.16 5.58 
Maximum 2.8 6 0.67 4.42 2.41 17.9 
Method 1 S-1 Soil standard 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Method 1 S-2 Soil standard 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Method 1 S-3 Soil standard 20 20 20 20 20 20 
Upper Concentration Limit 200 200 200 200 200 200 

pg/g = picrograms per grams (parts per trillion).
 
U = Undetected at quantitation limit presented.
 
J = Estimated concentration below calibration range.
 
C = Value reported from confirmatory analysis.
 
D = Value reported from dilution analysis.
 
X = Interference from diphenyl ethers.
 
Value in italics = Estimated most probable concentration (EMPC)
 

ESS Group, Inc.
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TABLE X 

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYSES FOR 


CHLORINATED DIBENZO-P-DIOXINS AND DIBENZOFURANS 

McCoy Field
 

New Bedford, Massachusetts
 

Sample ID 
1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9-

OCDD 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 2,3,7,8-TCDF 

pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 1,2,3,7,8-PeCDF 

pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 2,3,4,7,8-PeCDF 

pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,4,7,8-

HxCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,6,7,8-

HxCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 

TCDD TEFDFP-WHO98 ---> 0.0001 0.1 0.05 0.5 0.1 0.1 
Q4-A & B 1260 0.126 8.2 C 0.82 0.1 U 0.0025 14.7  7.35 93.7  9.37 33.3  3.33 
Q16 A & B 4690 D 0.469 11.1 C 1.11 0.1 U 0.0025 11.5 5.75 36.5 3.65 17 1.7 
Q24 A & B 12160 D 1.216 15.7 C 1.57 0.1 U 0.0025 16.3 8.15 44.2 4.42 18.9 1.89 
Q37 A, B, &C 3020 0.302 5.2 C 0.52 0.08 U 0.002 5.6 2.8 23.7 2.37 9.9 0.99 
Duplicate 11 10210 D 1.021 18.4 C 1.84 0.2 U 0.005 19.3 9.65 51.9 5.19 22.2 2.22 
Duplicate 13 1400 0.14 13 C 1.3 0.1 U 0.0025 17.6 8.8 34.4 3.44 16.8 1.68 
Q6-Embankment A & B 1190 0.119 11.2 C 1.12 0.6 U 0.015 9.9 4.95 29.6 2.96 13.5 1.35 
Q11-Embankment A & 1640 0.164 5.3 C 0.53 0.05 U 0.00125 5.8 2.9 11.4 1.14 6.2 0.62 
Arithmetic Mean 0.44 1.10 0.004 6.29 4.07 1.72 
Maximum 1.22 1.84 0.015 9.65 9.37 3.33 
Method 1 S-1 Soil standard 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Method 1 S-2 Soil standard 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Method 1 S-3 Soil standard 20 20 20 20 20 20 
Upper Concentration Limit 200 200 200 200 200 200 

pg/g = picrograms per grams 
U = Undetected at quantitati 
J = Estimated concentration 
C = Value reported from con 
D = Value reported from dilu 
X = Interference from diphen 
Value in italics = Estimated m 

ESS Group, Inc.
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TABLE X 

SUMMARY OF SOIL ANALYSES FOR 


CHLORINATED DIBENZO-P-DIOXINS AND DIBENZOFURANS 

McCoy Field
 

New Bedford, Massachusetts
 

Sample ID 
2,3,4,6,7,8-

HxCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,7,8,9-

HxCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,4,6,7,8-

HpCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 
1,2,3,4,7,8,9-

HpCDF 
pg/g 

TCDD TEQ 

pg/g 

1,2,3,4,6,7,8,9-
OCDF 

TCDD TEQ 
Sample 

Total TCDD 
pg/g 

Lab sheet 
TEQs 
pg/g 

TCDD TEFDFP-WHO98 ---> 0.1 0.1 0.01 0.01 0.0001 
Q4-A & B 19.1  1.91 5.8 X 0.58 76.3  0.763 27.3  0.273 156 0.0156 27.2 28.7 
Q16 A & B 16.4 1.64 7.5 X 0.75 172 1.72 12.1 0.121 276 0.0276 29.3 32.6 
Q24 A & B 20.2 2.02 8.6 X 0.86 346 3.46 20.3 0.203 1320 0.132 54.3 64.6 
Q37 A, B, &C 8.4 0.84 4.2 XJ 0.42 99.7 0.997 8.2 0.082 220 0.022 16.7 18.6 
Duplicate 11 22.4 2.24 10.4 X 1.04 310 3.1 18.2 0.182 628 0.0628 54.8 61.6 
Duplicate 13 20.9 2.09 10.9 X 1.09 108 1.08 8.5 0.085 128 0.0128 27.3 27.1 
Q6-Embankment A & B 14.8 1.48 10.1 X 1.01 88.8 0.888 6.2 0.062 100 0.01 20.1 20.2 
Q11-Embankment A & 8.5 0.85 3.8 XJ 0.38 45.6 0.456 3.3 J 0.033 58.4 0.00584 11.7 12.4 
Arithmetic Mean 1.63 0.77 1.56 0.13 0.036 30.2 33.2 
Maximum 2.24 1.09 3.46 0.27 0.132 54.8 64.6 
Method 1 S-1 Soil standard 4 4 4 4 4 4 
Method 1 S-2 Soil standard 6 6 6 6 6 6 
Method 1 S-3 Soil standard 20 20 20 20 20 20 
Upper Concentration Limit 200 200 200 200 200 200 

pg/g = picrograms per grams 
U = Undetected at quantitati 
J = Estimated concentration 
C = Value reported from con 
D = Value reported from dilu 
X = Interference from diphen 
Value in italics = Estimated m 

ESS Group, Inc.
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650 Suffolk St.
Wannalancit Mills
Lowell, MA 01854 

FIGURE 1 
SITE LOCATION MAP 

NEW BEDFORD, MASSACHUSETTS 

Massachusetts 
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TRC 
Wannalancit Mills 
650 Suffolk Street 
Lowell, Massachusetts 01854 

Main 978.970.5600 
Fax 978.453.1995 

Memorandum 

To: Scott Alfonse and Cheryl Henlin, City of New Bedford 
From: David M. Sullivan, LSP CHMM, TRC Environmental Corporation 
CC: Jeffry Saunders, TRC Environmental Corporation 
Subject: Summary of Work Completed at Durfee and Summit Streets 
Date: March 3, 2010 

The following summarizes the procedures and analytical results associated with soil and groundwater 
sampling conducted by TRC Environmental Corporation (TRC) along the City of New Bedford (the 
“City”) right-of-way (ROW) along Durfee Street and Summit Street in New Bedford, Massachusetts 
(see Figures 1). The subsurface soil investigation was performed to provide additional site 
characterization and delineate areas potentially impacted by the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS). 
The groundwater sampling program was conducted concurrently by TRC to further evaluate 
groundwater conditions in the vicinity of the Keith Middle School (KMS) in support of TRC’s wetland 
ecological evaluation. The data collected by TRC supplement data collected previously on behalf of 
the City by the BETA Group, Incorporated of Norwood, Massachusetts and by TRC in the 
surrounding area. 

Soil Sampling Investigation 

The subsurface soil investigation was conducted on December 17 and 18, 2009 and consisted of direct 
push soil borings using a truck-mounted direct push GeoProbe® drill rig to sample soil and to observe 
subsurface soil conditions. Drilling services and equipment were provided by New England Geotech, 
LLC of Jamestown, Rhode Island.  Figure 1 illustrates the locations investigated by TRC along the 
Durfee Street (WSB-11 through WSB-15) and Summit Street (WSB-16 through WSB-19) ROWs using 
the above-described techniques.  The soil boring locations were surveyed by Land Planning, 
Incorporated of Hanson, Massachusetts following TRC’s sampling activities.  

The investigative approach was intended to evaluate the presence or absence of fill, the vertical extent 
of impacts (if any), and the potential presence of impacts in soil and fill material that may be present. 
Borings were advanced and samples were collected until native overburden was encountered unless 
refusal was encountered first.  Due to shallow refusal at one soil boring location (WSB-17), additional 
efforts were made to advance the boring to depth. Where native material was submitted for 
laboratory analysis, two samples of native material were typically collected in borings selected to 
characterize the native horizon.  The lower native sample was retained for analysis contingent upon 
the results of the upper native horizon analysis in an attempt to delineate the vertical extent of 
potential impacts exceeding applicable standards, if present.  The contingent native material was not 
analyzed if the native material interval above it was found to be uncontaminated (below cleanup 
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Memorandum 
Page 2 of 3 

criteria) based on laboratory analysis or as directed by the TRC Licensed Site Professional (LSP). In 
this case, analysis of the contingent native samples was not warranted. 

TRC conducted field screening of soil samples consisting of visual and olfactory observations, jar 
headspace readings using an appropriately calibrated photoionization detector (PID), and 
professional judgment, consistent with TRC Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) and general 
industry practice. TRC employed the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
(MassDEP) jar headspace technique to screen for the presence of volatile organic compounds (VOCs) 
in soil. TRC also evaluated and logged the geologic character of the soil samples consistent with the 
Burmeister method.  A subset of soil samples was subjected to chemical analysis at an off-site 
environmental laboratory. The following table summarizes the soil samples collected by TRC from 
the Durfee Street and Summit Street ROWs for laboratory analysis: 

Summary of Investigation Activities – December 2009 

Location 
Soil 

Borings 

Number of Soil 
Samples 

Submitted for 
Laboratory 

Analysis1 

Analyses2 

PCBs3 PAHs4 MCP 
Metals/Hg5 

Durfee 
Street 

5 19 (4) 19 19 19 

Summit 
Street 

4 16 (3) 16 16 16 

Notes: 
1 Contingency samples held by the laboratory listed in parentheses.  

2Does not include quality assurance/quality control samples (e.g., duplicates). 

3Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) as Aroclors by SW-846 Method 8082.  

4Polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) by SW-846 Method 8270C.
 
5Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP) Metals/Hg - antimony, arsenic, barium, beryllium, cadmium, chromium, lead,
 
nickel, selenium, silver, thallium, vanadium, zinc and mercury by SW-846 Methods 6010B/7471A. 


Soil samples for polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) Aroclor analyses were submitted to Northeast 
Analytical Laboratories (NEA) of Schenectady, New York. Soil samples for Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (MCP) metals and mercury and polyaromatic hydrocarbon (PAH) analyses were 
submitted to Con-Test Analytical Laboratory of East Longmeadow, Massachusetts.  All samples were 
submitted under chain-of-custody. 

The laboratory analytical results are summarized in Table 1. An analytical data map is included as 
Figure 1. 

The subsurface material along both Durfee Street and Summit Street generally consisted of various 
sized sands and gravels.  Limit fill material (trace to some coal and clinkers) was encountered at 
shallow depths at two of the soil boring locations along Summit Street (WSB-16 and WSB-19). All of 
the soil borings were screened with a PID using the MassDEP jar headspace method. PID screening 
results were consistently at background concentrations.  Boring logs are included in Appendix A. 
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Groundwater Investigation 

Two of the soil borings advanced within the Summit Street ROW (WSB-16 and WSB-19) were 
completed as permanent monitoring wells to evaluate groundwater conditions adjacent to the KMS 
wetland (see Figure 1). The monitoring well locations were surveyed by Land Planning following 
TRC’s installation activities. 

The monitoring wells (MW-9 and MW-10) were installed on December 18, 2009 at soil boring  
locations WSB-16 and WSB-19, respectively. Well construction logs are included in Appendix A. The 
monitoring wells were subsequently developed on December 21, 2009 using a Whale Mini Purge 
Pump and dedicated tubing. A LaMotte 2020 turbidity meter as used throughout development to 
monitor turbidity levels. 

Following a stabilization period, TRC collected groundwater samples from the newly installed 
monitoring wells on January 7, 2010. Groundwater samples were collected following EPA Region I 
low stress (low flow) sampling guidelines.  During purging activities, water quality parameters were 
monitored using a YSI 600XL Sonde and 650 MDS datalogger and a LaMotte 2020 turbidity meter. 
Water quality parameters were recorded on groundwater sampling log forms.  Groundwater samples 
were collected after water quality parameters had stabilized in accordance with the low flow guidance. 

Groundwater samples for polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) Aroclor analyses were submitted to NEA of 
Schenectady, New York.  Groundwater samples for total and dissolved (field filtered) MCP metals and 
mercury were submitted to Con-Test Analytical Laboratory of East Longmeadow, Massachusetts.  All 
samples were submitted under chain-of-custody. 

The results of the groundwater sample analysis from MW-9 and MW-10 are summarized in Table 2.  

Please contact us if you have an questions. 
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Table 1
 
Summary of Analytical Results for Soil Samples - December 2009
 

Keith Middle School
 
New Bedford, Massachusetts
 

Analysis Analyte Sample ID: WSB-11 WSB-12 WSB-13 

Sample Depth (ft.): 0.5-1 1-3 1-3 4-5 7-8 0.5-1 1-3 4-5 7-8 0.5-1 1-3 5-6 7-8 

Sample Date: 12/17/2009 12/17/2009 12/17/2009 

Field Dup 

12/17/2009 12/17/2009 12/17/2009 12/17/2009 12/17/2009 12/17/2009 12/17/2009 12/17/2009 12/17/2009 12/17/2009 

S-1/GW-2 S-1/GW-3 S-2/GW-2 S-2/GW-3 RC S-1** TSCA 

PAHs 

2-Methylnaphthalene 80 300 80 500 0.7 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Acenaphthene 1,000 1,000 3,000 3,000 4 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Acenaphthylene 600 10 600 10 1 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Anthracene 1,000 1,000 3,000 3,000 1,000 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Benz[a]anthracene 7 7 40 40 7 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Benzo[a]pyrene 2 2 4 4 2 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Benzo[b]fluoranthene 7 7 40 40 7 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Benzo[g,h,i]perylene 1,000 1,000 3,000 3,000 1,000 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Benzo[k]fluoranthene 70 70 400 400 70 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Chrysene 70 70 400 400 70 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Dibenz[a,h]anthracene 0.7 0.7 4 4 0.7 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Fluoranthene 1,000 1,000 3,000 3,000 1,000 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Fluorene 1,000 1,000 3,000 3,000 1,000 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene 7 7 40 40 7 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Naphthalene 40 500 40 1,000 4 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Phenanthrene 500 500 1,000 1,000 10 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

Pyrene 1,000 1,000 3,000 3,000 1,000 N/A 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 0.18 U 0.19 U 0.18 U 

PCB Aroclors 

(mg/kg) Aroclor 1016 2 2 3 3 2 1 0.0547 U 0.0526 U 0.0513 U 0.0574 U 0.0535 U 0.0523 U 0.0519 U 0.0566 U 0.0526 U 0.0516 U 0.0514 U 0.0564 U 0.0529 U 

Aroclor 1221 2 2 3 3 2 1 0.0547 U 0.0526 U 0.0513 U 0.0574 U 0.0535 U 0.0523 U 0.0519 U 0.0566 U 0.0526 U 0.0516 U 0.0514 U 0.0564 U 0.0529 U 

Aroclor 1232 2 2 3 3 2 1 0.0547 U 0.0526 U 0.0513 U 0.0574 U 0.0535 U 0.0523 U 0.0519 U 0.0566 U 0.0526 U 0.0516 U 0.0514 U 0.0564 U 0.0529 U 

Aroclor 1242 2 2 3 3 2 1 0.0547 U 0.0526 U 0.0513 U 0.0574 U 0.0535 U 0.0523 U 0.0519 U 0.0566 U 0.0526 U 0.0516 U 0.0514 U 0.0564 U 0.0529 U 

Aroclor 1248 2 2 3 3 2 1 0.0547 U 0.0526 U 0.0513 U 0.0574 U 0.0535 U 0.0523 U 0.0519 U 0.0566 U 0.0526 U 0.0516 U 0.0514 U 0.0564 U 0.0529 U 

Aroclor 1254 2 2 3 3 2 1 0.0547 U 0.0526 U 0.0513 U 0.0574 U 0.0535 U 0.0523 U 0.0519 U 0.0566 U 0.0526 U 0.0516 U 0.0514 U 0.0564 U 0.0529 U 

Aroclor 1260 2 2 3 3 2 1 0.0547 U 0.0526 U 0.0513 U 0.0574 U 0.0535 U 0.0523 U 0.0519 U 0.0566 U 0.0526 U 0.0516 U 0.0514 U 0.0564 U 0.0529 U 

Total PCBs 2 2 3 3 2 1 0.0547 U 0.0526 U 0.0513 U 0.0574 U 0.0535 U 0.0523 U 0.0519 U 0.0566 U 0.0526 U 0.0516 U 0.0514 U 0.0564 U 0.0529 U 

Metals 

(mg/kg) Antimony 20 20 30 30 20 N/A 4.4 U 4.3 U 4.1 U 4.5 U 4.4 U 4.2 U 4.2 U 4.5 U 4.5 U 4.2 U 4.3 U 4.5 U 4.3 U 

Arsenic 20 20 20 20 20 N/A 3.2 2.9 2.6 U 2.8 U 2.8 U 2.6 U 3.3 2.8 U 2.8 U 2.6 U 3.0 2.8 U 2.7 U 

Barium 1,000 1,000 3,000 3,000 1,000 N/A 11 17 14 5.6 U 10 6.6 18 14 14 29 14 12 10 

Beryllium 100 100 200 200 100 N/A 0.27 U 0.27 U 0.26 U 0.28 U 0.28 U 0.26 U 0.26 U 0.28 U 0.28 U 0.26 U 0.27 U 0.28 U 0.27 U 

Cadmium 2 2 30 30 2 N/A 0.27 U 0.27 U 0.26 U 0.28 U 0.28 U 0.26 U 0.26 U 0.28 U 0.28 U 0.26 U 0.27 U 0.28 U 0.27 U 

Chromium 30 30 200 200 30 N/A 4.9 5.1 4.0 2.3 2.7 2.8 5.2 6.0 2.3 5.5 5.1 4.9 2.4 

Lead 300 300 300 300 300 N/A 13 13 10 3.3 5.4 4.7 5.6 10 4.2 4.9 8.8 18 3.8 

Nickel 20 20 700 700 20 N/A 3.5 3.6 3.3 1.7 2.4 2.2 4.1 3.1 2.1 4.8 4.0 2.5 1.7 

Selenium 400 400 800 800 400 N/A 5.5 U 5.4 U 5.2 U 5.6 U 5.5 U 5.3 U 5.3 U 5.6 U 5.6 U 5.2 U 5.3 U 5.6 U 5.4 U 

Silver 100 100 200 200 100 N/A 0.55 U 0.54 U 0.52 U 0.56 U 0.55 U 0.53 U 0.53 U 0.56 U 0.56 U 0.52 U 0.53 U 0.56 U 0.54 U 

Thallium 8 8 60 60 8 N/A 3.3 U 3.2 U 3.1 U 3.4 U 3.3 U 3.2 U 3.2 U 3.4 U 3.4 U 3.1 U 3.2 U 3.3 U 3.3 U 

Vanadium 600 600 1,000 1,000 600 N/A 9.8 9.3 6.3 5.6 U 5.5 U 5.3 U 9.8 7.3 5.6 U 8.1 8.8 6.1 5.4 U 

Zinc 2,500 2,500 3,000 3,000 2,500 N/A 15 15 20 B 11 B 11 B 15 14 12 8.1 19 12 11 6.9 

Mercury 20 20 30 30 20 N/A 0.020 U 0.023 U 0.021 U 0.017 U 0.047 0.015 U 0.019 U 0.031 0.017 U 0.019 U 0.026 U 0.017 0.022 U 

Notes: 

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).
 

B - Compound detected in associated method blank
 

NA - Sample not analyzed for the listed analyte.
 

N/A - Not applicable.
 

U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.
 

Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.
 

Values shown in Bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed MassDEP Method 1 standards. 

Values shown in Bold and outlined exceed TSCA but are less than the listed Method 1 standards. 

PAHs - Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons.
 

PCB - Polychlorinated Biphenyl.
 

RC - Reportable Concentration.
 

TSCA - Toxic Substances Control Act criteria.
 

* - The sample exhibits altered PCB pattern; best possible Aroclor match reported.
 

** - For reference purpose only.
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Table 1
 
Summary of Analytical Results for Soil Samples - December 2009
 

Keith Middle School
 
New Bedford, Massachusetts
 

Analysis Analyte Sample ID: 

Sample Depth (ft.): 

Sample Date: 

WSB-14 WSB-15 WSB-16 

1-3 

12/17/2009 

4-5 

12/17/2009 

7-8 

12/17/2009 

0.5-1 

12/17/2009 

1-3 

12/17/2009 

4-5 

12/17/2009 

7-8 

12/17/2009 

0.5-1 

12/18/2009 

1-3 

12/18/2009 

4-5 

12/18/2009 

7-8 

12/18/2009 

S-1/GW-2 S-1/GW-3 S-2/GW-2 S-2/GW-3 RC S-1** TSCA 

PAHs 

2-Methylnaphthalene 

Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 

Anthracene 

Benz[a]anthracene 

Benzo[a]pyrene 

Benzo[b]fluoranthene 

Benzo[g,h,i]perylene 

Benzo[k]fluoranthene 

Chrysene 

Dibenz[a,h]anthracene 

Fluoranthene 

Fluorene 

Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene 

Naphthalene 

Phenanthrene 

Pyrene 

80 

1,000 

600 

1,000 

7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

40 

500 

1,000 

300 

1,000 

10 

1,000 

7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

500 

500 

1,000 

80 

3,000 

600 

3,000 

40 

4 

40 

3,000 

400 

400 

4 

3,000 

3,000 

40 

40 

1,000 

3,000 

500 

3,000 

10 

3,000 

40 

4 

40 

3,000 

400 

400 

4 

3,000 

3,000 

40 

1,000 

1,000 

3,000 

0.7 

4 

1 

1,000 

7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

4 

10 

1,000 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.17 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.37 U 

0.37 U 

0.38 

0.37 U 

1.7 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.39 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

2.2 

2.6 

1.0 

1.1 

1.9 

0.37 U 

2.3 

0.37 U 

1.3 

0.37 U 

1.5 

2.4 

PCB Aroc

(mg/kg) 

lors 

Aroclor 1016 

Aroclor 1221 

Aroclor 1232 

Aroclor 1242 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Aroclor 1260 

Total PCBs 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0.0517 U 

0.0517 U 

0.0517 U 

0.0517 U 

0.0517 U 

0.0517 U 

0.0517 U 

0.0517 U 

0.0577 U 

0.0577 U 

0.0577 U 

0.0577 U 

0.0577 U 

0.0577 U 

0.0577 U 

0.0577 U 

0.0522 U 

0.0522 U 

0.0522 U 

0.0522 U 

0.0522 U 

0.0522 U 

0.0522 U 

0.0522 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0586 U 

0.0586 U 

0.0586 U 

0.0586 U 

0.0586 U 

0.0586 U 

0.0586 U 

0.0586 U 

0.0571 U 

0.0571 U 

0.0571 U 

0.0571 U 

0.0571 U 

0.0571 U 

0.0571 U 

0.0571 U 

0.0543 U 

0.0543 U 

0.0543 U 

0.0543 U 

0.0543 U 

0.864 * 

0.0543 U 

0.864 

0.173 U 

0.173 U 

0.173 U 

0.173 U 

0.173 U 

0.0572 U 

0.0572 U 

0.0572 U 

0.0572 U 

0.0572 U 

0.0660 * 

0.0572 U 

0.0660 * 

0.0558 U 

0.0558 U 

0.0558 U 

0.0558 U 

0.0558 U 

0.0558 U 

0.0558 U 

0.0558 U 

4.69 * 

0.173 U 

4.69 

Metals 

(mg/kg) Antimony 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Lead 

Nickel 

Selenium 

Silver 

Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

Mercury 

20 

20 

1,000 

100 

2 

30 

300 

20 

400 

100 

8 

600 

2,500 

20 

20 

20 

1,000 

100 

2 

30 

300 

20 

400 

100 

8 

600 

2,500 

20 

30 

20 

3,000 

200 

30 

200 

300 

700 

800 

200 

60 

1,000 

3,000 

30 

30 

20 

3,000 

200 

30 

200 

300 

700 

800 

200 

60 

1,000 

3,000 

30 

20 

20 

1,000 

100 

2 

30 

300 

20 

400 

100 

8 

600 

2,500 

20 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

4.2 U 

3.1 

17 

0.26 U 

0.26 U 

5.4 

5.8 

3.8 

5.3 U 

0.53 U 

3.2 U 

8.8 

14 

0.020 U 

4.5 U 

2.8 U 

9.9 

0.28 U 

0.28 U 

6.6 

5.2 

2.3 

5.7 U 

0.57 U 

3.4 U 

5.7 U 

9.2 

0.019 U 

4.3 U 

3.0 

45 

0.27 U 

0.27 U 

7.9 

1.7 

5.7 

5.3 U 

0.53 U 

3.2 U 

12 

12 

0.018 U 

4.2 U 

2.8 

9.4 

0.26 U 

0.26 U 

7.5 

11 

2.9 

5.2 U 

0.52 U 

3.1 U 

7.6 

21 

0.026 

4.1 U 

3.3 

10 

0.26 U 

0.26 U 

5.1 

1.8 

2.3 

5.1 U 

0.51 U 

3.1 U 

8.9 

14 

0.013 U 

4.7 U 

3.0 U 

8.1 

0.30 U 

0.30 U 

4.3 

1.4 

2.2 

5.9 U 

0.59 U 

3.6 U 

6.0 

12 

0.016 U 

4.7 U 

3.7 

29 

0.29 U 

0.29 U 

30 

2.4 

13 

5.8 U 

0.58 U 

3.5 U 

24 

26 

0.016 U 

4.4 U 

5.9 

63 

0.27 U 

0.27 U 

4.5 U 

2.8 U 

18 

1.4 U 

0.28 U 

10 

8.2 

7.6 

5.6 U 

0.56 U 

3.4 U 

21 

28 B 

0.025 

4.6 U 

2.9 U 

15 

0.29 U 

0.29 U 

8.4 

4.2 

4.2 

5.7 U 

0.57 U 

3.4 U 

12 

15 

0.013 U 

4.4 U 

3.2 

11 

0.27 U 

0.27 U 

5.3 

3.0 

4.3 

5.5 U 

0.55 U 

3.3 U 

9.0 

9.8 

0.021 U 

37 

37 

16 

5.5 U 

0.55 U 

3.3 U 

28 

38 

0.098 

Notes: 

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).
 

B - Compound detected in associated method blank
 

NA - Sample not analyzed for the listed analyte.
 

N/A - Not applicable.
 

U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.
 

Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.
 

Values shown in Bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed MassDEP Method 1 standards. 

Values shown in Bold and outlined exceed TSCA but are less than the listed Method 1 standards. 

PAHs - Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons.
 

PCB - Polychlorinated Biphenyl.
 

RC - Reportable Concentration.
 

TSCA - Toxic Substances Control Act criteria.
 

* - The sample exhibits altered PCB pattern; best possible Aroclor match reported.
 

** - For reference purpose only.
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Table 1
 
Summary of Analytical Results for Soil Samples - December 2009
 

Keith Middle School
 
New Bedford, Massachusetts
 

Analysis Analyte Sample ID: 

Sample Depth (ft.): 

Sample Date: 

WSB-17 WSB-18 WSB-19 

0.5-1 

12/17/2009 12/17/2009 

1-3 4-5 

12/18/2009 

7-8 

12/18/2009 

0.5-1 

12/17/2009 

1-3 

12/17/2009 

1-3 

12/17/2009 

Field Dup 

4-5 

12/17/2009 

7-8 

12/17/2009 

0.5-1 

12/18/2009 12/18/2009 

1-3 4-5 

12/18/2009 

7-8 

12/18/2009 

S-1/GW-2 S-1/GW-3 S-2/GW-2 S-2/GW-3 RC S-1** TSCA 

PAHs 

2-Methylnaphthalene 

Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 

Anthracene 

Benz[a]anthracene 

Benzo[a]pyrene 

Benzo[b]fluoranthene 

Benzo[g,h,i]perylene 

Benzo[k]fluoranthene 

Chrysene 

Dibenz[a,h]anthracene 

Fluoranthene 

Fluorene 

Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene 

Naphthalene 

Phenanthrene 

Pyrene 

80 

1,000 

600 

1,000 

7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

40 

500 

1,000 

300 

1,000 

10 

1,000 

7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

500 

500 

1,000 

80 

3,000 

600 

3,000 

40 

4 

40 

3,000 

400 

400 

4 

3,000 

3,000 

40 

40 

1,000 

3,000 

500 

3,000 

10 

3,000 

40 

4 

40 

3,000 

400 

400 

4 

3,000 

3,000 

40 

1,000 

1,000 

3,000 

0.7 

4 

1 

1,000 

7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

4 

10 

1,000 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.38 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.19 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.36 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.18 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.83 

0.88 

1.2 

0.45 

0.45 

0.91 

0.20 U 

2.0 

0.20 U 

0.52 

0.20 U 

0.78 

1.5 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

0.20 U 

PCB Aroc

(mg/kg) 

lors 

Aroclor 1016 

Aroclor 1221 

Aroclor 1232 

Aroclor 1242 

Aroclor 1248 

Aroclor 1254 

Aroclor 1260 

Total PCBs 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

0.0539 U 

0.0539 U 

0.0539 U 

0.0539 U 

0.0539 U 

0.0539 U 

0.0539 U 

0.0539 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0530 U 

0.0530 U 

0.348 * 

0.0530 U 

0.348 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0509 U 

0.0535 U 

0.0535 U 

0.0535 U 

0.0535 U 

0.0535 U 

0.0535 U 

0.0535 U 

0.0535 U 

0.0544 U 

0.0544 U 

0.0544 U 

0.0544 U 

0.0544 U 

0.0544 U 

0.0544 U 

0.0544 U 

0.0560 U 

0.0560 U 

0.0560 U 

0.0560 U 

0.0560 U 

0.0560 U 

0.0560 U 

0.0560 U 

0.0562 U 

0.0562 U 

0.0562 U 

0.0562 U 

0.0562 U 

0.136 * 

0.0562 U 

0.136 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0538 U 

0.0561 U 

0.0561 U 

0.0561 U 

0.0561 U 

0.0561 U 

0.0594 U 

0.0594 U 

0.0594 U 

0.0594 U 

0.0594 U 

0.136 * 

0.0594 U 

0.136 

0.0600 U 

0.0600 U 

0.0600 U 

0.0600 U 

0.0600 U 

0.0600 U 

0.0600 U 

0.0600 U 

0.0587 U 

0.0587 U 

0.0587 U 

0.0587 U 

0.0587 U 

0.0587 U 

0.0587 U 

0.0587 U 

1.37 * 

0.0561 U 

1.37 

Metals 

(mg/kg) Antimony 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Lead 

Nickel 

Selenium 

Silver 

Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

Mercury 

20 

20 

1,000 

100 

2 

30 

300 

20 

400 

100 

8 

600 

2,500 

20 

20 

20 

1,000 

100 

2 

30 

300 

20 

400 

100 

8 

600 

2,500 

20 

30 

20 

3,000 

200 

30 

200 

300 

700 

800 

200 

60 

1,000 

3,000 

30 

30 

20 

3,000 

200 

30 

200 

300 

700 

800 

200 

60 

1,000 

3,000 

30 

20 

20 

1,000 

100 

2 

30 

300 

20 

400 

100 

8 

600 

2,500 

20 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

4.2 U 

3.1 

97 

1.3 U 

0.26 U 

4.6 U 

2.9 U 

29 

1.4 U 

0.29 U 

14 

29 

7.7 

5.7 U 

0.57 U 

3.4 U 

16 

28 B 

0.034 

4.4 U 

6.2 

16 

0.28 U 

0.28 U 

7.4 

3.3 

5.7 

5.5 U 

0.55 U 

3.3 U 

16 

18 

0.020 U 

4.4 U 

2.8 U 

7.7 

0.28 U 

0.28 U 

4.7 

1.8 

2.4 

5.5 U 

0.55 U 

3.3 U 

5.9 

12 

0.017 U 

4.3 U 

2.7 

87 

1.3 U 

0.27 U 

4.7 U 

3.4 

18 

1.5 U 

0.30 U 

10 

26 

5.6 

5.9 U 

0.59 U 

3.6 U 

19 

28 B 

0.11 

4.6 U 

3.3 

18 

1.4 U 

0.29 U 

8.3 

24 

4.7 

5.7 U 

0.57 U 

3.4 U 

17 

24 B 

0.069 

4.3 U 

2.7 U 

5.6 

0.27 U 

0.27 U 

3.2 

2.0 

2.7 

5.4 U 

0.54 U 

3.2 U 

5.4 U 

10 B 

0.022 U 

4.4 U 

2.7 U 

17 

1.4 U 

0.27 U 

8.9 

3.1 

6.6 

5.5 U 

0.55 U 

3.3 U 

10 

24 B 

0.017 U 

4.8 U 

4.8 

41 

0.30 U 

0.30 U 

15 

120 

6.1 

5.9 U 

0.59 U 

3.6 U 

19 

43 

0.10 

4.7 U 

4.9 

19 

0.29 U 

0.29 U 

11 

27 

5.3 

5.8 U 

0.58 U 

3.5 U 

18 

23 

0.057 

4.8 U 

4.4 

11 

0.30 U 

0.30 U 

8.9 

8.6 

4.4 

6.0 U 

0.60 U 

3.6 U 

14 

24 

0.042 

4.7 U 

5.7 

14 

0.29 U 

0.29 U 

14 

7.1 

7.3 

5.9 U 

0.59 U 

3.5 U 

20 

35 

0.033 

67 50 

5.2 8.5 

30 22 

5.3 U 

0.53 U 

3.2 U 

38 

40 B 

0.020 U 

5.3 U 

0.53 U 

3.2 U 

35 

45 B 

0.023 U 

Notes: 

mg/kg - milligrams per kilogram (dry weight) or parts per million (ppm).
 

B - Compound detected in associated method blank
 

NA - Sample not analyzed for the listed analyte.
 

N/A - Not applicable.
 

U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.
 

Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.
 

Values shown in Bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the listed MassDEP Method 1 standards. 

Values shown in Bold and outlined exceed TSCA but are less than the listed Method 1 standards. 

PAHs - Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons.
 

PCB - Polychlorinated Biphenyl.
 

RC - Reportable Concentration.
 

TSCA - Toxic Substances Control Act criteria.
 

* - The sample exhibits altered PCB pattern; best possible Aroclor match reported.
 

** - For reference purpose only.
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Summary of Analytical Results for Groundwater Samples -- January 2010
 
Keith Middle School
 

New Bedford, Massachusetts
 

Analysis Analyte Sample ID: 

Sample Date: 

MW-9 MW-10 

1/7/2010 1/7/2010 1/7/2010 

Field Dup GW-2 GW-3 

PCBs 

(ug/L) Aroclor 1016 5 10 0.0510 U 0.0505 U 0.0500 U 

Aroclor 1221 5 10 0.0510 U 0.0505 U 0.0500 U 

Aroclor 1232 5 10 0.0510 U 0.0505 U 0.0500 U 

Aroclor 1242 5 10 0.0495 J 0.0500 J 0.0500 U 

Aroclor 1248 5 10 0.0510 U 0.0505 U 0.0500 U 

Aroclor 1254 5 10 0.0235 J 0.0311 J 0.0500 U 

Aroclor 1260 5 10 0.0510 U 0.0505 U 0.0500 U 

Total PCBs 5 10 0.0730 J 0.0811 J 0.0500 U 

Metals, dissolved 

(ug/L) Antimony NS 8,000 40 U 40 U 40 U 

Arsenic NS 900 8.2 10 5.0 U 

Barium NS 50,000 330 340 50 U 

Beryllium NS 200 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 

Cadmium NS 4 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 

Chromium NS 300 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 

Lead NS 10 7.5 U 7.5 U 7.5 U 

Mercury NS 20 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 

Nickel NS 200 6.7 6.8 5.0 U 

Selenium NS 100 25 U 25 U 25 U 

Silver NS 7 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 

Thallium NS 3,000 30 U 30 U 30 U 

Vanadium NS 4,000 25 U 25 U 25 U 

Zinc NS 900 99 94 17 

Antimony NS 8,000 40 U 40 U 40 U 

Metals, total 

(ug/L) Arsenic NS 900 8.9 9.1 5.0 U 

Barium NS 50,000 360 360 50 U 

Beryllium NS 200 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 

Cadmium NS 4 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 

Chromium NS 300 5.0 U 5.0 U 5.0 U 

Lead NS 10 7.5 U 7.5 U 7.5 U 

Mercury NS 20 0.10 U 0.10 U 0.10 U 

115058_KMS_New Bedford, MA Page 1 of 2 



       

  

 

   

 

        

     

        

     

            ed MassDEP Method 1 standards.

      

Summary of Analytical Results for Groundwater Samples -- January 2010
 
Keith Middle School
 

New Bedford, Massachusetts
 

Analysis Analyte Sample ID: 

Sample Date: 

MW-9 MW-10 

1/7/2010 1/7/2010 1/7/2010 

Field Dup GW-2 GW-3 

Nickel NS 200 7.1 6.8 5.0 U 

Selenium NS 100 25 U 25 U 25 U 

Silver NS 7 2.5 U 2.5 U 2.5 U 

Thallium NS 3,000 30 U 30 U 30 U 

Vanadium NS 4,000 25 U 25 U 25 U 

Zinc NS 900 100 130 16 

Notes: 

ug/L - micrograms per liter.
 

J - Estimated value.
 

NA - Sample not analyzed for the listed analyte.
 

NS - No MassDEP standards exist for this compound.
 

U - Compound was not detected at specified quantitation limit.
 

Values in Bold indicate the compound was detected.
 

Values shown in Bold and shaded type exceed one or more of the list 
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~UBURN SlREEl ~ 
~~,-----r---~-----.----, 

\ 
_ \ • • 

~ 

• Sl-69 

• 50-48 

~ 
I 

---------- -------------

NOTES: 
MGJKG- MILLIGRAMS PER KILOGRAM (DRY WEIGHT). 
DUP- FIELD DUPLICATE SAMPLE. 
NIA- NOT APPLICABLE. 
PCBS- POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS. 
RCS • REPORTABLE CONCENTRATIONS. 
TSCA- TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL ACT. 
U- COMPOUND WAS NOT DETECTED AT SPECIFIED 
QUANTITATION LIMIT. 

--- -----
NOTE: DRAWING BASED ON ·~cCOY FIELD SITE PLAN• 
FROM BETA GROUP, NORWOOD, MA DATED 6-0-4- AND 
•NEW BEDFORD PROGRESS DRAWING• FROM BETA 
GROUP, NORWOOD, MA DATED 8-06. 

0' 

APPROXIMATE GRAPHIC SCALE 

40' 80' 160' 

KEITH MIDDLE SCHOOL 
WETLAND 

NEW BEDFORD, MASSACHUSETTS 
ANALYTICAL RESULTS SUMMARY MAP 

DECEMBER WSB SAMPLES 

FIGURE 
1 

Summary of Regulatory Comparison Criteria for Soil (mg/kg) 

Contaminant S-1/GW-2 S-1/GW-3 S-2/GW-2 S-2/GW-3 RC S-1 TSCA 

Names 

Benzo(a)pyrene (BAP) 2  2 4 4  2  N/A  
Total PCBs 2  2 2 2  2 1  
Arsenic 20 20 20 20 20 N/A 
Cadmium 2 2  30  30  2  N/A  

Chromium 30 30 200 200 30 N/A 

Lead 300 300 300 300 300 N/A 
Nickel 20 20 700 700 20 N/A 



Wannalancit Mills BORING/WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG 
650 Suffolk Street 

Lowell MA 

Telephone: 978-970-5600 
Fax: 978-453-1995 

CLIENT/PROJECT NUMBER New Bedford /115058 SCREEN TYPE/SLOT __cN,;A,______________ 

BORING/WELL NUMBER _ _,_W,_,S<>Bcc-1_c_1c___________ FILTER PACK TYPE ___,N,A'-------------- ­
TRC GEOLOGIST _,H_c._,_R,izz""'a______________ SEAL TYPE NA 

DRILLING CONTRACTOR/FOREMAN New England Geotech/Bill Meadows DEPTH TO WATER (Approximate Feet) _;4'------------ ­

DATE DRILLED ----'1,21_,_17,_12,0,0"'9_____________ TOTAL DEPTH (Feel) _!10"--------------- ­

LOCATION KMS- Adjacent to culvert along Durfee St. GROUND ELEVATION (Feet) _ _,8cc7,.5cc1___________ 

SAMPLING METHOD _:4,8,_"_,M,a,c,_,ro,c!!Jor"'e'------------- REFERENCE ELEVATION (Feet) __cN,;A,___________ 

CTRC 

DRILLING METHOD Direct Push - 5400 Truck Rig 

NOTES Sampled for MCP metals. PAHs & PCBs. (Hold WSB-11 (9-10)) 


r­ 1 

48/34" 

2 

3 

4 

-5­

48/30" 

6 

7 

8 

9 

24/21" 

-10­

LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION 

'~~~~~~------------------/rS-1 ·:<< 1-24"-Tan fine to medium SAND, little gravel. 

_2 ,:::.\-~\ 0-30" Tan medium to coarse SAND, trace gravel, moist. 8 

•' ·_. ·.·_: 
'• ' 

::·\·\. 
::·:\_;:~= 

_3 ).{·\: 0-9" Dark-brown medium to coarse SAND, wet.8 

F:~=~e-=-11''TaritObrOwrlfuiSsANb~sOrMSi[Wel-----;-
"::-~::·-> Ti=2f'GffiyniediUrTitOcoarse SAND, Wet-----­
•' ........ 


End of Boring @ 1 0 feet 

. 

WSB-11 (7-8 
1130 

0.0 

WSB-11 (9·1 } 
1140 
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Wannalancit Mills BORING/WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG 
650 Suffolk Street 

Lowell MA 
CTRC Telephone: 978-970-5600 
Fax: 978-453-1995 

CLIENT/PROJECT NUMBER New Bedford /115058 SCREEN TYPE/SLOT -"N'-"A'--------------- ­

BORING/WELL NUMBER _.;"We>S~B!:_-1!_<2~---------- FILTER PACK TYPE _,N.,A~-------------
TRC GEOLOGIST _tH!,_._r,R!J!izz~a______________ SEAL TYPE NA 

DRILLING CONTRACTOR/FOREMAN New England Geot'ech/Bill Meadows DEPTH TO WATER (Approximate Feet} ---"4'--------- ­
DATE DRILLED 12/17/2009 TOTAL DEPTH (Feet) _!1l!_O______________ 

LOCATION KMS -50' East of WSB-11 GROUND ELEVATION (Feet) _.9_87!_,.~52"--.._________ 

SAMPLING METHOD 48" Macrocore REFERENCE ELEVATION (Feet) _,Ne:A,___________ 

DRILLING METHOD Direct Push~ 5400 Truck Rig 

NOTES Sampled for MCP metals, PAHs & PCBs. (Hold WSB-12 (9-10)) 


J:::? 
>-(!) 

LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION a."'w. 
0~ 

S-1 'Q:'!.:.~~~~~~!!:._g~s~~~~~:________ /,..48/30" 
1-20" Tan medium SAND, little gravel, trace coal, moist. 

2 

~~>~--------------------------
·:)::'( 20-30" Tan to gray fine to medium SAND, trace cobbles 3 
::·-:::::·:-: (rock), moist. 

1­ ·.-. ··;_".·-:·. 

4 
0-38" Tan to gray fine to medium SAND, trace gravel, wet. 48/38" 

I- 5­

1­
6 

1- 7 

8 
S-3 ·:\~.--::( 0-24" Gray to tan fine to medium SAND, wet. 24/24"1­

9 

l--10­
End of Boring @ 10 feet 

WELL DIAGRAM 

0.0 

~SB-12 (0.5­ } 
1045 

WSB-12 (1-3 
1050 

0.0 

WSB-12{4-5 
1055 No Monitoring 

Well Installed 

0.0 

WSB-12(7-8 
1100 

WSB-12 (9-1 ) 
1105 
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Wannalancit Mills 
650 Suffolk Street 
Lowell MAtQTRC Telephone: 978-970-5600 
Fax: 978-453-1995 

CLIENT/PROJECT NUMBER New Bedford /115058 

BORING/WELL NUMBER WSB-13 

TRC GEOLOGIST H. Rizza 

DRILLING CONTRACTOR/FOREMAN New England Geotech/Bill Meadows 

DATE DRILLED 12/17/2009 

LOCATION KMS - 50' East of WSB-12 

SAMPLING METHOD 48" Macrocore 

DRILLING METHOD Direct Push- 5400 Truck Rig 

NOTES Sam~led for MCP metals, PAHs & PCBs. (Hold WSB-13 (9-10)) 


o::J" 
h:~ 

·. w. 
"!EO 

~ 
1 

~ 2 

~ 
3 

4 

1-5­

6 

7 


8 


9 


l-10­

o-wen Q;;:~ "" wO::Woz ()-I_,::> Z() "'0mO wz () 1­() "' "-"'­

48/36" S-1 

48/48" S-2 

24/20" S-3 

() 

J:"'
"-o;;:_, 
"' 


~...::.-' 

BORING/WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG 

SCREEN TYPE/SLOT NA 

FILTER PACK TYPE NA 

SEAL TYPE NA 

DEPTH TO WATER (Approximate Feet) 5 

TOTAL DEPTH (Feet) 10 

GROUND ELEVATION (Feet) 

REFERENCE ELEVATION (Feet) 

~---------------------------
9-17" Tan medium to coarse SAND, moist. *tt 

~c;~~~J~q~~~i~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~;~19-36" Tan to gray fine to medium SAND, little fine gravel. 
. . 
·-::·:.:: 

.. .. 
•, {: ·.·· 
: ....... 


0-19" Tan fine to medium SAND. ·..·.: ..... ... ··.. ·. .. •',•• 

::':/( 

LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION 

__o~:_T_9~SQ1b .2.1"~~a.!_s~~~--__________ .­
3-9" Brown to tan fine to medium SAND, rock at 9-feet. 

~~: 

<:/:.~:~:
·. ::.·:-. 
::::_/·.~:~·: 
. ; ·.··... . .. 
::. ~---- :· :·. 

~--------------------------19-48" Gray medium SAND, some fine gravel, moist. 

0-20" Tan to brown fine to medium SAND, little fine gravel, 

End of Boring @ 1 0 feet 

c "' 
~-<>E
I-C. 
.,.e, 
li 
u. 

0.0 

. 

0.0 

0.0 

87.94 

NA 

Q 
ww 
-':2 WELL DIAGRAM"-­:;;I ­
<( 
(f) 

~SB-13 (O.S. ) 
1010 

WSB-13(1·3 
1015 

'l- No Monitoring 
Well Installed 

WSB-13{5·6 

1020 


WSB-13 (7-8 

1025 


WSB-13 (9-1 ) 

1030 
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Wannalancit Mills BORING/WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG 650 Suffolk Street 

Lowell MA 
-~TRC Telephone: 978-970-5600 
Fax: 978-453-1995 

CLIENT/PROJECT NUMBER New Bedford I 115058 SCREEN TYPE/SLOT __cNc:A,_______________ 

FILTER PACK TYPE __cN,A,_______________BORING/WELL NUMBER _:i_W,;S,B>:_-1!.::4'------------- ­
TRC GEOLOGIST ---'H_,_._,_R,izz,a______________ SEAL TYPE NA 

DRILLING CONTRACTOR/FOREMAN New England Geotech/Bill Meadows DEPTH TO WATER (Approximate Feet) __,5,_ _________ 

DATE DRILLED ____,1.<,21cc1!.171£2D,D'-'9'--------------- TOTAL DEPTH (Feet) ---"8'---------------- ­
LOCATION KMS -50' East of WSB-13 GROUND ELEVATION (Feet) _ _,8,8.!,!:04'----------- ­

SAMPLING METHOD 48" Macrocore REFERENCE ELEVATION (Feet) ---"N"'A'------------ ­

DRILLING METHOD Direct Push - 5400 Truck Rig 

NOTES Sampled for MCP metals. PAHs & PCBs. 


1 

48130 

2 

r­ 3 

4 

r­
1-5­

48/48" 

r­ 6 

r­
7 

8 

LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION 

8_1 o o o ,Q:~~S~~I,_T~~.t'2_C__I5~~~~"'---------/~ 
.·-:-: 1-7" Tan medium SAND, some fine gravel. 

r:=~=·- -7-:-12'· Tan fineSAND," SOinefiM9r8vei.roCkinmiddle:---­
~:,;oo 

12-30" Reddish-tan medium SAND, some fine gravel, 

0-30" Tan fine SAND, some coarse sand, moist to wet. S-2 

~:.;oo --------------------------­
•::_;:_:. _ ~-~6:_T~~c:_g~~fi~e~~~~~c:_~~g~~~w_:~__ _
SL·-:: 36-48" Gray medium to coarse SAND, trace gravel. 

End of Boring @ 8 feet 

(Note: material was very tight at 8-feet; had to stop to 
avoid jamming core barrel.) 

0.0 

0.0 

WSB-14 (1·3 
0945 

WSB-14{4-5 
0950 

WSB-14 (7-8 
0955 

WELL DIAGRAM 

. 

No Monitoring 
Well Installed 

:¥. 
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C"TRC 
Wannalancit Mills BORING/WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG 
650 Suffolk Street 
Lowell MA 
Telephone: 978-970-5600 
Fax: 978-453-1995 

CLIENT/PROJECT NUMBER New Bedford /115058 SCREEN TYPE/SLOT NA 

BORING/WELL NUMBER WSB-15 FILTER PACK TYPE NA 

TRC GEOLOGIST H. Rizza SEAL TYPE NA 

DRILLING CONTRACTOR/FOREMAN New England Geotech/Bill Meadows DEPTH TO WATER (Approximate Feet) 5 

DATE DRILLED 12/17/2009 TOTAL DEPTH (Feet) 10 

LOCATION KMS- 50' EastofWSB-14 GROUND ELEVATION (Feet) 88.34 

SAMPLING METHOD 48" Macrocore REFERENCE ELEVATION (Feet) NA 

DRILLING METHOD Direct Push - 5400 Truck Rig 
NOTES Sam~led for MCP metals, PAHs & PCBs. (Hold WSB-15 (9-10)} 

"' QJ::J' ;;:~ 
o­

"' 
(.) c wen Q :;:<!> ~Ef-(!) o:w w ww 

"-"' oz -" 0: (.) "-o LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION >-c. --'::;; WELL DIAGRAM w. --'=> Z(.) 0 0: <2-" ,s "-­
0~ "'8 ~e. (.) >­ a; ::;;>­

(!) ..:u: en 

48/33" S-1 ~:~: 0-5" Brown medium SAND and fine GRAVEL, some roots, 0.0 

~: 
- . grass at surface. / 

NSB-15 (0.5­ )1 - ~~·;-ciUShedROcK:----------------' 
~-----------------------J 0900 

:.._ -:::_::.·. 
7-33" Tan fine to medium SAND, trace gravel. 

2 _::{.\: WSB-15(1-3 

f­ 0905 

3 ::\~}~~~-
::·<{\: 

f­ 4 .. 
48/48" S-2 t'-:77:~,~~~~~~~~J~~~~~~~--------/ 0.0 

2-36" Tan fine to medium SAND, moist, no odor, no WSB-15 (4-5 

1-5­ :\~r}; staining. 0915 '4­No Monitoring 

f- Well Installed 
:·.·:· 

f­ 6 '• -::_:..-. 
-:_:-: :;-: 
.. :. 

7 f.;;;:<1--36-4a"sroWrlmSdTulli SAND,traGegffiVec-nloiSt,nOodor;-­
no staining. WSB-15 (7-8 

8 0920 

24/24" S-3 ·:\~..): 0-12" Tan to brown fine to medium SAND. 0.0 

f­ 9 - ::~~:~f---------------------------­12-18" Brown medium SAND. 

18-24" Brown to gray coarse SAND, some gravel, WSB-15(9·1 ) 

-10­ ... 
weathered bedrock in tip, wet / 

0930 

End of Boring @ 10 feet 
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Wannalancit Mills BORING/WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG 650 Suffolk Street 

Lowell MA
~TRC Telephone: 978-970-5600 
Fax: 978-453-1995 

CLIENT/PROJECT NUMBER New Bedford /115058 SCREENTYP~SLOT ~S~Io~tte~dL_____________ 

BORING/WELL NUMBER _'f!WGS~Bi:::-1ll!6ill/MmW'1;-jj9:__________ FILTER PACK TYPE _;,S§.an[!!dL_____________ 

TRC GEOLOGIST H. Rizza SEAL TYPE ___,B,e'-'nt"'o'-'ni"'te,_____________ 

DRILLING CONTRACTOR/FOREMAN New England Geotech/Hayes Rembijas DEPTH TO WATER (Approximate Feet) _,;3'-----------­
DATEDRILLED 12/18/2009 TOTALDEPTH(Feet) ___21,£2______________ 

LOCATION KMS - Intersection of Summit and Hapwell Street GROUND ELEVATION (Feet) 87.88 
SAMPLING METHOD --'4±<8L"JYM"'a~cr~o2coerr,_e___________ REFERENCE ELEVATION (Feet) ~N~A~---------
DRILLING METHOD Direct Push- 6600 Truck Rig 
NOTES Sampled for MCP metals, PAHs & PCBs. (Hold WSB-16 (9-10)) 

"' 9I~ 5~ 
o­

"' 
0 c 

UJC/J Q :;:'-" ~-f-l') o::Ul UJ UJUJoz wE -'::;;"-<0 _:c 0:: 0 "-o LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION >-c. WELL DIAGRAM UJ. -'::0 zo 0 0:: ~-' "'"' 
"-­

o;:_ <00 UJZ 0 >­ ::;;>­
0 "-""­ '-" ],j ;)j"­

0.0 

Bentonite Seal 
2-inch PVC 
riser 

2 
-----------­

3 
,'• 

L _______________________ 

4 16-36" Gray fine SAND and SILT, some gravel, moist. 

" 

SAND, some gravel, 0.0 

6 

7 

8 

9 

of Boring @ 10 feet 

11 (Note: Drove casing to 12 feet to set well.) 

12 
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Wannalancit Mills 
650 Suffolk Street 
Lowell MA TRC Telephone: 978-970-5600 
Fax: 978-453-1995 

CLIENT/PROJECT NUMBER New Bedford /115058 

BORING/WELL NUMBER _ _,_W,_,S"'Bc-1'-"7___________ 
TRC GEOLOGIST ___,H"-._,_R,izz=e.a______________ 

DRILLING CONTRACTOR/FOREMAN New England Geotech/Hayes Rembijas 

DATE DRILLED 12/18/2009 
LOCATION KMS- 50' North of WSB-16 

SAMPLING METHOD ___,4,8,_"_,M,a,cr,o,co.,r_,e___________ 

DRILLING METHOD Direct Push - 6600 Truck Rig 

BORING/WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG 


SCREEN TYPE/SLOT ---"N"'A'--------------- ­
FILTER PACK TYPE ---"Ne:A,______________ 


SEAL TYPE NA 

DEPTH TO WATER (Approximate Feet) ___,3"'.5'----------- ­

TOTAL DEPTH (Feet) ---'1"-0------------- ­
GROUND ELEVATION (Feet) _ _,8"'9."08,__________ 

REFERENCE ELEVATION (Feet) _,N,A,__________ 

NOTES Sampled for MCP metals. PAHs & ~CBs. <Hold WSB-17 (9-10)) (0.5-1 and 1-3 samples collected 12/17/2009 on first attempt) 

60/48" 

r 	1 

2 

" 	 3 

4 

r 
c--s­

60/60" 

-	 6 ­

7 


8 


9 


1-10­

LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION 

S-1 f.f::~f-,Q:~!_0£'~0_11:.:_-----------------/
?·:.::.::·:· 2-12" Brown to gray fine to medium SAND, some gravel. 

.,;"'"·· r----- --------------------- ­
•••••• 12-24" Brown fine SAND, some silt, trace fine gravel, 


.:::::: moistto wet. 


¥r--24-36""Gr"a"Ycrushed-GRANITE. ____________ _ 

'u' 

:'a.C::. 
~:~~ -36-4811T8ntOoffiriQ9firle-sAND8nd GRAVEL:-----­
:;;:5 

S-2 ::::::: 0-10" Brown fine SAND, saturated. 

tb~~r---f0-22"BroWnmediuni toCoarSeSAND 8nd GRAVEL.---­

~~~~l~~~u~~~~3Q~~============:
··...:;._.·.~: 26-46" Brown medium to coarse SAND, some fine sand 
·...._.::·..· and gravel. 

::::::\.:· 

End of Boring @ 10 feet 

(Note: Hit refusal at this location at 4-feet on 12/17/2009. 
Attempted again on 12/18/2009 with a different drill rig.) 

.. 

"' c 9
ti- wwwE
I-C. --':;;.,_, "-­:;;I­
],'! <: 

rn"­

0.0 

~SB-17 (0.5­
1315 

WSB-17(1-3 
1320 

WSB-17 (4-5 
1130 

0.0 

WSB-17(7-8 
1135 

WSB-17 (9-1 
1140 

WELL DIAGRAM 

) 

'if_ 

No Monitoring 
Well Installed 

) 
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Wannalancit Mills BORING/WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG 
650 Suffolk Street 

Lowell MA 
QTRC Telephone: 978-970-5600 
Fax: 978-453-1995 

CLIENT/PROJECT NUMBER New Bedford /115058 SCREEN TYPE/SLOT --"N,A,_ ______________ 

BORING/WELLNUMBER WSB-18 FILTERPACKTYPE __,N,A~-------------
TRC GEOLOGIST -'-He_.,_,Ri,zz,a,______________ SEAL TYPE __cN"'A~-------------

DRILLING CONTRACTOR/FOREMAN New England Geotech/Bill Meadows DEPTH TO WATER (Approximate Feet) _,4:.._ _________ 

DATE DRILLED 12/17/2009 TOTAL DEPTH (Feet) _,8 ______________ 

LOCATION KMS- 50' North ofWSB-17 GROUND ELEVATION (Feel) -"'90"'.-"14,___________ 

SAMPLING METHOD 48" Macrocore REFERENCE ELEVATION (Feet) __,N,A,___________ 

DRILLING METHOD Direct Push - 5400 Truck Rig 

NOTES Sampled for MCP metals, PAHs & PCBs. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

f--5­

f­

6 

7 

8 

frl$ '*1: 
"'UJ UJzi3 o:: 
UJZ 0 
a...::=. u 

48/29" 

48/35" 

LITHOLOGIC DESCRIPTION 
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2-8" Brown to gray fine SAND, some coarse sand and 

8~~r~~~~----------------------
s-1a" Gray to brown fine SAND, little gravel. 

18-29" Reddish-tan fine SAND, some gravel, crushed rock 
at bottom. 

0-28" Tan medium to coarse SAND, little gravel, fining 
towards bottom, wet. 
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Wannalancit Mills BORING/WELL CONSTRUCTION LOG 650 Suffolk Street 

Lowell MA
~TRC Telephone: 978-970-5600 
Fax: 978-453-1995 

CLIENT/PROJECT NUMBER New Bedford /115058 SCREEN TYPE/SLOT _;S,Ioe<tt,e,d_____________ 

BORING/WELL NUMBER _,Y'Wc:;S"B<::-1!l!9!!'/M~W<y-:l1!i_O________ FILTER PACK TYPE _;S>;!a!)<ndL____________ 

TRC GEOLOGIST H. Rizza SEAL TYPE ___.,B,el!nt"'o,ni"'te,_____________ 

DRILLING CONTRACTOR/FOREMAN New England Geotech/Hayes Rembijas DEPTH TO WATER (Approximate Feet) __;3c;.5,_________ 

DATE DRILLED _!1~2i'l1!!!8/~20,!',0!l!9_____________ TOTAL DEPTH (Feet) _!1!!_0______________ 

LOCATION KMS- 50' North of WSB-18 GROUND ELEVATION (Feet) _ _;,_9-"1.1-'75'------------­

SAMPLING METHOD 48" Macrocore REFERENCE ELEVATION (Feet) ~N!!:A'-----------­

DRILLING METHOD Direct Push - 6600 Truck Rig 
NOTES Sampled for MCP metals, PAHs & PCBs. (Hold WSB-19 (9-10)) 
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Appendix D 

MassDEP Work Plan 

* MassDEP will provide their work plan as soon as it is available. It will be incorporated to this
SAP through the SAP revision process by using the SAP Revision Form (SAP Table 1). 

Revised on 3 April 2006 to reflect the contents of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency FY ’05 Superfund PES Catalog 



 
 

 
 

 
 

     
 

  
 

   
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

  

SAP Table 1 - SAP Revision Form 

Site: Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, Massachusetts
OSCs: Wing Chau, Marcus Holmes, and Sarah DeStefano 

Date Rev. # Proposed Change to SAP/QAPP 
Reason for Change of
Scope/Procedures 

SAP Section 
Superseded 

Requested
By 

Approved
By 

5/6/2010 X Frequency of rinsate blank collection
for organics and inorganics. 

Clarify field procedures
for collecting rinsate 
blanks. 

Sections 9.4 (p. 42)
and 13.1(p. 53),
and Table 4 (p.76). 

START 

Revision No. X, 6 May 2010 

Section 9.4, Cleaning and Decontamination of Equipment/Sample Containers, page 42 

The effectiveness of the decontamination procedure will be documented through the use of equipment rinsate blanks, which will be collected 
at a frequency of one per property or at a frequency of one per 40 samples per property for organic analyses; and at a frequency of one per 20 
samples for organic analyses. 

13.1 Field Quality Control, page 53 

Equipment (Rinsate) Blanks - Equipment (rinsate) blanks are collected to assess cross-contamination brought about by improper 
decontamination procedures between sampling stations. Equipment rinsate blanks are required for non-dedicated sampling equipment. 
Equipment (rinsate) blanks will be collected for each type of sampling equipment. Rinsate blanks will be collected after field use of 
sampling equipment by pouring the appropriate rinsate solvent (e.g., DI water) over decontaminated sampling equipment. The rinsate is 

frequency of equipment rinsate blank collection for organic analyses will be one rinsate blank per decontamination event per type of 
equipment per property, or one rinsate blank per 40 field samples per property; and for inorganic analyses, will be one rinsate blank per 
decontamination event per 20 field samples per property. 

collected into appropriate sampling containers, preserved, and analyzed for the same parameters as the associated environmental samples 
(excluding physical parameters such as pH). Equipment rinsate blanks will be shipped with the samples collected the same day. The 



 
 

 

   
 

 
 

 

 

  
 

  
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 
 

     
 

 
 

 

 
 

     
 

  
 

      
 

 
 

 

     

 
 

 

     

         

    

 
 

  
     
   

    
 

 

 

 

SAP Table 4, Field Quality Control Summary, page 76 

Site: Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, Massachusetts

OSCs: Wing Chau, Marcus Holmes, and Sarah DeStefano 


Matrix Analytical 
Parameter 

Analytical 
Method/ 
SOP Reference 

No. of 
Sampling 
Location 
s 

No. of Field 
Duplicate 
Pairs 

Organic Inorganic No. of 
VOA 
Trip 
Blank 
s 

No. of 
Equip. 
Blanks 

No. of  
Confirmatory 
Samples 

No. of PE 
Samples 

Total No. of 
Samples to 
Lab 

No. of 
MS 

No. of 
MSD 

No. of 
Dupli 
cates 

No. 
of 
MS 

Soil PCB 
Aroclors 

CAM-VA (Rev 1 
9/14/2009)/ EPA-
SW846 method 

8082A 

1,735 to 
2,125 

43- 54* 43-
54** 

43-
54** 

----- ----- ----- 43- 54* ----- 87 - 107 1,951 – 
2,394 

Soil SVOCs 
(PAHs) 

CAM-IIB (Rev 1
9/9/2009)/ EPA-
SW846 method 

8270D 

1,735 to
2,125 

43- 54* 43-
54** 

43-
54** 

----- ----- ----- 43- 54* ----- 87 - 107 1,951 – 
2,394 

Soil Metals ILM05.4 ICP-
AES modification 
number xxxxxx 

1,735 to
2,125 

87 - 107 87-
107 

87-
107 

----- 87-107# ----- 87 - 107 2.039 – 
2,500 

Sediment PCB 
Aroclors 

CAM-VA (Rev 1
9/14/2009)/ EPA-
SW846 method 

8082A 

57 2 2 2 ----- ----- ----- 1 ----- 3 65 

Sediment SVOC 
(PAHs) 

CAM-IIB (Rev 1
9/9/2009)/ EPA-
SW846 method 

8270D 

57 2 2 2 ----- ----- ----- 1 ----- 3 65 

Sediment Metals ILM05.4 ICP-
AES modification 
number xxxxxx 

57 2 ----- ---- 3 3 ----- 1 ----- 3 65 

Note:
 
If samples will be collected at different depths at the same location, count each discrete sampling depth as a separate sampling location/station.

MS = Matrix Spike 

MSD = Matrix Spike Duplicate

* Rinsate, and field duplicate samples will be collected at a rate of one per property or 1 per 40 samples per property for organics.
# Rinsate, and field duplicate samples will be collected at a rate of one per property or 1 per 20 samples per property for inorganics. 
** MS/MSD samples will be collected at a rate of one per property or 1 per 40 samples or per property for organics at varied depths. 

R:\09100001\Site-Specific SAP\SAP Revision - Rinsates 5-6-2010.docx 
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POLLUTION/SITUATION REPORT
 

Parker Street Waste Site - Removal Polrep 


UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
Region I
 

Subject:	 POLREP #1 
Initial 
Parker Street Waste Site 
01GB 
New Bedford, MA  
Latitude: 41.6381659 Longitude: -70.9368469 

To: 
From: Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator  
Date: 12/15/2010 
Reporting Period: 10/29/10 to 12/03/10 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Site Number: 01GB Contract Number: EP-W-08-061 
D.O. Number: 024 Action Memo Date: 8/26/2010
 
Response Authority: CERCLA Response Type: Time-Critical
 
Response Lead: EPA Incident Category: Removal Action
 
NPL Status: Non NPL Operable Unit:
 
Mobilization Date: 10/29/2010 Start Date: 10/29/2010
 
Demob Date: Completion Date:
 
CERCLIS ID: MAN000105955 RCRIS ID:
 
ERNS No.: State Notification:
 
FPN#: Reimbursable Account #:
 

1.1.1 Incident Category 


CERCLA Fund-lead time-critical removal action. 

1.1.2 Site Description 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a previously estimated 104-acre area located in an urban area of New 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_1.htm 12/30/2010 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_1.htm
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Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts.  The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based 
upon data generated to date, is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by 
Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by Hillman Street, and to the west by Summit 
Street. Redeveloped on and centered around a former city-owned landfill, the Parker Street Waste Site 
includes the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial 
Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford 
Housing Authority properties, Carabiner’s Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment 
complexes. 

1.1.2.1 Location 

Geographic coordiantes of the Site are approximately 41º 38’ 33” north latitude and 70º 56’ 44” 
west longitude, as measured from the approximate center of the Site. 

1.1.2.2 Description of Threat 

Elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or 
heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, which pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to 
public health. 

1.1.3 Preliminary Removal Assessment/Removal Site Inspection Results 

EPA and MassDEP initiated a preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) on April 26, 2010.  
63 parcels comprising 47 properties along the periphery of the Site were sampled to expedite further 
investigation of the boundaries of the Parker Street Waste Site, and to determine whether there is any 
immediate threat to human health and/or the environment related to the contamination from the 
Site. The site investigation identified several residential and commercial properties with elevated levels 
of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or heavy metals 
in soils at or near the surface, which pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. Also, 24 additional properties were sampled in September 2010 to further delineate the nature 
and extent of the Site boundaries. 

2. Current Activities 
2.1 Operations Section 

2.1.1 Narrative 

On August 26, 2010, the Action Memorandum was signed by the Director of the Office of Site 
Remediation and Restoration, approving the proposed removal action to address the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances, contaminants, and/or pollutants at the Site. 

2.1.2 Response Actions to Date 

October 29, 2010: 

ERRS contractor mobilized office and storage trailers to the command post area. 


Week of November 1, 2010: 

ERRS continued establishing command post area.  EPA and ERRS continued meeting with property owners to
 
discuss pre-removal checklist and landscaping issues.  ERRS collected in-situ soil samples for TCLP analysis and 

began developing the waste profile for disposal of contaminated soils.
 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_1.htm 12/30/2010 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_1.htm
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Week of November 8, 2010: 

ERRS continued establishing command post area and staging areas.  In preparation for soil excavation, the following 

activities were conducted: tree removal and brush clearing activities were initiated at the following properties; P-004,
 
P-021, P-029, and P-047;  the above-ground pool at P-004 was disassembled and placed into storage; and photo-
documened pre-removal site conditions at the properties.   


Week of November 15, 2010: 

ERRS continued establishing the staging areas.  The ERRS subcontractor continued tree removal and brush clearing 

activities.
 

Week of November 22, 2010: 

ERRS initiated soil excavation activities at P-029.  START conducted perimeter air sampling and air monitoring. 

After placement of an orange geotextile, the excavated area was backfilled with clean fill material and the soil pile
 
was covered and secured in preparation for site demobilization during the extended holiday weekend. 


Week of November 29, 2010: 

ERRS continued excavation activities on P-029 and initiated excavation of P-021.  On November 30, 

2010, seven truckloads of contaminated soils were shipped offsite to Waste Management's 

Turnkey Landfill located in Rochester, NH. On December 1, 2010, ten truckloads of contaminated soils 

were shipped offsite to the Turnkey Landfill in Rochester, NH.  On December 3, nine truckloads of 

contaminated soils were shipped offsite to the Turnkey Landfill in Rochester, NH. 


2.1.3 Enforcement Activities 

The EPA and MassDEP case team is working with the current owner of property P-013 on developing 
the scope of the removal action to address soil contamination on its property. 

2.2 Planning Section 

2.2.1 Anticipated Activities 

Complete setup of the staging area for contaminated soils at the Department of Public Infrastructure 
location on Shawmut Avenue. Complete excavation and backfilling of properties P-021 and P-029.  
Begin excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-004, P-011, and P-047. 

2.2.1.1 Planned Response Activities 

Secure access to properties with contamination within the top 3 feet of soil that poses a significant risk.  
Evaluate the risk assessments and determine the appropriate scope of work warranted under this 
removal action to address these properties. 

Evaluate, in consultation with MassDEP, sampling results from the phase II sampling effort to 

determine whether a time-critical removal action is warranted. 


2.3 Logistics Section 
Continue coordination of transportation and disposal (T&D) of contaminated soils to permitted disposal 
facilities. Continue deliveries of clean backfill materials for excavated areas.  Coordinate landscaping 
services for site restoration activities. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_1.htm 12/30/2010 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_1.htm
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2.4 Finance Section 
2.4.1 Narrative 
Project Ceiling (Action Memorandum dated August 26, 2010). 

Estimated Costs 

COST CATEGORY CEILING 
REGIONAL REMOVAL ALLOWANCE COSTS:

 ERRS Contractor $4,000,000.00
 Interagency Agreement $ 0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE:

 START Contractor $750,000.00 
Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 
Extramural Contingency 20% $950,000.00 

TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION CEILING $5,700,000.00 

2.5 Safety Officer 
On-site personnel have reviewed and signed the site specific health and safety plan (HASP).  Daily 
operations health and safety briefings are conducted each morning prior to commencement of site 
activities. 

2.6 Liaison Officer 
2.7 Information Officer 

2.7.1 Public Information Officer 

2.7.2 Community Involvement Coordinator 

3. Participating Entities 
3.1 Unified Command 

USEPA 
MassDEP 

3.2 Cooperating and Assisting Agencies 
4. Personnel On Site 

USEPA - 2 OSCs, 1 mobile lab with chemist 

START - 1 Site Lead personnel 

ERRS - 1 RM, 1 Operator, 2 Cleanup Technicians 


5. Definition of Terms 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_1.htm 12/30/2010 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_1.htm
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12/30/2010 

ERRS- Emergency Rapid Response Services  
EPA/USEPA -  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
MassDEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
OSC - On-Scene Coordinator 
RM - Response Manager 
START - Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 
TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure  

6. Additional sources of information 
6.1 Internet location of additional information/reports 

http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet 

6.2 Reporting Schedule 
7. Situational Reference Materials 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_1.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_1.htm
http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POLLUTION/SITUATION REPORT
 

Parker Street Waste Site - Removal Polrep 


UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
Region I
 

Subject:	 POLREP #2 
Progress 
Parker Street Waste Site 
01GB 
New Bedford, MA  
Latitude: 41.6381659 Longitude: -70.9368469 

To: 
From: Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator  
Date: 2/17/2011 
Reporting Period: 12/6/2010 to 2/17/11 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Site Number: 01GB Contract Number: EP-W-08-061 
D.O. Number: 024 Action Memo Date: 8/26/2010
 
Response Authority: CERCLA Response Type: Time-Critical
 
Response Lead: EPA Incident Category: Removal Action
 
NPL Status: Non NPL Operable Unit:
 
Mobilization Date: 10/29/2010 Start Date: 10/29/2010
 
Demob Date: Completion Date:
 
CERCLIS ID: MAN000105955 RCRIS ID:
 
ERNS No.: State Notification:
 
FPN#: Reimbursable Account #:
 

1.1.1 Incident Category
 

CERCLA Fund-lead, time-critical removal action. 

1.1.2 Site Description 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a currently estimated 114-acre area located in an urban area of New 
Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts.  The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_2.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_2.htm
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upon data generated to date, is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by 
Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by Hillman Street, and to the west by Summit 
Street. Redeveloped on and centered around a former city-owned landfill, the Parker Street Waste Site 
includes the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial 
Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford 
Housing Authority properties, Carabiner’s Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment 
complexes. 

1.1.2.1 Location 

Geographic coordiantes of the Site are approximately 41º 38’ 33” north latitude and 70º 56’ 44” 
west longitude, as measured from the approximate center of the Site. 

1.1.2.2 Description of Threat 

Elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or 
heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. 

1.1.3 Preliminary Removal Assessment/Removal Site Inspection Results 

EPA and MassDEP initiated a preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) on April 26, 2010.  
63 parcels comprising 47 properties along the periphery of the Site were sampled to expedite further 
investigation of the boundaries of the Parker Street Waste Site, and to determine whether there is any 
immediate threat to human health and/or the environment related to the contamination from the 
Site. The site investigation identified several residential and commercial properties with elevated levels 
of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or heavy metals 
in soils at or near the surface, which pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. Also, 24 additional properties were sampled in September 2010 to further delineate the nature 
and extent of the Site boundaries. 

2. Current Activities 
2.1 Operations Section 

2.1.1 Narrative 

On August 26, 2010, the Action Memorandum was signed by the Director of the Office of Site 
Remediation and Restoration, approving the proposed removal action to address the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances, contaminants, and/or pollutants at the Site. 

2.1.2 Response Actions to Date 

Please refer to POLREP #1 for information on removal activities prior to December 6, 2010. 

Week of December 6, 2010: 
ERRS contractor continued excavation activities at properties P-021 and P-029.  On December 8, 2010, 
eight truckloads of contaminated soils were transported off-site for disposal at the Waste Management 
Turnkey Landfill located in Rochester, NH. On December 9, 2010, nine truckloads of contaminated 
soils were transported off-site for disposal at the Turnkey Landfill in Rochester, NH.  On December 10, 
2010, four truckloads of contaminated soils were transported off-site for disposal at the Turnkey 
Landfill in Rochester, NH. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_2.htm 
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Page 3 of 6 

In the completed excavation areas, an orange geotextile fabric was placed as a visual marker to delineate 
the extent of excavation, 3 feet below ground surface, and clean fill material was used for backfill.  
START continued air monitoring activities during excavation and loadout activities.  Also, an 
ERRS subcontractor installed a chain-linked fence around the clean soil/backfill staging area on Liberty 
Street near the Durfee/Liberty Street intersection. 

Week of December 13, 2010: 
ERRS contractor continued excavation activities at properties P-021 and P-029. On December 13, 2010, 
six truckloads of contaminated soils were transported offsite for disposal at the Turnkey Landfill in 
Rochester, NH.  On December 14, 2010, five truckloads of contaminated soils were transported off-site 
for disposal at the Turnkey Landfill in Rochester, NH. On December 15, 2010, 3 truckloads of 
contaminated soils were transported off-site for disposal at the Turnkey Landfill in Rochester, NH.  On 
December 16, 2010, five truckloads of contaminated soils were transported off-site for disposal at the 
Turnkey Landfill in Rochester, NH. On December 17, 2010, five truckloads of contaminated soils were 
transported off-site for disposal at the Turnkey Landfill in Rochester, NH. 

In the completed excavation areas, an orange geotextile fabric was placed as a visual marker to delineate 
the extent of excavation, 3 feet below ground surface, and clean fill material was used for backfill.  
START continued air monitoring activities during excavation and loadout activities. 

Week of December 20, 2010: 
ERRS contractor continued excavation activities at properties P-021 and P-029.  On December 20, 
2010, four truckloads of contaminated soils were transported off-site for disposal at the Turnkey 
Landfill in Rochester, NH. In the completed excavation areas, an orange geotextile fabric was placed as 
a visual marker to delineate the extent of excavation, 3 feet below ground surface, and clean fill material 
was used for backfill. START continued air monitoring activities during excavation and loadout 
activities. On December 21, 2010, backfilling operations were completed at properties P-021 and P­
029. Also, excavation activities commenced at properties P-004, P-011, and P-047.  The excavated 
soils from properties P-004, P-011 and P-047 are temporarily stockpiled at the staging area constructed 
by EPA at the Department of Public Infrastructure property located on Shawmut Avenue.  
Once transportation and disposal (T&D) has been arranged for the contaminated soils, loadout 
operations will commence.  During excavation activities in the front yard of property P-011, a crushed 
35-gallon drum along with a black tar-like material was encountered at approximately 2.5 feet below 
ground surface. This crushed drum and tar-like material were excavated and removed along with the 
contaminated soils to the temporary staging area while T&D is being arranged. 

Week of December 27, 2010: 
ERRS contractor continued excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-004 and P-011.  
Excavated soils are stockpiled at the contaminated soil staging area while awaiting T&D. 

Week of January 3, 2011: 
ERRS contractor continued and completed excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-004 and 
P-011. During excavation activities at property P-004 on January 3, 2011, small bone fragments and a 
live rifle round were discovered. The New Bedford Police Department (NBPD) was notified.  NBPD 
detectives arrived on-scene and collected the bones and rifle ammunition for analysis.  Subsequent to 
their assessment of the excavation area, NBPD indicated soil excavation activities could resume. 

During excavation activities at property P-011 on January 5, 2011, several pieces of scrap metal 
and automobile parts, along with a black tar-like substance, were discovered in the front lawn area.  

On January 6, 2011, five truckloads of contaminated soils stockpiled from property P-011 were shipped 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_2.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_2.htm


 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

   
     

 
 

 

Page 4 of 6 

off-site for disposal at the Turnkey Landfill in Rochester, NH. 

On January 7, 2011, three truckloads of contaminated soils stockpiled from property P-011 were 

shipped off-site for disposal at the Turnkey Landfill in Rochester, NH. 


Week of January 10, 2011: 
ERRS contractor commenced excavation activities at property P-047.  ERRS also began placement of 
a geotextile fabric over backfilled areas at properties P-004, P-011, and P-021 to cover the excavated 
areas for the winter season; and where necessary, installed haybales to mitigate any potential erosion 
issues. 

On January 10, 2011, one truckload of contaminated soils stockpiled from property P-011 were shipped 
off-site for disposal at the Turnkey Landfill in Rochester, NH. 

On January 13, 2011, ERRS uncovered potential asbestos-containing tiles during excavation activities at 
property P-047. A sample of the tiles was collected by START and submitted to EPA's Office of 
Environmental Measurement and Evaluation (OEME) for lab analysis.  Materials from this area were 
excavated and stockpiled separately at the staging area.  

Week of January 17, 2011: 
ERRS continued soil excavation and backfilling activities at property P-047. 

Week of January 24, 2011: 
ERRS completed soil excavation and backfilling activities at property P-047.  ERRS began to 

demobilize personnel and equipment from the Site. 


Week of January 31, 2011: 
ERRS finished demobilization activities. 

Week of February 7, 2011: 
EPA and MassDEP hosted a public meeting at the Keith Middle School on February 10, 2011 to 
provide residents and interested stakeholders an update on the Phase I sampling efforts and the status of 
current cleanup activities. Representatives from the Massachusetts Department of Public Health 
(MDPH) and the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) were also in attendance 
to answer site related questions. 

2.1.3 Enforcement Activities 

The EPA and MassDEP case team is working with the current owner of property P-013 on developing 
the scope of the removal action to address soil contamination on its property.  The case team also 
anticipates meeting with the New Bedford Housing Authority (NBHA) in February 2011 to initiate 
discussions on remediation options for NBHA properties.   

2.2 Planning Section 

2.2.1 Anticipated Activities 

Complete T&D of contaminated soils that are temporarily stockpiled in the staging area. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_2.htm 
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2.2.1.1 Planned Response Activities 

Secure access to properties with contamination within the top 3 feet of soil that warrant a removal 
action. Evaluate, in consultation with MassDEP, sampling results from the Phase II sampling effort to 
determine whether a time-critical removal action is warranted as well. 

Evaluate sampling results from the Phase II sampling effort and determine whether additional sampling 
is necessary to determine the extent of the Site boundaries. 

2.3 Logistics Section 
Continue coordination of T&D activities for the remaining stockpiled contaminated soils to permitted 
disposal facilities. Coordinate landscaping services for site restoration activities currently anticipated 
for the spring of 2011. 

2.4 Finance Section 
2.4.1 Narrative 
Project Ceiling (Action Memorandum dated August 26, 2010). 

Estimated Costs 

COST CATEGORY CEILING 
REGIONAL REMOVAL ALLOWANCE COSTS:

 ERRS Contractor $4,000,000.00
 Interagency Agreement $ 0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE:

      START Contractor $750,000.00 
Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 
Extramural Contingency 20% $950,000.00 
TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION CEILING $5,700,000.00 

2.5 Safety Officer 
On-site personnel have reviewed and signed the site specific health and safety plan (HASP).  Daily 
operational health and safety briefings are conducted each morning prior to commencement of site 
activities.  

2.6 Liaison Officer 
2.7 Information Officer 

2.7.1 Public Information Officer 
The Public Information Office has created a website to provide access to site related documents and to 
provide updates regarding site activities.  The website address is www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet. 

2.7.2 Community Involvement Coordinator 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_2.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_2.htm
www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet
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3. Participating Entities 
3.1 Unified Command 

USEPA 

MassDEP  


3.2 Cooperating and Assisting Agencies 
4. Personnel On Site 

USEPA - 2 OSCs, 1 mobile lab with chemist 

START - 1 Site Lead personnel 

ERRS - 1 RM, 2 Operators, 3 Cleanup Technicians 


5. Definition of Terms 
NBHA - New Bedford Housing Authority 
NBPD - New Bedford Police Department 
ERRS- Emergency Rapid Response Services  
EPA/USEPA - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
MassDEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
OEME - Office of Evironmental Measurement and Evaluation 
OSC - On-Scene Coordinator 
RM - Response Manager 
START - Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 
TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
T&D - Transportation and Disposal 

6. Additional sources of information 
6.1 Internet location of additional information/reports 

http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet 

6.2 Reporting Schedule 
7. Situational Reference Materials 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_2.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_2.htm
http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POLLUTION/SITUATION REPORT
 

Parker Street Waste Site - Removal Polrep 


UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
Region I
 

Subject:	 POLREP #3 
Progress 
Parker Street Waste Site 
01GB 
New Bedford, MA  
Latitude: 41.6381659 Longitude: -70.9368469 

To:
 
From: Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator  

Date: 7/1/2011 

Reporting Period:
 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Site Number: 01GB Contract Number: EP-W-08-061 
D.O. Number: 024 Action Memo Date: 8/26/2010
 
Response Authority: CERCLA Response Type: Time-Critical
 
Response Lead: EPA Incident Category: Removal Action
 
NPL Status: Non NPL Operable Unit:
 
Mobilization Date: 10/29/2010 Start Date: 10/29/2010
 
Demob Date: Completion Date:
 
CERCLIS ID: MAN000105955 RCRIS ID:
 
ERNS No.: State Notification:
 
FPN#: Reimbursable Account #:
 

1.1.1 Incident Category
 

CERCLA Fund-lead, time-critical removal action. 

1.1.2 Site Description 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a currently estimated 114-acre area located in an urban area of New 
Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts.  The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based 
upon data generated to date, is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by 
Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by North Street, and to the west by Summit 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_3.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_3.htm


 

 

 
  

 

 

 

  

 
 
 

 
   
     

 

 

 
 

 
 

  
 

  
 

Page 2 of 6 

Street. Redeveloped on and centered around a former city-owned landfill, the Parker Street Waste Site 
includes the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial 
Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford 
Housing Authority properties, Carabiner’s Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment 
complexes. 

1.1.2.1 Location 

Geographic coordiantes of the Site are approximately 41º 38’ 33” north latitude and 70º 56’ 44” 
west longitude, as measured from the approximate center of the Site. 

1.1.2.2 Description of Threat 

Elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or 
heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. 

1.1.3 Preliminary Removal Assessment/Removal Site Inspection Results 

EPA and MassDEP initiated a preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) on April 26, 2010.  
63 parcels comprising 47 properties along the periphery of the Site were sampled to expedite further 
investigation of the boundaries of the Parker Street Waste Site, and to determine whether there is any 
immediate threat to human health and/or the environment related to the contamination from the 
Site. The site investigation identified several residential and commercial properties with elevated levels 
of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or heavy metals 
in soils at or near the surface, which pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. Also, 24 additional properties were sampled in September 2010 to further delineate the nature 
and extent of the Site boundaries. 

2. Current Activities 
2.1 Operations Section 

2.1.1 Narrative 

On August 26, 2010, the Action Memorandum was signed by the Director of the Office of Site 
Remediation and Restoration, approving the proposed removal action to address the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances, contaminants, and/or pollutants at the Site. 

2.1.2 Response Actions to Date 

Please refer to POLREPs #1 and #2 for information on removal activities prior to February 7, 2011. 

Week of February 7, 2011
 
ERRS secured temporary fencing and covered soil piles at Shawmut Ave. staging area.  


Week of February 14, 2011 
ERRS secured temporary fencing and covered soil piles at the contaminated soil staging area on 
Shawmut Ave. ERRS collected disposal samples from stockpiled soil at the Shawmut Ave. staging area. 

Week of March 28, 2011 
EPA, ERRS, and START mobilized to the Shawmut Ave. staging area for load-out of contaminated 
soil. START conducted perimeter particulate monitoring and ERRS implemented dust suppression 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_3.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_3.htm


 
  

 
  

  
 

 
  

  
 

  
 

 
  

 

 
  

  

  

  
 

Page 3 of 6 

measures for the duration of the load-out. 


On March 30, 2011, twenty-three (23) truckloads of contaminated soils were shipped off-site for 

disposal at the Crapo Hill Landfill in New Bedford, MA.
 

On March 31, 2011, eleven (11) truckloads of contaminated soils were shipped off-site for disposal at 

the Crapo Hill Landfill in New Bedford, MA. One lined roll-off container of ACM contaminated soil 

and debris was shipped off-site for disposal at the Turnkey Landfill in Rochester, NH. 


Week of April 25, 2011
 
EPA, ERRS, and START mobilized personnel and equipment to site to continue removal activities. 

ERRS continued backfilling at properties P-004, P-011, P-021, and P-029 back to original grade in 

preparation for topsoil. 


On April 29, 2011, ERRS spread topsoil at properties P-011, P-021, and P-029.  

Week of May 2, 2011 
ERRS continued restoration activities at properties P-004, P-011, P-021, P-029, and P-047. EPA, ERRS 
and START also met with the homeowner and began removal preparation activities at property P-003. 
Activities included: removing stockade fence, removing all miscellaneous debris, delivering stone to 
widen the existing driveway to support dump trucks, and surveying elevations to document current site 
conditions. All non-contaminated debris was staged at the Liberty St. staging area. 

Week of May 9, 2011 
ERRS personnel continued removal preparation activities at properties P-003, P-040, and P-042. Over 
the weekend the homeowner at property P-003 removed his stairs, leaving a 5-foot drop out of his 
backdoor. ERRS placed caution tape in an X pattern across the doorway to prevent anyone from using 
the door, but leaving it accessible for egress in the event of an emergency. 

Removal preparation activities at properties P-040 and P-042 included removing stockade fences 
between properties, removing miscellaneous debris, and removing stacked 8x8 timbers. All non-
contaminated debris was staged at the Liberty St. staging area. ERRS also began excavation and 
backfilling activities at properties P-003 and P-040. START conducted air monitoring for particulates 
throughout excavation and restoration activities and collected perimeter air samples to be analyzed for 
lead during the first three days of excavation activities at every property. 

On May 9, 2011, ERRS began removing the concrete patio at property P-003. Under the first slab of 
concrete, ERRS encountered a 175-gallon tank. ERRS notified the New Bedford Fire Department and 
Lt. Alcino Marques responded. START monitored the air in and around the tank and found elevated 
levels of VOCs, which prompted work to continue in Level C PPE. EPA and NBFD Lt. Marques 
oversaw the cleanout and condition of the tank. There were approximately 22 gallons of liquid in the 
tank, which was transferred into a 55-gallon drum. START collected a sample of the liquid for 
laboratory analyses. It was observed that the bottom of the tank contained small holes, which led to 
START sampling the soil directly beneath the tank [1.5-feet below ground surface (bgs)] and at 3-feet 
bgs. The tank was crushed and staged at P-003 on site with the 55-gallon drum of product and bag of 
sorbent pads used for cleaning for future disposal.  

On May 10, 2011, ERRS off-loaded twenty (20) 8-foot by 14-foot plastic mats to build a temporary 
roadway through properties P-047 and P-042 to access property P-040. 

On May 11 2011, ERRS continued removal preparation activities at properties P-003, P-042, and P-040. 

On May 12, 2011 ERRS began excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-003 and P-040.  

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_3.htm 
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Week of May 16, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-003 and P-040. ERRS accessed 
property P-040 by traveling along the temporary roadway established through properties P-047 and P­
042. All contaminated soil was stockpiled at the Shawmut Ave. staging area. 

On May 19 2011, ERRS excavated the area where the buried tank was located at property P-003 to a 
final depth of 5-feet bgs and staged associated soils in a separate pile at the Shawmut Ave. staging area. 
START screened the soil at the floor of the excavation with a PID, detected no elevated readings, and 
collected a confirmatory soil sample for laboratory analyses. NBFD Lt. Marques responded to site and 
observed the final depth at the site of the tank. 

ERRS collected disposal samples from the contaminated soil stockpiles for analysis located at the 
Shawmut Ave. staging area.  

On May 19, 2011, air sampling results were received from the first three days of excavation activities at 
properties P-003 and P-040. No recordable levels of lead were recorded in any of the samples.  

On May 20, 2011, ERRS began removal preparation activities at property P-042.  

Week of May 23, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-003 and P-040; and began 
excavation activities at property P-042. ERRS' landscaping subcontractor began restoration activities at 
properties P-011, P-021, and P-029. 

On May 23, 2011, MassDEP and its cleanup contractor removed the oil tank and 55-gallon drum from 
property P-003 for off-site disposal. 

Week of May 30, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-040 and P-042.  ERRS backfilled 
properties P-003 and P-004 with topsoil.  Stockade fence at property P-004 has been erected and 
the flower bed constructed with concrete blocks has been repaired. 

On June 2, 2011, START collected addition soil samples from the Westlawn property and P-047 to 
further delineate site conditions at these two properties. 

Week of June 6, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling activities at property P-042.  ERRS begin excavation and 
backfilling activities at properties P-030 and P-037.  The stockade fence at P-003 has been erected. 

On June, 10, 2011, nineteen (19) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the Shawmut 

Avenue staging to the Crapo Landfill in New Bedford for disposal.
 

Week of June 13, 2011
 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-030, P-037, and P-042.  ERRS' 

landscaping subcontractor was onsite to finish site restoration activities at properties P-004, P-011, P­
021, and P-029. 


On June 13, 2011, EPA, MassDEP, and ATSDR met with community leaders to provide project updates 
and discuss community concerns regarding the Site. 

Week of June 20, 2011 
ERRS continued backfilling activities at properties P-040 and P-042.  ERRS continued excavation and 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_3.htm 
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backfilling activities at properties P-030 and P-037. 

2.1.3 Enforcement Activities 

The Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent for Removal Action for property P­
013 was executed on June 28, 2011. 

2.2 Planning Section 

2.2.1 Anticipated Activities 

Complete T&D of contaminated soils that are temporarily stockpiled in the staging area. 

2.2.1.1 Planned Response Activities 

Secure access to properties with contamination within the top 3 feet of soil that warrant a removal 
action. Evaluate, in consultation with MassDEP, sampling results from the Phase II sampling effort to 
determine whether a time-critical removal action is warranted as well. 

Evaluate sampling results from the Phase II sampling effort and determine whether additional sampling 
is necessary to determine the extent of the Site boundaries. 

2.3 Logistics Section 
Continue coordination of T&D activities for the remaining stockpiled contaminated soils to permitted 
disposal facilities. Continue coordination of landscaping services for site restoration activities.  

2.4 Finance Section 
2.4.1 Narrative 
Project Ceiling (Action Memorandum dated August 26, 2010). 

Estimated Costs 

COST CATEGORY CEILING 
REGIONAL REMOVAL ALLOWANCE COSTS:

 ERRS Contractor $4,000,000.00
 Interagency Agreement $ 0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE:

      START Contractor $750,000.00 
Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 
Extramural Contingency 20% $950,000.00 
TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION CEILING $5,700,000.00 

2.5 Safety Officer 
On-site personnel have reviewed and signed the site specific health and safety plan (HASP).  Daily 
operational health and safety briefings are conducted each morning prior to commencement of site 
activities.  

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_3.htm 
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2.6 Liaison Officer 
2.7 Information Officer 

2.7.1 Public Information Officer 
The Public Information Office continues to provide updates regarding site activities to interested parties 
and posting the updates onto the website, www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet. 

2.7.2 Community Involvement Coordinator 

3. Participating Entities 
3.1 Unified Command 

USEPA 
MassDEP  

3.2 Cooperating and Assisting Agencies 
4. Personnel On Site 

USEPA - 2 OSCs, 1 mobile lab with chemist 

START - 1 Site Lead personnel 

ERRS - 1 RM, , 1 Foreman, 2 Operators, 2 Cleanup Technicians, 2 truck drivers 


5. Definition of Terms 
ACM - Asbestos Containing Material 

ERRS- Emergency Rapid Response Services  

EPA/USEPA - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

MassDEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

NBHA - New Bedford Housing Authority
 
NBPD - New Bedford Police Department 

OEME - Office of Evironmental Measurement and Evaluation 

OSC - On-Scene Coordinator 

PID - Photo Ionization Detector 

PPE - Personal Protective Equipment 

RM - Response Manager 

START - Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 

TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 

T&D - Transportation and Disposal 

VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds 


6. Additional sources of information 
6.1 Internet location of additional information/reports 

http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet 

6.2 Reporting Schedule 
7. Situational Reference Materials 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_3.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_3.htm
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POLLUTION/SITUATION REPORT 


Parker Street Waste Site - Removal Polrep 


UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Region I 


Subject: 	 POLREP#4 
Progress 
Parker Street \-Vaste Site 
OlGB 
New Bedford, MA 
Latitude: 41.6381659 Longitude: -70.9368469 

To: 
From: Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator 
Date: 9/9/2011 
Reporting Period: 7/27111 to 9/9/11 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Site Number: 01GB Contract Number: EP-W-08-061 
D.O. Number: 024 Action Memo Date: 8/26/2010 

Response Authority: CERCLA Response Type: Time-Critical 

Response Lead: EPA Incident Category: Removal Action 

NPL Status: Non NPL Operable Unit: 

Mobilization Date: 10/29/2010 Start Date: 10/29/2010 

Demob Date: Completion Date: 

CERCLISID: MAN000105955 RCRIS ID: 

ERNSNo.: State Notification: 

FPN#: Reimbursable Account#: 


1.1.1 Incident Category 


CERCLA Fund-lead, time-critical removal action. 

1.1.2 Site Description 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a currently estimated 114-acre area located in an urban area ofNew 
Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts. The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based 
upon data generated to date, is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by 

10/6/2011http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_ 4.htm 
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Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by Nmih Street, and to the west by Summit 
Street. Redeveloped on and centered around a former city-owned landfill, the Parker Street Waste Site 
includes the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial 
Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford 
Housing Authority properties, Carabiner's Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment 
complexes. 

1.1.2.1 Location 

Geographic coordiantes of the Site are approximately 41 o 38' 33" north latitude and 70° 56' 44" 
west longitude, as measured from the approximate center of the Site. 

1.1.2.2 Description of Threat 

Elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs ), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (P AHs ), and/ or 
heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. 

1.1.3 Preliminary Removal Assessment/Removal Site Inspection Results 

EPA and MassDEP initiated a preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) on April26, 2010. 
63 parcels comprising 47 properties along the periphery of the Site were sampled to expedite further 
investigation of the boundaries of the Parker Street Waste Site, and to determine whether there is any 
immediate threat to human health and/or the environment related to the contamination from the 
Site. The site investigation identified several residential and commercial properties with elevated levels 
ofpolychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or heavy metals 
in soils at or near the surface, which pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. Also, 24 additional properties were sampled in September 2010 to further delineate the nature 
and extent of the Site boundaries. 

2. Current Activities 
2.1 Operations Section 

2.1.1 Narrative 

On August 26, 2010, the Action Memorandum was signed by the Director of the Office of Site 
Remediation and Restoration, approving the proposed removal action to address the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances, contaminants, and/or pollutants at the Site. 

2.1.2 Response Actions to Date 

Please refer to POLREPs #1, #2, and #3 for information on removal activities prior to June 27, 2011. 

Week of June 27. 2011 
ERRS removed railroad tie retaining wall between properties P-042 and P-039. ERRS continued backfilling 
activities at properties P-037 and P-042. ERRS continued excavation and backfilling activities at property P-030 
as well as reinstalling fence and building a retaining wall. 

Week of July 4, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-030 and P-037, continued backfilling at 
property P-042. ERRS begins building retaining wall at P-042. 

On July 8, 2011, twenty four (24) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the Shawmut Avenue 

10/6/2011http://www .epaosc.org/sites/ 5787 /files/ParkerStreet_polrep _ 4.htm 
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staging area to the Crapo Landfill in New Bedford for disposal. 


Week of July 11. 2011 

ERRS completed excavation and continued backfilling activities at property P-030 as well as building a retaining 

wall. ERRS continued excavation activities at property P-037. ERRS continued backfilling and building retaining 

wall and started placing topsoil at property P-042. 


On July 11, 2011, twenty two (22) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the Shawmut Avenue 

staging area to the Crapo Landfill in New Bedford for disposal. 


On July 12, 2011, four (4) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the Shawmut Avenue staging 

area to the Crapo Landfill in New Bedford for disposal. 


On July 12, 2011, START collected additional soil samples from properties P-037 and P-072 to further delineate 

site conditions at these two properties. 


On July 13, 2011, eleven (11) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the Shawmut Avenue 

staging area to the ESMI Landfill in Loudon, NH for disposal. 


Week of July 18, 2011 

ERRS continued backfilling and restoration activities at properties P-030, P-037, and P-042. ERRS removed the 

fence between P-042 and P-047 and completed excavation at property P-047. ERRS began preparing property 

P-002 for removal activities, which included clearing and grubbing activities. 


Week of July 25, 2011 

ERRS began excavation activities at property P-072. ERRS completed excavation and backfilling activities at 

property P-042. 


Week of August 1. 2011 

ERRS began removal activities at properties P-002 and P-033. ERRS completed excavation and backfilling at 

property P-072. ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-037 and P-040. 


Week of August 8. 2011 

ERRS completed excavation and backfilling activities at property P-040. ERRS continued excavation and 

backfilling activities at properties P-002, P-033, and P-037. ERRS initiated removal activities at property P-012. 


START conducted right-of-way split sampling with the City of New Bedford's consultant TRC at property P-033. 


Week of August 15, 2011 

ERRS continued excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-002, P-033, and P-012. ERRS completed 

backfilling and placing topsoil at property P-037. ERRS initiated excavation activities at property P-001. 


START conducted right-of-way split sampling with the City of New Bedford's consultant TRC at properties P-001 

and P-033. 


Week of August 22, 2011 

ERRS continued excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-001, P-002, P-033, and P-012. 


START conducted right-of-way split sampling with the City of New Bedford's consultant TRC at properties P-001 

and P-033. · 


ERRS secured all sites for Hurricane Irene. 


On August 25, 2011, EPA, MassDEP, NBHA, Westlawn tenant representatives, and CLEAN members met at the 

New Bedford Public Library to discuss the proposed removal action for the Westlawn property. 


Week of August 29. 2011 

ERRS cleaned up on-going removal sites from impacts of Tropical Storm Irene. ERRS continued backfilling 

activities at properties P-001, P-002, P-012, and P-033. Damaged driveways at properties P-001, P-004, and P­
047 have been replaced. 


http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_ 4.htm 10/6/2011 
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On August 30, 2011, twenty two (22) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the Shawmut Avenue 
staging area to the Crapo Landfill in New Bedford for disposal. 

On August 31, 2011, twenty (20) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the Shawmut Avenue 
staging area to the Crapo Landfill in New Bedford for disposal. Also, START conducted right-of-way split 
sampling with the City of New Bedford's consultant TRC at property P-001. 

On September 1, 2011, START conducted right-of-way split sampling with the City of New Bedford's consultant 
TRC at property P-012. Also, START conducted soil sampling of the raised gardening beds at the Boys &Girls' 
Club community garden area (property P-028) to further characterize site conditions. 

Week of September 5, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-001, P-002, and P-012. ERRS intitiated 
removal activities at property P-005. ERRS' landscaping subcontractor conducted restoration activities at 
properties P-030, P-037, P-040, and P-072. 

On September 7, 2011, START conducted right-of-way split sampling with the City of New Bedford's consultant 
TRC at property P-001. 

On September 9, 2011, START conducted right-of-way split sampling with the City of New Bedford's consultant 
TRC at properties P-001 and P-012. 

2.1.3 Enforcement Activities 

The Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent (AOC) for Removal Action for property P-013 
was executed on June 28, 2011. The effective date of the AOC is July 11, 2011. 

2.2 Planning Section 

2.2.1 Anticipated Activities 

Complete T &D of contaminated soils that are temporarily stockpiled in the Shawmut A venue staging 
area. 

2.2.1.1 Planned Response Activities 

Continue securing access to properties with contamination within the top 3 feet of soil that warrant a 
removal action. Evaluate, in consultation with MassDEP, sampling results from the Phase II sampling 
effort to determine whether a time-critical removal action is warranted as well. 

Evaluate sampling results from the Phase II sampling effort and determine whether additional sampling 
is necessary to determine the extent of the Site boundaries. 

2.3 Logistics Section 

Continue coordination ofT&D activities for the remaining stockpiled contaminated soils to permitted 
disposal facilities. Continue coordination of landscaping services for site restoration activities. 
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2.4 Finance Section 

2.4.1 Narrative 

Project Ceiling (Action Memorandum dated August 26, 2010). 


Estimated Costs 

COST CATEGORY CEILING 
REGIONAL REMOVAL ALLOWANCE COSTS: 

ERRS Contractor 
Interagency Agreement 

$4,000,000.00 
$ 0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE: 

START Contractor $750,000.00 
Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 
Extramural Contingency I 20% $950,000.00 

TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION CEILING $5,700,000.00 

2.5 Safety Officer 
On-site personnel have reviewed and signed the site specific health and safety plan (HASP). Daily 
operational health and safety briefings are conducted each morning prior to commencement of site 
activities. 

2.6 Liaison Officer 
2.7 Information Officer 

2.7.1 Public Information Officer 
The Public Information Office continues to provide updates regarding site activities to interested parties 
and posting the updates onto the website, www.epa.gov/regionl/parkerstreet. 

2.7.2 Community Involvement Coordinator 

3. Participating Entities 
3.1 Unified Command 

USEPA 

MassDEP 


3.2 Cooperating and Assisting Agencies 
4. Personnel On Site 


USEP A - 2 OSCs, 1 mobile lab with chemist 

START- 1 Site Lead personnel 

ERRS- 1 RM,, 1 Foreman, 4 Operators, 4 Cleanup Technicians, 2 tmck drivers 


5. Definition of Terms 

10/6/2011http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_ 4.htm 
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ACM - Asbestos Containing Material 
ERRS- Emergency Rapid Response Services 
EP A/USEP A - U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
MassDEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
NBHA- New Bedford Housing Authority 
NBPD- New Bedford Police Department 
OEME- Office ofEviromnental Measurement and Evaluation 
OSC- On-Scene Coordinator 
PID - Photo Ionization Detector 
PPE - Personal Protective Equipment 
RM - Response Manager 
START- Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 
TCLP- Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
T &D - Transportation and Disposal 
VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds 

6. Additional sources of information 
6.1 Internet location of additional information/reports 

http://www.eQa .gov/region 1 /Qarkerstreet 

6.2 Reporting Schedule 
7. Situational Reference Materials 
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POLLUTION/SITUATION REPORT 


Parker Street Waste Site- Removal Polrep 


UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
Region I 

Subject: 	 POLREP#S 
Progress 
Parker Street Waste Site 
OlGB 
New Bedford, MA 
Latitude: 41.6381659 Longitude: -70.9368469 

From: Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator 

Date: 9/30/2011 
Reporting Period: 9/12/11 to 9/30/11 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

Site Number: 01GB Contract Number: EP-W-08-061 

D.O. Number: 024 Action Memo Date: 8/26/2010 


Response Authority: CERCLA Response Type: Time-Critical 


Response Lead: EPA Incident Category: Removal Action 


NPL Status: Non NPL Operable Unit: 

Mobilization Date: 10/29/2010 Start Date: 10/29/2010 


Demob Date: Completion Date: 


CERCLIS ID: MAN000105955 RCRIS ID: 


ERNSNo.: State Notification: 


FPN#: Reimbursable Account#: 


1.1.1 Incident Category 


CERCLA Fund-lead, time-critical removal action. 

1.1.2 Site Description 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a currently estimated 114-acre area located in an urban area of 

10/6/2011http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_5.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_5.htm


Page 2 of6 

New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts. The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste 
Site, based upon data generated to date, is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, 
to the east by Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by North Street, and to 
the west by Summit Street. Redeveloped on and centered around a former city-owned landfill, 
the Parker Street Waste Site includes the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle 
School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre 
McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford Housing Authority properties, Carabiner's 
Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apatiment complexes. 

1.1.2.1 Location 

Geographic coordinates of the Site are approximately 41 o 38' 33" north latitude and 70° 56' 44" 
west longitude, as measured from the approximate center of the Site. 

1.1.2.2 Description of Threat 

Elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), 
and/ or heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, pose an imminent and substantial 
endangennent to public health. 

1.1.3 Preliminary Removal Assessment/Removal Site Inspection Results 

EPA and MassDEP initiated a preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) on April 
26, 2010. Sixty-three (63) parcels comprising forty-seven ( 47) properties along the periphery of 
the Site were sampled to expedite further investigation of the boundaries ofthe Parker Street 
Waste Site, and to determine whether there is any immediate threat to human health and/or the 
enviromnent related to the contamination from the Site. The site investigation identified several 
residential and commercial properties with elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PARs), and/ or heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, 
which pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health. Also, 24 additional 
properties were sampled in September 2010 to further delineate the nature and extent of the Site 
boundaries. 

2. Current Activities 
2.1 Operations Section 

2.1.1 Narrative 

On August 26, 2010, the Action Memorandum was signed by the Director of the Office of Site Remediation 
and Restoration, approving the proposed removal action to address the release or threatened release of 
hazardous substances, contaminants, and/or pollutants at the Site. The Action Memorandum Addendum dated 
September 15, 2011 was signed by the Assistant Administrator of the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response on September 23, 2011, approving the change in Scope of Response, an Exemption from the 
Statutory 12-Month and $2 Million Limits, and Ceiling Increase at the Parker Street Waste Site. 

2.1.2 Response Actions to Date 

Please refer to POLREPs #1 through #4 for information on removal activities prior to September 12, 2011. 

Week of September 12, 2011 
ERRS continued excavating and backfilling activities at properties P-00 1, P-002 and P-012. ERRS begins 
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removal activities at property P-005. START conducted right-of-way split sampling with the City ofNew 
Bedford's consultant TRC at properties P-002 and P-012. 

On September 14,2011, nineteen (19) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the Shawmut 
Avenue staging area to the Crapo Landfill in New Bedford for disposal. Also, START collected addtional soil 
samples from property P-028 to further characterize site conditions pursuant to recommendations articulated 
in MassDEP's evaluation letter dated August 19,2011 for property P-028. 

On September 15, 2011, six (6) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the Shawmut Avenue 
staging area to the Crapo Landfill in New Bedford for disposal. 

Week of September 19, 2011 
ERRS continued excavating and backfilling activities at properties P-001, P-005 and P-012. ERRS completed 
grading of properties P-002 and P-033 with topsoil. START conducted right-of-way split sampling with the 
City of New Bedford's consultant TRC at properties P-001, P-005, P-012, and P-013. ERRS' landscaping 
subcontractor completed installation of sod and plants at properties P-037 and P-072. 

On September 23, 2011, the the Assistant Administrator of the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency 
Response signed the Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011, approving the change in 
Scope of Response, an Exemption from the Statutory 12-Month and $2 Million Limits, and Ceiling Increase at 
the Parker Street Waste Site. 

Week of September 26, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling activities at property P-005. ERRS initiated excavation and 
backfilling activities at properties P-006, P-023, and P-039. ERRS' landscaping and paving subcontractors 
conducted restoration activities at properties P-001, P-012, P-033 and P-037. START conducted right-of-way 
split sampling with the City ofNew Bedford's consultant TRC at properties P-005. 

START collected soil samples from properties P-073, P-074, P-075, and P-076 to further characterize site 
conditions. These properties were sampled due contamination being present on abutting properties. 

On September 26,2011, EPA, MassDEP, and ATSDR hosted an availability session at the Keith Middle 
School for tenants of the Westlawn Housing complex to provide interested tenants infonnation regarding the 
upcoming removal action planned for that property. 

2.1.3 Enforcement Activities 

The Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent (AOC) for Removal Action for property P­
013 was executed on June 28,2011. The effective date of the AOC is July 11,2011. 

2.2 Planning Section 
2.2.1 Anticipated Activities 

Complete T &D of contaminated soils that are temporarily stockpiled in the Shawmut A venue 
staging area. 

2.2.1.1 Planned Response Activities 

Continue securing access to properties with contamination within the top 3 feet of soil that 
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warrant a removal action. Evaluate, in consultation with MassDEP, sampling results from the 
Phase II sampling effort to detennine whether a time-critical removal action is warranted as 
well. Conduct time-critical removal action on properties deemed appropriate. 

Evaluate sampling results from the Phase II sampling effort and determine whether additional 
sampling is necessary to determine the extent of the Site boundaries. 

2.3 Logistics Section 

Continue coordination ofT&D activities for the remaining stockpiled contaminated soils to 
pennitted disposal facilities. Continue coordination of landscaping services for site restoration 
activities. 

2.4 Finance Section 

2.4.1 Narrative 

Project Ceiling (Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011). 


COST CATEGORY CURRENT 
CEILING 

PROPOSED 
INCREASE 

PROPOSED 
CEILING 

REGIONAL REMOVAL ALLOWANCE COSTS: 

ERRS Contractor $4,000,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,000,000.00 

Interagency Agreement $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE: 

START Contractor $750,000.00 $0.00 $750,000.00 

Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,750,000.00 

Extramural Contingency (20%) $950,000.00 $400,000.00 $1,350,000.00 

TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION 
CEILING 

$5,700,000.00 $2,400,000.00 $8,100,000.00 

The ERRS task order (0024) is being incrementally funded. Prior to the last task order 
modification, the task order ceiling of $4,500,000.00 was funded through the ERRS ceiling of 
$4,000,000.00 and partially from the Extramural Contingency in the amount of 
$500,000.00. Under the increased project ceiling authorized in the Action Memorandum 
Addendum dated 9/15/2011, the ERRS task order modification issued on 9/28/11 increased the 
task order ceiling to $6,199,560.00, which is now funded through the ERRS Ceiling of 
$6,000,000.00 and partially from the Extramural Contingency in the amount of $199,560.00. 

2.5 Safety Officer 

On-site personnel have reviewed and signed the site specific health and safety plan (HASP). 
Daily operational health and safety briefings are conducted each morning prior to 

commencement of site activities. 


2.6 Liaison Officer 
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2.7 Information Officer 

2.7.1 Public Information Officer 
The Public Infonnation Office continues to provide updates regarding site activities to interested 
parties and posting the updates onto the website, www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet. 

2.7.2 Community Involvement Coordinator 

3. Participating Entities 

3.1 Unified Command 
USEPA 

MassDEP 


3.2 Cooperating and Assisting Agencies 
4. Personnel On Site 


USEP A - 2 OSCs, 1 mobile lab with chemist 

START - 1 Site Lead personnel 

ERRS- 1 RM,, 1 Foreman, 4 Operators, 4 Cleanup Technicians, 2 truck drivers, 1 Field Cost 
Accountant 

5. Definition of Terms 

ACM - Asbestos Containing Material 

ERRS- Emergency Rapid Response Services 

EP A/USEP A- U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

MassDEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

NBHA - New Bedford Housing Authority 

NBPD- New Bedford Police Department 

OEME - Office of Evironmental Measurement and Evaluation 

OSC - On-Scene Coordinator 

PID - Photo Ionization Detector 

PPE - Personal Protective Equipment 

RM - Response Manager 

START- Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 

TCLP- Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 

T &D - Transportation and Disposal 

VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds 


6. Additional sources of information 
6.1 Internet location of additional information/reports 

http://www.epa .gov/region 1 /parkerstreet 

6.2 Reporting Schedule 
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'l. Situational Reference Materials 
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POLLUTION/SITUATION REPORT 


Parker Street Waste Site - Removal Polrep
 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
Region I 

Subject: POLREP #6 
Parker Street Waste Site 
01GB 
New Bedford, MA 
Latitude: 41.6381659 Longitude: -70.9368469 

To: 
From: Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator 

Date: 11/30/2011 

Reporting Period: 10/3/11 to 11/25/11 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Site Number: 01GB Contract Number: EP-W-08-061 

D.O. Number: 024 Action Memo Date: 8/26/2010 

Response Authority: CERCLA Response Type: Time-Critical 

Response Lead: EPA Incident Category: Removal Action 

NPL Status: Non NPL Operable Unit: 
Mobilization Date: 10/29/2010 Start Date: 10/29/2010 

Demob Date: Completion Date: 
CERCLIS ID: MAN000105955 RCRIS ID: 
ERNS No.: State Notification: 
FPN#: Reimbursable Account #: 

1.1.1 Incident Category 

CERCLA Fund-lead, time-critical removal action. 

1.1.2 Site Description 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a currently estimated 114-acre area located in an urban area of New 
Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts.  The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based 
upon data generated to date, is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by 
Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by North Street, and to the west by Summit 
Street.  Redeveloped on and centered around a former city-owned landfill, the Parker Street Waste Site 
includes the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial 
Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford 
Housing Authority properties, Carabiner’s Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment complexes. 

1.1.2.1 Location 

Geographic coordinates of the Site are approximately 41º 38’ 33” north latitude and 70º 56’ 44” 
west longitude, as measured from the approximate center of the Site. 
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1.1.2.2 Description of Threat 

Elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or 
heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. 

1.1.3 Preliminary Removal Assessment/Removal Site Inspection Results 

EPA and MassDEP initiated a preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) on April 26, 2010. 
Sixty-three (63) parcels comprising forty-seven (47) properties along the periphery of the Site were 
sampled to expedite further investigation of the boundaries of the Parker Street Waste Site, and to 
determine whether there is any immediate threat to human health and/or the environment related to the 
contamination from the Site. The site investigation identified several residential and commercial 
properties with elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs), and/ or heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, which pose an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to public health.  Also, twenty-four (24) additional properties were sampled in September 
2010 to further delineate the nature and extent of the Site boundaries.  On October 25, 2011, START 
conducted PA/SI activities on two (2) additional properties to further characterize the Site's southeastern 
boundary. 

2. Current Activities 
2.1 Operations Section 

2.1.1 Narrative 

On August 26, 2010, the Action Memorandum was signed by the Director of the Office of Site 
Remediation and Restoration, approving the proposed removal action to address the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances, contaminants, and/or pollutants at the Site. The 
Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011 was signed by the Assistant 
Administrator of the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response on September 23, 2011, 
approving the change in Scope of Response, an Exemption from the Statutory 12-Month and $2 
Million Limits, and Ceiling Increase at the Parker Street Waste Site. 

2.1.2 Response Actions to Date 

Please refer to POLREPs #1 through #5 for information on removal activities prior to October 3,
 
2011. 


Week of October 3, 2011
 
ERRS continued excavating and backfilling activities at properties P-006, P-023 and P-039. ERRS 

and its subcontractors continued restoration activities at properties P-002, P-012, and P-033. 

Restoration activities include re-establishing vegetation and repairing of driveways.   


On October 6, 2011, EPA and ERRS met with NBHA officials to discuss the schedule of upcoming 
removal activities at the Westlawn property (P-027). 

On October 7, 2011, seven (7) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the Shawmut 
Avenue staging area to the Greenwood Street Landfill in Worcester, MA for disposal. 

Week of October 10, 2011 
ERRS continued excavating and backfilling activities at properties P-006 and P-039.  ERRS and its 
subcontractors continued restoration activities at properties P-002 and P-033.  START conducted 
right-of-way split sampling with the City of New Bedford's consultant TRC at property P-039. 

On October 10, 2011, twenty-two (22) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Greenwood Street Landfill in Worcester, MA for disposal. 

On October 11, 2011, sixteen (16) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from the 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Greenwood Street Landfill in Worcester, MA for disposal. 
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On October 12, 2011, ERRS initiated excavation and backfilling activities at the Westlawn property, 
P-027.  

Week of October 17, 2011 
ERRS initiated excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-041 and P-052. ERRS continued 
excavation and backfilling activities at P-006, P-023, and P-027. ERRS' landscaping subcontractor 
conducted restoration activites at properties P-027 and P-039.  ERRS initiated clearing and 
grubbing activities at property P-010.  ERRS' landscaping and fencing subcontractors conducted 
restoration activities at properties P-002, P-027 and P-039. 

On October 17, 2011, five (5) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported from property P-023 

to the Environmental Soil Management, Inc. (ESMI) facility in Loudon, NH for disposal. 


On October 18, 2011, five (5) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-023 and two (2) 

truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-006 were transported to the Environmental Soil 

Management, Inc. (ESMI) facility in Loudon, NH for disposal.
 

On October 19, 2011, three (3) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-023 and six (6)
 
truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-006 were transported to the Environmental Soil 

Management, Inc. (ESMI) facility in Loudon, NH for disposal. 


On October 20, 2011, six (6) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-023 and two (2) 

truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-006 were transported to the Environmental Soil 

Management, Inc. (ESMI) facility in Loudon, NH for disposal. 


On October 21, 2011, one (1) truckload of contaminated soil from property P-023 and five (5) 

truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-006 were transported to the Environmental Soil
 
Management, Inc. (ESMI) facility in Loudon, NH for disposal.
 

Week of October 24, 2011
 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-006, P-023, P-027, P-041, 

and P-052.  ERRS conducted clearing and grubbing activities at property P-075.  ERRS'
 
landscaping subcontractor conducted restoration activities at properties P-027 and P-039, including 

installation of sod. 


On October 24, 2011, three (3) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-023 and seven (7) 
truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-006 were transported to the Environmental Soil 
Management, Inc. (ESMI) facility in Loudon, NH for disposal. 

On October 25-26, 2011. START conducted PA/SI activities at properties P-077 and P-078 on 
Liberty and North Streets to further define the site boundaries along the southeastern corner of the 
Site.  START also collected additional soil samples at property P-010 to further define site 
conditions. 

Week of October 31, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-006, P-023, P-027, and P­
052.  ERRS continued clearing and grubbing activities at P-010 and initiated similar activites on the 
abutting property, P-068.  ERRS initiated excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-046, 
P-053, and P-058.  ERRS' landscaping and asphalt paving subcontractors conducted restoration 
activities at properties P-001,P-002, P-005, P-023, P-027, P-039, and P-040. 

On November 1, 2011, twelve (12) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-006 were 
transported to the Environmental Soil Management, Inc. (ESMI) facility in Loudon, NH for disposal. 

On November 1-2, 2011, START conducted sampling activities at properties P-079 and P-080 to 
delineate the extent of contamination.  Side-wall data from an abutting property, P-006, indicated 
the presence of PCBs at the property boundary. 
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On November 2, 2011, five (5) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-006 were 
transported to the Environmental Soil Management, Inc. (ESMI) facility in Loudon, NH for disposal. 

Week of November 7, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-052, P-053, and P-058. 
ERRS completed backfilling operations at property P-006 and P-046.  ERRS also continued 
clearing and grubbing activities at properties P-010 and P-068.  ERRS' landscaping subcontractor 
completed restoration activities at Westlawn (property P-027) and initiated restoration activities at 
property P-023.  

On November 10, 2011, six (6) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 and nine (9) 
truckloads of contaminated soil from the Shawmut Avenue staging area were transported to the 
Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

Week of November 14, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-046, P-052, P-053, and P­
058. ERRS initiated excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-010, P-061, and P-068. 
ERRS' landscaping subcontractor conducted restoration activities at properties P-005 and P-029. 

On November 14, 2011, nine (9) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 and sixteen 
(16) truckloads of contaminated soil from the Shawmut Avenue staging area were transported to the 
Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On November 15, 2011, fourteen (14) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 
and fourteen (14) truckloads of contaminated soil from the Shawmut Avenue staging area were 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On November 16, 2011, eight (8) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 and eight (8) 
truckloads of contaminated soil from the Shawmut Avenue staging area were transported to the 
Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On November 17, 2011, fifteen (15) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 were 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On November 18, 2011, twelve (12) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 were 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

Week of November 21, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-010, P-046, P-052, P-058, P­
061, and P-068.  ERRS excavated the PCB hot-spot area at property P-020.  The excavated soil, 
which is properly covered and secured, is stockpiled onsite while awaiting transportation and 
disposal services.  ERRS' landscaping and fencing subcontractors conducted restoration activities 
at properties P-005, P-006. 

On November 21, 2011, ten (10) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 were
 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 


2.1.3 Enforcement Activities 

The Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent (AOC) for 
Removal Action for property P-013 was executed on June 28, 2011.  The effective date of the AOC 
is July 11, 2011. 

2.2 Planning Section 
2.2.1 Anticipated Activities 

Continue T&D of contaminated soils that are temporarily stockpiled in the Shawmut Avenue staging area. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_6.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_6.htm
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2.2.1.1 Planned Response Activities 

Complete removal activities on properties awaiting removal actions. 

2.3 Logistics Section 
Continue coordination of T&D activities for the remaining stockpiled contaminated soils to permitted 
disposal facilities.  Continue coordination of landscaping services for site restoration activities. 

2.4 Finance Section 
2.4.1 Narrative 
Project Ceiling (Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011). 

COST CATEGORY CURRENT 
CEILING 

PROPOSED 
INCREASE 

PROPOSED 
CEILING 

REGIONAL REMOVAL ALLOWANCE COSTS: 

ERRS Contractor $4,000,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,000,000.00 

Interagency Agreement  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE: 

START Contractor $750,000.00 $0.00 $750,000.00 

Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,750,000.00 

Extramural Contingency (20%) $950,000.00 $400,000.00 $1,350,000.00 

TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION CEILING $5,700,000.00 $2,400,000.00 $8,100,000.00 

The ERRS task order (0024) is being incrementally funded.  Prior to the last task order modification, the 
task order ceiling of $4,500,000.00 was funded through the ERRS ceiling of $4,000,000.00 and partially 
from the Extramural Contingency in the amount of $500,000.00.  Under the increased project 
ceiling authorized in the Action Memorandum Addendum dated 9/15/2011, the ERRS task order 
modification issued on 9/28/11  increased the task order ceiling to $6,199,560.00, which is now funded 
through the ERRS Ceiling of $6,000,000.00 and partially from the Extramural Contingency in the amount 
of $199,560.00. 

2.5 Other Command Staff 
2.5.1 Safety Officer
On-site personnel have reviewed and signed the site specific health and safety plan (HASP).  Daily 
operational health and safety briefings are conducted each morning prior to commencement of site 
activities. 

2.6 Liaison Officer 

2.7 Information Officer 

2.7.1 Public Information Officer 
The Public Information Office continues to provide updates regarding site activities to interested parties 
and posting the updates onto the website, www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet. 

2.7.2 Community Involvement Coordinator 

3. Participating Entities 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_6.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_6.htm
www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet
http:199,560.00
http:6,000,000.00
http:6,199,560.00
http:500,000.00
http:4,000,000.00
http:4,500,000.00
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3.1 Unified Command 
USEPA 

MassDEP  


3.2 Cooperating Agencies 

4. Personnel On Site 
USEPA - 2 OSCs, 1 mobile lab with chemist 
START - 1 Site Lead personnel 
ERRS - 1 RM, , 1 Foreman, 7 Operators, 6 Cleanup Technicians, 2 truck drivers, 1 Field Cost Accountant 

5. Definition of Terms 
ACM - Asbestos Containing Material 

ERRS- Emergency Rapid Response Services  

EPA/USEPA -  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
 
MassDEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
 
NBHA - New Bedford Housing Authority 

NBPD - New Bedford Police Department 

OEME - Office of Evironmental Measurement and Evaluation
 
OSC - On-Scene Coordinator 

PA/SI - Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation 

PID - Photo Ionization Detector 

PPE - Personal Protective Equipment 

RM -  Response Manager 

START -  Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 

TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 

T&D - Transportation and Disposal  

VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds 


6. Additional sources of information 
6.1 Internet location of additional information/report 

http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet 

6.2 Reporting Schedule 

7. Situational Reference Materials 
No information available at this time. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_6.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_6.htm
http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POLLUTION/SITUATION REPORT 


Parker Street Waste Site - Removal Polrep
 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
Region I 

Subject: POLREP #7 
Progress
Parker Street Waste Site 
01GB 
New Bedford, MA 
Latitude: 41.6381659 Longitude: -70.9368469 

To: 
From: Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator 

Date: 1/3/2012 

Reporting Period: 11/28/11 to 12/30/11 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Site Number: 01GB Contract Number: EP-W-08-061 

D.O. Number: 024 Action Memo Date: 8/26/2010 

Response Authority: CERCLA Response Type: Time-Critical 

Response Lead: EPA Incident Category: Removal Action 

NPL Status: Non NPL Operable Unit: 
Mobilization Date: 10/29/2010 Start Date: 10/29/2010 

Demob Date: Completion Date: 
CERCLIS ID: MAN000105955 RCRIS ID: 
ERNS No.: State Notification: 
FPN#: Reimbursable Account #: 

1.1.1 Incident Category 

CERCLA Fund-lead, time-critical removal action. 

1.1.2 Site Description 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a currently estimated 114-acre area located in an urban area of New 
Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts.  The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based 
upon data generated to date, is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by 
Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by North Street, and to the west by Summit 
Street.  Redeveloped on and centered around a former city-owned landfill, the Parker Street Waste Site 
includes the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial 
Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford 
Housing Authority properties, Carabiner’s Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment complexes. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm
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1.1.2.1 Location 

Geographic coordinates of the Site are approximately 41º 38’ 33” north latitude and 70º 56’ 44” 
west longitude, as measured from the approximate center of the Site. 

1.1.2.2 Description of Threat 

Elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or 
heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. 

1.1.3 Preliminary Removal Assessment/Removal Site Inspection Results 

EPA and MassDEP initiated a preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) on April 26, 2010. 
Sixty-three (63) parcels comprising forty-seven (47) properties along the periphery of the Site were 
sampled to expedite further investigation of the boundaries of the Parker Street Waste Site, and to 
determine whether there is any immediate threat to human health and/or the environment related to the 
contamination from the Site. The site investigation identified several residential and commercial 
properties with elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs), and/ or heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, which pose an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to public health.  Also, twenty-four (24) additional properties were sampled in September 
2010 to further delineate the nature and extent of the Site boundaries.  On October 25, 2011, START 
conducted PA/SI activities on two (2) additional properties to further characterize the Site's southeastern 
boundary. 

2. Current Activities 
2.1 Operations Section 

2.1.1 Narrative 

On August 26, 2010, the Action Memorandum was signed by the Director of the Office of Site 
Remediation and Restoration, approving the proposed removal action to address the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances, contaminants, and/or pollutants at the Site. The 
Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011 was signed by the Assistant 
Administrator of the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response on September 23, 2011, 
approving the change in Scope of Response, an Exemption from the Statutory 12-Month and $2 
Million Limits, and Ceiling Increase at the Parker Street Waste Site. 

2.1.2 Response Actions to Date 

Please refer to POLREPs #1 through #6 for information on removal activities prior to November 28, 
2011. 

Week of November 28, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-010, P-046, P-052, P-053, P­
061, and P-068. ERRS initiated excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-048 and P­
073.  ERRS' landscaping subcontractor conducted restoration activities at properties P-005, P-006, 
and P-058.  ERRS's fencing subcontractor re-installed fences on properties P-006 and P-041. 

On November 30, 2011, fourteen (14) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 were 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On December 1, 2011, eleven (11) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 were 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On December 2, 2011, twelve (12) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 were 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm
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Week of December 5, 2011
 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-010, P-048, P-052, P-068, 

and P-073.  ERRS completed excavation and backfilling activties at properties P-046 and P-053. 

ERRS initated excavation and backfilling operations at property P-082 due to contamination being
 
present in the sidewall soil samples collected along property P-48. ERRS' fencing subcontractor
 
completed the fence installations at properties P-005, P-006, and P-033. 


On December 6, 2011, eight (8) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 were 

transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 


On December 7, 2011, twelve (12) truckloads of contaminated soil from properties P-010/P-068 and 

sixteen (16) truckloads of contaminated soil from the Shawmut Avenue staging area were 

transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 


On December 8, 2011, twelve (12) truckloads of contaminated soil from properties P-010/P-068 

and eighteen (18) truckloads of contaminated soil from the Shawmut Avenue staging area were
 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 


On December 9, 2011, twelve (12) truckloads of contaminated soil from properties P-010/P-068 

and twelve (12) truckloads of contaminated soil from the Shawmut Avenue staging area were
 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 


Week of December 12, 2011
 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-010, P-052, P-068, P-073, 

and P-074.  Excavation and backfilling completed at properties P-048 and P-082.  ERRS initiated 

removal activities at properties P-074 and P-076. 


On December 14, 2011, ERRS' asphalt subcontractor completed the pavement of the City right-of­
way strip in front of property P-013 along the Parker Street side of the property. 


On December 15, 2011, twelve (12) truckloads of contaminated soil from properties P-010/P-068
 
and twelve (12) truckloads of contaminated soil from property P-052 were transported to the Waste 

Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 


On December 16, 2011, four (4) truckloads of contaminated soil from properties P-010/P-068 were
 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 


Week of December 19, 2011
 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-010, P-068, and P-076. 

Excavation and backfilling completed at properties P-052 P-073, and P-074. ERRS initiated removal 

activities at P-056. 


On December 19, 2011, eight (8) truckloads of contaminated soil from properties P-010/P-068 were 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On December 20 2011, eight (8) truckloads of contaminated soil from properties P-010/P-068 were 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On December 21, 2011, eight (8) truckloads of contaminated soil from properties P-010/P-068 were 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On December 23, 2011, eight (8) truckloads of contaminated soil from properties P-010/P-068 were 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm
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Week of December 26, 2011 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-010, P-056, P-068, and P­
076.   ERRS' fencing subcontractor completed re-establishing the fences at properties P-023, P­
039, and P-058. 

On December 27, 2011, sixteen (16) truckloads of contaminated soil from the Shawmut Avenue 
staging area were transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for 
disposal. 

On December 28, 2011, seventeen (17) truckloads of contaminated soil from the Shawmut Avenue 
staging area were transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for 
disposal. 

On December 29, 2011, eight (8) truckloads of contaminated soil from properties P-010/P-068 
and thirteen (13) truckloads of contaminated soil from the Shawmut Avenue staging area were 
transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On December 30, 2011, ten (10) truckloads of contaminated soil from the Shawmut Avenue staging 
area were transported to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill in Middleboro, MA for 
disposal. 

2.1.3 Enforcement Activities 

The Administrative Settlement Agreement and Orders on Consent (AOCs) for the 
Removal Action for property P-013 were executed on June 28, 2011.  According to the New 
Bedford Tax Assessor property maps, property P-013 consists of two lots, each associated with a 
separate address.  Two AOCs were developed and executed to reflect work performed on each of 
the lots.  The docket numbers associated with each of the AOCs are CERCLA-01-2011-0044 and 
CERCLA-01-2011-0045.  The effective date of both of the AOCs is July 11, 2011. 

EPA issued a noncompliance letter to the PRP, documenting violation of the removal action start 
date per the AOCs on September 8, 2011. 

The PRP initiated removal activities for the property P-013, located at 157/159 and 169 Hunter 
Street, on September 22, 2011. The removal action was performed on both lots simultaneously and 
included the following activities: 1) removal of trees and shrubbery; 2) excavation of 6" to 1' of soil 
around the property in areas not covered by asphalt; 3) installation of a geotextile fabric, serving as 
a visual demarcation barrier, in all excavated areas; 4) backfilling/regrading of excavated areas; 5) 
T&D of excavated material to an approved disposal facility located in Scarborough, Maine; and 6) 
installation of an asphalt cover in all areas of the property. 

The PRP completed these activities on October 7, 2011. 

2.2 Planning Section 
2.2.1 Anticipated Activities 

Continue T&D of contaminated soils that are temporarily stockpiled in the Shawmut Avenue staging area. 

2.2.1.1 Planned Response Activities 

Complete removal activities on properties awaiting removal actions. 

2.3 Logistics Section 
Continue coordination of T&D activities for the remaining stockpiled contaminated soils to permitted 
disposal facilities.  Continue coordination of landscaping services for site restoration activities. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm
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2.4 Finance Section 
2.4.1 Narrative 
Project Ceiling (Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011). 

COST CATEGORY CURRENT 
CEILING 

PROPOSED 
INCREASE 

PROPOSED 
CEILING 

REGIONAL REMOVAL ALLOWANCE COSTS: 

ERRS Contractor $4,000,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,000,000.00 

Interagency Agreement  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE: 

START Contractor $750,000.00 $0.00 $750,000.00 

Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,750,000.00 

Extramural Contingency (20%) $950,000.00 $400,000.00 $1,350,000.00 

TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION CEILING $5,700,000.00 $2,400,000.00 $8,100,000.00 

The ERRS task order (0024) is being incrementally funded.  Prior to the last task order modification, the 
task order ceiling of $4,500,000.00 was funded through the ERRS ceiling of $4,000,000.00 and partially 
from the Extramural Contingency in the amount of $500,000.00.  Under the increased project 
ceiling authorized in the Action Memorandum Addendum dated 9/15/2011, the ERRS task order 
modification issued on 9/28/11  increased the task order ceiling to $6,199,560.00, which is now funded 
through the ERRS Ceiling of $6,000,000.00 and partially from the Extramural Contingency in the amount 
of $199,560.00. 

2.5 Other Command Staff 
2.5.1 Safety Officer
On-site personnel have reviewed and signed the site specific health and safety plan (HASP).  Daily 
operational health and safety briefings are conducted each morning prior to commencement of site 
activities. 

2.6 Liaison Officer 

2.7 Information Officer 

2.7.1 Public Information Officer 
The Public Information Office continues to provide updates regarding site activities to interested parties 
and posting the updates onto the website, www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet. 

2.7.2 Community Involvement Coordinator 

3. Participating Entities 
3.1 Unified Command 
USEPA 

MassDEP  


http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm
www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet
http:199,560.00
http:6,000,000.00
http:6,199,560.00
http:500,000.00
http:4,000,000.00
http:4,500,000.00
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3.2 Cooperating Agencies 

4. Personnel On Site 
USEPA - 2 OSCs, 1 mobile lab with chemist 
START - 1 Site Lead personnel 
ERRS - 1 RM, , 1 Foreman, 7 Operators, 6 Cleanup Technicians, 2 truck drivers, 1 Field Cost Accountant 

5. Definition of Terms 
ACM - Asbestos Containing Material 

ERRS- Emergency Rapid Response Services  

EPA/USEPA -  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
 
MassDEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
 
NBHA - New Bedford Housing Authority 

NBPD - New Bedford Police Department 

OEME - Office of Evironmental Measurement and Evaluation
 
OSC - On-Scene Coordinator 

PA/SI - Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation 

PID - Photo Ionization Detector 

PPE - Personal Protective Equipment 

RM -  Response Manager 

START -  Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 

TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 

T&D - Transportation and Disposal  

VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds 


6. Additional sources of information 
6.1 Internet location of additional information/report 

http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet 

6.2 Reporting Schedule 

7. Situational Reference Materials 
No information available at this time. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_7.htm
http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POLLUTION/SITUATION REPORT 


Parker Street Waste Site - Removal Polrep
 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
Region I 

Subject: POLREP #8 
Progress
Parker Street Waste Site 
01GB 
New Bedford, MA 
Latitude: 41.6381659 Longitude: -70.9368469 

To: 
From: Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator 

Date: 2/23/2012 

Reporting Period: 1/3/2012 to 2/10/2012 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Site Number: 01GB Contract Number: EP-W-08-061 

D.O. Number: 024 Action Memo Date: 8/26/2010 

Response Authority: CERCLA Response Type: Time-Critical 

Response Lead: EPA Incident Category: Removal Action 

NPL Status: Non NPL Operable Unit: 
Mobilization Date: 10/29/2010 Start Date: 10/29/2010 

Demob Date: Completion Date: 
CERCLIS ID: MAN000105955 RCRIS ID: 
ERNS No.: State Notification: 
FPN#: Reimbursable Account #: 

1.1.1 Incident Category 

CERCLA Fund-lead, time-critical removal action. 

1.1.2 Site Description 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a currently estimated 114-acre area located in an urban area of New 
Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts.  The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based 
upon data generated to date, is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by 
Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by North Street, and to the west by Summit 
Street.  Redeveloped on and centered around a former city-owned landfill, the Parker Street Waste Site 
includes the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial 
Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford 
Housing Authority properties, Carabiner’s Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment complexes. 

1.1.2.1 Location 

Geographic coordinates of the Site are approximately 41º 38’ 33” north latitude and 70º 56’ 44” 
west longitude, as measured from the approximate center of the Site. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_8.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_8.htm
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1.1.2.2 Description of Threat 

Elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or 
heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. 

1.1.3 Preliminary Removal Assessment/Removal Site Inspection Results 

EPA and MassDEP initiated a preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) on April 26, 2010. 
Sixty-three (63) parcels comprising forty-seven (47) properties along the periphery of the Site were 
sampled to expedite further investigation of the boundaries of the Parker Street Waste Site, and to 
determine whether there is any immediate threat to human health and/or the environment related to the 
contamination from the Site. The site investigation identified several residential and commercial 
properties with elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs), and/ or heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, which pose an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to public health.  Also, twenty-four (24) additional properties were sampled in September 
2010 to further delineate the nature and extent of the Site boundaries.  On October 25, 2011, START 
conducted PA/SI activities on two (2) additional properties to further characterize the Site's southeastern 
boundary. 

2. Current Activities 
2.1 Operations Section 

2.1.1 Narrative 

On August 26, 2010, the Action Memorandum was signed by the Director of the Office of Site 
Remediation and Restoration, approving the proposed removal action to address the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances, contaminants, and/or pollutants at the Site. The 
Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011 was signed by the Assistant 
Administrator of the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response on September 23, 2011, 
approving the change in Scope of Response, an Exemption from the Statutory 12-Month and $2 
Million Limits, and Ceiling Increase at the Parker Street Waste Site. 

2.1.2 Response Actions to Date 

Please refer to POLREPs #1 through #7 for information on removal activities prior to January 2, 
2012. 

Week of January 2, 2012 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-010, P-056, P-068, and P­
076.   ERRS' fencing subcontractor re-established fences at properties P-048 and P-082. 

On January 6, 2012, ten (10) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from the 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 
Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

Week of January 9, 2012 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-010, P-056, P-068, and P­
076. ERRS initiated removal activities at properties P-049, P-070 and P-075.  An industrial vacuum 
truck is utilized to excavate contaminated soils from the back yard of P-049. ERRS' fencing 
subcontractor was onsite to re-install fences at properties P-046 and P-053. 

Week of January 16, 2012
 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-049, P-056, P-061, P-070, 

and P-075.  ERRS completed backfilling and grading activities at properties P-010, P-061, P-069, 

and P-075.  ERRS also removed trees and brushes in the rear of property P-075 to facilitate re­
installation of the stockade fence along the property boundary.   ERRS' fencing subcontractor 

was on site to re-install fences at properties P-046, P-048, and P-053. 


http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_8.htm 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_8.htm
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On January 17, 2012, twelve (12) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from the
 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 

Middleboro, MA for disposal.  Also, six (6) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site 

from property P-020 to the Waste Management's Model City Facility in Model City, NY for disposal.
 

On January 18, 2012, four (4) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from the 

Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 

Middleboro, MA for disposal.  


Week of January 23, 2012
 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-056, P-070, and P-075. 

ERRS completed excavation and backfilling activities at property P-075.  ERRS initiated excavation
 
and backfilling operations at properties P-078 and P-081. 


Week of January 30, 2012 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-056, P-070, P-078 and P­
081. ERRS completed excavation and backfilling activities at property P-078.  ERRS 
initiated excavation and backfilling operations at property P-028.  ERRS' fencing subcontractor was 
on site to re-install chain link fence on property P-010. 

Week of February 6, 2012 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-028, P-056, P-070, and P­
081.  ERRS completed excavation and backfilling activities at property P-081. ERRS 
initiated excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-069, P-077, and P-084.  ERRS' 
fencing subcontractor was on site to re-install stockade fence on property P-076. 

On February 7, 2012, sixteen (16) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from the 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 
Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On February 8, 2012, nineteen (19) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from 
the Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 
Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

On February 9, 2012, nineteen (19) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from 
the Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 
Middleboro, MA for disposal.  

On February 10, 2012, ten (10) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from the 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 
Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

2.1.3 Enforcement Activities 

The Administrative Settlement Agreement and Orders on Consent (AOCs) for the 
Removal Action for property P-013 were executed on June 28, 2011.  According to the New 
Bedford Tax Assessor property maps, property P-013 consists of two lots, each associated with a 
separate address.  Two AOCs were developed and executed to reflect work performed on each of 
the lots.  The docket numbers associated with each of the AOCs are CERCLA-01-2011-0044 and 
CERCLA-01-2011-0045.  The effective date of both of the AOCs is July 11, 2011. 

EPA issued a noncompliance letter to the PRP, documenting violation of the removal action start 
date per the AOCs on September 8, 2011. 

The PRP initiated removal activities for the property P-013, located at 157/159 and 169 Hunter 
Street, on September 22, 2011. The removal action was performed on both lots simultaneously and 
included the following activities: 1) removal of trees and shrubbery; 2) excavation of 6" to 1' of soil 
around the property in areas not covered by asphalt; 3) installation of a geotextile fabric, serving as 
a visual demarcation barrier, in all excavated areas; 4) backfilling/regrading of excavated areas; 5) 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_8.htm 
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T&D of excavated material to an approved disposal facility located in Scarborough, Maine; and 6) 
installation of an asphalt cover in all areas of the property. 

The PRP completed these activities on October 7, 2011. 

EPA issued a completion letter dated January 30, 2012 to the PRP indicating the removal activities 
required under the AOCs have been completed satisfactorily. 

2.2 Planning Section 
2.2.1 Anticipated Activities 

Continue T&D of contaminated soils that are temporarily stockpiled in the Shawmut Avenue staging area. 

2.2.1.1 Planned Response Activities 

Complete removal activities on properties awaiting removal actions. 

2.3 Logistics Section 
Continue coordination of T&D activities for the remaining stockpiled contaminated soils to permitted 
disposal facilities.  Continue coordination of landscaping and fencing services for site restoration 
activities. 

2.4 Finance Section 
2.4.1 Narrative 
Project Ceiling (Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011). 

COST CATEGORY CURRENT 
CEILING 

PROPOSED 
INCREASE 

PROPOSED 
CEILING 

REGIONAL REMOVAL ALLOWANCE COSTS: 

ERRS Contractor $4,000,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,000,000.00 

Interagency Agreement  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE: 

START Contractor $750,000.00 $0.00 $750,000.00 

Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,750,000.00 

Extramural Contingency (20%) $950,000.00 $400,000.00 $1,350,000.00 

TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION CEILING $5,700,000.00 $2,400,000.00 $8,100,000.00 

The ERRS task order (0024) is being incrementally funded.  Prior to the last task order modification, the 
task order ceiling of $4,500,000.00 was funded through the ERRS ceiling of $4,000,000.00 and partially 
from the Extramural Contingency in the amount of $500,000.00.  Under the increased project 
ceiling authorized in the Action Memorandum Addendum dated 9/15/2011, the ERRS task order 
modification issued on 9/28/11  increased the task order ceiling to $6,199,560.00, which is now funded 
through the ERRS Ceiling of $6,000,000.00 and partially from the Extramural Contingency in the amount 
of $199,560.00. 

2.5 Other Command Staff 
2.5.1 Safety Officer
On-site personnel have reviewed and signed the site specific health and safety plan (HASP).  Daily 
operational health and safety briefings are conducted each morning prior to commencement of site 
activities. 

2.6 Liaison Officer 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_8.htm 
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2.7 Information Officer 

2.7.1 Public Information Officer 
The Public Information Office continues to provide updates regarding site activities to interested parties 
and posting the updates onto the website, www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet. 

2.7.2 Community Involvement Coordinator 

3. Participating Entities 
3.1 Unified Command 
USEPA 

MassDEP  


3.2 Cooperating Agencies 

4. Personnel On Site 
USEPA - 2 OSCs, 1 mobile lab with chemist 
START - 1 Site Lead personnel 
ERRS - 1 RM, , 1 Foreman, 5 Operators, 4 Cleanup Technicians, 2 truck drivers, 1 Field Cost Accountant 

5. Definition of Terms 
ACM - Asbestos Containing Material 

ERRS- Emergency Rapid Response Services  

EPA/USEPA -  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
 
MassDEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
 
NBHA - New Bedford Housing Authority 

NBPD - New Bedford Police Department 

OEME - Office of Evironmental Measurement and Evaluation
 
OSC - On-Scene Coordinator 

PA/SI - Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation 

PID - Photo Ionization Detector 

PPE - Personal Protective Equipment 

RM -  Response Manager 

START -  Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 

TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 

T&D - Transportation and Disposal  

VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds 


6. Additional sources of information 
6.1 Internet location of additional information/report 

http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet 

6.2 Reporting Schedule 

7. Situational Reference Materials 
No information available at this time. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_8.htm 
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POLLUTION/SITUATION REPORT 


Parker Street Waste Site - Removal Polrep
 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
Region I 

Subject: POLREP #9 
Progress
Parker Street Waste Site 
01GB 
New Bedford, MA 
Latitude: 41.6381659 Longitude: -70.9368469 

To: 
From: Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator 

Date: 3/23/2012 

Reporting Period: 2/13/12 to 3/23/12 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Site Number: 01GB Contract Number: EP-W-08-061 

D.O. Number: 024 Action Memo Date: 8/26/2010 

Response Authority: CERCLA Response Type: Time-Critical 

Response Lead: EPA Incident Category: Removal Action 

NPL Status: Non NPL Operable Unit: 
Mobilization Date: 10/29/2010 Start Date: 10/29/2010 

Demob Date: Completion Date: 
CERCLIS ID: MAN000105955 RCRIS ID: 
ERNS No.: State Notification: 
FPN#: Reimbursable Account #: 

1.1.1 Incident Category 

CERCLA Fund-lead, time-critical removal action. 

1.1.2 Site Description 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a currently estimated 114-acre area located in an urban area of New 
Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts.  The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based 
upon data generated to date, is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_9.htm 
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Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by North Street, and to the west by Summit 
Street.  Redeveloped on and centered around a former city-owned landfill, the Parker Street Waste Site 
includes the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial 
Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford 
Housing Authority properties, Carabiner’s Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment complexes. 

1.1.2.1 Location 

Geographic coordinates of the Site are approximately 41º 38’ 33” north latitude and 70º 56’ 44” 
west longitude, as measured from the approximate center of the Site. 

1.1.2.2 Description of Threat 

Elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or 
heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. 

1.1.3 Preliminary Removal Assessment/Removal Site Inspection Results 

EPA and MassDEP initiated a preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) on April 26, 2010. 
Sixty-three (63) parcels comprising forty-seven (47) properties along the periphery of the Site were 
sampled to expedite further investigation of the boundaries of the Parker Street Waste Site, and to 
determine whether there is any immediate threat to human health and/or the environment related to the 
contamination from the Site. The site investigation identified several residential and commercial 
properties with elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs), and/ or heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, which pose an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to public health.  Also, twenty-four (24) additional properties were sampled in September 
2010 to further delineate the nature and extent of the Site boundaries.  On October 25, 2011, START 
conducted PA/SI activities on two (2) additional properties to further characterize the Site's southeastern 
boundary. 

2. Current Activities 
2.1 Operations Section 

2.1.1 Narrative 

On August 26, 2010, the Action Memorandum was signed by the Director of the Office of Site 
Remediation and Restoration, approving the proposed removal action to address the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances, contaminants, and/or pollutants at the Site. The 
Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011 was signed by the Assistant 
Administrator of the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response on September 23, 2011, 
approving the change in Scope of Response, an Exemption from the Statutory 12-Month and $2 
Million Limits, and Ceiling Increase at the Parker Street Waste Site. 

2.1.2 Response Actions to Date 

Please refer to POLREPs #1 through #8 for information on removal activities prior to February 13, 
2012. 

Week of February 13, 2012 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-028, P-069, P-070, P­
077 and P-084.   

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_9.htm 
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On February 16, 2012, eight (8) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from the 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 
Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

Week of February 20, 2012 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-056, P-069, P-070, and P­
084. ERRS completed excavation and backfilling activities at property P-028. 

On February 23, 2012, nineteen (19) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from 

the Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 

Middleboro, MA for disposal. 


On February 24, 2012, ten (10) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from the
 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 

Middleboro, MA for disposal. 


Week of February 27, 2012
 
ERRS continued excavation and backfilling operations at properties P-069 and P-084.  ERRS 

completed excavation and backfilling activities at properties P-049, P-056, and P-070.  ERRS' 

fencing subcontractor was on site to re-install the stockade fence at property P-074. 


On February 27, 2012, eight (8) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from the 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 
Middleboro, MA for disposal.  

On March 2, 2012, five (5) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from the 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Environmental Soil Management Inc. (ESMI) faciltiy in 
Loudon, NH for disposal. 

Week of March 5, 2012 
ERRS completed backfilling operations at properties P-030 and P-084. ERRS' fencing 
subcontractor re-installed vinyl fence and gate at property P-077. 

On March 6, 2012, one (1) truckload of contaminated soil was transported off-site from the 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management's Turnkey Facility in Rochester, NH for 
disposal. 

On March 9, 2012, two (2) truckloads of contaminated soil were transported off-site from the 
Shawmut Avenue staging area to the Waste Management Middleboro Landfill located in 
Middleboro, MA for disposal. 

Week of March 12, 2012 
ERRS completed backfilling operations at properties P-069 and P-076.  ERRS began reconstructing 
the walkway at property P-028.  ERRS' fencing subcontractor re-installed the stockade fences at 
properties P-056 and P-070. 

Week of March 19, 2012 
ERRS completed reconstructing the walkway at property P-028. On March 20, 2012, ERRS 
completed temporary demobilization of personnel and equipment from the Site. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_9.htm 
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2.1.3 Enforcement Activities 
2.2 Planning Section 

2.2.1 Anticipated Activities
2.2.1.1 Planned Response Activities 

Remobilze to the Site to complete restoration activities during the spring of 2012. 

2.3 Logistics Section 
Continue coordination of landscaping, repaving, and fencing services for site restoration activities. 

2.4 Finance Section 
2.4.1 Narrative 
Project Ceiling (Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011). 

COST CATEGORY CURRENT 
CEILING 

PROPOSED 
INCREASE 

PROPOSED 
CEILING 

REGIONAL REMOVAL ALLOWANCE COSTS: 

ERRS Contractor $4,000,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,000,000.00 

Interagency Agreement  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE: 

START Contractor $750,000.00 $0.00 $750,000.00 

Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,750,000.00 

Extramural Contingency (20%) $950,000.00 $400,000.00 $1,350,000.00 

TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION CEILING $5,700,000.00 $2,400,000.00 $8,100,000.00 

The ERRS task order (0024) is being incrementally funded.  Prior to the last task order modification, the 
task order ceiling of $4,500,000.00 was funded through the ERRS ceiling of $4,000,000.00 and partially 
from the Extramural Contingency in the amount of $500,000.00.  Under the increased project 
ceiling authorized in the Action Memorandum Addendum dated 9/15/2011, the ERRS task order 
modification issued on 9/28/11  increased the task order ceiling to $6,199,560.00, which is now funded 
through the ERRS Ceiling of $6,000,000.00 and partially from the Extramural Contingency in the amount 
of $199,560.00. 

2.5 Other Command Staff 
2.5.1 Safety Officer
On-site personnel have reviewed and signed the site specific health and safety plan (HASP).  Daily 
operational health and safety briefings are conducted each morning prior to commencement of site 
activities. 

2.6 Liaison Officer 

2.7 Information Officer 

2.7.1 Public Information Officer 
The Public Information Office continues to provide updates regarding site activities to interested parties 
and posting the updates onto the website, www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_9.htm 
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2.7.2 Community Involvement Coordinator 

3. Participating Entities 
3.1 Unified Command 
USEPA 

MassDEP  


3.2 Cooperating Agencies 

4. Personnel On Site 
USEPA - 2 OSCs, 1 mobile lab with chemist 
START - 1 Site Lead personnel 
ERRS - 1 RM, , 1 Foreman, 5 Operators, 4 Cleanup Technicians, 2 truck drivers, 1 Field Cost Accountant 

5. Definition of Terms 
ACM - Asbestos Containing Material 

ERRS- Emergency Rapid Response Services  

EPA/USEPA -  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
 
MassDEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
 
NBHA - New Bedford Housing Authority 

NBPD - New Bedford Police Department 

OEME - Office of Evironmental Measurement and Evaluation
 
OSC - On-Scene Coordinator 

PA/SI - Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation 

PID - Photo Ionization Detector 

PPE - Personal Protective Equipment 

RM -  Response Manager 

START -  Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 

TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 

T&D - Transportation and Disposal  

VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds 


6. Additional sources of information 
6.1 Internet location of additional information/report 

http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet 

6.2 Reporting Schedule 

7. Situational Reference Materials 
No information available at this time. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_9.htm 
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POLLUTION/SITUATION REPORT 


Parker Street Waste Site - Removal Polrep
 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
Region I 

Subject: POLREP #10 
Parker Street Waste Site 
01GB 
New Bedford, MA 
Latitude: 41.6381659 Longitude: -70.9368469 

To: 
From: Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator 

Date: 6/29/2012 

Reporting Period: 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Site Number: 01GB Contract Number: EP-W-08-061 

D.O. Number: 024 Action Memo Date: 8/26/2010 

Response Authority: CERCLA Response Type: Time-Critical 

Response Lead: EPA Incident Category: Removal Action 

NPL Status: Non NPL Operable Unit: 
Mobilization Date: 10/29/2010 Start Date: 10/29/2010 

Demob Date: Completion Date: 
CERCLIS ID: MAN000105955 RCRIS ID: 
ERNS No.: State Notification: 
FPN#: Reimbursable Account #: 

1.1.1 Incident Category 

CERCLA Fund-lead, time-critical removal action. 

1.1.2 Site Description 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a currently estimated 114-acre area located in an urban area of New 
Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts.  The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based 
upon data generated to date, is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by 
Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by North Street, and to the west by Summit 
Street.  Redeveloped on and centered around a former city-owned landfill, the Parker Street Waste Site 
includes the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial 
Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford 
Housing Authority properties, Carabiner’s Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment complexes. 

1.1.2.1 Location 

Geographic coordinates of the Site are approximately 41º 38’ 33” north latitude and 70º 56’ 44” 
west longitude, as measured from the approximate center of the Site. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_10.htm 
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1.1.2.2 Description of Threat 

Elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or 
heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. 

1.1.3 Preliminary Removal Assessment/Removal Site Inspection Results 

EPA and MassDEP initiated a preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) on April 26, 2010. 
Sixty-three (63) parcels comprising forty-seven (47) properties along the periphery of the Site were 
sampled to expedite further investigation of the boundaries of the Parker Street Waste Site, and to 
determine whether there is any immediate threat to human health and/or the environment related to the 
contamination from the Site. The site investigation identified several residential and commercial 
properties with elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs), and/ or heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, which pose an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to public health.  Also, twenty-four (24) additional properties were sampled in September 
2010 to further delineate the nature and extent of the Site boundaries.  On October 25, 2011, START 
conducted PA/SI activities on two (2) additional properties to further characterize the Site's southeastern 
boundary. 

2. Current Activities 
2.1 Operations Section 

2.1.1 Narrative 

On August 26, 2010, the Action Memorandum was signed by the Director of the Office of Site 
Remediation and Restoration, approving the proposed removal action to address the release or 
threatened release of hazardous substances, contaminants, and/or pollutants at the Site. The 
Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011 was signed by the Assistant 
Administrator of the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response on September 23, 2011, 
approving the change in Scope of Response, an Exemption from the Statutory 12-Month and $2 
Million Limits, and Ceiling Increase at the Parker Street Waste Site. 

2.1.2 Response Actions to Date 

Please refer to POLREPs #1 through #9 for information on removal activities prior to April 9, 2012. 

Week of April 9, 2012 
On April 10, 2012, EPA, ERRS, and START remobilized to the Site to continue restoration 
activities.  ERRS mobilized personnel and equipment to continue placement and re-grading of 
topsoil at properties P-010, P-020, P-052, P-056, P-068, P-070, P-073, P-075, and P-076. ERRS' 
landscaping subcontractor was onsite to review remaining scope of work to be completed. 

Week of April 16, 2012 
ERRS continued placement and re-grading of topsoil operations at properties P-052, P-056, P-073, 
P-074, and P-084.  ERRS conducted repairs to the front stairs and re-graded the front walkway at 
property P-056, patched the concrete driveway at property P-053, installed the raised garden bed in 
the backyard of property P-005, and installed the wooden form for the concrete pad at property P­
084.  ERRS's landscaping subcontractor was onsite to re-plant arborvitaes at property P-023. The 
landscaping subcontractor also completed plantings at P-028 and spread fertilizer at P-021, P-029, 
and P-042. ERRS's asphalt paving subcontractor was onsite to install and grade the sub-base 
reconstruction of the asphalt basketball court at property P-052. 

Week of April 23, 2012 
Due to the muddy conditions resulting from heavy rain storms, ERRS constructed a temporary 
wooden walkway at property P-010 to allow for egress/ingress.  ERRS conducted repairs to the 
bulkhead at the Corner Sports store, which was damaged during removal activities at property P­
023.  ERRS also augered holes for the re-installation of the basketball posts at property P-052. 

Week of April 30, 2012 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_10.htm 
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ERRS capped the abandoned water line to the building at property P-052, which was discovered 
during excavation activities at this property.  Also at property P-052, ERRS re-installed the 
basketball posts and poured the concrete base.  ERRS' landscaping subcontractor was onsite to 
continue plantings at properties P-010, P-028, and P-068; and placed grass seed at property P-075. 

Week of May 7, 2012 
ERRS' landscaping contractor installed sod at properties P-010, P-068, P-077, and P-078; and 
placed grass seed at properties P-010, P-028, P-068, and P-075. ERRS' asphalt paving 
subcontractor conducted some repair/patch work at the former stockpile area on Shawmut Avenue. 

Week of May 14, 2012
 
ERRS's asphalt paving subcontractor reconstructed the driveways at properties P-056 and P-076.  

ERRS' landscaping subcontractor installed of sod at properties P-073, P-074, and P-076; 

and installed plantings at properties P-012 and P-056.  START updated the Administrative File 

Record at the New Bedford Public Library.
 

Week of May 21, 2012 
ERRS' landscaping subcontractor prepared properties P-010, P-082 and P-084 for sod installation.  
Sod and plants were installed on properties P-010, P-48, and P-084.  ERRS' asphalt paving 
subcontractor repaired the driveways at properties P-P-020, P-021, and P-081; and repaired the 
walkway at property P-058.  ERRS' asphalt paving subcontractor performed additional grading 
activities on the basketball court area of property P-052. 

Week of May 28, 2012 
ERRS began regrading and installing a dry well area in the backyard of property P-004 to address 
flooding issues that occur during heavy rain events.  ERRS' landscaping subcontractor installed 
plants at property P-056 and installed sod at properties P-049, P-056, and P-070. 

Week of June 4, 2012 
ERRS completed regrading and installation of the dry well at property P-004 and performed similar 
activities on the abutting property, P-003, which is also having flooding issues during heavy rain 
events.  ERRS' landscaping subcontractor installed sod at properties P-049, P-081, and P-082.  
ERRS and its landscaping subcontractor conducted additional grading of the topsoil at property P­
052.  ERRS's asphalt subcontractor repaired the sidewalks near properties P-010 and P-048; and 
repaired the walkways a properties P-001 and P-006.  ERRS' asphalt paving subcontractor 
reconstructed the concrete pad in the backyard of property P-084. 

Week of June 11, 2012 
ERRS regraded and installed a dry well at property P-030 to address flooding issues that occurrs 
during heavy rain events.  ERRS repaired the erosion areas on properties P-002 and P-033, which 
resulted from runoff during the recent heavy rain events.  ERRS also placed additional topsoil at 
property P-052.  ERRS' landscaping subcontractor installed plants and sod at properties P-003, P­
004, P-049, P-056, P-061, and P-070. ERRS' landscaping subcontractor also replaced the dead 
sod at property P-042 and hydroseeded properties P-020, P-028, and P-029. 

Week of June 18, 2012 
ERRS' landscaping subcontractor installed sod at property P-052.  ERRS' landscaping 
subcontractor also repaired sod areas at properties P-001, P-003, and P-004.  ERRS' asphalt 
paving subcontractor reconstructed the asphalt basketball court at property P-052. ERRS' fence 
subcontractor installed stockade fence at property P-076. 

Week of June 25, 2012 
ERRS demobilized one of the office trailers at the command post area. ERRS' landscaping 
subcontractor was onsite to water newly installed sod areas and placed mulch material at property 
P-084. 
2.1.3 Enforcement Activities 

2.2 Planning Section 
2.2.1 Anticipated Activities 
2.2.1.1 Planned Response Activities 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_10.htm 
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2.3 Logistics Section 
Upon completion of restoration activities, coordinate demobilization activities. 

2.4 Finance Section 
2.4.1 Narrative 
Project Ceiling (Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011). 

COST CATEGORY CURRENT 
CEILING 

PROPOSED 
INCREASE 

PROPOSED 
CEILING 

The ERRS task order (0024) is being incrementally funded.  The ERRS task order modification issued on 
6/20/12 increased the task order ceiling to $6,249,560.00, which is now funded through the ERRS 
Ceiling of $6,000,000.00 and partially from the Extramural Contingency in the amount of 
$249,560.00. Also, $35,000 from the Extramural Contingency is being utilized for the START ceiling.  
The amount of $1,065,440 is currently available in the Extramural Contingency ceiling for utilization if 
necessary. 

REGIONAL REMOVAL ALLOWANCE COSTS: 

ERRS Contractor $4,000,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,000,000.00 

Interagency Agreement  $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE: 

START Contractor $750,000.00 $0.00 $750,000.00 

Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,750,000.00 

Extramural Contingency (20%) $950,000.00 $400,000.00 $1,350,000.00 

TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION CEILING $5,700,000.00 $2,400,000.00 $8,100,000.00 

2.5 Other Command Staff 
2.5.1 Safety Officer
On-site personnel have reviewed and signed the site specific health and safety plan (HASP).  Daily 
operational health and safety briefings are conducted each morning prior to commencement of site 
activities. 

2.6 Liaison Officer 

2.7 Information Officer 

2.7.1 Public Information Officer 
The Public Information Office continues to provide updates regarding site activities to interested parties 
and posting the updates onto the website, www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet. 

2.7.2 Community Involvement Coordinator 

3. Participating Entities 
3.1 Unified Command 
USEPA 

MassDEP  


3.2 Cooperating Agencies 

4. Personnel On Site 
USEPA - 1 OSC 

START - 1 Site Lead personnel 

ERRS - 1 RM, , 1 Foreman, 2 Operators, 1 Cleanup Technicians, 1 truck driver
 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_10.htm 
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5. Definition of Terms 
ACM - Asbestos Containing Material 
ERRS- Emergency Rapid Response Services  
EPA/USEPA -  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
MassDEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
NBHA - New Bedford Housing Authority 
NBPD - New Bedford Police Department 
OEME - Office of Evironmental Measurement and Evaluation 
OSC - On-Scene Coordinator 
PA/SI - Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation 
PID - Photo Ionization Detector 
PPE - Personal Protective Equipment 
RM -  Response Manager 
START -  Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 
TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
T&D - Transportation and Disposal  
VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds 

6. Additional sources of information 
6.1 Internet location of additional information/report 

http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet 

6.2 Reporting Schedule 

7. Situational Reference Materials 
No information available at this time. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_10.htm 
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U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POLLUTION/SITUATION REPORT
 

Parker Street Waste Site - Removal Polrep 

Final Removal Polrep 


UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
Region I 

Subject: POLREP #11 
Final 
Parker Street Waste Site 
01GB 
New Bedford, MA 
Latitude: 41.6381659 Longitude: -70.9368469 

To: 
From: Wing Chau, On-Scene Coordinator 

Date: 8/28/2012 

Reporting Period: 7/2/12 to 8/24/12 

1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

Site Number: 01GB Contract Number: EP-W-08-061 

D.O. Number: 024 Action Memo Date: 8/26/2010 

Response Authority: CERCLA Response Type: Time-Critical 

Response Lead: EPA Incident Category: Removal Action 

NPL Status: Non NPL Operable Unit: 
Mobilization Date: 10/29/2010 Start Date: 10/29/2010 

Demob Date: 8/22/2012 Completion Date: 8/22/2012 

CERCLIS ID: MAN000105955 RCRIS ID: 
ERNS No.: State Notification: 
FPN#: Reimbursable Account #: 

1.1.1 Incident Category 

CERCLA Fund-lead, time-critical removal action. 

1.1.2 Site Description 

The Parker Street Waste Site is an approximately 122-acre area located in an urban area of New Bedford, Bristol County, 
Massachusetts.  The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based upon data generated to date, is believed to 
be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south 
by North Street, and to the west by Summit Street.  Redeveloped on and centered around a former city-owned landfill, the 
Parker Street Waste Site includes the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School (KMS), the Hetland 
Memorial Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford Housing 
Authority properties, Carabiner’s Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment complexes. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_11.htm 
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1.1.2.1 Location 

Geographic coordinates of the Site are approximately 41º 38’ 33” north latitude and 70º 56’ 44” west longitude, as 
measured from the approximate center of the Site. 

1.1.2.2 Description of Threat 

Elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or heavy metals in 
soils at or near the surface, pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health. 

1.1.3 Preliminary Removal Assessment/Removal Site Inspection Results 

EPA and MassDEP initiated a preliminary assessment and site investigation (PA/SI) on April 26, 2010.  Sixty-three (63) 
parcels comprising forty-seven (47) properties along the periphery of the Site were sampled to expedite further 
investigation of the boundaries of the Parker Street Waste Site, and to determine whether there is any immediate threat to 
human health and/or the environment related to the contamination from the Site. The site investigation identified several 
residential and commercial properties with elevated levels of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons (PAHs), and/ or heavy metals in soils at or near the surface, which pose an imminent and substantial 
endangerment to public health.  Also, twenty-four (24) additional properties were sampled in September 2010 to further 
delineate the nature and extent of the Site boundaries.  On October 25, 2011, START conducted PA/SI activities on two 
(2) additional properties to further characterize the Site's southeastern boundary. 

2. Current Activities 
2.1 Operations Section 

2.1.1 Narrative 

On August 26, 2010, the Action Memorandum was signed by the Director of the Office of Site Remediation and 
Restoration, approving the proposed removal action to address the release or threatened release of hazardous 
substances, contaminants, and/or pollutants at the Site.  The Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 
2011 was signed by the Assistant Administrator of the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response on 
September 23, 2011, approving the change in Scope of Response, an Exemption from the Statutory 12-Month and 
$2 Million Limits, and Ceiling Increase at the Parker Street Waste Site. 

2.1.2 Response Actions to Date 

Please refer to POLREPs #1 through #10 for information on removal activities prior to July 2, 2012. 

Week of July 2, 2012 
ERRS' landscaping subcontractor was onsite to continue watering recently placed sod and hydroseed at properties 
P-003, P-004, P-010, P-020, P-049, P-052, P-056, P-070, and P-070. 

Week of July 9, 2012 
EPA, ERRS, and ERRS' landscaping subcontractor met onsite to discuss and review remaining restoration 
punchlist items that needed to be completed.  ERRS' landscaping subcontractor continued watering recently placed 
sod and hydroseed at properties P-003, P-004, P-010, P-020, P-049, P-052, P-056, P-070, and P-070. 

Week of July 16, 2012
 
ERRS met with the homeowner at P-042 to evaluate a warped fence post of the recently installed stockade fence.
 
ERRS began re-establishing drainage structures at property P-070.  ERRS' landscaping subcontractor completed
 
plantings at P-070. 


Week of July 23, 2012 
ERRS completed re-establishment of the drainage structures and clothes line at property P-070. ERRS intiated 
demobilization of the command post area.  NSTAR was onsite to disconnect power to the temporary service pole. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_11.htm 
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Week of July 30, 2012 
ERRS completed demobilization of the command post area.  ERRS' fencing subcontractor replaced the warped 
fence post at property P-042 on August 4, 2012. 

Week of August 20, 2012 
On August 21, 2012, ERRS met with the homeowner at property P-042 to resolve the homeowner's concern 
regarding the new fence post replacement that was performed on August 4, 2012.  The homeowner's concern was 
due to his misunderstanding on whether the warped post have been replaced. 

On August 22, 2012, EPA and MassDEP conducted a final site walk to close out the removal action.  In addition, 
EPA, MassDEP, ATSDR, and CLEAN met in the evening to discuss the current to status of the removal action, 
which is the removal action is completed and final after action reports will be generated and provided to the property 
owners. 

2.1.3 Enforcement Activities 

2.1.4 Progress Metrics 

Waste Stream Quantity Treatment Disposal 

Contaminated 
Soil 44.49 tons Landfilled Turnkey Landfill, Rochester, NH 

Contaminated 
Soil 2705.58 tons Landfilled Turnkey Landfill, Rochester, NH 

Contaminated 
Soil 

16828.83 
tons Daily cover for landfill Middleboro Landfill, Middleboro, 

MA 

Contaminated 
Soil 1497.10 tons Daily cover for 

landfill 
Green Street Landfill, Worcester, 
MA 

Contaminated 
Soil 2514.64 tons Recycled ESMI Inc., Loudon, NH 

Contaminated 
Soil 5890.53 tons Daily cover for 

landfill 
Crapo Hill Landfill, New Bedford, 
MA 

Contaminated 
Soil 169.68 tons Landfilled Model City Landfill, Model City, NY 

29650.85 tons 

2.2 Planning Section 
2.2.1 Anticipated Activities 
2.2.1.1 Planned Response Activities
None. Removal Action is completed. 

2.3 Logistics Section 
No information available at this time. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_11.htm 
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2.4 Finance Section 
2.4.1 Narrative 
Project Ceiling (Action Memorandum Addendum dated September 15, 2011). 

COST CATEGORY CURRENT 
CEILING 

PROPOSED 
INCREASE 

PROPOSED 
CEILING 

The ERRS task order (0024) is being incrementally funded.  The ERRS task order modification issued on 6/20/12 
increased the task order ceiling to $6,249,560.00, which is now funded through the ERRS Ceiling of $6,000,000.00 and 
partially from the Extramural Contingency in the amount of $249,560.00.  Also, $195,601 from the Extramural 
Contingency is being utilized for the START ceiling.  The amount of $904,839 is currently available in the Extramural 
Contingency ceiling for utilization if necessary. 

REGIONAL REMOVAL ALLOWANCE COSTS: 

ERRS Contractor $4,000,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,000,000.00 

Interagency Agreement $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE: 

START Contractor $750,000.00 $0.00 $750,000.00 

Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 $2,000,000.00 $6,750,000.00 

Extramural Contingency (20%) $950,000.00 $400,000.00 $1,350,000.00 

TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION CEILING $5,700,000.00 $2,400,000.00 $8,100,000.00 

2.5 Other Command Staff 
2.5.1 Safety Officer
2.6 Liaison Officer 
2.7 Information Officer 
2.7.1 Public Information Officer 
The Public Information Office will finalize the last community update factsheet and provide to interested parties, as well as 
posting it onto the website, www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet. 

2.7.2 Community Involvement Coordinator 

3. Participating Entities 
3.1 Unified Command 
USEPA 

MassDEP  


3.2 Cooperating Agencies 

4. Personnel On Site 
USEPA - 1 OSC 

START - 1 Site Lead personnel 

ERRS - 1 RM, 1 Foreman, 1 Operators, 1 Cleanup Technician
 

5. Definition of Terms 
ACM - Asbestos Containing Material 

CLEAN - Citizens Leading Environmental Action Network 

ERRS- Emergency Rapid Response Services  

EPA/USEPA -  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
 
MassDEP - Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection
 
NBHA - New Bedford Housing Authority 

NBPD - New Bedford Police Department 


http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_11.htm 
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OEME - Office of Evironmental Measurement and Evaluation 
OSC - On-Scene Coordinator 
PA/SI - Preliminary Assessment/Site Investigation 
PID - Photo Ionization Detector 
PPE - Personal Protective Equipment 
RM -  Response Manager 
START -  Superfund Technical Assessment and Response Team 
TCLP - Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure 
T&D - Transportation and Disposal  
VOCs - Volatile Organic Compounds 

6. Additional sources of information 
6.1 Internet location of additional information/report 

http://www.epa.gov/region1/parkerstreet 

6.2 Reporting Schedule 

7. Situational Reference Materials 
No information available at this time. 

http://www.epaosc.org/sites/5787/files/ParkerStreet_polrep_11.htm 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 1 


5 POST OFFICE SQUARE, SUITE 100 

BOSTON, MA 02109-3912 


CONTAINS ENFORCEMENT-SENSITIVE INFORMATION 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: August 26,2010 

SUBJ: Request for a Removal Action at the Parker Street Waste Site, 
New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts - Action Memorandum and Exemption 
from the Statutory $2,000,000 and 12-Month Limits on Removal Actions 

FROM: 	Wing Chau, On-Scene Coord· 
Emergency Response and R 

TO: 	James T. Owens III, Director 

Office ofSite Remediation and Restoration 


I. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Action Memorandum is to request and document approval of the proposed 
removal action at the Parker Street Waste Site (the Site), which is located in a previously 
estimated 104-acre area, intersected by Parker Street, in New Bedford, Bristol County, 
Massachusetts. Hazardous substances present in soils and sediments at the Site, ifnot addressed 
by implementing the response actions selected in this Action Memorandum, will continue to 
pose a threat to human health and the environment. This Action Memorandum also requests and 
documents the approval ofan "emergency" exemption from the $2 million and 12-month 
statutory limits for removal actions under the National Contingency Plan. There are no 
nationally significant or precedent-setting issues associated with this Site, and there has been no 
use of the OSC's $200,000 warrant authority. 

II. SITE CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND 

CERCLIS ID# : MAN000105955 
SITE ID#: OIGB 
CATEGORY: Time-Critical 

Toll Free • 1·888-372-7341 

Internet Address (URL) • http.l/www epa.gov/regton1 


Recycled/Recyclable •Printed wtth Vegetable 011 Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minimum 30% Postconsumer) 
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A. Site Description 

1. Removal site evaluation 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a previously estimated 104-acre area located in an urban area of 
New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts. The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste 
Site, based upon data generated to date, is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, 
to the east by Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by Hillman Street, and to 
the west by Summit Street. Centered around a former city-owned landfill, the Parker Street 
Waste Site includes the New Bedford High School campus, the recently constructed Keith 
Middle School (KMS), the Hetland Memorial Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new 
Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford Housing Authority properties, 
Carabiner's Indoor Climbing Facility, and two private apartment complexes. 

In 2000, during an environmental due diligence investigation of the former McCoy Field as a 
possible location for the new KMS, PCB levels above regulatory limits were detected. Beginning 
in 2005, BETA Group Inc., working on behalf of the City ofNew Bedford, remediated the site 
by removing PCB-contaminated soil and sediment and installing a 3-foot cap over the 
contaminated areas. The KMS was then constructed over the resulting 3-foot cap. Throughout 
the course of the remediation, BETA Group, Inc. conducted several subsurface environmental 
investigations between 2004 and 2006 at other locations on the Site. In addition, a PCB cleanup 
of the wetlands behind KMS was conducted in 2005/2006. 

Following the remediation of the former McCoy Field/current KMS location, TRC 
Environmental Corp. (TRC) was contracted by the City ofNew Bedford to conduct site 
investigations at the Parker Street Waste Site. TRC conducted investigations at the New Bedford 
High School campus, Walsh Field area, new Andre McCoy Field area, 16 residential properties, 
one church, five city-owned right-of-way areas, one privately-owned commercial property, and 
one city-owned lot on Durfee St. Most of the investigatory work was completed throughout 2007 
and 2008, with portions of the final reports completed by the end of year 2008. 

For the past several years, the City ofNew Bedford has been addressing contamination at the 
Parker Street Waste Site pursuant to the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP), the State's 
privatized cleanup program, and under a PCB cleanup approval issued by EPA Region 1 under 
the Toxic Substance Control Act (TSCA). On April 15, 2009, the EPA Administrator, Lisa 
Jackson, visited the City ofNew Bedford to announce funding from the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of2009 being made available for the cleanup ofNew Bedford Harbor. During 
this visit, various stakeholders raised concerns regarding the Parker Street Waste Site. In 
response to these concerns, EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 
(MassDEP) conducted a public meeting on September 30, 2009, during which concerns 
regarding the scope and pace of the environmental assessment and clean up of the Site were 
voiced by residents and community leaders. One of their concerns included the unknown extent 
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ofcontamination which could possibly extend into the largely residential neighborhoods 
surrounding the school campuses. At the meeting, EPA and the MassDEP committed to work 
with the City ofNew Bedford and community members to expedite further investigation of the 
boundaries of the Parker Street Waste Site, and to determine whether there is any immediate 
threat to human health and/or the environment related to contamination from the Site. 

EPA and MassDEP mobilized to the Site on April19, 2010 to establish the command post and 
work areas. Field sampling activities for the preliminary assessment/site investigation (P A/SI) 
began on April 26, 2010 and concluded in early June 2010. The site investigation identified 
several residential and commercial properties with elevated levels ofpolychlorinated biphenyls 
(PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (P AHs), and/ or heavy metals in soils at or near the 
surface, which pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health. Currently 25 of 
the 47 properties tested to date have undergone risk evaluations by MassDEP; and 20 properties 
have been determined to contain elevated levels of contamination that trigger an Imminent 
Hazard condition and/or Significant Risk condition as defined under the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (MCP). Under the MCP, the contamination within the top 1-foot ofsoil is 
evaluated to determine if an Imminent Hazard exists. For the top 3-feet of soil, the 
contamination is evaluated to determine if a Significant Risk is present based upon the current 
land-use of the property. Evaluations of the other remaining properties are on-going. The P A/SI 
was concluded and a time-critical removal action was recommended in the Site Investigation 
Closure Memorandum dated August 19,2010. Although this phase of the PA/SI has concluded, 
an estimated 23 additional residential and commercial properties are also scheduled to be 
sampled to determine whether there is an immediate threat present to human health and/or the 
environment, and to also further define the extent of the Site boundaries. 

2. Physicallocation 

The Parker Street Waste Site is a previously approximated 104-acre area located in New 
Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts. Geographic coordinates of the Site are approximately 
41° 38' 33" north latitude and 70° 56' 44" west longitude, as measured from the approximate 
center of the Site. The estimated extent of the Site is believed to be bounded to the north by 
Durfee Street, to the east by Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by Hillman 
Street, and to the west by Summit Street. Located within the bounds of the former waste site is 
the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School, the Hetland Memorial Skating 
Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, residential properties, New Bedford 
Housing Authority properties, Carabiner's Indoor Climbing Facility, and two privately-owned 
apartment complexes. The estimated size of the Site has increased with the addition of the 
impacted properties identified during the initial P A/SI. Additional properties identified to be 
sampled may also be included into the Site if determined to be impacted by Site related 
contamination. 
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3. Site characteristics 

According to historical topographical maps, the Site was a wetland area linked to the 
Apponagansett Swamp prior to 1936. Subsequent maps and aerial imagery revealed that the 
southern end of the Site (Walsh Field area) was the first to be developed and was displayed as 
dry land in historical maps. The majority ofactivity suspected to be associated with the waste 
material identified on the Site occurred in the 1950s and early 1960s and was located in the 
current New Bedford High School campus area. This waste material is suspected to have been 
disturbed during construction of the New Bedford High School 's foundation between 1968 and 
1972. Further disturbance of fill-related waste material is also suspected to have occurred during 
the construction of the former Andre McCoy Field (prior to construction ofKMS). 

All nearby residents receive city-supplied water; therefore, there are no impacted drinking water 
supply wells. The current location ofKMS is a historical wetland, and there are small wetlands 
located west and north of KMS. According to the 2000 Census, the approximate area population 
is respectively 30,119, 7,074, and 894 people within a 1 mile, 0.5 mile, and 0.25 radius ofthe 
Site. The surrounding area is predominantly used for residential and recreational purposes. 
According to the EPA Region 1 Environmental Justice Mapping Tool, the Site is in an 
environmental justice area. 

a. Removal Action Areas 

Area 1 

Residential properties located south and west ofWalsh Field (Maxfield Street, Hunter 
Street, Florence Street, Hillman Street). (Please refer to the Parker Street Waste Site Map 
in Attachment 1) 

Area 2 

Residential and Commercial Properties located on Parker Street and Hunter Street. (Please 
refer to the Parker Street Waste Site Map in Attachment 1) 

Area4 

Residential and commercial properties located on Hathaway Boulevard, Greenwood Street, 
and Ruggles Street. (Please refer to the Parker Street Waste Site Map in Attachment 1) 

Area 7 

Residential properties located on Durfee Street. (Please refer to the Parker Street Waste 
Site Map in Attachment 1) 
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Area 8 

Wetland area locat~d between Durfee Street and Potter Street. (Please refer to the Parker 
Street Waste Site Map in Attachment 1) 

Area 11 

Westlawn Public Housing Complex located on Liberty Street, Maxfield Street, Lindsey 
Street, and Smith Street. (Please refer to the Parker Street Waste Site Map in Attachment 1) 

An additional extent of contamination investigation will be conducted on properties south of 
Area 1 and on properties south and east ofArea 11 to further delineate the Site boundaries. This 
investigation will commence in September 2010. Ifthe investigation identifies site conditions 
that warrant a removal action, additional properties may be added to this Site and will increase 
the scope of this proposed response action. 

The following areas, as shown on Parker Street Waste Site Map in Attachment 1, are not being 
addressed in this proposed removal: 

Area 3 - Site conditions do not warrant a removal action. 

Areas 5, 6, and 10 - City owned properties are currently being addressed by the City of 
New Bedford under the oversight ofMassDEP. 

Area 9- The Hetland Memorial Ice Skating Rink is a state-owned property. MassDEP will 
be the lead regulatory agency for overseeing any cleanup work that may be warranted in 
this area. 

4. 	 Release or threatened release into the environment of a hazardous substance, or 
pollutant or contaminant 

PCBs are hazardous substances as defined by Section 101(14) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 
§9601 (14). On the residential and commercial properties sampled during this P NSI, PCBs were 
detected in levels as high as 8.6 parts per million (''ppm"). Therefore, a release into the 
environment ofhazardous substances has already occurred. The concentrations ofPCBs present 
at the Site exceed or have the potential to exceed default standards and cleanup levels considered 
protective ofpublic health including: EPA's PCB Cleanup and Disposal Regulations, 40 CFR 
Section 761.61, ( 1 ppm for unrestricted use, and 10 to 100 ppm with a compliant cap); the 
preliminary remediation goals (1 ppm for residential areas, 10 to 25 ppm for industrial use) 
specified in EPA OSWER Directive 9355.4-01; and the Massachusetts Contingency Plan 
Method 1 default standard of2 ppm for both residential and industrial soils. 
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Other hazardous substances as defined by Section 101(14) ofCERCLA that have been released 
at residential and commercial properties on the Site are shown in the table below with the highest 
concentrations detected during the P NSI compared to the remediation standards identified in the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan. 

Hazardous Substance Highest Concentrations 
Detected 

MCP Soil Remediation Standards 
S-1 (high frequency/intensity use area) 

Arsenic 62.5_BPm 20ppm 
Barium 3690 ppm 1000 ppm 
Cadmium 27.4 ppm 2ppm 
Chromium 954 ppm 30 p_pm 
Lead 34,200 ppm 300 ppm 
PCBs 8.6 ppm 2ppm 
Benzo( a)anthracene 830 ppm ?ppm 
Benzo(a)pyrene 700 ppm 2ppm 
Benzo(b )fluoranthene 1000 ppm 7ppm 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 360 ppm 70ppm 
chrysene 930 ppm 70ppm 
Dibenzo( a,h)anthracene 110 QPm 0.7 ppm 
indeno( 1 ,2,3-cd)pyrene 3902Qm ?ppm 
phenanthrene 
Pyrene 

1800ppm 500ppm 
1800 ppm 1000 ppm 

5. NPL status 

The site is not currently on the National Priorities List, and has not received a Hazardous 
Ranking System rating. 

B. Other Actions to Date 

1. Previous actions 

EPA's TSCA program has provided regulatory oversight of PCB assessment and cleanup 
activities related to the construction of the Keith Middle School, remediation of the interior 
of the New Bedford High School, remediation ofNew Bedford High School Campus, 
remediation of the wetland located behind Keith Middle School, and demolition of3 
former residential properties. 

EPA Region 1 issued a Consent Agreement and Final Order (CAFO) on May 21, 2004, 
resolving alleged TSCA PCB violations by the City ofNew Bedford at McCoy Field, 
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which is part of the Parker Street Waste Site. The CAFO assessed an administrative 
penalty of$27,500 under Section 16 ofTSCA for improper disposal ofPCBs. The CAFO 
alleged that the City had removed materials containing PCBs from the "bum dump" 
(historically part of the Parker Street Waste Site) and had stockpiled them at McCoy Field 
in violation ofPCB disposal regulations. In the CAFO the City agreed to assess and clean 
up the McCoy Field property, site of the future Keith Middle School, in accordance with an 
EPA-approved work plan and consistent with the PCB regulations under TSCA. 

An Amended CAFO was issued on October 25, 2004, expanding the geographic areas on 
the McCoy Field property to be addressed in accordance with the PCB regulations under 
TSCA. The Amended CAFO also included assessment and cleanup ofproperties in 
proximity to McCoy Field where PCBs might have migrated or been disposed of as a result 
of the stockpiling ofmaterials from the "burn dump.'' The Amended CAFO also provided 
an extension of time for completion of the PCB cleanup work. 

C. State and Local Authorities' Roles 

1. State and local actions to date 

Currently, the City ofNew Bedford is assessing and remediating city owned properties 
under the regulatory oversight ofMassDEP and EPA's TSCA program. MassDEP 
conducted the soil boring activities at the Hetland Memorial Ice Skating Rink as part of the 
overall assessment of the extent of the Site boundaries. In addition, MassDEP has provided 
technical assistance to EPA during the P A/SI, which included field presence and sampling 
oversight. 

During the development of the Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) for this Site, a technical 
work group was created to develop a comprehensive plan to achieve assessment objectives 
ofdelineating site boundaries and filling in data gaps. The technical workgroup consisted 
ofmembers/stakeholders from community advocacy groups, community technical 
consultants, the City ofNew Bedford, MassDEP, and EPA. 

2. Potential for continued State/local response 

The MassDEP will continue to work with the City of New Bedford to address issues related 
to city owned properties. On residential properties where an imminent hazard condition 
exists, MassDEP will implement interim response measures to address the contact threat to 
allow EPA time to implement the removal strategy provided herein. MassDEP will also 
continue to provide technical assistance to EPA during the removal action. 
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Once EPA has completed this proposed removal action, MassDEP will continue to be the 
lead agency for any long-term regulatory oversight of this Site, including the residential 
and commercial properties sampled by EPA. 

Ill. 	 THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH OR WELFARE OR THE ENVIRONMENT, AND 
STATUTORY AND REGULATORY AUTHORITIES 

As described below, the conditions at various properties located within the Parker Street Waste 
Site meet the general criteria for a removal action, as set forth in 40 C.F.R. §300.415(b)(l), in 
that "there is a threat to public health or welfare of the United States or the environment", and in 
consideration of the factors set forth in 40 C.F.R. §300.415(b)(2) as described below. 

Actual or potential exposure to nearby human populations, animals, or thefood chain from 
hazardous substances orpollutants or contaminants; {§300.415(b)(2)(i)}; 

According to the 2000 Census, the approximate area population is respectively 30,119; 7,074; 
and 894 people within a I mile, 0.5 mile, and 0.25 radius of the Site. The Site is predominately 
used for residential, academic, and recreational purposes, which include public housing, public 
schools, private multi-housing units, single family homes, and recreational ball fields. The 
hazardous substances, including PCBs, P AHs, and metals in the soils pose an immediate direct 
contact threat and/or potential exposure. 

High levels ofhazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants in soils largely at or near the 
surface, that may migrate {§300.415(b)(2)(iv)}; 

Elevated levels ofhazardous substances, including PCBs, P AHs, and heavy metals, in soils 
largely at or near the surface have been detected 

Weather conditions that may cause hazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants to 
migrate or be released {§300.415(b)(2)(v)}; and 

Under adverse weather conditions, exposed contaminated soil could potentially migrate off-site 
via erosion and surface water runoff. 

The availability ofother appropriate Federal or State response mechanisms to respond to the 
release {§300.415(b)(2)(vii}}. 

In a letter dated August 19, 2010, MassDEP has requested EPA's assistance on addressing 
properties at this Site that are determined to have elevated levels of contamination that trigger 
either an Irnrn1nent Hazard or Significant Risk Condition. 
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POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS (PCBs)- Please see the Agency for Toxic Substances 
and Disease Registry (ATSDR), U.S. Department ofHealth and Human Services, Public Health 
Service, ToxFAQ Fact Sheet for Polychlorinated Biphenyls, February 2001 in Attaclunent II. 

ARSENIC- Please see the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), U.S. 
Department ofHealth and Human Services, Public Health Service, ToxFAQ Fact Sheet for 
Arsenic, August 2007 in Attaclunent II. 

BARIUM- Please see the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, Public Health Service, ToxFAQ Fact Sheet for 
Barium, August 2007 in Attaclunent II. 

CADMIUM- Please see the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services, Public Health Service, ToxFAQ Fact Sheet for 
Cadmium, September 2008 in Attachment II. 

CHROMIUM- Please see the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), 
U.S. Department ofHealth and Human Services, Public Health Service, ToxFAQ Fact Sheet for 
Chromium, September 2008 in Attaclunent II. 

LEAD- Please see the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), U.S. 
Department ofHealth and Human Services, Public Health Service, ToxFAQ Fact Sheet for Lead, 
August 2007 in Attaclunent II. 

POLYCYCLIC AROMATIC HYDROCARBONS (PAHs) - Please see the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 
Public Health Service, ToxFAQ Fact Sheetfor Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs), 
September 1996 in Attaclunent II. 

IV. ENDANGERMENT DETERMINATION 

Actual or threatened releases ofhazardous substances from this SHe, ifnot addressed by 
implementing the response action selected in this Action Memorandum, may present an 
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, or welfare, or the environment.1 

1 In accordance with OSWER Directive 9360.0-34, an endangerment determination is 
made based on "appropriate Superfund policy or guidance, or on collaboration with a trained risk 
assessor, which is outlined and discussed in Section III above. Appropriate sources include, but 
are not limited to, EPA relevant action level or clean-up standards, Agency for Toxic Substances 
and Disease Registry documents or personnel, or stafftoxicologists." EPA relied on the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan's (MCP) cumulative risk approach which compares site­
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V. EXEMPTION FROM STATUTORY LIMITS 

CERCLA § 104(c) states that removal actions can exceed the 12-month and $2 million statutory 
limits ifconditions meet either the "emergency exemption" criteria or the "consistency 
exemption criteria. The consistency exemption requires that the proposed removal action be 
appropriate and consistent with the remedial action to be taken. As described below, conditions 
at the Site meet the criteria for the emergency exemption. 

A. Emergency Exemption 

Under CERCLA § 104(c)(l)(A), removal actions may exceed the 12-month and $2 million 
statutory limits if: 

1. There is an immediate risk to public health or welfare or the environment; 
2. Continued response actions are immediately required to prevent, limit, or mitigate an 

emergency; and 
3. Such assistance will not otherwise be provided on a timely basis. 

1. There is an immediate risk to public health or welfare or the environment: 

Unrestricted access to elevated level of PCBs, heavy metals, and P AHs exists largely in soils at 
or near the surface. Furthermore, an estimated 23 additional residential properties are also 
scheduled to be sampled to determine whether there is an imminent and substantial 
endangerment present through a contact threat with contaminated surface soils. Site residents 
include families with young children who play in the yard. 

MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor, 
MACTEC, performed an evaluation of the analytical data for the properties sampled during this 
PNSI to determine whether response action is required under the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 Code ofMassachusetts 
Regulations (CMR) 40.0000, known as the MCP. Currently, 25 of the 47 properties tested to date 
have been evaluated and 20 properties have been determined to contain either an Imminent 
Hazard and/or Significant Risk condition, as defined in the MCP. Evaluations of the other 
remaining properties are on-going. 

specific information to a Cumulative Cancer Risk Limit (See 310 Code ofMassachusetts 
Regulations (CMR) 40.0000). In addition, MassDEP has, and is continuing to, evaluate the data 
collected during this P A/SI to determine whether Imminent Hazard and/or Significant Risk 
conditions, as defined in the MCP, are present at this Site. 
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Failure to approve the 12-month and $2 million exemption request for this removal action will 
result in the continued exposure of the public and the environment to these hazardous materials. 

2. Continued response actions are immediately required to prevent, limit, or mitigate an 
emergency: 

With the contamination affecting such a large area and several properties impacted, continued 
response actions, including fully characterizing the extent of Site related contamination, soil 
removal, and property restoration, are required to prevent, limit, or mitigate this substantial 
contact threat posed to the public. In order to complete these actions, an exemption from the 12­
month and $2 million ceiling is required. 

3. Assistance will not otherwise be provided on a timely basis: 

The State ofMassachusetts currently does not have the resources to abate the threat at this Site 
due to the large area ofcontamination. In a letter dated August 19, 2010, MassDEP has 
requested EPA's assistance on addressing properties at this Site that are determined to have 
elevated levels ofcontamination that trigger either an Imminent Hazard or Significant Risk 
Condition to surface soils under State criteria. In addition, referral of this Site to the remedial 
program is not practicable, despite the projected expense ofthe removal, due to the time required 
for the remedial process. 

VI. PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS 

A. Proposed Actions 

1. Proposed action description 

The actions required to mitigate the threats outlined herein, are given below. At this time, 
EPA has initiated a search for any potentially responsible parties (PRPs). The proposed 
actions will protect public health, welfare, and the environment by removing the hazardous 
substances from accessible areas of the Site. 

1) Conduct face-to-face meetings with property owners and tenants to discuss the scope of 
this proposed removal action. 

2) Conduct site walk with the Emergency Rapid Response Services (ERRS) contractor. 

3) Establish a command post and staging area, and connect necessary utilities. 

4) Document existing property conditions for subsequent restoration. 
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5) Document with each property owner the extent ofremoval and restoration activities to 
be accomplished. 

6) Remove, to the extent practicable, interference for excavation such as shrubbery, trees, 
outbuildings, playground equipment, or other items as required. 

7) Implement erosion control measures as determined necessary by the EPA OSC. 

8) Conduct air monitoring and implement dust control measures as appropriate. 

9) Excavate PCBs, P AHs, and/or metals-contaminated surface soils. Remove and dispose 
ofcontaminated surface soil determined necessary by EPA. Performance standards for this 
removal action are based upon cleanup standards established pursuant to the MCP. The 
extent of the removal action will achieve cleanup standards that will eliminate Imminent 
Hazard conditions and Significant Risk conditions mainly within the 0-3 ft depth, as 
defined in the MCP. 

1 0) Conduct extent ofcontamination sampling to determine the extent of landfill material 
to be removed; and conduct confirmation sampling as determined necessary by the EPA 
osc. 

11) Cleanup-generated waste streams will be packaged, documented and shipped off-site 
for disposal at EP A/MassDEP-approved facilities. Wastes will be staged in a secure area 
on-site while awaiting shipment to CERCLA compliant off-site disposal facilities to the 
extent practicable. Live-loading contaminated soils from the properties into dump trucks 
for disposal may be necessary given the lack of staging areas. Depending on anticipated 
storage duration prior to shipment for ultimate disposal, the OSC will determine whether 
waste will be staged on-site or shipped to a properly permitted temporary storage facility. 
Waste staging options will be evaluated based on cost and safety considerations. 

12) Installation ofa visual marker to delineate contaminated soils (ifany) which may 
remain at depth (beyond 3 feet below surface grade) or which crumot otherwise be 
excavated. 

13) Repair response related damages, including backfilling with clean fill material, grading, 
and re-establishing vegetation in areas affected by response related activities. 

14) Demobilize all personnel and equipment from the Site. 

15) Referring the Site to MassDEP for any long-term remedial measures (including 
institutional controls and long-term operation and maintenance of any cap that is 
constructed) that may be required to address remaining Site risks. 
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2. Community relations 

Upon approval of the Action Memorandum, the OSC will coordinate with the EPA's 
Office ofPublic Affairs Community Involvement staff to disseminate information 
regarding the project to the City and the impacted residents. 

3. Contribution to remedial performance 

The cleanup proposed in this Action Memorandum is designed to mitigate the threats to 
human health and the environment posed by the Site. The cleanup objectives have been 
established using state action levels and risk evaluations. MassDEP believes that the 
actions taken at the Site would be consistent with and will not impede any future responses. 
Also, MassDEP will be responsible for any long-term regulatory oversight for this Site. 

4. Description of alternative technologies 

The use of alternative technologies with regard to disposal options will be further 
examined as the site work progresses. On-site field screening and analytical techniques 
may be utilized during the removal action. 

5. Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) 

Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 300.415(j), removal actions shall, to the extent practicable 
considering the exigencies of the situation, attain ARARs. Current ARARs identified, but 
not limited to, are listed below. 

Federal ARARs: 
40 C.f.R. Section 122.26(c)(ii)(C) and 122.44(k) Clean Water Act NPDES Regulations (Stormwater Control and 
Management) 

40 C.F.R. Parts 260-262 and 264 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Subtitle C- Hazardous Waste Identification 
and Listing Regulations; Generator and Handler Requirements, Closure and Post-Closure- Massachusetts has been 
delegated the authority to administer these RCRA standards through its state hazardous waste management regulations. 
State regulations that have adopted these federal standards are listed below. 

40 CFR Section 761.61 : TSCA requirements for cleanup and disposal ofPCBs 

40 C.F.R. Section 761.79 TSCA Decontamination of Equipment Used 

40 C.F.R. Part 61 Clean Air Act - Standards for controlling dust 

State ARARs: 

310 CM R 40.0900 Procedures and Standards for the Characterization ofthe Risk of Harm to Health, Safety, 
Public Welfare and the Environment 
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310 CMR 30.100 Hazardous Waste Rules for Identification and Listing of Hazardous Wastes 


310 CMR 30.300 Hazardous Waste Management Rules - Requirements for Generators 


310 CMR 30.500 Hazardous Waste Management Rules- General standards for hazardous waste facilities 


310 CMR 30.680 Hazardous Waste Rules- Containers 


310 CMR 30.690 Hazardous Waste Rules- Management, Storage, and Treatment in Tanks 


The OSC will coordinate with State officials to identify additional State ARARs, if any. In 
accordance with the National Contingency Plan and EPA Guidance Documents, the OSC 
will determine the applicability and practicability ofcomplying with each ARAR which is 
identified in a timely manner. 

6. Project schedule 

Pending funding availability, the removal action is expected to commence in October 2010. 

B. Estimated Costs 

COST CATEGORY CEILING 
REGIONAL REMOVAl. ALLOWANCE COSTS: 

ERRS Contractor 

Interagency Agreement 

$4,000,000.00 

$ 0.00 

OTHER EXTRAMURAL COSTS NOT FUNDED FROM THE REGIONAL ALLOWANCE: 
START Contractor $750,000.00 

Extramural Subtotal $4,750,000.00 

Extramural Contingency I 20% $950,000.00 

TOTAL, REMOVAL ACTION CEILING $5,700,000.00 

VII. EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE SITUATION SHOULD ACTION BE DELAYED OR 
NOT TAKEN 

A delayed removal action or the absence of a removal action described herein will cause 
conditions at the Site to remain unaddressed, and threats associated with the presence of 
hazardous substances will continue to pose a threat to human health and the environment. 

VIII. OUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES 
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There are no precedent-setting policy issues associated with this Site. 

IX. ENFORCEMENT ... For Internal Distribution Only 

See attached Enforcement Strategy. 

The total EPA costs for this removal action based on full-time accounting practices that will be 
eligible for cost recovery are estimated to be $5,700,000 (extramural costs)+ $750,000 (EPA 
intramural costs) = $6,450,000 X 1.4541 (regional indirect rate) = $9,378,945 2• 

X. RECOMMENDATION 

This decision document represents the selected removal action for the Parker Street Waste Site in 
New Bedford, Massachusetts, developed in accordance with CERCLA, as amended, and is not 
inconsistent with the National Contingency Plan. The basis for this decision will be documented 
in the administrative record to be established for the Site. 

Conditions at the Site meet the NCP Section 300.41 5 (b )(2) criteria for a removal action due to 
the following: 

Actual or potential exposure to nearby human populations, animals, or the food chain from 
hazardous substances orpollutants or contaminants [§300.415(b)(2)(i)}; 

High levels ofhazardous substances orpollutants or contaminants in soils largely at or near the 
surface, that may migrate [§300.415(b)(2)(iv)J; 

Weather conditions that may cause hazardous substances or pollutants or contaminants to 
migrate or be released [§300.415(b)(2)(v)]; and 

2Direct Costs include direct extramural costs $5,700,000 and direct intramural costs 
$750,000. Indirect costs are calculated based on an estimated indirect cost rate expressed as a 
percentage of site specific costs 45.41% x $6,450,000, consistent with the full accounting 
methodology effective October 2, 2000. These estimates do not include pre-judgement interest, 
do not take into account other enforcement costs, including Department ofJustice costs, and 
may be adjusted during the course of a removal action. The estimates are for illustrative 
purposes only and their use is not intended to create any rights for responsible parties. Neither 
the lack of a total cost estimate nor deviation ofactual total costs from this estimate will affect 
the United States' right to cost recovery. 
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The availability ofother appropriate Federal or State response mechanisms to respond to the 
release [§300.415(b)(2)(vii)]. 

Furthermore, site conditions meet the criteria for the CERCLA Section 104(c) emergency 
exemption from the 12-month and $2 million limitations on removal actions. The removal 
action proposed in this Action Memorandum will abate, prevent, minimize, stabilize, mitigate 
and/or eliminate the release or threat ofrelease ofhazardous substances at the Parker Street 
Waste Site. I recommend your approval of the proposed removal action and the exemption from 
the 12-month and $2,000,000 limitations. The total removal action project ceiling ifapproved 
will be $5,700,000. 

DISAPPROVAL: __________ DATE:______ 
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Attachment II 

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR), U.S. Department ofHealth and 

Human Services, Public Health Service, ToxFAQ Fact Sheets 




ARSENICI ATSDR 
AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES 


AND DISEASE REGISTRY 
 CAS# 7440-38-2 

Division ofToxicology and Environmental Medicine ToxFAQs 1 " August 2007 

This fact sheet answers the most frequently asked health questions (FAQs) about arsenic. For more 
information, call the ATSDR Information Center at 1-800-232-4636. This fact sheet is one in a series 
of summaries about hazardous substances and their health effects. It is important you understand this 
information because this substance may harm you. The effects of exposure to any hazardous substance 
depend on the dose, the duration, bow you are exposed, personal traits and habits, and whether other 
chemicals are present. 

HIGHLIGHTS: Exposure to higher than average levels of arsenic occur mostly in 
the workplace, near hazardous waste sites, or in areas with high natural levels. At 
high levels, inorganic arsenic can cause death. Exposure to lower levels for a long 
time can cause a discoloration of the skin and the appearance of small corns or 
warts. Arsenic has been found in at least 1,149 of the 1,684 National Priority List 
sites identified by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

What is arsenic? 
Arsenic is a naturally occurring element widely distributed in 
the earth's crust. In the environment, arsenic is combined 
with oxygen, chlorine, and sulfur to form inorganic arsenic 
compounds. Arsenic in animals and plants combines''with 
carbon and hydrogen to form organic arsenic compounds. 

Inorganic arsenic compounds are mainly used to preserve 
wood. Copper chromated arsenate (CCA) is used to make 
"pressure-treated" lumber. CCA is no longer used in the 
U.S. for residential uses; it is still used in industrial 

applications. Organic arsenic compounds are used as 

pesticides, primarily on cotton fields and orchards. 


What happens to arsenic when it enters the 
environment? 
0 Arsenic occurs naturally in soil and minerals and may 
enter the air, water, and land from wind-blown dust and may 
get into water from runoff and leaching. 
0 Arsenic cannot be destroyed in the environment. It can 
only change its form. 
0 Rain and snow remove arsenic dust particles from the air. 
0 Many common arsenic compounds can dissolve in water. 
Most ofthe arsenic in water will ultimately end up in soil or 

1 sediment. 
0 Fish and shellfish can accumulate arsenic; most of this 
arsenic is in an organic 'form called arsenobetai~e that is 
much less harmful. 

How might I be exposed to arsenic? 

0 Ingesting small amounts present in your food and water 

or breathing air containing arsenic. 

0 Breathing sawdust or burning smoke from wood treated 

with arsenic. 

0 Living in areas with unusually high natural levels of 

arsenic in rock. 

0 Working in a job that involves arsenic production or use, 

such as copper or lead smelting, wood treating, or pesticide 

application. 


How can arsenic affect my health? 

Breathing high levels of inorganic arsenic can give you a 

sore throat or irritated lungs. 


Ingesting very high levels of arsenic can result in death. 

Exposure to lower levels can cause nausea and vomiting, 

decreased·production of red and white blood cells, abnormal 

heart rhY,"~J'!I, <iarnage to blood vessels, and a sensation of 

"pins and needles" in hands and feet. 


lngestj.ng or breathing low levels of inorganic arsenic for a 

long time can cause a darkening of the skin and the 

appearance of small "corns" or "warts" on the palms, soles, 

and torso. 


Skin contact with inorganic arsenic may cause redness and 

swelling. 


ll.S. DEPARTI\IEl\T OF IIE.\LTII A:\IJ lll':\1.\~ SER\'ICES. Public Health Sen·ice 
.\gen9· for To,ic Substances and l>isease Registr) 

http:lngestj.ng
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ToxFAQs1
" Internet address is http://www.atsdr.cdc.go\'/toxfaq.html 

Almost nothing is known regarding health effects of organic 
arsenic compounds in humans. Studies in animals show that 
some simple organic arsenic compounds are less toxic than 
inorganic forms. Ingestion of methyl and dimethyl 
compounds can cause diarrhea and damage to the kidneys 

How likely is arsenic to cause cancer? 
Several studies have shown that ingestion of inorganic 
arsenic can increase the risk ofskin cancer and cancer in the 
liver, bladder, and lungs. Inhalation of inorganic arsenic can 
cause increased risk of lung cancer. The Department of 
Health and Human Services (DHHS) and the EPA have 
determined that inorganic arsenic is a known human 
carcinogen. The International Agency for Research on 
Cancer (!ARC) has determined that inorganic arsenic is 
carcinogenic to humans. 

How can arsenic affect children? 
There is some evidence that long-term exposure to arsenic in 
children may result in lower IQ scores. There is also some 
evidence that exposure to arsenic in the womb and early 
childhood may increase mortality in young adults. 

There is some evidence that inhaled or ingested arsenic can 
injure pregnant women or their unborn babies, although the 
studies are not definitive. Studies in animals show that large 
doses of arsenic that cause illness in pregnant females, can 
also cause low birth weight, fetal malformations, and even 
fetal death. Arsenic can cross the placenta and has been 
found in fetal tissues. Arsenic is found at low levels in 
breast milk. 

How can families reduce tbe risks of exposure to 
arsenic? 
0 If you use arsenic-treated wood in home projects, you 
should wear dust masks, gloves, and protective clothing to 
decrease exposure to sawdust. 

0 If you live in an area with high levels of arsenic in water 
or soil, you should use cleaner sources of water and limit 
contact with soil. 
0 Ifyou work in a job that may expose you to arsenic, be aware 
that you may carry arsenic home on your clothing, skin, hair, or 
tools. Be sure to shower and change clothes before going home. 

Is there a medical test to determine whether I've 

been exposed to arsenic? 

There are· tests available to measure arsenic in your blood, urine. 

hair, and fingernails. The urine test is the most reliable test for 

arsenic exposure within the last few days. Tests on hair and 

fingernails can measure exposure to high levels ofarsenic over 

the past 6-12 months. These tests can determine if you have 

been exposed to above-average levels ofarsenic. They cannot 

predict whether the arsenic levels in your body will affect your 

health. 


Has the federal government made recommendations 

to protect human health? 

The EPA has set limits on the amount of arsenic that 

industrial sources can release to the environment and has 

restricted or cancelled many of the uses of arsenic in 

pesticides. EPA has set a limit ofO.Ol parts per million (ppm) 

for arsenic in drinking water. 


The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 

has set a permissible exposure limit (PEL) of10 micrograms 

ofarsenic per cubic meter ofworkplace air ( 10 J.lg/ml) for 8 

hour shifts and 40 hour work weeks. 
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Where can I get more information? For more information. contact the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry. Division of Toxicology and Environmental Medicine, 1600 Clifton Road NE. Mailstop f-32, Atlanta, G/\ 30333. Phone: 
1-S00-232-4636, FAX: 770-488-4178. ToxFAQs Internet address via WWW is http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaq.html. ATSDR 
can tell you where to find occupational and environmental health clinics. Their specialists can recognize. evaluate. and treat 
illnesses resulting from exposure to hazardous substances. You can also contact your community or state health or environmental 
quality department if you have any more questions or concerns. 
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This fact sheet answers the most frequently asked health questions (FAQs) about barium and barium 

compounds. For more information, call the ATSDR Information Center at 1-800-232-4636. This fact 

sheet is one in a series of summaries about hazardous substances and their health effects. It is 

important you understand this information because these substances may harm you. The effects of 

exposure to any hazardous substance depend on tbe dose, the duration, bow you are exposed, personal 

traits and habits, and whether other chemicals are present. 


HIGHLIGHTS: Exposure to barium occurs mostly in the workplace or from drinking 
contaminated water. Ingesting drinking wat~r. containing levels of barium above 
the EPA drinking water guidelines for relatively short periods of time can cause 
gastrointestinal disturbances and muscle weakness. Ingesting high levels for a long 
time can damage the kidneys. Barium and barium compounds have been found in 
at least 798 of the 1,684 National Priority List sites identified by the Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA). 

What is barium? 0 Barium compounds, such as barium chloride, barium nitrate, 
or barium hydroxide, that dissolve easily in water usually do not 

Barium is a silvery-white metal which exists in nature only in last in these fonns for a long time in the environment. The barium 

ores containing mixtures of elements. It combines with other in these compounds that is dissolved in water quickly combines 

chemicals such as sulfur or carbon and oxygen to fonn barium with sulfate or carbonate that are naturally found in water and 
become the longer lasting fonns (barium sulfate and barium compounds. 

carbonate). 

0 Fish and aquatic organisms can accumulate barium. 
Barium compounds are used by the oil and gas industries to 


make drilling muds. Drilling muds make it easier to drill through 

rock by keeping the dri ll bit lubricated. They are also used to How might I be exposed to barium? 

make paint, bricks, ceramics, glass, and rubber. 


0 Ingesting small amounts present in your food and water or 
Barium sulfate is sometimes used by doctors to perform medical breathing ~lr .cQntaining very low levels of barium. 
tests and to take x-rays of the gastrointestinal tract. 0 Living In' a~eas with unusually high natural levels of barium 

in the, drinking water. 
What happens to barium when it enters the 0 W9~1\ing in a job that involves barium production or use. 

0 Living or working near waste sites where barium has been environment? 
disposed of. 

0 Barium gets into the air during the mining. refining, and 

How can barium affect my health?
production ofbarium compounds, and from the burning ofcoal 

and oil. 
The health effects of the different barium compounds depend 0 The length oftime that barium will last in air, land, water, or 

1 on how well the compound dissolves in water or in the stomach sediments depends on the form of barium released. 
contents. Barium compounds that do not dissolve well, such ,0 Barium compounds, such as barium sulfate and barium 

as barium sulfate, are not generally hannful. 
carbonate, which do not dissolve well in water, can last a long 


time in the environment. 
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Barium has been found to potentially cause gastrointestinal 
disturbances and muscular weakness when people are exposed 
to it at levels above the EPA drinking water standards for relatively 
short periods oftime. Some people who eat or drink amounts of 
barium above background levels found in food and water for a 
short period may experience vomiting, abdominal cramps, 
diarrhea, difficulties in breathing, increased or decreased blood 
pressure, numbness around the face, and muscle weakness. 
Eating or drinking very large amounts ofbarium compounds that 
easily dissolve can cause changes in heart rhythm or paralysis 
and possibly death. Animals that drank barium over long periods 
had damage to the kidneys, decreases in body weight, and some 
died. 

How likely is barium to cause cancer? 
'} , . 

The Department ofHealth and Human Services (DHHS) ~9 the 
International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) have not 
classified barium as to its carcinogenicity. The EPA has.d~termined 
that barium is not likely to be carcinogenic to humaris following 
ingestion and that there is insufficient information to determine 
whether it will be carcinogenic to humans following inhalation 
exposure. 

How can barium affect children? 

We do not know whether children will be more or less sensitive 
than adults to barium toxicity. A study in rats that swallowed 
barium found a decrease in newborn body weight; we do not 
know if a similar effect would be seen in humans. 

How can families reduce the risks ()f exposure to 
barium? 

The greatest potential source ofbarium exposure is through food 
and drinking water. However, the amount ofbarium in foods and 
drinking water are typically too low to be of concern. 

Is there a medical test to determine whether I've 
been exposed to barium? 

There is no routine medical test to determine whether you have 
been exposed to barium. Doctors can measure barium in body 
tissues and fluids, such as bones, blood, urine, and feces, using 
very complex instruments. These tests cannot be used to predict 
the extent of the exposure or potential health effects. 

The geometric mean barium level measured in the U.S. general 
population aged 6 and older is reported by the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention (CDC) as 1 .44!!g/g creatinine (measured 
in urine). 

Has tbe federal government made recommendations 
to protect human bealtb? 

The EPA has set a limit of2.0 milligrams of barium per liter of 
drinking water (2.0 mg/L), which is the same as 2 ppm. 

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) has 
set Permissible Exposure Limits (PELs) of0.5 milligrams ofsoluble 
barium compounds per cubic meter ofworkplace air (0.5 mglm') 
for 8 hour shifts and 40 hour work weeks. The OSHA limits for 
barium sulfate dust are 15 mg!m' oftotal dust and 5 mglmJ for 
respirable fraction. 

The National institute for Occupational Safety and Health 
(NIOSH) has set Recommended Exposure Limits (RELs) of0.5 
mg!m3 for soluble barium compounds. The NIOSH has set RELs 
of10 mglm3 (total dust) for barium sulfate and 5 mglm3 (respirable 
fraction). 

References 

Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR). 
2007. Toxicological Profile for Barium and Compounds (Update). 
Atlanta.·. OA: U.S. Department of Public Health and Human 
Services, Public Health Service. 

Where can I get more information? ..fonnore information, contact the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
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illnesses resulting from exposure to hazardous substances. You can also contact your commumty or state health or environmental 
quality department if you have any more questions or concerns. 
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This fact sheet answers the most frequently asked health questions (FAQs) about cadmium. For more 
information, call the ATSDR Information Center at 1-800-232-4636. This fact sheet is one in a series 
of summaries about hazardous substances and their health effects. It is important you understand this 
information because this substance may harm you. The effects of exposure to any hazardous substance 
depend on the dose, the duration, bow you are exposed, personal traits and habits, and whether other 
chemicals are present. 

HIGHLIGHTS: Exposure to cadmium happens mostly in the workplace where 
cadmium products are made. The general population is exposed from breathing 
cigarette smoke or eating cadmium contaminated foods. Cadmium damages the 
kidneys, lungs, and bones. Cadmium has been found in at least 1,014 of the 1,669 
National Priorities List sites identified by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). 

What is cadmium? 

Cadmium is a natural element in the earth's crust. It is usually 
found as a mineral combined with other elements such as 
oxygen (cadmium oxide), chlorine (cadmium chloride), or 
sulfur (cadmium sulfate, cadmium sulfide). 

All soils and rocks, including coal and mineral fertilizers, 
contain some cadmium. Most cadmium used in the United 
States is extracted during the production ofother metals like 
zinc, lead, and copper. Cadmium does not corrode easily 
and has many· uses, including batteries, pigments, metal 
coatings, and plastics. 

Wbat happens to cadmium when it enters the 
environment? 

0 Cadmium enters soil, water, and air from mining, industry, 

and burning coal and household wastes. 

Cl Cadmium does not break down in the environment, but 

can change forms. 

Cl Cadmium particles in air can travel long distances before 

falling to the ground or water. 

0 Some forms of cadmium dissolve in water. 

Cl Cadmium binds strongly to soil particles. 

Cl Fish, plants, and animals take up cadmium from the 

environment. 


How might I be exposed to cadmium? 

0 Eating foods containing cadmium; low levels are found 

in all foods (highest levels are found in shellfish, liver, and 

kidney meats). 

Cl Smoking cigarettes or breathing cigarette smoke. 

Cl Breathing contaminated workplace air. 

Cl Drinking contaminated water. 

Cl Living near industrial facilities which release cadmium 

into the air. 


How can cadmium affect my health? 

Breathing high levels of cadmium can severely damage 
the· lungs. Eating food or drinking water with very high 
levels ,severely irritates the stomach, leading to vomiting 
and diarrhea. 

Long-term exposure to lower levels of cadmium in air, food, 
or water leads to a buildup of cadmium in the kidneys and 
possible kidney disease. Other long-term effects are lung 
damage and fragile bones. · 

How likely is cadmium to cause cancer? 

The Department of Health and Human Services (DHHS) 
has determined that cadmium and cadmium compounds 
are known human carcinogens. 
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How can cadmium affect children? Is there a medical test to determine wbether I've 

The health effects in children are expected to be similar 
to the effects seen in adults (kidney, lung, and bone 
damage depending on the route of exposure). 

A few studies in animals indicate that younger animals 
absorb more cadmium than adults. Animal studies also 
indicate that the young are more susceptible than adults 
to a loss of bone and decreased bone strength from 
exposure to cadmium. 

We don 't know if cadmium causes birth defects in peopl.e. 
The babies of animals exposed to high levels of cadmium 
during pregnancy had changes in behavior and learning ability. 
There is also some infonnation from animal studies:that high 
enough exposures to cadmium before birth can reduce body 
weights and affect the skeleton in the developing young. 

How can families reduce tbe risks of exposure to 
cadmium? 

Q In the home. store substances that contain cadmium safely. 
and keep nickel-cadmium batteries out of reach of young 
children. 
Q Cadmium is a component of tobacco smoke. Avoid 
smoking in enclosed spaces like inside the home or car in 
order to limit exposure to children and other family members. 
Q If you work with cadmium, use all safety precautio1,1s to 
avoid carrying cadmium-containing dust home from work 
on your clothing, skin, hair, or tools. 
Q A balanced diet can reduce the amount of cadmium 
taken into the body from food and drink. 

: . : 

been exposed to cadmium? 

Cadmium can be measured in blood, urine, hair, or nails. 
Urinary cadmium has been shown to accurately reflect 
the amount of cadmium in the body. 

The arnotffit of cadmium in your blood shows your recent 
exposure to cadmium. The amount of cadmium in your 
urine shows both your recent and your past exposure. 

Has tbe federal government made recommendations 
to protecthuman health? 

The EPA has detennined that exposure to cadmium in 
drinking water at concentrations of 0.04 ppm for up to 
I 0 days is not expected to cause any adverse effects in a 
child. 

The EPA has determined that lifetime exposure to 
0.005 ppm cadmium is not expected to cause any 
adverse effects. 

The FDA has determined that the cadmium concentration 
in bottled drinking water should not exceed 0.005 ppm. 

The Occupational Health and Safety Administration 
(OSHA) has limited workers' exposure to an average of 
5 Jlg/m3 for an 8-hour workday, 40-hour workweek. 
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Where can I get more information? F~r more information. contact the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
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illnesses resulting from exposure to hazardous substances. You can also contact your community or state health or environmental 

quality department if you have any more questions or concerns. 
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This fact sheet answers the most frequently asked health questions (FAQs) about chromium. For more 
information, call the ATSDR Information Center at 1-800-232-4636. This fact sheet is one in a series 
of summaries about hazardous substances and their health effects, It is important you understand this 
information because this substance may harm you. The effects of exposure to any hazardous substance 
depend on the dose, the duration, how you are exposed, pcr.sonal traits and habits, and whether other 
chemicals are present. ;;·-~< 

HIGHLIGHTS: Exposure to chromium occurs from ingesting contaminated food 
or drinking water or breathing contaminated workplace air. Chromium(VI) at high 
levels can damage the nose and cause cancer. Ingesting high levels ofchromium(VI) 
may result in anemia or damage to the stomach or intestines. Chromium(III) is an 
essential nutrient. Chromium has been found in at least 1,127 of the 1,669 National 
Priorities List sites identified by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). _j 

What is chromium? 

Chromium is a naturally occurring element found in rocks, 

animals, plants, and soil. It can exist in several different 

forms. Depending on the form it takes, it can be a liquid, 

solid, or gas. The most common forms are chromium(O), 

chromium(III), and chromium(VI). No taste or odor is 

associated with chromium compounds. 


The metal chromium, which is the chromium(O) form, is 

used for making steel. Chromium(VI) and chromium(HI) 

are used for chrome plating, dyes and pigments, leather 

tanning, and wood preserving. 


What happens to chromium when it enters the 

environment? 

0 Chromium can be found in air soil, and water after release 

from the manufacture. use, and disposal ofchromiul!l-baseQ 


i products, and during the manufacturing process. 
0 Chromium does not usually remain in the atmosphere, ' 
but is deposited into the soil and water . 

0 Chromium can easily change from one form to another 

in water and soil, depending on the conditions present. 

0 Fish do not accumulate much chromium in their bodies 

from water. 


How might I be exposed to chromium? 

0 Eating food containing chromium( III). 


0 Breathing contaminated workplace air or skin contact 

during use in the workplace. 

0 Drinking contaminated well water . 

0 Living near uncontrolled hazardous waste sites containing 

chromium or industries that use chromium. 


How can chromium affect my health? 

Chromium(lll) is an essential nutrient that helps the body 

use sugar..,1~f<?~ein, and fat. 

Breath.ing.high levels ofchromium(VI) can cause 
irritkti6n to the lining of the nose, nose ulcers, runny 
nos~:~and breathing problems, such as asthma, cough, 
shortness of breath, or wheezing. The concentrations of 
chromium in air that can cause these effects may be 
different for different types of chromium compounds, 
with effects occurring at much lower concentrations for 
chromium(VI) compared to chromium(III). 

The main health problems seen in animals following 
ingestion of chromium(VI) compounds are irritation and 
ulcers in the stomach and small intestine and anemia. 
Chromium(III) compounds are much less toxic and do 
not appear to cause these problems. 

Spenn damage and damage to the male reproductive 
system have also been seen in laboratory animals exposed 
to chromium(VI). 
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Skin contact with certain chromium(VI) compotintik can 

cause skin ulcers. Some people are extremely sensitive 

to chromium(VI) or chromium(III). Allergic reactions 

consisting of severe redness and swelling ofthe skin 

have been noted. 


How likely is chromium to cause cancer? 

The Department ofHealth and Human Services (DHHS), 

the International Agency for Reseach on Cancer (IARC), 

and the EPA have determined that chromium(Vl) 

compounds are known human carcinogens. In workers, 

inhalation ofchromium(VI) has been shown to cause 

lung cancer. Chromium(Vl) also causes lung cancer in 

animals. An increase in stomach tumors was observed in 

humans and animals exposed to chromium(Vl) in drinking 
water. 


How can chromium affect children? 

It is Iikely that health effects seen in children exposed to 

high amounts of chromium will be similar to the effect~ . : j 


seen in adults. = . ' 


' 	 We do not know if exposure to chromium will re$,!.1lt in 
birth defects or other developmental effects in people. 
Some developmental effects have been observed in 
animals exposed to chromium(VI). 

How can families reduce the risks of exposure to 
chromium? 
0 Children should avoid playing in soils near uncontrolled 
hazardous waste s ites where chromium may have been 
discarded. 
0 Chromium is a component of tobacco smoke. Avoid 
smoking in enclosed spaces like inside the home or car in 
order to limit exposure to children and other family members. 
0 Although chromiwn(l!l) is an essential nutrient, you should 
avoid excessive use of dietary supplements containing 

chromium. 

Is there a medical test to determine whether I've 
been exposed to chromium? 
Since chromium( III) is an essential element and naturally 
occurs in food, there will always be some level of 
chromium in your body. Chromium can be measured in 
hair, urine, and blood. 

Higher than nonnal levels ofchromium in blood or urine 
may indicate that a person has been exposed to 
chromium. However , increases in blood and urine 
chromium levels cannot be used to predict the kind of 
health effects that might develop from that exposure. 

Has the federal government made recommendations 
to protect human health? 
The EPA has determined that exposure to chromium in 
drinking water at concentrations of I mg!L for up to 
10 days is not expected to cause any adverse effects in a 
child. 

The FDA has determined that the chromium 
concentration in bottled drinking water should not exceed 
lmg/L. 

The Occupational Health and Safety Administration 
(OSHA) has limited workers ' exposure to an average of 
0.005 mg/m 3 chromium(Vl), 0.5 mglm 3 chromium( III), 
and 1.0 mg/m 3 chromium(O) for an 8-hour workday, 
40-hour workweek. 
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~---- . ":lThis fact sheet answers the most frequently asked health questions (FAQs) about lead. For more 
information, can the ATSDR Information C~iiter at 1-800-232-4636. This fact sheet is one in a series 
of summaries about hazardous substances and their health effects. It is important you understand this 
information because this substance may harm you. The effects of exposure to any hazardous substance 
depend on the dose, the duration, how you are exposed, personal traits and habits, and whether other 
chemicals are present. 

What is lead? 

Lead is a naturally occurring bluish-gray metal found in 

small amounts in the earth's crust. Lead can be found in all 

parts of our environment. Much of it comes from human 

activities including burning fossil fuels, mining, and 

manufacturing. 

Lead has many different uses. It is used in the production of 

batteries, ammunition, metal products (solder and pipes), and 

devices to shield X-rays. Because of health concerns, lead 

from paints and ceramic products, caulking, and pipe solder 

has been dramatically reduced in recent years. The use of 

lead as an additive to gasoline was banned in 1996 in ·the 

United States. .. 

What happens to lead when it enters the' 

environment? 

0 Lead itself does not break down, but lead compounds are 

changed by sunlight, air, and water. 

0 When lead is released to the air, it may travel long 

distances before settling to the ground. 

0 Once lead falls onto soil, it usually sticks to soil 

particles. 

0 Movement of lead from soil into groundwater will depend 

on the type of lead compound and the characteristics of the 

soil. 


How might I be exposed to lead? 

0 Eating food or drinking water that contains lead. Water 

pipes in some older homes may contain lead solder. Lead 


can leach out into the water. 


HIGHLIGHTS: Exposure to lead can happen from breathing workplace air or 
dust, eating contaminated foods, or drinking contaminated water. Children can be 
exposed from eating lead-based paint chips or playing in contaminated soil. Lead 
can damage the nervous system, kidneys, and reproductive system. Lead has been 
found in at least 1,272 of the 1,684 National Priority List sites identified by the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

0 Spending time in areas where lead-based paints have 
been used and are deteriorating. Deteriorating lead paint can 
contribute to lead dust. 
0 Workin_gd.J1. ajob where lead is used or engaging in 
certain..ho6BI~s in which lead is used, such as making 
stain.ed glass. 
0 U$ipg health-care products or folk remedies that contain 
lead. ' 
How can lead affect my health? 
The effects of lead are the same whether it enters the body 
through breathing or swallowing. Lead can affect almost 
every organ and system in your body. The main target for 
lead toxicity is the nervous system, both in adults and 
children. Long-term exposure of adu!ts can result in 
decreased performance in some tests that measure functions 
of the nervous system. It may also cause weakness in 
fingers, wrists, or ankles. Lead exposure also causes small 
increases in blood pressure, particularly in middle-aged and 
older people and can cause anemia. Exposure to high lead 
levels can severely damage the brain and kidneys in adults 
or children and ultimately cause death. In pregnant women, 
high levels of exposure to lead may cause miscarriage. High­
level exposure in men can damage the organs responsible for 
sperm production. 

How likely is lead to cause cancer? 
We have no conclusive proof that lead causes cancer in 
humans . .Kirlney tumors have developed in rats and mice 
that had·~~e~· given large doses of some kind of lead 
compounds. The Department of Health and Human Services 
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(DHHS) has determined that lead and lead compounds are 
reasonably anticipated to be human carcinogens and the EPA 
has determined that lead is a probable human carcinogen. 
The International Agency for Research on Cancer (IARC) has 
detennined that inorganic lead is probably carcinogenic td 
humans and that there is insufficient information to detent'lin'c 
whether organic lead compounds will cause cancer in 
humans. 

How can lead affect children? 
Small children can be exposed by eating lead-based paint 
chips, chewing on objects painted with lead-based paint, or 
swallowing house dust or soil that contains lead. 
Children are more vulnerable to lead poisoning than adults. A 
child who swallows large amounts of lead may develop blood 
anemia. severe stomachache, muscle weakness, and brain 
damage. Ifa child swallows smaller amounts of lead, much 
less severe effects on blood and brain function may occur. 
Even at much lower levels of exposure, lead can affect a 
child's mental and physical growth. 
Exposure to lead is more dangerous for young and unborn 
children. Unborn children can be exposed to lead through 
their mothers. Harmful effects include premature births, · 
smaller babies, decreased mental ability in the infant, learning 
difficulties, and reduced growth in young children. These 
effects are more common if the mother or baby was exposed 

' to high levels of lead. Some of these effects may persist 
beyond childhood. 


How can families reduce the risks of exposur~ to 

lead? '·;. 

0 Avoid exposure to sources of lead. 

' '• 

0 Do not allow children to chew or mouth surfaces that 
may have been painted with lead-based paint. .. ': ~ · 
0 Ifyou have a water lead problem, run or flush water that 
has been standing overnight before drinking or cooking with 
it. 
0 Some types of paints and pigments that are used as 
make-up or hair coloring contain lead. Keep these kinds of 
products away from children 
0 If your home contains lead-based paint or you live in an 
area contaminated with lead, wash children's hands and faces 

often to remove lead dusts and soil, and regularly clean the 
house of dust and tracked in soil. 

Is there a medical test to determine whether I've 
been aposed to lead? 
A blood''test ·is available to measure the amount of lead in 
your blood and to estimate the amount of your recent 
exposure to lead. Blood tests are commonly used to screen 
children for lead poisoning. Lead in teeth or bones can be 
measured by X-ray techniques, but these methods are not 
widely available. Exposure to lead also can be evaluated by 
measuring erythrocyte protoporphyrin (EP) in blood samples. 
EP is a part of red blood cells known to increase when the 

· amount of lead in the blood is high. However, the EP level is 
not sensitive enough to identify children with elevated blood 
lead levels below about 25 micrograms per deciliter (flg/dL). 
These tests usually require special analytical equipment that 
is not available in a doctor's office. However, your doctor 
can draw blood samples and send them to appropriate 
laboratories for analysis. 

Has the federal government made recommendations 
to protect human health? 
The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) 
recommends that states test children at ages I and 2 years. 
Children should be tested at ages 3~ years if they have 
never been tested for lead, if they receive services from 
public assistance programs for the poor such as Medicaid or 
the Supplemental Food Program for Women, Infants, and 
Children, if they live in a building or frequently visit a house 
built before 1950; if they visit a home (house or apartment) 
built before 1978 that has been recently remodeled; and/or if 
they have a brother, sister, or playmate who has had lead 
poisoning. CDC considers a blood lead level of 10 flg/dL to 
be a level ofconcern for children. 
EPA limits lead in drinking water to 15 flg per liter. 

References 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR). 
2007. Toxicological Profile for lead (Update). Atlanta, GA: U.S. 
Department ofPublic Health and Human Services, Public Health 
Service. 

Where can I get more information? For more infonnation, contact the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry. Division of Toxicology and Environmental Medicine. 1600 Clifton Road NE, Mailstop F-32. Atlanta, GA 30333. Phone: 
t-800-232-4636, FAX: 770-488-4 178. ToxFAQs Internet address via WWW is http://wv.w.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaq.html. ATSDR 
can tell you where to lind occupational and environmental health clinics. Their specialists can :ecognize, evaluate, and ~reat 
illnesses resulting from exposure to hazardous substances . . You can also contact your eommumty or state health or envtronmental 

quality department if you have any more questions or concerns. 
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POLYCHLORINATEDATSDR 
AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES BIPHENYLS

AND DISEASE REGISTRY 

Di\'ision of Toxicolo~y ToxF.\Qs1
:\I L" ·b . 2001 . _ ·~ rc ruar~ 

This fact sheet answers the most frequently asked health questions (FAQs) a,bout polychlorinated biphenyls. For more lnfonnation, 

call theATSDR Information Center at 1-888-422-8737. This fact sheet-~one in a series ofsummaries about hazardous substances 
and their health effects. It's important you understan~jhis informatiofi.;because this substance may harm you. The effects of 
exposure to any hazardous substance depend on the dose, theduration, how you areexposed, personal traits and habits, and whether 
other chemicals are present. 

HIGHLIGliTS: Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) area mixture ofindividual chemicals which are no longer produced 

in the United States, but are still found in the environment. Health effects that have been associated with exposure 
to PCBs include acne-like skin conditions in adults and neurobehavioral and immunological changes in children. 
PCBs are known to cause cancer in animals. PCBs have been found in at least 500 ofthe 1.598 "'iational Priorities 

List sites identified by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

What are polychlorinated biphenyls? 
Polychlorinated biphenyls are mixtures of up to 209 

individual chlorinated compounds (known as congeners). 
There are no known natural sources of PCBs. PCBs are 
either oily liquids or solids that are colorless to light yellow. 
Some PCBs can exist as a vapor in air. PCBs have no known 
smell or taste. Many commercial PCB mixtures are known in 
the U.S. by the trade name Aroclor. 

PCBs have been used as coolants and lubricants in 
transformers, capacitors, and other electrical equipment 
because they don' t burn easily and are good insulators. 
The manufacture of PCBs was stopped in the U.S. in 1977 
because of evidence they build up in the environme.nt and 
can cause harmful health effects. Products made before,,t~77 
that may contain PCBs include old fluorescent lighting'<~··~ 
fixtures and electrical devices containing PCB capacitors, 
and old microscope and hydraulic oils. 

What happens to PCBs when they enter the envir~nm,ent? 
0 PCBs entered the air, water, and soil during their ~ · 

manufacture, use, and disposal; from accidental spills and 
leaks during their transport; and from leaks or flres in 
products containing PCBs. 
0 PCBs can still be released to the environment from 
hazardous waste sites; illegal or improper disposal of 
industrial wastes and consumer products; leaks from old 
electrical transformers containing PCBs; and burning of 
some wastes in incinerators. 
0 PCBs do not readily break down in the environment and 
thus may remain there for very long periods of time. PCBs 
can travel long distances in the air and be deposited in areas 
far away from where they were released. In water, a small 
amount of PCBs may remain dissolved, but most stick to 
organic particles and bottom sediments. PCBs also bind 
strongly to soil. 
0 PCBs are taken up by small organisms and fish in water. 
They are also taken up by other animals that eat the'se 

aquatic animals as food. PCBs accumulate in fish and marine 
mammals, reaching levels that may be many thousands of 
times higher than in water. 

How might I be exposed to PCBs? 
0 Using old fluorescent lighting fixtures and electrical 
devices and appliances, such as television sets and 
refrigerators, that were made 30 or more years ago. These 
items may leak small amounts of PCBs into the air when they 
get hot d~ri11g operation, and could be a source of skin 
exposure:;.~.o;.i_.. ·. 
0 Eating contaminated food. The main dietary sources of 
PCBs: ~i.-e fish (especially sportfish caught in contaminated 
lake~·:oi: rivers), meat, and dairy products. 
0 Bre~thing air near hazardous waste sites and drinking 
contaminated well water. 
0 In the workplace during repair and maintenance of PCB 
transformers; accidents, fires or spills involving transformers, 
fluorescent lights, and other old electrical devices; and 
disposal of PCB materials. 

How can PCBs affect my health? 
The most commonly observed health effects in 

people exposed to large amounts of PCBs are skin 
conditions such iss acne and rashes. Studies in exposed 
workers have shown changes in blood and urine that may 
indicate liver damage. PCB exposures in the general 
population are not likely to result in skin and liver effects. 
Most of the studies of health effects of PCBs in the general 
population examined children of mothers who were exposed 
to PCBs. 

Animals that ate food containing large amounts of 
PCBs for s~ort periods of time had mild liver damage and 
some diedi ~:4\nimals that ate smaller amounts of PCBs in 

· food over·st:Je;al weeks or months developed various kinds 
of healih effects, including anemia; acne-like skin conditions; 
and 1i.ver, stomach, and thyroid gland injuries. Other effects 
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of PCBs in animals include changes in the immune systell'!, 
behavioral alterations, and impaired reproduction. PCBs are 
not known to cause birth defects. 

How likely are PCBs to cause cancer? 
Few studies of workers indicate that PCBs were 

associated with certain kinds of cancer in humans, such; as 
cancer of the liver and biliary tract. Rats that ate food ~~:). 
containing high levels of PCBs for two years developed 'liver 
cancer. The Department of Health and Human Services 
(DHHS) has concluded that PCBs may reasonably be· 
anticipated to be carcinogens. The EPA and the 
International Agency for Research on Cancer (!ARC) have 
detennined that PCBs are probably carcinogenic to humans. 

How can PCBs affect children1 
Women who were exposed to relatively high levels 

of PCBs in the workplace or ate large amounts of fish 
contaminated with PCBs had babies that weighed slightly 
Jess than babies from women who did not have these 
exposures. Babies born to women who ate PCB­
contaminated fish also showed abnonnal responses in tests 
of infant behavior. Some of these behaviors, such as 
problems with motor skills and a decrease in short-tenn 
memory, lasted for several years. Other studies suggest that 
the immune system was affected in children born to and 
nursed by mothers exposed to increased levels of PCBs. 
There are no reports of structural birth defects caused by 
exposure to PCBs or of health effects of PCBs in older 
children. The most likely way infants will be exposed to 
PCBs is from breast milk. Transplacental transfers ofPQ~.~ 
were also reported In most cases, the benefits of breast- · ··• 
feeding outweigh any risks from exposure to PCBs i~ , 
mother's milk. ' . '• 

How can families reduce the risk of exposure to PCBs? 
0 You and your children may be exposed to PCBs by eating 
fish or wildlife caught from contaminated locations. Certain 
states, Native American tribes, and U.S. territories have 
issued advisories to warn people about PCB-contaminated 
fish and fish-eating wildlife. You can reduce your family's 
exposure to PCBs by obeying these advisories. 
0 Children should be told not play with old appliances, 

electrical equipment, or transformers, since they may contain 
PCBs. 
0 Children should be discouraged from playing in the dirt 
near hazardous waste sites and in areas where there was a 
transformer fire. Children should also be discouraged from 
eat~ng ?~and putting dirty hands, toys or other objects in 
thetr m'oj..tth~. and should wash hands frequently. 

;;. .. 
0 If you are exposed to PCBs in the workplace it is possible 
to carry them home on your clothes, body, or tools. If this is 
the case, you should shower and change clothing before 
leaving work, and your work clothes should be kept separate 
from other clothes and laundered separately. 

Is there a medical test to show whether l 've been exposed to 
PCBs? 

Tests exist to measure levels of PCBs in your blood, 
body fat, and breast milk, but these are not routinely 
conducted. Most people nonnally have low levels of PCBs 
in their body because nearly everyone has been 
environmentally exposed to PCBs. The tests can show if 
your PCB levels are elevated, which would indicate past 
exposure to above-nonnal levels of PCBs, but cannot 
detennine when or how long you were exposed or whether 
you will develop health effects. 

. . 
Hasthe federal government made recommendations to 
protect human health? 

The EPA has set a limit of0.0005 milligrams ofPCBs 
per liter ofdrinking water (0.0005 mg/L). Discharges, spills or 
acciden~ releases of 1 pound or more of PCBs into the 
enviro~'fuerit must be reported to the EPA. The Food and 
Drug Administration (FDA) requires that infant foods, eggs, 
milk and other dairy products, fish and shellfish, poultry and 
red meat contain no more than 0.2-3 parts of PCBs per million 
parts (0.2-3 ppm) of food. Many states have established fish 
and wildlife consumption advisories for PCBs. 

References 
Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 

(ATSDR). 2000. Toxicological profile for polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCBs). Atlanta, GA: U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services, Public Health Service. 

Where can I get more information? For more infonnation, contact the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry, Division ofToxicology, 1600 Clifton Road NE, Mailstop F-32, Atlanta, GA 30333. Phone: l-888-422-8737, 
FAX: 770-488-4178. ToxFAQsTM Internet address is http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/toxfaq.htrnl . ATSDR can tell you where to 
find occupational and environmental health clinics. Their specialists can recognize, evaluate, and treat illnesses resulting 
from exposure to hazardous substances. You can also contact your community or state health or environmental quality 
department if you have any more questions or concerns. 
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POLYCYCLIC AROMATICATSDR ..HYDROCARBONS (PAHs)AGENCY FOR TOXIC SUBSTANCES 

AND DISEASE REGISTRY 


Agenc~· for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry ToxFAQs 	 September 1996 

This fact s.heet answers the most frequently asked health questions (FAQs) about polycyclic aromatic 

hydrourbons (PAHs). For more information, call the ATSDR Information Center at 1-888-422-8737. 

This fact sheet is one in a series of summaries about hazardous substances and their health effects. This 

information is important because this substance may harm you. The effects ofexposure to any hazardous 

substance depend on the dose, the duration, bow you are exposed, personal traits and habits, and whether 
other chemicals are present. 

SUMMARY: Exposure to polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons usually occurs by 
breathing air contaminated by wild fires or coal tar, or by eating foods that have 
been grilled. PAHs have been found in at least 600 of the 1,430 National Priorities 
List sites identified by the Environmental P~~tection Agency (EPA). 

. ~~· 

What are polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbotis~ 

(Pronounced p~l'l-sttkllk ar'C)-mattlk hi'dr;)­
kar'b.,nz) 

Polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are a ~oup of · 
over I00 different chemicals that are fonned during the 
incomplete burning of coal, oil and gas, garbage, or other 
organic substances like tobacco or charbroiled meat. PAHs 
are usually found as a mixture containing two or more of 
these compounds, such as soot. 

Some PAHs arc manufactured. These pure PAHs usually 
exist as colorless, white, or pale yellow-green solids. PAHs are 
found in coal tar, crude oil, creosote, and rooting tar, but a few 
are used in medicines or to make dyes, plastics, and pesti­
cides. 

What happens to PAHs when they enter the 
environment? 

0 	 PAHs enter the air mostly as releases from volcanoes, 
forest fires, burning coal, and automobile exh~ust..~. . 

0 	 PAHs can occur in air attached to dust particles.'f-:r, 

0 	 Some PAH particles can readily evaporate into the air 

from soil orsurface waters. 


0 	 PAHs can break down by reacting with sunlight and other 
chemicals in the air, over a period ofdays to'weeRs. 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

PAils enter water through discharges from industrial and 
wastewater treatment plants. 

Most PAHs do not dissolve easily in water. They stick to 
solid particles and settle to the bottoms of lakes or rivers. 

Microorganisms can break down PAHs in soil or water 
after a period ofweeks to months. 

In soils, PAHs are most likely to stick tightly to particles; 
certain PAHs move through soil to contaminate under­
ground water. 

PAH contents ofplants and animals may be much higher 
than PAH contents of soil or water in which they live. 

How might I be exposed to PAHs? 

0 	 Breathing air containing PAHs in the workplace of 
coking, coal-tar, and asphalt production plants; smoke­
houses; and municipal trash incineration facilities. 

0 	 Breathing air containing PAHs from cigarette smoke, 
w~d.¥i10ke, vehicle exhausts, asphalt roads, or agricul­
tura'l hum'smoke. 

•I 

0 Coming in contact with air, water, or soil near hazardous 
.:._w..aste sites. 

0 	 Eating grilled or charred meats; contaminated cereals, 
flour, bread, vegetables, fruits, meats; and processed or 
pickled foods. 

0 	 Drinking contaminated water or cow's milk. 

.· 
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Nursing infants ofmothers living near hazardous waste 
 health effects will occur or find out the extent or source of 
sites may be exposed to PAHs through their mother's milk. 

How can PAHs affect my health? 

Mice that were fed high levels ofone PAH during 
pregnancy had difficulty reproducing and so did their off­

spring. These offspring also had higher rates of birth defects 
and lower body weights. It is not known whether these efft<Cts 
occur in people. :' : 

Animal studies have also shown that PAHs can ca1,1se · 
• • 'I• 

harmful effects on the skin, body fluids, and ability.{Q .. fight 
I •' 

disease after both short- and long-term exposure. But these 
effects have not been seen in people. 

How likely are PAHs to cause cancer? 

The Department ofHealth and Human Services (DHHS) 

has determined that some PAHs may reasonably be expected to 
be carcinogens. 

Some people who have breathed or touched mixtures of 
PAHs and other chemicals for long periods of time have 
developed cancer. Some PAHs have caused cancer in labora­

tory animals when they breathed air containing them (lung 
cancer), ingested them in food (stomach cancer), or had them 
applied to their skin (skin cancer). 

Is there a medical test to show whether I've 
.0: ... 'been exposed to PAHs? 

In the body, PAHs are changed into chemicals that can: 
attach to substances within the body. There are special'·tests 

that can detect PAHs attached to these substances"i'il'body 
tissues or blood. However, these tests cannot tell whether any 

your exposure to the PAHs. The tests aren't usually available 

in your do~ctor's office because special equipment is needed to 
conduct them.-·. 

Has the federal government made 
recorn~endations to protect human health? 

.-.~f!: -~ 

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) has set a I imit of0.2 milligrams ofPAHs per cubic 
meter ofair (0.2 mg/m3). The OSHA Permissible Exposure 
Limit (PEL) for mineral oil mist that contains PAHs is 5 mg/m3 

averaged over an 8-hour exposure period. 

The National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health 
(NIOSH) recommends that the average workplace air levels for 
coal tar products not exceed 0.1 mg/m3 for a I 0-hour workday, 
within a 40-hour workweek. There are other limits for work­

place exposW'e for things that contain PAHs, such as coal, coal 
tar, and mineral oil. 

Glossary 

C~cinogen: A substance that can cause cancer. 
. . *t 

Ingest: Take food or drink into your body. 

References 

Agency~r~oxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) . 

1995. Toxicological profile for polycyclic aromatic hydrocar­
bons. Atlanta, GA: U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, Public Health Service. 

Where can I get more information? For more information, contact the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease 
Registry, Division ofToxicology, 1600 Clifton Road NE, Mailstop F-32, Atlanta, GA 30333. Phone: 1-888-422-8737, 
FAX: 770-488-4178. ToxF AQs Internet address via WWW is http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov /toxfaq.html ATSDR can tell you where 
to find occupational and environmental health clinics. Their specialists can recognize, evaluate, and treat illnesses resulting 
from exposur:e to hazardous substances. You can also contact your community or state health or environmental quality 
department if you have any more questions or concerns. 
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UNITED STATE$ ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 1 


5 POST OFFICE SQUARE, SUITE 100 

BOSTON, MA 02109·3912 


DATE: 	 September 15,2011 

SUBJECT: 	 Region 1Request for a Ceiling Increase at the Parker Street Waste Site, 
New Bedford, MA 
HEADQUARTERS ADDENDUM 

FROM: 	 Dana Tulis, Deputy Director i A 
11 )Office Emergency Management "''"' ) 

TO: 	 Mathy Stanislaus, Assistant Administrator 
Office ofSolid Waste and Emergency Response 

This Memorandum requests your approval·ofthe Action Memorandum for 
Region 1 's request for a ceiling increase for the on-going removal action at the Parker 
Street Waste Site located in New :Seaford, Massachusetts. This Action Memorandum 
requests a proposed ceiling increase of$2.4 million, which will bring the total project 
ceiling to $8,100,000. · 

EPA initiated removal activities at the Parker Street Waste Site in October2010, 
when commencing the removal ofcontanrlnated soil fro~ residentialproperties. An 
additional site investigation was perfoqned concurrently, which indicated the need to 
conduct removal activities ataddit.ionat ptop~rtie$~ As ofmid~August 2011,·EPA 
completedremovals at 11 private residential properties. As ofthis date> removal 
activities yet to be c.o:tllJ?leted in:cilud.. e th.efollowing:. ' '· . . . . 

i. Complete restoration ofproperties already excavated; and 

ii. Perform a removal action at a~ditiona:l properties. 

According to.EPA Delegation 14~2, ol)}y the AA ofOSWER ha$.the authority to 
approve emergency exemptions for sites that will cost more than $6 million. 

I recomlllend that you approve ~he Region ~ request. Extensive removal work and 
the restoration ofresidential properties are presently on-going at the Site, and your 
approval Will allow the completion of the remqval action. The conditions at the Site meet 
the emergency exemption criteria under Section 104(c) ofCERCLA. This action will be 
funded from Region l's FY... JO,Regionl andHQ'sFY-11, and possibly Region l 's FY· 
12 budget. Please indicate your decision by signing below. 

APPROVE: __.___ 
Ass 

DISAl'PROVAL: _DATE:_ --··~·--
Assistant Administrator- Office ofSolid Waste and Emergency Response 

Attachement 

Toll Free •1·888·37.2·7341 

lntamet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.govftagfon1 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 1 


5. POST OFFICE SQUARE, SUIT!:: 100 

BOSTON, MA 02109-3912 


CONTAINS ENFOR.CEMENT~SENSITIYE INFORMATION 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: September 15,2011 

SUBJ: 

FROM: 

THRl.J: 

TO: 	 Mathy Stanislaus, Assistant Administrator 

Office ofSolid Waste and Emergency Response 


ATTN: 	 Gilbert Irizany, Director 

Progtam Ope(ations and Coordination Division 


I. PURPOSE 

The purpose of this Action Memorandum is to request and document approval for a Change in 
Scope ofResponse,an Exemption from the Statutory 12-Month and $2 Million Limits for the 
Removal Action, and a$2.4 Million Ceiling Increasein the project ceiling to continue a removal 
act!on at the Parker Street Waste Site (the Site), which is located in the currently estimated 114~ 
acre area, intersected by Parker Street, in New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts. 

A 12~month and $2 million exemption was approved in the original Action Memo ofAugust 26, 
2010. Hazardous substances present in soils at the Site, ifnot addressed by implementing the 
.response actions selected in this Action Memorandum and previously approved Action 
Memorandum dated August 26~ 201 o. will continue to pose a threat to human health and the 
environment. There are no nationally significant or precedent-setting issues associated with this 
Site, and there has been no use ofthe OSC's $200,000 warrant authority. 

The total project ceiling, ifapproved, will increase from $5,700,000 to $8,100,000. 

Tol! Free •1·888·372· 7341 

lntsmet Addrasa{URL) • http://www.apa.gov/raglon1 
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Action Memorandum Addendum for Parker Street Waste Site September 15, 2011 
New Bedford, Massachusetts Page2 oflO 

D. SITE CONDITIONS AND BACKGROUND 

CERCLIS ID# : MAN000105955 
SITEID#: OlGB 
CATEGORY: Time-Critical 

A. 	~i~e.Descrl12tion 

1. 	 Removal Site Evaluation 

Please refer to the attached initial Action Memorandum dated August 26, 2010. 

2. 	 Physical Location 

The Parker Street Waste Site is currently estimated to be a 114-acre area locatedin New 
Bedford, Bristol County, Massachus~tts. Geographic coordinates ofthe Site are approximately 
41°3 8' 33" north latitude and 70°56' 44't westlongitude, as measured from the approximate 
center ofthe Site. The estimated extent ofthe Site is believed to be bounded to the north by 
Durfee Street, to the east by Liberty Street and the Oak Grove Cemetery~ to the south by North 
Street, and to the west by Summit Street. Located Within the bounds ofthe former waste site is 
the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School, the Hetland Memorial Skating 
Rinkproperti\ Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field7 residential properties~ New Bedford 
HousingAuthorityprqperties, Cru:abiner's Indoor Climbing Facility, and two privately~owned 
apartment complexes. ·The estimated size of the Site has increased with the addition ofthe 
impacted properties identified dttring the preliminary assessment/site investigation (PA/SI). 

3. 	 Site Characteristics 

According to the EPA Region 1Environmental Justice Mapping Tool, the Site .is located in an 
environmental justice area. AU additional information in this section remains unchanged since 
the original Action Memo ofAugust 26, 2010. 

4. 	 Release or threatened release into the environment of hazardous substances, or 
pollutants or contaminants 

There has been no change since the original Action Memo ofAugust 26~ 2010. 

5. 	 NPL Status 

No change since the original Action Memo ofAugust 26, 2010. The Site is not currently on the 
National Priorities List, and it has not received a Hazardous Ranking.System rating. 
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B. Other Actions to D3te 

1. Previous Actions 

Please seethe original Action Memo for actions performed before August 26,2010. EPA 
mobilized to the Site on October29, 2010 to initiate removal activities, which included preparing 
the Site) excavating contaminated soil, arranging for transportation and disposal (T&D) ofthe 
contaminatedsoil, and backfilling the excavated areas with clean fill material. During the winter 
of201 0~ EPA conducted removal activities at 5 residential properties which were identified to 
have lmminent Hazard conditions by the MassachusettsDepartment ofEnvironmental Protection 
(MassDEP). EPA demobilized from the Site at the end ofJanuary 2011 due to adverse weather 
conditions. EPA and it.~ contractors remobilized to the Site at the end ofApril 2011 to initiate 
restoration activities at the 5 residential properties addressed during the winter of2010 as well as 
to initiate response activities at additional properties with contaminated soils warranting a 
response action.· As ofmid..August 2011, excavation and disposal of contaminated soils from 11 
private residential properties have been completed. Approximately 6,745 tons ofcontaminated 
soils have been transported offwsite to EPA-approved disposal facilities for flnal disposition. 

2. Current Actions 

Currently, EPA is scheduled to conduct removal activities on 13 additional properties located 
within the Site. Besides these 13 properties, EPA expects that MassDEP will be recommending 
.removal activities on additional properties at the Site when MassDEP completes its risk 
evaluations on all ofthe properties sampled during Phase I and Phase II of the preliminary 
assessment/site investigation (PA/SI). 

EPA requests to increase the ceiling ofthe original Action Memo to cover response actions 
needed to address a large public housing complex owned by the New Bedford Housing Authority 
(NBHA)t as well as the additional properties sampled during the Phase II PA/Sl which may 
warrant response actions. The response action, pursuant to the National Contingency Plan 
(NCP), to be conducted at the NBHA's Westlawn property will primarily address surface soil 
contamination within the top foot ofsoil to remove any potential contact threat. Any potential 
exposure to subsurface contaminated soils are eliminated or controlled through institutional 
controls implemented by the NBHA. Some controls already implemented by the NBHA include 
the restrictions on planting or disturbance ofsoils by the tenants on the Westlawn property. In 
addition, MassDEP wilt continue to work with NBHA to identifY other potential long term 
measures that may be needed under the Massachusetts Contingency Plan. 

C. State and Local Autbgrities' Roles 

EPA is working in consultation with MassDEP on the current removal action. In addition, 
MassDEP is reviewing sampling data collected by EPA and providing risk evaluations pursuant 
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to the state's cleanup program for the properties sampled during the PAJSI. Please see the 
original Action Memo ofAugust 26) 2010 for additional information. 

III. 	 THREATS TO PUBLIC HEALTH OR WELFARE OR THE ENVIRONMENT, AND 
STATUTORY AND REGULATORY AUTHORITIES 

There have been no changes to the threats to public health or the environme11t since the original 
Action Memo ofAugust 26, 2010. 

IV. 	 ENDANGERMENT DETERMINATION 

Actual or threaten.ed releases ofhazardous substances :from this Site~ ifnot addressed by 
implementing the response action selected in this Action Memorandum, may present an 
.imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, or welfare, or the environment.1 

V. 	 EXEMPTION FROM STATUTORY LIMITS 

CERCLA § 104(c) states that removal actions can exceed the 12-month and $2 million statutory 
limits ifconditions meet either the "emergency exemption" criteria or the "consistency 

.	exemption" criteria..·The consistency exemption requires that the proposed removal action be 
appropriate and consistent with the remedial action to be taken. As described below, conditions 
at the Site meet the criteria fot the emergency exemption. 

A. Emergency Exemption 

1In accordance with OSWER Directive 9360.0~34~ an endangerment determination is 
made based ~>n '~approvriate Sup~rfund po.licy or.guidance~ or on collab~ra.tion with~ trained risk 
assessort which ts outhned and dtscussed m Sectton Ill above. Appropnate sources mclude, but 
are not limited to, EPA relevant action level or olean..up standards, Agency for Toxic Substances 
and Disease stry documents or personnel, or stafftoxicologists/~ EPA relied on the 
Massachuse ontmgency Plan's (MCB) cumulative risk approach which compares site.. 
specific information to a Cumulative Cancer Risk Limit (See 310 Code ofMassachusetts 
Regulations (CMR) 40.0000). In addition, MassDEP has, and is continuing to, evaluate the data 
collected during this PAlSI to determine whether Imminent Hazard and/or Significant Risk 
conditions, as defmed in the MCP, are present at this Site. 

http:threaten.ed
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Under CERCLA § 104(c)(l)(A), removal actions may exceed the 12-month and $2 million 
statutory limits if: 

1. 	 There is an immediate risk to public health or welfare or the environment; 
2. 	 Continued response actions are immediately required to prevent, limit, or mitigate an 

emergency; and 
3. 	 Such assistance will not otherwise be provided on a timely basis. 

1. There is an immediate risk to public health or welfare or the environment: 

MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor# 
MACTEC, are perfonning an evaluation ofthe analytical data for the properties sampled during 
the PA/SI (Phase I and Phase II) to determine whether response actions are required under the 
MCP. 

Currently~ MassDEP has identified approximately 24 residential properties sampled during Phase 
I of the PA/SI with soil contamination at or near the surface where an Imminent Hazard 
Condition exists or a Condition ofNo Significant Risk does not exist. During Phase II of the 
PA/SI, 24 properties were sampled and arealso undergoing risk evaluations by MassDEP. Some 
ofthese properties may have soil contamination at or near the surface that may. require response 
actions to abate the contact threat. Unrestricted access to elevated levels ofPCBs, heavy metals, 
and PAHs exists largely in soils at or near the surface. Site residents include families with young 
children who utilize the yard for recreational activities. · 

In addition, on the NBHA's Westlawn property~ there are elevated levels oflead at the surface. 
Despite the activity and use limitations implemented by the NBHA, limited hot~spot removal of 
contaminated soils atthe surface is necessary to eliminate the contact threat. 

Failure to approve the 12~month and $2 million exemption request for this removal action will 
result in the continued ex:posure ofthe public and the environment to these hazardous materials. 

2. Continued response actions are immediately required to prevent, limit, or mitigate an 
emergency: 

With the contamination affecting such a large area and several properties impacted, continued 
response actions, including fully characterizing the extent of Site related contamination, soil 
removal, and property restoration, are required to prevent, limit, or mitigate this substantial 
contact threat posed to the public. In order to complete these actions, an exemption from the 12­
month and $2 million ceiling is required. 

3. Assistance wlll not otherwise be provided on a timely basis: 
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The State ofMassachusetts currently does not have the resources to abate the threat at this Site 
due to the large area ofcontamination. In a letter dated August 19~ 2010, MassDEP has 
·requested BPA's assistance on addressing properties at this Site that are determined to have 
elevated levels ofcontamination that trigger either. an Imminent Hazard or Significant Risk 
Condition to surface soils under State criteria, In addition, referral of this Site to the remedial 
program is not practicable, despite the projected expense of the removal, dueto the time required 
for the remedial process. 

VI. PROPOSED ACTIONS AND ESTIMATED COSTS 

A. Propose~ Actions 

1. 	 Proposed action description 

The goalsofthis action remain the same as the goals described in the original Action 
Memo ofAugust26> 2010: to conduct sampling to define the full extent ofthe boundaries 
ofthe Site and to remove contaminated surface soils from properties at the Site. Specific to 
this amendment are1hese objectives: 

• 	 Conduct additionaLsampling, as necessaryt to define the boundaries ofthe Site. 
. • 	 .For.theNBHA's Westlawn property which has activity and use limitations imposed 

it by the NBHA, surface soils contaminated with hazardous substances will be 
addressed within the top toot ofsoil by response actions consistent with the NCP. 

• 	 Remove surface soils contaminated with elevated levels ofhazardous substances 
from additional properties. 

• 	 Restore properties to pre-excavation conditions, to the extent practicable. 
• 	 Transport and dispose ofall contaminated material. 

The remaining proposed actions will not be changed from those actions described in the 
original Action Memo ofAugust 26. 2010. 

2. 	 Community relations 

Upon approval ofthe Action Memorandum, the OSC will continue to coordinate with the 
EPNs Office ofPublic Affairs Community Involvement staff to disseminate information 
regarding the project to the community and the impacted residents. 

3. 	 Contribution to remedial performance 
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The cleanup proposed in this Action Memorandum is designed to mitigate the threats to 
human health and the environment posed by the Site. The cleanup objectives have been 
established using state action levels and risk evaluations. For the NBHA's Westlawn 
property which has activity and use limitations imposed it by the NBHA, surface soils 
contaminated with hazardous substances will be addressed within the top foot of soil by 
response actions consistent with the NCP. 

MassDEP believes that the actions taken at the Site would be consistent with and will not 
impede any future responses. Also, MassDEP will be responsible for any long·term 
regulatory oversight for this Site. · 

4. Description of alternative technologies 

Please see the original Action Memo ofAugust 261 2010. This removal action will also 
incorporate environmentally responsible practices when practical and applicable. 

5. Applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARAR.s) 

Pursuant to 40 C.F.R. 300.415(j), removal actions shall, to the extent practicable 
considering the exigencies ofthe situation, attain ARARs. Current ARARs identified, but 
not limited to, are listed below. 

Federal ARARs: . 
· 4!} C.F. R, Section 122.26(c)(i!)(C,) ood IZ2,:!400 C!snm BtA£t Nft1l'iS fu;gulatlons (Sto!'Jllwater Cgntrol ang 

Mruli!gsmentl 

40 C.F.R. Pans 260~262 and 264 Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Subtitle C· Hazardous Waste Identification 
and Listing Regulations; Generator and Handler Requirements, Closure and Post-Closure- Massachusetts has been 
qctegated the authority to administer these RCRA. standards through Its state hazardous waste management regulations. 
State regulations that have adopted these federal standards are listed below. 

412 CfB. ~ecUgnz~.L§l :TSCA requirements for cleanup and disposal ofPCBs 

!Q C.F.JS. Section ~1.72TSCA Decontamination ofEquipment Used 

:tO QJ:Jl, Pw.t2l <;;;lel!J1 Ajr Act- S\ruldru:d.~ fgr control}ina dyst 

State ARARs: 

:no CMR 40.0900 Procedures and Standards fur the Characterization of the Rlsk of Harm to Health, Safety, 
Public Welfare and the Environment 
310 CMR30.100 Hazardous Waste Rules for Identification and Listing ofHnzardous Wastes 

310 CMR 30.300 Hazardous Waste Management Rules- Requirements for Generators 

310 CMR 30.500 Hazardous Waste Management Rules - General standards for hazardous waste facilities 
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310 CMR 30.680 Hazardous Waste Rules ·Containers 

310 CMR 30.690 Hazardous Waste Rules ·Management, Storage, and Treatment in Tanks 

TheOSC will coordinate with State officials to identify additional State ARARs, if any. In 
accordance with the National Contingency Plan and EPA Guidance Documents, the OSC 
will .determine the applicability and practicability of complying with each ARAR which is 
identified in a timely manner. 

6. Project schedule 

Removal activities under the original Action Memo are in progress. Pending funding 
availability, removal activities will continue. EPA anticipates completing on-site activities 
Within 18 months of the original start date. 

B. Estimated Costs 

COST CATEGORY PROPOSED 
CEILING 

Vll. EXPECTED CHANGE IN THE SITUATION SHOULD ACTION BE DELAYED OR 
NOT TAKEN 

A delayed removal action or the absence of a removal action described herein will cause 
conditions at the Site to remain unaddressed~ and threats associated with the presence of 
hazardous substances will co.ntin1.1e to pose a threat to human health and the environment. 

http:co.ntin1.1e
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Not continuing this action would be inconsistent with EPA's P!evious actions at the Site. 

VIII. OUTSTANDING POLICY ISSUES 

There are no precedent~setting policy issues associated with this Site. 

IX. ENFORCEMENT •.• For Internal Distribution Only 

See attached Enforcement Strategy; 

The total EPA costs for this removal action based on full-time accounting practices that will be 
eligible for cost recovery are estimated to be $8,100,000 (extramural costs)+ $750,000 (EPA 
intramural costs)= $8)850,000 X 1.3284 (regional indirect rate)=$ 11~756,340.2• · 

X. RECOMMENDATION 

This decision document represents the selected removal action for the Parker Street Waste Site in 
New Bedford, Massachusetts, developed in accordance with CERCLA, as amended, and is not 
inconsistent with the National Contingency Plan. The basis for this decision will be documented 
in the administrative record to be established for the Site. 

Conditions at the Site meet the NCP Section 300.415 (b)(2) criteria for a :removal action due to 
the following: 

Actual or potential exposure to nearby human populations, animals, or the food chain from 
hazardous substances orpollutants or contaminants [§300.415(b)(2)(i)]; 

High levels ofhazardous substances orpollutants or contaminants in soils largely at or near the 
surface, that may migrate [§300.41S(b)(2)(iv))i , 

2Direct Costs include direct extramural costs $8,1OOtOOO and direct intramural costs 
$750,000. Indirect costs are calculated based on an estimated indirect cost rate expressed as a 
percentage ofsite specific costs 32.84% x $8,850,000, consistent with the full accounting 
methodology effective October 2, 2000. These estimates do not include pre-judgment interest, 
do not take into account other enforcement costs, including Department ofJustice costs, and 
may be adjusted during the course ofa removal action. The estimates are for il!ustrative 
purposes only and their use is not intended to create any rights for responsible parties. Neither 
the lack of a total cost estimate nor deviation ofactual total costs from this estimate will affect 
the United States' right to cost recovery. 
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Weather conditions that may cause hazardous substances orpollutants or contaminants to 
migrate or be released [{300.41S(b)(2)(v)].' and 

The availability ofother appropriate Federal or State response mechanisms to respond to the 
release [§300.415{b){2)(vii)}. 

Furthermore, site conditions continue to meet the NCP section 300.4IS(b)(2) criteria for a 
removal and the criteria for the CERCLA Section 104(c) emergency exemption from the 12* 
month and $2 million limitations on removal actions. The removal action proposed in this 
Action Memorandum will abate; prevent, minimize, stabilize, mitigate and/or eliminate the 
release or threat ofrelease ofhazardous substances at the Parker Street Waste Site. I recommend 
your approval ofthepmposed removal action, the exemption from the 12~month and $2,000,000 
limitations> and the proposed project ceiling increase of$2,400,000. The total removal action 
project ceiling if approved will be $8,100,000. 

DATE: j~~ ~ 

DISAPPROVAL:_________ DATE:_____ 

Attachment I Action Memo dated August 26, 2010 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

SOUTHEAST REGIONAL OFFICE 

DEVALL. PATRICK IAN A. BOWLES 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY LAURIE BURT 
Lieutenant Governor Commissiomw 

December 3, 20 I 0 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEP A Region I Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-021 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEP A), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 63 land parcels comprising 47 privately owned propmties in the vicinity of the PSWS. 
The SAP was prepared jointly by the USEPA, MassDEP, Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 Inc. c/o Citizen's 
Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil 
samples from borings installed at the 63 parcels and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs ty'pically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium· and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following veJtical hmizons were analyzed: 0 _:_I' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

As the SAP analytical results are received from the laboratory and validated, MassDEP and its Site 
Assessment Remediation Suppmt Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC have been performing 
evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under the MassDEP Waste Site 
Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (the MCP). 
The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing releases of oil and/or 
hazardous n\aterials to the environment. On August 19,2010, MassDEP requested USEPA assistance to 
address prope1ties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where concentrations in the top tlu·ee feet 
of soil exceeded the applicable MCP categmy S-1 soil standards, meaning a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the information available at the time and was 

This information is available in alternate format, Call Donald l\1, Gomes, ADA Coordinator at 617-556-1057, TDD# 866-539-7622 or 617-574-6868, 

DEP on the World Wide Web: htlp:/1\VW\v.mass.gov/dep
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followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chmt development and 
risk communication with property owners. 

Enclosed is a copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted . by MACTEC for the prope•ty 
identified as P-021. These results are the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding 
typology chart development for this property. This evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the 6 boring locations on this prope•ty to the MCP categmy S-1 soil standards and · 
to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values. Given that each prope1ty was evaluated .separately, and because additional sampling was not 
planned as pmt of this effort, both the average ·concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the 
average concentration (95% UCL) ofCOCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 
ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL provides an added measure of conservatism that can be used when 
evaluating data from a limited data set. If either the averag.e concentration or the 95% UCL for a given 
depth zone exceeded the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for 
the purpose of developing the typology cha1t for the prope1ty, that an IH existed and/or a Condition ofNo 
Significant Risk did not exist. For property P-021, MassDEP provided you the following determinations: 

An Imminent Hazard condition, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for the current use of the 
property for the top 1 foot of soil. Specifically, 5 PARs were detected in soil borings P-021-SB-02 and 
P-021-SB-03 in the top foot of soil at concentrations greater than or equal to the site-specific Imminent 
Hazard levels established by MassDEP for this Site. The MCP requires elimination or control of all. 
Imminent Hazards. This may be accomplished by removing the top foot of soil in the vicinity of these 
borings and replacing it with clean soil or it can be accomplished by otherwise covering it with clean soil 
or an impervious surface or cap. No aCtivities should occur on this prope•ty that will disrupt the top foot 
of soil until removal or cover measures are complete. 

A condition ofNo Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for current use of 
the prope1ty for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. Specifically, 
concentrations of P AHs and lead were detected in samples collected from the top 3 feet in soil borings P­
021-SB-01, P-021-SB-02, P-021-SB-03, P-021-SB-04, P-021-SB-05, and P-021-SB-06 above the 
applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address this condition, 
which may include removal of this layer of soil and replacing it with clean soil or covering this layer of 
soil with an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur at the prope•ty that will disrupt soil 
located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete .. 

Fmihennore, a condition ofNo Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future use of the 
property has not been determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet below the ground 
surface. This is because concentrations of PARs, PCBs chromium and/or lead were detected above the 
applicable MCP S-1 soil standard in the 2 soil borings identified as P-021-SB-02 and P-021-SB-03 in 
samples collected from a depth greater than 3 feet. Because this soil is at depth, it does not necessarily 
need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the prope1ty. MassDEP and MACTEC are 
performing a more in-depth risk evaluation of the sample data from greater than 3 feet in depth from this 
property to better determine whether the presence of these contaminants at these levels and depths in 
these limited areas constitute a Condition of No Significant Risk. This additional evaluation includes 
reviewing the available data for this specific prope•ty along with data from adjacent parcels to confirm 
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whether or not a Condition ofNo Significant Risk exists.· By increasing the data set being evaluated, it is 
possible that the 95% UCL can be eliminated from consideration for decision-making. Until MassDEP 
completes this evaluation, soil below 3 feet should not be disturbed on this property unless it is under the 
direction and supervision of a Licensed Site Professional, and in consultation with MassDEP. 

Given the findings above, MassDEP has verified that its previous request for USEPA assistance on this 
property was appropriate. MassDEP continues to evaluate the SAP data on both a property-specific basis 
and by evaluating data from adjacent parcels to refine its risk evaluations. to be able to more specifically 
inform US EPA of the level ofassistance required for other properties. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and request provided in this letter will be used for 
response action decision-making as the USEP A works with the Potentially Responsible Patties, MassDEP 
and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions to address contamination in the 
zero to 1 foot, and 1 to 3 foot soil layers. MassDEP will continue to coordinate with USEP A throughout 
the response action alternative review process and will also work with the Potentially Responsible Parties 
and land owners to address conditions associated with contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet 
below the ground surface. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
patt of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as pati of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. Additionally, as stated above, MassDEP and MACTEC are performing more in-depth 
risk evaluation and SAP data analysis for this propetty and surrounding properties intended to refine the 
information we provide to USEP A for response action decision-making. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Patty to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessmy to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the oppottunity to collaborate 
with you on this important effott. 

~77L---· 

L 
David Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

Enclosure 

ec: CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 
City of New Bedford, Office ofEnvironmental Stewardship 

cc: Owner, Propetiy P-021 
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Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEP A Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-029 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Depmtment of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 63 land parcels comprising 47 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. 
The SAP was prepared jointly by tl~e US EPA, MassDEP, Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 Inc. c/o Citizen's 
Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil 
samples from borings installed at the 63 parcels and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs ), polycyclic al'Omatic hydrocarbons (P AHs ), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth approximately 12 feet below ground surface 
(bgs). The following vettical horizons were analyzed: 0 -I' bgs, I- 3' bgs, and 3- 12' bgs. 

As the SAP analytical results from individual propeliies are received from the laboratory and validated, 
MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC have 
been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is re_quired under the 
MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEP A assistance to address propetties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where 
concentrations in the top three feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP categmy S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with specific risk characterizations by propetty for 
the purpose of typology chart development m\d risk communication with pro petty owners. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Donald M, Gomes, ADA Coordinator at 617-556-1057. TDD# 866-539-7622 or_617-57.f-6868. 

DEP on the World Wide Web: http://\WIW.mass.gov/dep
"' .\.~ Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Enclosed is a copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property 
identified as P-029. These results are the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding 
typology chmt development for this property. This evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the 9 boring locations on this prope1ty to the MCP category S-1 soil standards and 

to either potential Imminent Hazard values Iisted in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, and because additional sampiing was not 
planned as pa1t of this effort, both the average concentration and the 95% upper confidence Iimit of the 

average concentration (95% UCL) ofCOCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 
ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL provides an added measure of conservatism that can be used when 
evaluating data from a limited data set. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given 

depth zone exceeded the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for 
the purpose of developing the typology chart for the prope1ty, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No 
Significant Risk did not exist. For property P-029, MassDEP provided you the following determinations: 

An Imminent Hazard condition, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for the current use of the 
.prope1ty for the top 1 foot of soil. Specifically, I PAH was detected in soil borings P-029-SB-05 and P­

029-SB-06 in the top foot of soil at concentrations greater than or equal to the site-specific Imminent 
Hazard levels established by MassDEP for this Site. The MCP requires elimination or control of all 
Imminent Hazards. This may be accomplished by removing the top foot of soil in the vicinity of these 

soil borings and replacing it with clean soil or it can be accomplished by otherwise covering those areas 

with clean soil or an impervious surface or cap. No activities should occur on this prope1ty that will 
disrupt the top foot of soil until removal or cover measures are complete. 

A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for current use of 

the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. Specifically, 

concentrations of PAHs and lead were detected in samples collected from the top three 3 feet in soil 
borings P-029-SB-02, P-029-SB-03, P-029-SB-05, P-029-SB-06, and P-029-SB-08 above the applicable 
MCP S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address this condition, which may 

include removal of this layer of soil in the vicinity of these soil borings and replacing it with clean soil or 

covering those areas in this layer of soil with an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur at 
the prope1ty that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or 

cover measures are complete. 

Fmthermore, a condition ofNo Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future use of the 

prope1ty has not been determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet below the ground 
surface. This is because concentrations of P AHs, PCBs clu·omium and/or lead were detected above the 
appiicable MCP S-1 soil standard in the 2 soil borings identified as P-029-SB-02 and P-029-SB-03 in 
samples collected from a depth greater than 3 feet. Because this soil is at depth, it does not necessarily 

need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the prope1ty. MassDEP and MACTEC are 
performing a more in-depth risk evaluation of the sample data from greater than 3 feet in depth from this 
prope1ty to better determine whether the presence of these contaminants at these levels and depths in 
these limited areas constitute a Condition of No Significant Risk. This additional evaluation includes 
reviewing the available data for this specific prope1ty along with data fi·om adjacent parcels to confirm 

whether or not a Condition ofNo Significant Risk exists. By increasing the data set being evaluated, it is 
possible that the 95% UCL can be eliminated from consideration for decision-making. Until MassDEP 



P-029 Page 3 of3 

completes this evaluation, soil below 3 feet should not be disturbed on this property nnless it is under the 
direction and supervision of a Licensed Site Professional, and in consultation with MassDEP. 

Given the findings above, MassDEP has verified that its previous request for USEP A assistance on this 
property was appropriate. MassDEP continues to evaluate the SAP data on both a property-specific basis 
and by evaluating data from adjacent parcels to refine its risk evaluations to be able to more specifically 
inform USEP A of the level of assistance required for other properties. 

USEP A has informed MassDEP that the determinations and request provided in this letter will be used for 
response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible Pmties, MassDEP 
and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions to address contamination in the 
zero to I foot, and I to 3 foot soil layers. MassDEP will continue to coordinate with USEPA thi·oughout 
the response action alternative review process and will also work with the Potentially Responsible Patties 
and land owners to address conditions associated with contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet 
below the ground surface. 

The information and determinations contained herein are. based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
pmt of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the. risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. Additionally, as stated above, MassDEP and MACTEC are performing more in-depth 
risk evaluation and SAP data analysis for this property and surrounding propetties intended to refine the 
information we provide to USEP A for response action decision-making. 

MassDEP's findings d.o not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Pal·ty or 
Potentially Responsible Patty to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessmy to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to collaborate 
with yon on this important effort. 

Sincerely, 

/~7~ 

flavid ~ohnston, Acting Regional Director 

Enclosure 

ec: CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 

City ofNew Bedford, Office ofEnvironmental Stewardship 

cc: Owner, Pro petty P-029 
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December 21, 20 I 0 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region l Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-011 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 63 land parcels comprising 47 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. 
The SAP was prepared jointly by the USEPA, MassDEP, Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 lnc. c/o Citizen's 
Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil 
samples from borings installed at the 63 parcels and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth approximately 12 feet below ground surface 
(bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0- 1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3- 12' bgs. 

As the SAP analytical results from individual properties are received from the laboratory and validated, 

MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC have 
been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under the 
MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where 
concentrations in the top three feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP category S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 

This information is av•ilable in alternate form,at. Call Donald M. Gomes, AOA Coordinator at617-SS6-JOS7. TDDN 866-539-7622 or 617-574-6868. 

DEP on the World Wide Web: hUp:/lwww.mass.gov/dep
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information available at the time and was followed-up with specific risk characterizations by property for 
the purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

E nclosed is a copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property 
identified as P-Oll. These results are the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding 

typology chart development for this property. This evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 

samples collected from the 7 boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards and 

to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 

values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, and because additional sampling was not 

planned as part of this effort, both the average concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the 

average concentration (95% UCL) ofCOCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 

ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL provides an added measure ofconservatism that can be used when 
evaluating data from a limited data set. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given 

depth zone exceeded the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for 
the purpose ofdeveloping the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition ofNo 

Significant Risk did not exist. For property P-0 II, MassDEP provided you the following determinations: 

An Imminent Hazard condition, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for the current use of the 

property for the top 1 foot of soil. Specifically, lead was detected in soil boring P-0 11-SB-04 in the top 
foot of soil at concentrations greater than or equal to the site-specific Imminent Hazard levels established 

by MassDEP for this Site. The MCP requires elimination or control of all Imminent Hazards. This may 
be accomplished by removing the top foot of soil in the vicinity of these soil borings and replacing it with 

clean soil or it can be accomplished by otherwise covering those areas with clean soil or an impervious 

surface or cap. No activities should occur on this property that will disrupt the top foot of soil until 

removal or cover measures are complete. 

A condition ofNo Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for current use of 
the property for. the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. Specifically, 

concentrations of PAHs and/or lead were detected in samples collected from the top three 3 feet in soil 

borings P-0 11-SB-02 and P-0 11-SB-04 above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires 

actions to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of this layer of soil in the 
vicinity of these soil borings and replacing it with clean soil or covering those areas in this layer of soil 

with an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located 

from the ground surface to a depth of3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

Furthermore, a condition ofNo Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future use of the 

property has not been determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet below the ground 
surface. This is because concentrations ofPAHs and/or lead were detected above the applicable MCP S-1 

soil standard in the soil borings identified as P-0 11-SB-03 and P-0 11-SB-04 in samples collected from a 

depth greater than 3 feet. Because this soil is at depth, it does not necessarily need to be removed to be 
protective of the current use of the property. MassDEP and MACTEC are performing a more in-depth 
risk evaluation of the sample data from greater than 3 feet in depth from this property to better determine 

whether the presence of these contaminants at these levels and depths in these limited areas constitute a 

Condition of No Significant Risk. This additional evaluation includes reviewing the available data for 
this specific property along with data from adjacent parcels to confirm whether or not a Condition ofNo 
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Significant Risk exists. By increasing the data set being evaluated, it is possible that the 95% UCL can be 
eliminated from consideration for decision-making. Until MassDEP completes this evaluation, soil below 
3 feet should not be disturbed on this property unless it is under the direction and supervision of a 
Licensed Site Professional, and in consultation with MassDEP. 

Given the findings above, MassDEP has verified that its previous request for USEPA assistance on this 
property was appropriate. MassDEP continues to evaluate the SAP data on both a property-specific basis 
and by evaluating data from adjacent parcels to refine its risk evaluations to be able to more specifically 
inform US EPA of the level of assistance required for other properties. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and request provided in this letter will be used for 

response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible Parties, MassDEP 
and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions to address contamination in the 
zero to I foot, and I to 3 foot soil layers. MassDEP will continue to coordinate with USEPA throughout 
the response action alternative review process and will also work with the Potentially Responsible Parties 
and land owners to address conditions associated with contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet 
below the ground surface. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. Additionally, as stated above, MassDEP and MACTEC are performing more in-depth 
risk evaluation and SAP data analysis for this property and surrounding properties intended to refine the 
information we provide to USEPA for response action decision-making. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 

under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21 E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please fee l free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to collaborate 
with you on this important effort. 

3~/~c____---
David Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/lm 

Enclosure 
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ec: 	 CLEAN, President - Eddie Johnson 
jheljhnsn6@aol.com 

City ofNew Bedford, Office ofEnvironmenta l Stewardship 

Scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 


Novick.Steve@epamail.epa.gov 


iphillips@rouxinc.com 


tboguski@e2inc.com 


cc: 	 Owner, Property P-0 11 

mailto:tboguski@e2inc.com
mailto:iphillips@rouxinc.com
mailto:Novick.Steve@epamail.epa.gov
mailto:Scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:jheljhnsn6@aol.com
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Table P-011 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Immin~>nt Hazard L~>v~>ls 


Parker Street 


N~>w B~>dford, Massachusetts 


0..1 ft [1) I 1-3 ft [1) 
DRAFT MCP Upper 


Recommended Parker 
 MCP$-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value 
 limitDirect Contact IFrequency of IRange of Detectedl I IFrequency of IRange of DetectedI I I Frequer 

Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/l<g) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations_ Average 95% UCl (3) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL (3) Detec 
PAHs (r:!!g/Kg) _ -
~-Methylnaphthalene 61,000 300 1 I 7 0.93 - 0.93 0.27 -~C_{a) o I 7 AIIND NA NC (b)_ 5,000 1_!_. ­.. ­
Ac:_enapht_!l~ne 180,000 1,000 1 I z_ 3.93 - 3.93 0 .70 __NgaJ o I 7 AIIND NA N£ (b) 1 I10.~ 

~- -. 
Ace~e_hthylene 180,000 _ 1_ 1 7 0.19 0.28 0 .18 0.28 NP (f]o I 7 AIIND NA NC_(!>I 3 I1.QOO !9·000-. ·-Anthracene 920,000 1,000 4 I 7 0.26 - 4.81 0.88 I 5.2 NP [c) __4/ 7 0.2 0 .71 0.33 0.59 ~P IIJ 8 L1Q~~ 
Benz~a)anthracene - 160 ­ 7 ­ 7 I 7 0.16 - 13.1 2.5 9~ (;[k) 4 I 1 1.07 - 7.63 1.9 4.2 NP [I]__3,~ 1l.j_-· 
Benzo(a)pyrene 6 I 7 0.17 14.6 2.7 L 11.5 NP[d] 4 I 7 I 1.01 6 .45 1.9 5.0 NP [f]16 2 300 10 I----- · ­-- -· --­
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 7 I 7 0.2 - 20.1 3.7 I 25__G [ I]-- 160 7 _ 4 L 1 r 1~31 7.66 2.5 ~9 fiP [f] -~~!- I---------~~D.QO -
~enzo(g.h,l)perylene 120,000 

~ 

_ 4 I 7 1.72 0.71 1.4 NP [f]5 I 7 0.19 - 4.71 1.1 .'!_/_1,000 _ 1,9-.QOO_ r 0 .72-- --. ~ 3"'NPjdJ
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1,600 4 I 7 0.32 7.26 1.3 - 3.5_NP I~ 4 I 1 2.41 0.79 1.8 _N_P (f)70 __10,0~-. - r 0.46- 7_1 _7_ 
c~rysen':.. __ 16,000 70 0.18 13.1 2.5 - ~.?__§Jk)_ - 4 I 1 0.95 7.26 1.8 • 4 .1 NP [f]_ _

B
g_{ 

j_ 

r I- ~0!.~~. - -­~ib_enz(a,h)anthracene - 16 0.7 300 3 I 7 0.21 1.37 0.36 1.4 NP If] -_- 4 1_7 0.18 0 .56 0.26 0~3 NP [f] 1 I- ·- ­
F)uora(l~hene 120,000 - 5 /_ 7 0.16 7.7 2.3 4.5 NP [I]1 I 1 0.31 25.8 4.8 __!8.9 GIf{_!<!._000 1~_/~·001 
Fluorene 120,000 1,000 10,000 1 I 7 2.73 2.73 0.53 ~Cial - 1 1_?.. 0.25 0.25 0.17 !-~C [a) - 2.) 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 160 -- 7 s I 7 0.19 6.33 1.4 5.2 NP [d) 4 I 7 0 .77 2.07 0 .79 1.6 NPjf] 9 I_ _],000_­

61,000 -- - 100 10,000 1 I 1 4.14 4.14 0.73 NC [a) _ o L 1 AII ND NA NC(~ 1 INafl~_!h~len~ 
~ 

Phenanthrene 120,000 4_ I 7 0 .65 2.73 1.1 2.7 NP [f]500 ­ 7 I 1 0.16 - 20.3 35 31 NP (g) 11 I1~000 
. ­

" 1 2 jPyrene 92,000 1,000 7 I 7 0.25 21.2 4.3 r 15.8 G~ __51 1 0.18 - 11.6 2.9 G_-1 NP(h)10.~ 
~ . ·­PCBs (mg/Kg) 

- 10 100 AIIND NA NCJb] o I 7_ AIIND NA NC[b) o I~oclor-1016 ~ - ~ 7 t-- - .. - ~ ­ -
oclor-1221 10 2 100 ­ !!_Io I 1 AII ND NA NC[b) 0_/7 AIIND NA NC[bJt: 

- -

-­- £-:·- ­,Aroclor-1232 o I 1 AIIND NA NC[b)10 2 ·-- 100 o I 1 AIIND I NA NC[b) o I.-··­ .....

f 
-f- - · ­!Aroclor-1~42 10 2 100 o I 1 All NO NA !'l.f[b) o I 1 I AII ND NA NC[b) __!!_/__t- -­1Aroclor-1248 10 2 100 --- to I 1 AIIND NA NC[b) o I 1 AIIND NA NC[b) o I- P.- ­ -- -t -­IAroclor-1254 o I 7 AIIND NA N_Cjb}10 2 100 -­ o I 1 All NO NA ~C[b) o I 

Arodor-1260 100 All NO NA NC [b] o I 7 t- All NO NA --
N<:_[~]-- 10 ­ 2 o I--

-
O_L 7 " ­

-- - ---- --· ~ - · ­Aroclor-1262 2 100 ­ o I 1 All NO NA NC(b) 0 I_! All NO NA NC(~- 10 Q__l! . o I 1 All NO NA ;' ___ NC (b)Aroclor-1268 10 2 -- 100 o I 1 AIIND NA NC[b) _E__L- t­-PCBs (Total) o I 1 AIIND NA NC[b)10 
~-

2 100 o I 1 All NO NA NC [b) -f --
-­

o I 
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Table P-011 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


1-3ft (1]0-1 ft Il l 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCPS-1 Concentration 
Street IH Value Direct Contact Frequency of Frequer 

Parameter 
limit Frequency of Range of Detected Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg)(mg/Kgl (mg/kg) Concentrations I Average I "9S" UCL (3) Detection Concentrations Average DetecDetection 9S" UCL (3) 
!_!!organics (mg/Kg) 

Aluminum NS NS 7 I 7 4930 - 8310 667J1s71 N (m] 7 I 7 4030 - 9260 6474 7696 N (m) 14 I- 1-~~ --­Antimony 20 - -~ - 017 All NO NA [ _!'JC fbl 0 I 7 All NO NA NC (b) 0 I 
Arsenic 40 20 - - 1--200 - s / 7 2.5 - 3.1 I 2.3 2~-N~.J!L - 3 I 7 2.7 - S.7 2.1 5.JNP{rf - u_ 
Barium 11.3 - 43 23 1 __l_O N (m] __7 I 7 14.3 - 7S.8200,000 -.1: 1.~ - _ l_Q,OOO - 7 I 7 1 30 so_ Glkl _}U-
~eryllium 

--~---

100 2.000 o I 1 All NO I NA I NC (b) 0 I 7 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 
Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

-­ - 1-

Copper--·--=--=-= 
-~ 

60 

200 

2 - 300 o I 1
N5--. ~ --. 1 1 1 

3-o-­ · 2.000 - - - 7 1 7 
NS ____--;;JS _- 0 I 7 

NS- ­ - --;:j$ - -· · ­ 0 -I 7-

All NO 

301 • 746 

14.5 - 18.8 

AII ND 
All NO I 

NA 

548 

16.2 

NA 
NA 

; _ __!<C ibf _ 0 f 7 

_ ~8_6_!:f_(m] _ 7 I 7 

....27·2~ N (m) __1_ 1 7 

1---· NC (b)___O_L 7 
NC (b) __O_ I 7 

All NO 

202 - 1120 
S.1 • 18.2 

All NO 

All NO 

NA 

496 
11.8 

NA 

NA 

730 
1S.2 

NC-[bJ 

f'!Jm) 
N [m) 

NC [b] 
NC [b) 

__ o I 
__14 j 

_ 14 /_ 

_ ... .f2.J... 
0 I 

Iro-n­ ~ NS _ -- Ns ----:-_ -_ 'j_j_ 7 6200 - 12800 , 9154 10963 N [m] 7 I 7 S410 • 10100 7864 I 8914 NtmJ 14j 
Lead 
Magnesium 

Manga;;-es~ 
- -Mer<;_ury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 
Silver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

Cyanide 

1,000 
- ­ - - -

----- ­
-- ­ - - ­ - ­ - ­
- ­ - ~ --1 - - - -

-
-­ -

- -

. - - - I· 

- --­ - + 
-__,__

-­
-

-

300 3,000 7 I 7 
NS- ­ --Ns -- ­ 7 1 7 ­

-NS------~-· 0 I 7 
20 --- ­ 300 - . o I 7 

--- ­ ------ ­
20 1.000 o I 1 
NS NS - 0 I 7 

400 - 8,000 ­ o I 1 
------ ­ -.. - -
100 2.000 o I 1 
NS NS - - 0 (]­
~ 800- 017 
600 10.000 o I 1 

2.soo · ­ 10.000 o I 1 

100 4,000 o I 1 

-
30.2 - 1410 

880 - 1440 
All NO 

F 
AII NO_ 
All NO 

- All No 

All NO 

All NO 

. All NO 

E-
All NO 
AII NO 

All NO 
All NO 

-

• 

t 
t 
I 

257 2172, NP (g) 7 I 7 

1153 1317-"N lml 1 1 1 
NA - >---­ NC (b) -­0- 1 7 

NA~~--~= OJ 7 
NA NC [b) 0 I 7 

NA -=---Nc tbf -_--o[1 

NA NC fb) 0 I 7 

NA l~ NC-fb) _-_0 I 7 

NA 1-­ ..!iC:.I~]_ 0 I 7 
NA NC[b) 0 I 7 
NA [___ NC(b) 0- 1 7 

NA NC [b) . 0 L 7 
NA NC (b) 0 I 7 

I 

t 872 - 2370 r AIINO 

f 
t-t ~::~~ 

3.8 - 1SO 

All NO 
- AIINO 

r 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

63 
1S1S 
NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

110 N_[ml 
1909 N [m) 

NClbJ 

NC(b) 

NC[~) 

NC[~ 
NC(b) 

----~~ 
NC(b]=­ NC [~) 

_ NC (b) 

NC[b) 
NC(b) 

...!4 j_ 
14 I 
0_1 

_ _!!_ [ 
_ O_ ( 

0 I 
0 I 

_ oL 
0 I 

__ 0_f_ 
_ ~ 

0 I 
- - f o

mg/Kg = milligrams per kHogram [1) One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
NA~ Not applicable [2) Average and 95" UCLvalues are cakulated based on a weighted average due to depth 
NO = Not detected [3) 95% UCL Is calculated using ProUCl software (V. 4.00.04). 
NS =No Standard Available 

NC- Not Calculated G - Gamma Distribution 
[a] Only one distinct data value was detected [k) 95" Approximate Gamma UCL 
[b) All values non detect Ill 95% Adjusted Gamma UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution N- Normal Distribut ion 
[c) 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCl [m) 95% Student's-t UCL 
[d) 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
[e) 95% KM (BCA) UCl lN - log Normal Distribution 
[I] 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL [n) 95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 
[g) 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCl 
[h) 95% KM (t) UCL 
[I] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 
UJ 99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL 
Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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December 21, 2010 

Steven R: Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Po.st Office Square Property P-047 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Depmiment of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation· of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 63 land parcels comprising 47 privately owned prope1ties in the vicinity of the PSWS. 
The SAP was prepared jointly by the USEPA, MassDEP, Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 Inc. c/o Citizen's 
Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil 
samples fi·om borings installed at the 63 parcels and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PARs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth approximately 12 feet below ground surface 
(bgs). The following ve11ical horizons were analyzed: 0- 1' bgs, 1 -3' bgs, .and 3- 12' bgs. 

As the SAP analytical results from individual prope1ties are received from the laboratmy and validated, 
MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC have 
been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under the 
MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment: On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where 
concentrations in the top thr~e feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP category S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Donald 1\f, Gomes1 ADA Coordinator at 617-556-1057. TDD# 866-539-7622 or 617-574-6868. 
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information available at the time and was followed-up with specific risk characterizations by property for 
the purpose oftypology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

Enclosed is a copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property 
identified as P-047. These results are the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding 

typology chart development for this property. 'This evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the 8 boring locations on this property to the MCP categmy S- I soil standards and 
to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 

values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, and because additional sampling was not 
planned as pmt of this effort, both the average concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the 
average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 

ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL provides an added measure of conservatism that can be ·used when 
evaluating data from a limited data set. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given 
depth zone exceeded the applicable S- I soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for 
the purpose of developing the typology chmt for the prop.erty, that an IH existed and/or a Condition ofNo 
Significant Risk did not exist.. For property P-Ol I, MassDEP provided you the following determinations: 

An Imminent Hazard condition, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for the current use of the 

property for the top 1 foot of soil. Specifically, lead was detected in the soil borings identified as P-047­
SB-01, P-047,SB-02, P-047-SB-04, P-047-SB-06 P-047-SB-07, P-047-SB-08, P-047-SB-09 and P-047­

SB-I 0 in the top foot of soil at concentrations greater than or equal to the site-specific Imminent Hazard 

levels established by MassDEP for this Site. The MCP requires elimination or control of all Imminent 
Hazards. This may be accomplished by reiiJOving the top foot of soil in the vicinity of these soil borings 
and replacing it with clean soil or it can be accomplished by otherwise covering those areas with clean 

soil or an impervious surface or cap. No activities should occur on this prope1ty that will disrupt the top 
foot of soil until removal or cover measiues are complete. 

A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for current use of 
the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. Specifically, 

concentrations of lead were detected in samples collected from the top three 3 feet in soil borings P-047­

SB-02, P-047-SB-03 and P-047-SB-04 above the applicableMCP S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires 
actions to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of this layer of soil in the 
vicinity of these soil borings and replacing it with dean soil or covering those areas in this layer of soil 

with an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located 
from the ground surface to a depth of3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

Furthermore, a condition ofNo Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future use of the 

property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. 
No fmiher action is required for the soils located greater than 3 feet. 

Given the findings· above, MassDEP has verified that its previous request for USEPA assistance on this 

prope1ty was appropriate. MassDEP continues to evaluate the SAP data on both a property-specific basis 
and by evaluating data from adjacent parcels to refine its risk evaluations to be able to more specifically 
inform US EPA of the level of assistance required for other prope1ties. 
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USEP A has informed MassDEP that the determinations and request provided in this letter will be used for 
response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible Pmties, MassDEP 
and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions to address contamination in the 
zero to I foot, and 1 to 3 foot soil layers. MassDEP will continue to coordinate with US EPA throughout 
the response action alternative review process and will also work with the Potentially Responsible Parties 
and land owners to address conditions associated with contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet 
below the ground surface. 

·The information and determinations contained herein are based .solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. Additionally, as stated above, MassDEP. and MACTEC are performing more in-depth 
risk evaluation and SAP data analysis for this propetty and surrounding prope1ties intended to refine the 
information we provide to USEP A for response action decision-making. 

MassDEP's findings do 1iot. preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute-a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perfmm, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessmy to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the etivironment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to collaborate 

with you on this impmtant effort. 

;7,~
~vid Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

Enclosure 

ec: 	 CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 
jheljhnsn6@aol.com 

City ofNew Bedford, Office ofEnvironmental Stewardship 

Scott:alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 


Novick.Steve@epamail.epa.gov 

jphillips@rouxinc.com 

tboguski@e2inc.com 

cc: 	 Owner, Prope1ty P-047 

mailto:tboguski@e2inc.com
mailto:jphillips@rouxinc.com
mailto:Novick.Steve@epamail.epa.gov
mailto:Scott:alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:jheljhnsn6@aol.com
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December 22, 2010 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEP A Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-004 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 63 land parcels comprising 47 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. 
The SAP was prepared jointly by the USEP A, MassDEP, Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 Inc. c/o Citizen's 
Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil 
samples from borings installed at the 63 parcels and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls(PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0- 1' bgs, 1 - 3' bgs, and 3- 12' bgs. 

As the SAP analytical results are received from the laboratory and validated, MassDEP and its Site 
Assessment Remediation Suppmt Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC have been performing 
evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under the MassDEP Waste Site 
Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (the MCP): 

The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing releases of oil and/or 
hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested USEPA assistance to 
address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where concentrations in the top tlu·ee feet 
of soil exceeded the applicable MCP category S-1 soil standards, meaning a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the infor'mation available at the time and was 

This information is available In alternate formal. Call Donald !\f. Gomes, ADA Coordinator at 617-556-1057. TDD# 866-539-7622 or 617-574-6868. 
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followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology cllalt development and 
risk commuitication with pro petty owners. 

Enclosed is a copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the prope1ty 
identified as P-004. These results are the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding 
typology chatt development for this prope1ty. This evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 

samples collected from the 7 boring locations on this propetty to the MCP categmy S-1 soil standards and 
to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (!H) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, and because additional sampling was not 

. planned as part of this effort, both the average concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the 

average concentration (95% UCL) ofCOCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 
ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL provides an added measure of conservatism that can be used when 
evaluating data from a limited data set. ·If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given 
depth zone exceeded the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for 

the purpose ofdeveloping the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition ofNo 
Significant Risk did not exist. For prope1ty P-004, MassDEP provided you the following determinations: 

An Imminent Hazard condition, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for the current use of the 
propetty for.the top 1 foot of soil. Specifically, lead was detected in soil borings P-004-SB-04, P-004­
SB-05, P-004-SB-06 in the top foot of soil at concentrations greater than or equal to the site-specific 

Imminent Hazard levels established by MassDEP for this Site. The MCP requires elimination or control 
of all Imminent Hazards. This may be accomplished by removing the top foot of soil in the vicinity of 
these borings and replacing it with clean soil or it can be accomplished by otherwise covering it with 

clean soil or im impervious surface or cap. No activities should occur on this property that will disri1pt the 

top foot ofsoil until removal or cover measures are complete. 

A condition ofNo Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for current use of 

the prope1ty for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. Specifically, 
concentrations ofPAHs and/or lead wei·e detected in samples collected from the top 3 feet in soil borings 
P-004-SB-01, P-004-SB-02, P-004-SB-03, P-004-SB-04, P-004-SB-05, P-004-SB-06 above the 

applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address this condition, 
which may include removal of this layer of soil and replacing it with clean soil or covering this layer of 

soil with an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur at the properly that will disrupt soil 
located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

Furthermore, a condition ofNo Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future use of the 

property has not been determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet below the ground 
surface. This is because concentrations of lead and/or arsenic were detected above the applicable MCP S­
1 soil standard in the 2 soil borings identified as P-004-SB-0 1 and P-004-SB-02 in samples collected from 

a depth greater than 3 feet. Because this soil is at depth, it does not necessarily need to be removed to be 
protective of the current use of the prope1ty. MassDEP and MACTEC are performing a more in-depth 
risk evaluation of the sample data from greater than 3 feet in depth from this propetty to better determine 

· 	whether the presence of these contaminants at these levels and depths in these limited areas constitute a 
Condition· of No Significant Risk. This additional evaluation includes reviewing the available data for 
this specific property along with data from adjacent parcels to confirm whether or.not a Condition of No 
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Significant Risk exists. By increasing the data set being evaluated, it is possible that the 95% UCL can be 
eliminated from consideration for decision-making. Until MassDEP completes this evaluation, soil 
below 3 feet should not be disturbed on this property unless it is under the direction and supervision of a 
Licensed Site Professional, and in consultation with MassDEP. 

Given the findings above, MassDEP has verified that its previous request for USEP A assistance on this 
property was appropriate. MassDEP continues to evaluate the SAP data ·on both a property-specific basis 
and by evaluating data from adjacent parcels to refine its risk evaluations to be able to more specifically 
inform USEP A of the level of assistance required for other prope1ties. 

USEP A has informed MassDEP that the determinations and request provided in this letter will be used for 
response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentiaily Responsible Patties, MassDEP 
and landowners in planning and conductit1g appropriate removal actions to address contamination in the 
zero to I foot, and 1 to 3 foot soil layers. MassDEP will continue to coordinate with USEPA throughout 
the response action alternative review process and will also work with the Potentially Responsible Patties 
and land owners to address conditions associated with contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet 
below the ground surface. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
pati of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. Additionally, as stated above, MassDEP and MACTEC ·are performing more in-depth 
risk evaluation and SAP data analysis for this prope1ty and surrounding properties intended to refine the 
information we provide to USEP A for response action decision-making. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSW:il nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, ·or to require any Responsible Patty or 
Pot~ntially Responsible Patty to perform, any. response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessmy to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the infonnation provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opjimiunity to collaborate 
with you on this important effmi. 

s/:/~ 
livid Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 
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ec: CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 
jheljhnsn6@aol.com 

City ofNew Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 
Scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

Novick.Steve@epamail.epa.gov 

iphillips@rouxinc.com 

tboguski@e2inc.com 

cc: Owner, Property P-021 
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May 17, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
US EPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-003 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmenial Protection Agency (USEPA), in 

coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (Mass.DEP), began field 


. implementation of a. Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 


contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 


approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 


by the US EPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 


Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the US EPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 

from . borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed . 

laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 

chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 

surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 

validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Rem.ediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 

have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 

the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000; the Massachusetts 

Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 

releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010; MassDEP requested 

USEPA assistance to· address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 

concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 

meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on tne 

This information is available In alternate format. Call Ml«helle Waters·Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539·7622 or 1-617-574·6868 
· MassDEP Website: \V\WI.mass.gov/d!3p 

Print~d on Recycled Paper 
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information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 

purpose of typology. chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

Property P-003 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 

copy of the results from the risk ·evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-003. 

These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart · 

development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 

. samples collected from the six boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 

and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) 

values. Given that each prop.erty was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 

surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 

conditions, and because additional sampling was .not planned as part of this effort, both the average 

concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 

detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 

provides a conservative approach to .estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 

and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 

the applicable S-1 soil standard .or JH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 

developing the typology chart for the property, that an JH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 

Risk did not exist. For property P-003, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 

current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 

Specifically, concentrations of lead were detected above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards 

in samples collected from the top 3 feet in five of the_ soil borings on the property. The MCP 

requires actions to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of this layer of 

soil and replacing it with clean soil or covering this layer of soil with an appropriate cap material. 

No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface 

to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 

use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 

. below the ground surface because the 95% UCL value calculated for chromium exceeded the 

applicable MCP S-1 soil standard of 40 mg/Kg. 

Property P-003 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 

. making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from Property P-003 along with 

data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 

account to ensure the data being evaluated. was representative. In cases where MassDEP determined 

the data was representative, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision making. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-003: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 

No Significant Risk does not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval, as described above. Response 
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actions are necessary to address the COC contamination in the area of all of the soil borings at 

this interval. 

+ 	 Applying the 95% UCL is not necessary for. the soil located greater than 3 feet b.g.s. because the 

COC concentrations observed are consistent with results from samples taken in the surrounding 

area, and because the actual average for chromium at this depth interval is below the applicable 

MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. As such, a Condition of No Significant Risk exists on this 

property for the soil located between 3 and 12 feet, and no further response actions are 

necessary for this soil is representative. 

+ 	 These final conclusions and response action recommendations for Property P-003 were made 

while taking into account data from surrounding properties that confirm the data from P-003. 

· USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations prqvided in this letter will 

be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 

Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions to address 

contamination in the zero to 1 foot, and 1 to 3 foot soil layers. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 

with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 

Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with contamination 

present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface. 

The information and determinations contained herein are· based solely on review of the data available 


from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 


pa.rt of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 


the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 


and MACTEC. 


MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 

to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 

under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 

findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 

Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 

deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environm-ent 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 

questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 

collaborate with.you on this important effort. 

avid Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

Enclosure 
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ec: 	 CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 
City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-003 



TableP-003 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Q-1 It [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 
Recommended Parker MCP 5-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Det~cted Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 
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Table P-003 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 

0-lft [1] 1-3ft[1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper . 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 

Street JH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Defected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
{mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3)Parameter 

mg/Kg = m!ll!grams per kilogram 
NA =Not app!icable 
NO= Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection llmit Is used for all non-detects for a!l average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3]95% UCL/s calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [gJ 95%Student's-t UCL 
[b} Only one distinct data value was detected 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 
[c]95% KM (t) UCL [h] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[d} 95% KM (%Bootstrap) UCL 
[e]95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL LN -log Normal Distribution 
(f] 99% KM {Chebyshev) UCL [!J 95%H-UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL 
Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street lH yalue. 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 07129110 

Checked by I Date: KJC07130I10 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

D,_C\1,<\LL PATRicK . RICHARD K. SULLNAN JR. 
Gayer-nor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNEll--1 L KIMMELl 
Liautei-tant. Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
One Winter Street Boston, MA 08108•617"292"5500 

May 17, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 

. US EPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
· 5 Post Office Square Property P"040 

Boston, Massachusetts 02109"3912 

Dear M r~· Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), In 

coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 

implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan ~the SAP), dated April. 2010, to determine if 

contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 

approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 

by the US EPA, Ma.ssDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in.the SAP, the US EPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 

from borings installed at the· 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 

laboratories. The' soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 

polychlorinated biphenyls (pCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 

chromium and IEmd. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 

surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 

validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Rem.ediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 

have been performing evaluations of the data to determine 'whether remedial aCtion is req~ir~d under 

the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 

Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standar!Js for addressing 

releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 

USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 

concentrations In the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S"1 soil standards, 

meaning a Condition of' No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the. . . 

This information Is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem; Diversity Director, at 617·292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574·6868 
MassDEP Website: \Wm.mass.gov/dep 



Request for USEPAAssistance: P-040 	 Page 2 of4 

informatiorr available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 

purpose of typology chart development and risk communication wlth property owners. 

Property P-040 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: -Enclosed is a 

copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property .identified asP-040. 

These results were the .basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 

development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the s~mple results from the soil 

samples collected frol)l the eight boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil· · 

standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site~specific Imminent 

Hazard (I H) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 

from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site · 

conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average. 

concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 

detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 

provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration w[len the data set is limited 

and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the '95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 

the applicable S-1 soil standard cir IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 

developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 

Risk did not exist. For property P-040, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition pf No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 

current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 

Specifically, concentrations of leaci were detected above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards 

in samples collected from· the top 3 feet in all. of the soil. borings· on the property. The MCP 

requires actions to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of this layer of 

soil and replacing it with cfean soil or covering this layer of soil with an. appropriate cap ·material. 

No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface 

to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as. defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 

use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and.12 feet 

below· the ground surface.. This is because the concentrations of PAHs, cadmium and/or leap 

were detected above tlie applicable Method 1 S-1 soil standards in soil samples collected from a 

. depth greater than 3 feet in all of the borings on the property. Because this soil is at depth, it 

does not necessarily need to be removed to be·protective of the current use of the property. 

Soil below three 3 feet should not be disturbeci'on this property unless it is under the direction 

;-md supervision of a Licensed Site Professional, and done in accordance with the MCP. If this 

soil is to remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls, defined as a Notice of Activity 

and Use Limitation or AUL in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to ensure that future 



Request for USEPA Assistance: P~040 	 Page3of4 

activities or changes in use do not create the potential for humans to be exposed to the soil 

below 3 feet in depth. . 

+ 	 In addition, a condition of Risk to Public Welfare, based on an exceedence of an Upper 

Concentration limit (UCL), as defined in the MCP, was obsell(ed in the soil located between 

three feet and twelve feet in depth at soil boring P-040-SB-02, where lead was. detected at a 

concentration Of 21600 mg/Kg. The UCL for lead in soil is 3000 mg/Kg. Soil with average 

concentrations above the UCL cannot remain in place at a c!epth of twelve feet or less unless 

and they are covered with an engineered barrier designed to prevent contact, exposure, 

migration or erosion of that soil and an Activity and Use limitation (AUL) is implemented. No 

activities should occur at the property that will disrupt and/or create exposure to any soil that 

exceeds a UCL until removal or cover measures and an AUL are complete. 

Property P-.040 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose ·of 

making final (isk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from Property P-040 along with 

data from surrounding properties so that data consistency ancj COC distribution could be taken into 

account to ensure the data being evaluated was representative. In cases where MassDEP determined 

the data was representative, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision making. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-040: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified that its previous request for USEPA assistance on this· property was 

appropriate. Elimination of the 95% UCL as a risk evaluation review criteria did not result in any 

changes from the preliminary risk evaluation provided to USEPA for typology chart 

development. 

US EPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 

be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potential!\' Responsible 

Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions to address 

contamination in the zero to 1 foot, and 1 to 3 foot soil layers. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
•. 

with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 


Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with contamination 


present at adepth greater than 3. feet below t~e ground surface. 


The information and determinations contained herein are l:)ased solely on revieW of the data available 

from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 

part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 

the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by Mas~DEP 

and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findingsdo not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 

to the PSWS hor do they in any way constitute.a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
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under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally; these 

findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party· or 

Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which ·MassDEP 

· deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment · 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 

questions 'related to the information provided herein: MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 

collaborate with you on this important effort. 

avid Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

Enclosure 

· ec: CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 
City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

cc: Owner, Property P-040 



Table P·040 

CompariSon of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford1 Massachusetts 


Parameter 
JPAHs [mgiKg) 

IPvrene 

I 
I 

JPCBs (Total) 

. 

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 
(mg/Kg) 

MCP 5-1 
Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 
Concentration 

Limit 
(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 
I 

1Hft[1) 1-3ft[1) 0-3 It[: 

Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of 
Average 95% UCL [3) Average 95% UCL [3) i Average 95% UCL[3) 

3+ft[1) 

Range of Detected 
I Avera.e 95% UCL [3) 
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Table P-040 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1ft[1] 1-3ft[1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 
Street JH Value Direc;t Contact Umlt 

Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) 
lnorganlcs (mg/Kg) 
Aluminum NS NS 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of 
Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection 

8 / 8 

Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCl [3] 

~~tlmony ______ _..______ -~---·--·-----·-----·~ 20 300 
Arsenic ---~------- -~~~_4_0_____ 20 200 

Barium~--------~- __ 200,Q90"'-~---t-~-"''::."~+--~':"""--
~eryllrum _______ ... _________ -~----- _-~--
Cadmium 

mg/Kg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND =Not detected 
NS =No Standard Aval!able 

[1) One-half the detection limit Is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2) Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3)95% UClls calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution NC- Not Calculated 
[a} 95% KM (t) UCl 10 All values non detect 
(b)9S% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL Ul Only one distinct data value was detected 
[c]97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCl 
[d)95% KM {BCA) UCl G- Gamma Distribution 
[e]95% KM {Chebyshev) UCL fk)95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
(f) 95% Chebyshev (Mean,Sd) UCL [I} 95%Adjusted Gamma UCL 

N- Normal Distribution lN- log Normal Distribution 
[g)95% Student's·t UCL [m]95% H-UCL 
[h]95% Modifled-t UCl [n]95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Va!ue. 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 8/17/10 

Checked by I Date: KJCS/17/10 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Uautenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
One Winter Street Boston, MA 02108 • 617-292-5500 

May 17, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-042 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on Ap.ril 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 

coordinatio.n with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 

implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 

contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 

approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 

by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination· with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 

from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 

laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 

chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 

surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: ·As the SAP analytical results were received from the .laboratory and 

validated, MassDEP and its Site .Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 

have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 

the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 

Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 

releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 

USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 

concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 

meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 

This Information is available in alternate format Call Michelle Watei's·Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617~292-5751, TDD# 1-866-539·7622 or 1-617-574·6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep · 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 

purpose of typology ~hart development and risk communication with property owners. 

Property P-042 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidancei Enclosed is a 

copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-042. 

These results were the. basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 

development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil. 

samples collected from the 11 boring locations on this pro~erty to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 

. and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard {I H) 

values. ·Given that· each property was evaluated separately, without cons-ideration of data from 

surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was ade·quately representative of site 

conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 

concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration {95% UCL) of COCs 

detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 fi. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 

provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 

and highly variable. If, either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 

the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 

developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 

Risk did not exist. For property P-042, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 

current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 

Specifically, concentrations of lead were detected above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards 

.in samples collected from the top 3 feet in all of the soil borings on the property. The MCP 

requires actions to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of this layer of 

soil and replacing it with clean soil or covering this layer of soil with an appropriate cap material. 

No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface 

to a depth of 3 feet until removal o~ cover measures are complete. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 

use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and'12 feet 

below the ground surface. This· is because the concentrations of PAHs, cadmium and/or lead 

were detected above the applicable Method 1 S-1 soil standards in soil samples collected from a 

depth greater than 3 feet in 9 of the 11' borings on the property. Because this soil is at depth, it 

.does not necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the property. 

Soil below three 3 feet should not be disturbed on this property unless it is under the direction 

and supervision of a Licensed Site Professional, and done in accordance with the MCP. If this 

soil is to remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls, defined as a Notice of Activity 

and Use Limitation or AUL in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to ensure that future 

activities or changes in use do not create the potential for humans to be exposed to the soil 

below 3 feet in depth. 
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Property P-042 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 

'making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data. from Property P-042 along with 

data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 

account to ensure the data being evaluated was representative, In cases where MassDEP determined 

the data was representative, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision making. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-042: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified that its previous request for USEPA assistance on. this property was 

appropriate. Elimination of the 95% UCL as a risk evaluation review criteria did not result in any 

changes from the preliminary risk evaluation provided to USEPA for typology chart 

development.­

USEPA has informed MassDEP that'the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 

be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 

Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions to address 

contamination in the zero to 1 foot, and 1 to 3 foot soil layers. MassDEP will continue to coordinate. 

with USEPA throughout the response actiori alternative review process and will also work with the 

Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with contamination 

present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 

from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 

part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 

the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 

and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 

to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 

under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 

findings do not. limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to. require any Responsible Party or 

Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP. 

deems necessary io protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 

questions related to the information . provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 

collaborate with you on this important effort. 

avid Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

Enclosure 
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ec: 	 CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 
City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-042 



Table P-042 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street lH Value 
Parameter (mg/Kg] 

PAHs [mg/Kg) 

I 61,000 
180,000 

I 180,000 
920,000 

160 
16 

. 160 
I 120.000 

I 1,600 
16,000 

16 
120,000 
120,000 

I 160 
61,000 

12Q,OOO 
IPvrene 92,000 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

I 10 
I 1?hll 1• 
I 10 

[Aroclor-1268 10 
[PCBS (Total) 10 

MCPS-1 
Direct Contact 

(mg/Kgj 

300 
1,000 
1,000 
1,000 

7 
2 

1,000 
70 
70 
0.7 

1,000 
1,000 

7 
100 
500 

1,000 

2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

. 2 

0-lft Ill 
MCP Upper 

Con~entratlon 

Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 
(mg/kg) I 

5,000 o I 11 AIIND 
10,000 o I 11 All NO 

1 o.26 - o,8s_10,000 8 11 
),000 10 11 0.22 - 1.~ 

3.000 11 11 0.28 - 2.8 
300 11 11 0.3 - 2.4 

3,000 11 11 . 0.44 - 3.2 
10,000 11/11 0.24 - 1.4 ___ 
10,000 11/11 0.18 - 1.4 
10,000 11/11 0.36 - 2.7 

300 5 I 11 ~~~-: ~4-10,000 1 11 
10,000 11 0.3 - ~'~-
3,0()()_ 11 _o2~~~~;P-10,000 0 11 
10,000 11 11 0.5 - 3 
10,000 11 I 11 0.56 - 3.8 

100 o I 11 AIIND 
100 0 11 liND 
100 0 11 liND 
100 0 11 INO 
100 0 11 1}1[) . .. 
100 2 11 0.024 - 0.0513 
100 9 I 11 0.022 - 0.0412 
100 o I 11 AIIND 
100 0 /ll AIIND 
100 9/11 0.0244 - 0.0925 

Average 

NA 

.a:~ 
0.55 
1.2 
1.1 
1.5 

0.72 
0.63 
1.3 

0.18 
2.3 

0.11 . 

1-3 It [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 
95% UCL [3[ I Average .95%UCL [3) 

NC[aj 2 I 11 . 0.25 - 0.27 0.13 0.27 NP [cj 

·0.55_~-
4 11 0.22 - Q.Z~ 0.23 ~:~! ~~Icl7 11 0.3 -1.2 0.47 

0.71 NP 9 11_ 0.29 - 2.2 0.94 1.4 NP 
I.SNI 10 11 0.~_.::_ 3.2 1.5 2.lf>IP 
_1,4 __ N [lj 9 11 0.65 - 2.6 1.3 . 1.8 NP_ 
2.0 N[ij 11 11 0.21 - 3.5 1.7. 2.3 N [lj 

0.92 N[lj 9 I 11 a%~ ­ ~:~ .. ~~~--- 1.1 NP [d) 
0.81 N[lj 9 I 11 0.91 NP [dj 
1.7 N [I] 11 I 11 0.18 - 3.3 1.6 2.2 N [I] 

0.30 NP [cj 5 11 0.23 - 0.49 0.21 0.38 NP [cj 
2.9 N 11 11 0.31 - 5.8 2.8 3.9 N I 

NC 6 11 0.2­ 1 0.32 0.53 NP 

~~--- 0.98 N I 9 11 0.5--­ 1.8 0.88 1.2 NP I 
... .. NC[aj 

2 11 0.21 - 0.34 0.13 0.25 NP [1 
1.6 2.0 N[I] 10 11 0.26 - 6.1 2.5 3.7 NP [d)

.. 

2.1 ___ 2.6 N[lj 11 I 11 0.28-_5.2 ,.. 2.5_ _ 3,4 _N[I]_.. 

. NA NC[aj o I 11 All NO NA NC[aj 

NA NC ·a! 0 11 .. 1\llli'l _NA_ :· NC[a 
NA · NC 0 11 All NO NA _ NC[a 

NA NC 0 11 AIIN[) NA NC[a 
NA NC 0 11 All NO NA _ NC[aj 

0.016 0.051 NP [cj 0 11 AIIND NA NC[a] 
0.027 0.034 NP [dj 5'/ 11 • 0.0193 - 0.047 o.o19 I 0.036 NP [cj 

NA __ 
I . ~~~:: o I 11 -~lfH6 

NA ····---~ 
NA o I 11 NA 

O.o35 0.049 NP [ej 5 I 11 0.0193 - 0.047 0.021 0.035 NP leT 

0-3 It 11. 3+ It [11 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of De~ected 
Detection Concentrations Average _95% UCL [3[ Average 95% UCL [3[ 

2 I 22 0.25 : 0.27 0.12 0.25 NP [dj 0 2~ AIIND ~ NC[aj

1H ~~---- I ~ .H9 __ ·---~~-- ----~~-~ 1 21 0.44 - 0.44 1­ 0.12 I NC 
--~ - -­

0.36 NP5 21 0.2 - 0.66 0.17 

19 I 22 0,22 - 2.2 0.81 1.0 NP [ej 6 21 0.26 - 1.1 0.26 0.69 NP 

21 22 0.2 :_ ¥: 1.4 

*~r +Ht-- I ~1LH--- ~~f ·-Q~~~l20 22 0.3 - 2.6 _11_ 
22 2:! ().21 - 3.5 1.(;_ 1.9_ N ll 10 I 21 0.29 - 4.1 0.69 1.2 NP [d) 

20 22 0.24 - 1.7 .9J8_ _ 0.96 NP [ej 9 21 0,26 '-~-o 0.36 0.62 NP [dj 

20 22 . 0.18 - 1.4 - 0.65 0.78 NP [e) 9 21_ 0.21 .­ 1.7 0.29 0.50 NP [d) 

22 I 22 . 0.18 - 3.3 1.5 I 1.9 G [k] 9 21 0.45 - 3.2_ 0.55 1.0 NP [dj 

10 I 22 0.18 (),~9 1--T.Z--­ . 0.29 NP [c) 2 21 0.31 - 0.53 . 0.13 0.53 NP 

22/22 0.31 - 5.8' .... 3.3 G [kj 10 21 0.36 - 6.3 . 1.1 2.0 NP 

7 I 22 0.2 - 1 0.25 0.40 NP [c) 3 I 21 . 0.24 - 0.48 0.14 0.48 NP 

_2Q 12_ .. 0.25 _,l.8 ... -H} 1.0 NP [cj - .2/ 21 -~~~- ~ Hs- I ~:i~ .. I­ 0.69 NP [dj 
2 22 0.21 - 0.34 . 0.23 NP . 'it 21 NC[b] 

21 22 0.26 - 6.1 2.2 3.5 NP 9 I 21 0.39 - 3.7 0.71 1.3 NP [cj 

22 22 0.28 - 5.2 2.3 , __ 2.8 N; 10j21 0.32 - 5.3 0.91 I H NP [c)... . ... .. .. . 

o I 22 All NO NA NC[aj o I 21 AIIND NA_ 

---~-~ o I 22 AIIND -~ NC[aj o I 21 
. 

AIIND I NA ....... 
0 22 AIIND NC[aj o I 21 All NO NA 

0 22 All NO_ NA NC a! o I 21 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 22 AIIND _
o~i4 0.051 ~~! --6Hi­ AI NO NA NC[aj 

2 22 0.024 - 0.0513 A I NO_ NA NC[aj 

14 22 0.0193 - 0.047 0.022 0.030 NP [cj 0 21 A IND NA NC[aj 

o I 22 All NO NA . ....... NC[aj - 0 21 . 1­ AIIND NA -~ o I 22 AIIND NA NC[aj 0 21 AIIND NA 

14 I 22 0.0193 - 0.0925 0.026 0.034 NP [dj o I 21 All NO NA NC[a 
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TableP-042 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


3+ ft [1]1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2]0-1ft[1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 


Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 


Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
 Frequency of Range of Detected 
Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) {mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL {3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL {3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

mg/Kg =milligrams per kllogram 
· NA= Not app!lcable 
NO= Not detected 
NS =No Standard Avallable 

[1] One-half the detection limit Is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
{2} Average and 95% UCl values are calculat~d based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] 95% UClls calculated using ProUCLsoftware (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect {1]95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected [j] 95% Modified-t UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 
(c]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCl [k]95%Approxlmate Gamma UCL 
[d]95% KM (t) UCL 
(e] 95% KM (BCA) UCl lN -log Normal Distribution 
(f] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCl (1]95%H-UCl 
[g]95% Chebyshev {Mean, Sd] UCl 
[h)99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCl 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 8117110 

Checked by I Date: KJCBI17I10 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

DEVALL PATRICK fl!CHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor SfJCretnr-y 

TIMOfHY P: MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELl. 
Lioutonant. Governa1· Commlealoner 

May 20, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release-Tracking Number 4-0015685 

· US EPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-004 . 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 Request for Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Proteciion (MassDEP), began field 
implementati~n of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern {COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutiohs. 

As described in the SAP, the US EPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted· the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The· soil-samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
·validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 

-the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup req.uirenients contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No. Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk com(llunication with property owners. 

Property P-004 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy ofthe results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-004: 

This fnformatiOI'l is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617·292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassOEP Website: w.wt.mass.gov/dep · 
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These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the seven boring locations on this property to the MCP category S"1· soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (I H) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from.surrolinding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative ofsite 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
conc~ntration and the 95% l.Jpper confidence limit of the average concentratio'n (95% UCL} of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. b.g.s., 0-3 ft. b.g.s. and >3ft. b.g.s.} were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or 11-J value, then the communication was made,. for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-004, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 An Imminent Hazard condition, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for the current 
use of the property for the top 1 foot of soil. ·specifically, lead was detected in soil borings P­
004-SB-04, P"004-SB"05, P-004-SB"06 in the top foot of soil at concentrations greater than or 
equal to the site-specific Imminent Hazard levels established by MassDEP for this Site. The MCP 
requires elimination or control of all imminent Hazards. This may be accomplished by removing 
the top foot of soil in the vicinity of these borings and replacing it with clean soil or it can be 
accomplished by otherwise covering it with clean soil or an impervious surface or cap. No 
activities should occur on this property that will disrupt the top foot of soil until removal or 
cover measures are complete. 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, concentrations of PAHs and/or lead were detected in samples collected from the 
top 3 feet in soil borings P-004-SB'-01, P-004-SB"02, P-004-SB-03, P"004-SB-04, p:oo4-SB-05, and 
P"004-SB"06 above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be taken 
to address this condition, which may include removal of this layer of soil and replacing it with 

·clean soil or covering this layer of soil with an appropriate cap material. No activities should 
occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet 
until removal or cover measures are. complete. . 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined· in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was nat been determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 
feet below the ground surface. This is because concentrations of lead and/or arsenic were 
detected above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standard in the 2 soil borings identified as P-004-SB­
01 and P-004-SB"02 .in samples collected from a depth greater than 3 feet. Because this soil is at 
depth, it does not necessarily need to be removed to be .protective of the current use of the 
prqperty. 

Property P-004 Final Risk· Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distributioncould be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCLas part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
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question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-004: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address the Imminent Hazard 
concentrations and that a Condition of No Significant Risk does not exis.t for the 0 to 3 foot 
interval. Response actions are necessary to address the COC contamination in the area of all of 
the soil borings at this interval. This determination was made while taking into account data 
from surrounding properties that indicate it is not necessary to apply the 95% UCL on the 0 to 3 
foot soil horizon data. 

+ 	 Applying the 95% UCL is not necessary for the soillocat~d greater than 3 feet b.g.s. because the 
COC concentrations observed are consistent with results from samples taken in the surrounding 
area. The actua.l average for COCs at this depth interval is below the applicable MCP Method 1. 
S"1 soil standard. As such, a Condition of No Significant Risk exists on this property ror the soil 
located between 3 and 12 feet, and n.o further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will· 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 

Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 

necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 

with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 


· Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 

contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Adqitional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past,. current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to proteCt health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the .letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

s/f) ,· 	 . , aJohnston; ACting Regional Director 

J/lm 

Enclosure 
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len Pinaud 

CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 
City of 'New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com 

cc: Owner, Property P-004 
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TableP-004 

CompariSon of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent H,azard levels 


Parker ~treet 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

ReCommended Parker 

Street IH Value 
Parameter (mg/Kg) 

MCP S-1 

Direct Contact 
(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 
Concentration 

limit 
(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 
Detection 

0-lft [1[ 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 
Detection 

1-3ft[1] 

Rahge of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL (3] 

Frequency of 
_Detection 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 

Range of Detected 
Concentfatlons Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 
Detection 

3+ft [1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

P;\t\.~\STl!~l."fW6EefO<.D\~1'P'""""ot•!A>,=.,.~~\R«"'u &Cocr,'Y..-,l<:;!To•,\ 

f"''..•tJons osofOO<OlO, PW'I Page 1of2 




TableP-004 

Comparison of Exposure Point ConcentrationS to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


3+ ft [1[1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2]0-lft [1] 
DRAFT 


Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 


Parameter 

mg/Kg"" milligrams per kilogram 
· NA"' Not app!lcab!e 

NO"" Not detected 
NS "'No Standard Available 

(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentration·s Average 95% UCL [3] 
Frequ~ncy of- Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

N- Normal Distribution 
(1]95% Student's-t U_Cl 

G- Gamma Distribution 
li]95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
(k]95% Adjusted Gamma UCL 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 07129110 
Checked by I Date: K.IC07I29I10 

MCP Upper 
MCP S-1 Concentration 

Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

[1} One-half the detection limit Is used for all non-detects for all avera&e calculations. 
(2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3]95% UClls calculated using ProUCL.software {V. 4.00.04). 

NP- Non-Paraffietric DistributiOn 

[a]95% KM {%Bootstrap) UCL 

[b]97.S% KM {Chebyshev) UCL 

[cJ 95% KM (ChebyShev) UCL 

[d) 95% KM {BCA) UCL 

[eJ 95% KM {t) UCL 

(f]99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 


NC • Not Calculated 
[gJ Only one distinct data valUe was detected 
(h] All values non detect 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL 

Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL PATRICK 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-846-2700 

RICHARD K. SULLiVAN JR. 
Govarnor Suorot<.Jty 

TIMOll-IY P. MURRAY · KENNETH L KJMMELL 
Lieutonant Governor Commloo!oner 

May 20, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-011 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 Request for Removal ACtion 

. Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010,. the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. .The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for· analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were· analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, includin~ 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
ineanlng a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property riSk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

Property P-011 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-011. 

This information Is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: WvNJ.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Re_cycled Paper 
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These .results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the seven boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (I H) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected fcir each depth zone (0-1 ft. b.g.s., 0-3 ft. b.g.s. and >3ft. b.g.s.) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides. a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communicatfon was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an JH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-011, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 An Imminent Hazard condition, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for the current 
use of the property for the top 1 foot of soil. Specifically, lead was detected in soil boring P­
011-SB,04 in the top foot of soil at concentrations greater than or equal to the site-specific 
Imminent Hazard levels established by MassDEP for this Site. The MCP requires elimination or 
control of all Imminent Hazards. This may be accomplished by removing the top foot of soil in 
the vicinity of these soil borings and replacing it with clean soil or it can be accomplished by 
otherwise covering those areas with clean soil or an impervious surface or cap. No activities 
should occur on this property that will disrupt the top foot of soil until removal or cover 
measures are complete. 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet iri depth. 
Specifically, concentrations of PAHs and/or lead were detecfed in samples collected from the 
top three 3 ·feet in soil borings P-011-SB-02 and P-011-SB-"64 above the applicable MCP S-1 soil 
standards. The MCP requires actions to be taken to eddress this condition, which may include 
removal of this layer of soil in the vicinity of these soil borings and replacing it with clean soil or 
covering those areas in this layer of soil with an appropriate cap material. No activities should 
occur at the property .that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet 
until removal or cover measures are complete. · 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP., for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soillocated.between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because concentrations of PAHs and/or lead were detected 
above·the applicable MCP S-1 soil standard in the soil borings identified as P-011-SB-03 and P­
011-SB-04 in samples collected from a depth greater than 3 feet. 

Property P-011 Final Risk Evaluation and. Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final"risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evalu·ated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from. 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final. risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation; MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-011: 



Request for USEPA Assistance: P-0·11 	 Page 3 of4 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address the Imminent Hazard 
concentrations and that a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist for the 0 to 3 foot 
interval. Response actions were necessary to address the COC contamination in the area of all 
of the soil borings at this interval. This determination was made while taking into account data 
from surrounding properties that indicate it is not necessary to apply the 95% UCL on the 0 to 3 
foot soil horizon data. 

+ 	 Applying the 95% UCL is not necessary for ' the soil located greater than 3 feet b.g.s. because the· 
· COC concentrations observed are consistent with results from samples taken in the surrounding 

area. The actual average for COCs at this depth interval is below t.he applicable MCP Method 1 
S-1 soil standard. As such, a Condition of No Significant Risk exists on this property for the soil 
located between 3 and 12 feet, and no further response actions are necessary forth is soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
With USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply_ to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 

.the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
·and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or p·enalty 
under M.G.L. c.· 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulatipn, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me. at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Since?L/~~ 

avid John:;ton, Acting Regional Director 

J/lm 

Enclosure 
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Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano 

Len Pinaud 

CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson . 
City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 
Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com 

cc: Owner, Property P-011 
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TableP-011 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 

Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


-

All NO 

..... All NO_ 
AIIND 
All NO 

-r=--;%~-1 ~-1---~-ffif 

0-lft [1] 1-3ft[1] 0-3Jt[1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP 5-1 Concentration 

Street JH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Rarge of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 


Parameter 
 (m&/Kg) (mg/Kg) {mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% Utl [3] · Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations .Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

~A:;,~:~:::~thalene_ 61,000 300 5,000 1 I 7 =± 0.93 - -o.93 --I 0.271:- --Nciaf - oT7- u.:_-AII N-0-~-~-~1-::- NA --1-:::=:: N_cj~] .:::xz14~= .:::-:iic93: 0.9~=-- - 0~19 ~L-_ ~- NC[aJ --0-~-r -- -All NO -~- --ON.·1AS-1_- -~~·-- .NN-CC-1[-ba-]1 

_ ..--"...L""---~---.!CA"'-II"N"D___ 
----'-"'-<e!.J---"..L...!....._J-----_ft-_11N_D____ _ 

All ND 

~~~---- - -·--- .. 180,,000 __ -·- __ ..1, • .QQQ.OOO _____ 0,,000 1 1_J___$-3c9~A-I-I-ND_3.93 --, o::N.7AO-~ - -NN.Cc::-j[;;bl].1_______ ______ _ _D__j_2____ All ND NA r · NC [b) 1 I 14 3 93 - 3 93 0 33 J- 0. '£ NC ja] 1 I 10 0 17 - 0 17 
180 000 1 10 000 0 1 7 2:~~~~apc~~:lene 1ooo 417 026481 j s2 !j; ~-o~~~-~~:~~---~:~:-1~f~g=::--1=Hf•u_Q~-:-~ ~:~~-pi~!m _~-~-~~---1--~f~:~4- -~:~~f1~~~~~i92oooo 10000 088-t- NP[cJ 

Benzo[a]anthracene. ----: ..: _____ 1~0 _____ --~!___ _____ 3,~_ =uL~~- Q:J._6 ~ 1~_.1 ;.5-1- 9:8-Glkl 4/7 -1.07 ~-7.63- --1.9- - 4.2 NPJfl __ 11 I 14_ . 0.16- 13.1--2.1- -_,;3 NPWJ- _2_ L_1Q l._o65- 2.65 _0.55 n I'IPJ!l'r 

Benzo(a]pyrene 16 2 ___300 __ 6 1 7 l 0.17 - 14.6 -2.7 i:Ls NP (d) ·4 1 7 io1 - 6.4s -1.9 5.0 -NP [f) 10 1 14 0.11 - 14.6 2.2 l 3.7 NP [e) 2 I 10 _1._,68 :_~ _().Si_ _ _ ~ NP lfl 

Benzo(b]fluoranthene 160 7 3,000 7 1 7 l -~0.2_::~20.1~-~ 3.7 -~...Q!IL 4 1 7 --:::::1.31 ~ 7.66:~-_-2.5 _ [- 6.9 NPJfj ~Ui..._____(),_i:=:Io:i~· __2Jl__j_7.5NP[d] __2_j_1Q_ ..2~1§... - 3.11_ -~:~ 1- -~:~ ~~~~~ 
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Benzo[k]fluoranthene 1 '£.}_7_±--'0.46 .c._2.41 1 __ _____ 1,600 70 10,000 4 I 7 _ 0.32 - J26 _ -~ l __ 3.5 NP [ej___ __()}9 ___ 1.8 NP [f) 8 I 14 -~ 0.32 - _7.26 ___ 0.96 _ _ 1.7~ __ !c_l__10__ ... 0.74 _::__1._.14 _ _ 0 31 0 88 
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TableP-011 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazaid Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 
0-lft [1[ 

MCP Upper 
1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

· 	mg/Kg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA =Not applicable 
NO= Not detected 
NS =No Standard AvaHable 

[1) One·ha!f the detection Hmlt Is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated b<~sed on a weighted average due to depth. 

[3) 9S% UCL!s calcul<~ted using ProUCl software (V. 4.0(!.04). 


NC- Not Calcul<lted 	 · G- Gamma Distribution 
[a] Only one distinct d<~ta V<llue was detected 	 [k] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[b] All v<~lues n!=IO detect 	 [1]95%Adjl,lsted Gamma UCL 

NP- No~-Parametr!c Distribution N- Normal Distribution 
{c] 97.5% KM {Chebyshev) UCL [m] 9S% Student's-t UCL 
[d) 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL . 
[e]9S% KM (BCA) UCL LN- Log Normal Distribution 
{f]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL [n] 95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 
[g)99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL · 
[h]95% KM (t) UCL 
[i)95% Chebyshev {Mean, Sd) UCL 
OJ 99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 


Prepared by /Date: 

Checked by I Date: 


BJR 08/04/10 

I<JC oS/06/10 
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Commonwealth ofMassachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K SULUVAN Jfl. 
Governor Secrotnty 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETI-Il. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Cotnrnissloner . 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 50B-84B:2700 

May 20, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
US EPA Region 1 · Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-020 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 Request for Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental" Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan ·(the SAP), dated April 2010, to· determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site {PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. Tile SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City. of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutjons. 

As described in the SAP, the US EPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including· 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmiu-m, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluatiqn: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance stancjards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may_ exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This Information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem1 Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1·866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Websile: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P"020 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-020. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the fifteen boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard {I H) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was a·dequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration {95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95.% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of · 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-020, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

•- A condition of No Significant R.isk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, concentrations of PCBs and/or lead were detected in samples collected from the 
top three 3 feet in soil boring P-020-SB-01 above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. The 
MCP requires actions to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of this 
layer of soil in the vicinity of this soil boring and replacing it with clean soil or covering the area 
in this layer of soil with an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur at the property 
that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover 
measures are complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant. Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property has not been determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 
feet below the ground su'rface. This is because concentrations of PCBs, lead and/or chromium 
were detected above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standard in the soil boring identified as P-020­
SB-01 in samples collected from a depth greater than 3 feet. 

Property P-020 Final Risk Evaluation and Response·.'Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation: 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making: Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following foi- Property P-020: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address the PCB 
concentrations at this property subject to the following clarifications. Although the average 
concentrations of PCBs oil the property for the 0-3 foot bgs ·and greater than 3 foot bgs intervals 
are both lower than the MCP Method 1 Soil Standards, and only one sample location exhibited 
PCB concentrations tliat exceeded the MCP Method 1 Soil Standard, this locatio'n (soil boring P­
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020-SB-01) exceeded SO parts per million (ppm). Accordingly, MassDEP recommends that this 
location be managed for response action consistent· with the requirements of the Toxic 
Substances Control Act (TSCA) of 1976, as regulated by 40 CFR Ch. I P~nt 761. Response actions 
conducted pursuant to TSCA to address the PCB contamination observed at soil boring location 
P-020-SB-01 in both vertical horizons should be coordinated with MassDEP to ensure that a 
Condition of No Significant Risk, in accordance with the MCP, will exist for both current and 
future use on this property once response actions are complete. 

US EPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning a'nd conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible· Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS CDC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by 
USEPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from. any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require ariy Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform; any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, ·public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

f cerely, 

uid Joh/n--'st(o:n_,..:.A-ct-in_g_R_e_g-io_n_a_I_D-ir-ec-tor\ 

J/lm 

Enclosure 
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Ecc: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano· 

Len Pinaud 

CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 
City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 
Jheliihnsn6@aol.com 

cc: Owner, Property P-020 

mailto:Jheliihnsn6@aol.com


Table -P·020 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 

Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-lft [1[ 1-3 It [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 
Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Llm!t Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency-of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL (3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average .95% UCL [3) 
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Table P-020 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 It [1) 3+ft[1)1-3ft [1) 0-3 ft [1, 2[ 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP 5-1 Concentration 
Street JH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Freque'ncy of Range of Detected Frequency of· Ra'nge of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Parameter (mg/J<g) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentratloils Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3J Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

mg/Kg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA =Not applicable · 
ND =Not detected 
NS =No Standard Aval!ab!e 

[1] One-half the detection limit Is used for all non-detects for a!l average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
"(3]95% ~Clls calculated using ProUCLsoftware {V. 4.00.04), 

NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
(a) All vaiues non detect UJ 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one or two distinct data values were detected [k]95% Modified-t UCL 

NP • Non-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 
{c) 95% KM {t) UCL [1) 95% Approxi~ate Gamma UCL 
[d]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) uct" 
[e]95% KM {Chebyshev) UCL LN- log Normal Distribution 
(f] 95% KM {BCA) UCL (m]9?% Chel:lyshev (MVUE) UCL 
[g]97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [n)95% H-UCL 
(h)99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL . 
[I] 9S%Chebyshev (Mean~Sd) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 
Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 08106110 

Checked by I Date: KJC 08/06110 
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DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K SULUVAN JR. 
Governor Secrotary 

TIMDn-IY P, MURRAY KENNETI.-J L KIMMELL 
Uautenunt Govarnor Commltmloner 

. 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

May 27, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-012 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 Request for Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
. coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the US EPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in Coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the US EPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the· soil samples· for analysis· at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and · 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachus.etts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

Property P-012 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-012. 

This Information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle walers-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617·292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: VV'IW/.mass.gov/dep 

PrinteQ on Recycled Paper 
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These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the nineteen boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed In the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (I H) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling· was not planned as part. of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration {95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating tlie average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-012, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentration of lead detected in samples collected from the top 3 feet 
is above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address 
this condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and replacing it with 
clean soil or covering part or all of this soil layer with an appropriate cap· material. No activities 
should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 
3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because the 95% UCL for lead, which was calculated based on 
the analytical data from soils collected from greater than 3 feet bgs, was above the applicable 
MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Because this soil is at depth, it does not necessarily need to be 
removed to be protective of the current use of the property. 

Property P-012 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for PropertyP-012: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 
No Significant Risk does not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval. Specifically, concentrations of lead 
in soil borings identified as P-012-SB-04 and P-012-SB-13 are above the applicable MCP Method 
1 S-1 soil standard. Response actions are necessary to address the COC contamination in the 
area of these soil borings at this interval. 

+ 	 Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of soil located greater than 3 feet bgs is not necessary 
because the COC concentrations observed on Property P-012 are consistent with results from 
samples taken in the surrounding area. The actual average for COCs at this depth interval is 
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below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. As such, a Condition of No Significant 
Risk exists on this property for the soil located between 3 and 12 feet, and no further response 
actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits ·and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

Ecc: . MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano 


Len Pinaud 

Lara Goodine 


CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 
City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 
Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com 

cc: Owner, Property P-012 

mailto:Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com




TableP-012 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 

Parker Street 


New Bedford1 Massachusetts 


. 

3+ It [1]0-3 ft [1, 2]G-lft[1] 1-3ft[1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 

Street/H Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 
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Table P-012 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1ft[1) 1-3ft [1) 0-3 ft [1, 2) 3+ It [1) 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

mg/Kg"' m!lt!grams perk!logram 
NA= Not applicable 
ND"' Not detected 
NS =No Standard_Available 

(1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
(2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] 95% UClls calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated 
[a] All values non detect 

[b) Only one ort.vo distinct data values were detected 


NP- Non-Parametric Distribution 
(c]95% KM (t) UCL 
[d] 95% KM (BCA) UCL 

[e]9S% KM (Chebyshev) UCl 

[fJ 95% KM {%Bootstrap) UCL 

(g]95%Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCl 

[h)99% KM (Chebyshev} UCL 

[1]97.5~ KM (Chebyshev) UCL 


Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street lH Value. 


G- Gamma Distribution 
UJ95%Approximate Gamma UCL 

N- Normal Distribution 
[k] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[I] 95% Modifled-t UCl 

lN -log Normal Distribution 
[m]95% H-UCL 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 08102110 
Checked by I Date: KJC 08102110 
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Comm onwea lth of Massachusetts 
Execut ive Offi ce of Ener gy & Environm ental Affa irs 
_______... -- ·-·--·-·----··----·----....~-----·--·----.. - ··------- ..--...______________-~- --------~- ·

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regi onal Office • 20 River s:de Dr ive, Lakevill e MA 02347 • 5 0 8-94 5-27 00 

C'EI/ !'.L '- GATRICK RiCHAi'<O :< SL:LL!VAr\, Ji"i . 
C:uvef~ "1t' r Sec--oti!lf'J 

~i l\;JQTH~J P ~·ALflrlAY :<::\il\ ::TI-! L K:NMELL 
l·t-::utur-; unt Gov•::! rnc1· Corr rT'!Cs.c r · ~.! r 

June 15, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 

USEPA Region 1 Parker Street VVaste Site 

5 Post Office Square Property P-010 

Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- Request for 

Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 

coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 

implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 

contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 

by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

\ 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 

polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 

chromium and lead . Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 

surface (bgs) . The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 

validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 

have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 

the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP) . The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 

releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 

concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist . This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 

purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners . 

This info rmation is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters -Ekanem , Diversity Direc to r, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617 ·574-6868 
MassDEP Websrte : wvvw mass.gov/dep 

Prrnted on Recycled Paper 
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Property P-010 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-010. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected f rom the nineteen boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-010, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrat ions of lead and one PAH detected in samples collected from 
the top 3 feet are above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be 
taken to address this condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and 
replacing it with clean soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an appropriate cap 
material. No act ivities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the 
ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete . 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because the average concentration for lead, which was 
calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from greater than 3 feet bgs, was 
above the appl icable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Because this soil is at depth, it does not 
necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the property. 

Property P-010 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-010: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 
No Significant Risk does not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval. Specifically, the average 
concentration of lead and bo ring specific concentrations of lead and/or one PAH in all but two of 
the soil borings on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard . 
Response actions are necessary to address the COC contamination in the soil borings at this 
interval. 
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• 	 MassDEP has also verified that a Condition of No Significant Risk does not exist for future use of 
the property because the average concentration of lead calculated from data from samples 
collected from the greater than 3 foot horizon is above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standard . One sample in particular, identified as P-010-SB-13C, is well above the established 
Upper Concentration Limit of 3000 ppm . Based on a review of the soil boring log for this 
location, it appears the sample was collected from the 3 to 4 foot zone. When evaluating the 
results for Property P-010 without the results from this sample location, the average 
concentration for lead for this depth interval is below the applicable Method 1 S-1 soil standard, 

which would be considered a Condition of No Significant Risk for this depth interval and would 
require no further response action . However, if this soil is to remain in place, land use 
restrictions and/or controls defined as a Notice of Activity and Use Limitation (o r AUL) in the 
MCP, may be necessary for the property to ensure that future activities or changes in use do not 

create the potential for humans to be exposed to the soil below 3 feet in depth. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in plann ing and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 

with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 

contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and dete rminations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 

and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M .G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 

deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. ~-11assDEP appreciates the opportunity tc 

collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Sincerel't' 

~ 

~d Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 
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Ecc: MassDEP- SERO 

Attn : Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Reg ional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federa l Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 


Jhel i jhnsn6@aol.com 


City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 


scott .a lfo nse@ newbedfo rd-ma .gov 


cc : Owner, Property P-010 

mailto:Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com
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Comn1onweafth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affair'S 

rtm of Environm ntal Prate n 
Southeast Regional Office • f~D Fliver'side Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-846-2700 

OEVAL L PATFUCK RICHARD K SULLIVAN JR. 
GoveniOf' SM1'<11h1ry 

T!MQrHY P. MUHRAY I<ENNETH L KIMMFl.L 
l...ieutorltlnt Gdver•nor· Comrninn\onm· 

June 15, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-030 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 Request for Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants ofconcern .(COCs) assqciated with theP.arker Street Waste Site.(PSWS) were present on 
approximately '71 privately owned pr9pe~ties i.n th.e vicinity.~f. the PSWS. The si\(wa~ prepar'edjoi.ntly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Rou£Associates, 'lnc.'and f? 
Inc: c/o clilze·ri'sle<rdlng'Envirdnmenta'I.A:ttion Network and' Weston Solutions.'./· 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors, collected soil san1pies· 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed' 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0- 1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3- 12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP. and its Site Assessment Remediati.on Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to deter.mine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the. top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 s~1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant, Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by prope'rty risk ev~luatibhs for the 
:purpo~~ bHypology' chartdeve'lopmehtah'd risk communication with property owners. 

1:.t/·,; :~ .r;,·,. ·"'~,~/ ,, I • :·~: :--_,., f·· ..·' , . 

·. ··· :.::·.-: ::~- ·...• ;i\ ·.: ! •••• • • • ••· i·~: ·. ·,_, -· .... ,.!.: ~'' • : : .. :1.· r: 
1

Prop·ertycP•030 Prel.iminary Risk Evalu.ation. and Typology, Chart Dev_elopment Guidanc~: ~ticfose<;J is·:a 
·copy of the results from the, risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property ld"ent,i'fied as :P~b3d. 

. ' ' .. 
' . . . 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters·Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292·5751. TDD# 1-866·539·7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassOEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 
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These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the ten boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-030, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentration of lead detected in samples collected from the top 3 feet 
is above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address 
this condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and replacing it with 
clean soil or covering part or all of this soil layer with an appropriate cap material. No activities 
should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 
3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. Both the average and the 95% UCL for all COCs, which were 
calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from greater than 3 feet bgs, were 
below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. No further response actions are required 
for the soil located greater than three feet below ground surface. 

Property P-030 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-030: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 
No Significant Risk does not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval. Specifically, concentrations of lead 
in all of the soil borings on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standard. Response actions are necessary to address the COC contamination in the area of 
these soil borings at this interval. 

• 	 MassDEP has also verified its findings that a Condition of No Significant Risk exists on this 
property for the soil located between 3 and 12 feet, and no further response actions are 
necessary for this soil. 
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USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS hor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

SincereI~ 

~ohnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

Ecc: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 

Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com 


City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 


cc: Owner, Property P-030 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com


" Table P-030 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0.1 ft (1) 
DRAFT MCPUpper 

Recommended Parker MCPS-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 
Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg} (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations 

PAHs (mg/Kg} -
2-Methylnaphthalene - - 61,000 - 300 _ 5,000 o I 10 All NO 

A~enaphthene 
-

180,000 -­ _!.~ 10,000 0 I 10 All NO 
Acenaphthylene - 180,000 - _____h_OOO 10,000 2 I 10 0.18 - 0.2 
Anthracene 920,000 - 1,000 10,000 5 I 10 0.194 - 0.35 IBenzo(a)anthracene 160 7 3,000 9 I 10 0.4 - 1.6 - -
Benzo(a)pyrene 16 - 2 300 10 I 10 0.4 - 1.33-
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

~I ~ 
160 7 3,000 9 I 10 0.78 - 1.9-­

B_!!nzo(g,h,l)perylene 120,Q90 !.OQO_ 10,000 8 I 10 0.39 - 0.84-­

l
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1,600 70 10,000 10 I 10 0.25 - 0.49. -
C!!rysene - - 16,000 - __7_0 10,000 9 I 10 0.47 - 1.5 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 16 - I ­

0.7 300 3 I 10 0.171 - 0.23--
Fluoranthene 120,000 1,000 !0,000 9 I tO 0.74 - 2.7 
Fluorene 120,000 1,000 10,000 o I 10 All NO-­ - I-
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene - I ­ 160 --­ 7 3,000 8 I 10 0.43 - 1-
Naphthalene 6!_.000 100- ---­ 10,000 o I 10 All NO 
Phenanthrene - - 120,000 - - 500-­ 10,000 10 I 10 0.33 - 1.8 
Pyrene 

I ~ 
92,000 -­ 1,000 10,000 9 I 10 0.69 - 3 

PCBs (rng/Kg) - -­
Aroclor-1016 

~-
10 2 100 o I 10 All NO- -

Aroclor-1221 
~-

10 2 100 0 I 10 All NO-­ -~ - - -
Aroclor-1232 

-~ 

10 2 100 0 I 10 All NO- ­ -­ --­ - -
Aroclor-1242 - 10 2 100 0 I 10 All NO- - -Aroclor-1248 - ­ 10 2 100 0 I 10 All NO-­ ~-

Aroclor-1254 - ­ 10 -­ 2 100 o I 10 All NO- - ~ 

Aroclor-1260 10 -­ - 2 - 100 o I 10 All NO- ~ 

Aroclor-1262 10 2 100 - 0 I 10 All NO- - - -
Aroclor-1268 10 2 100 0 I 10 All NO -
PCBS (Total) 10 2 100 0 I 10 All NO 

1·3 ft (1) 

Frequency of Rar ge of Detected 

Average 95%UCL (3) Detection U>ncentrations Average 95%UCL(3) 

-
NA NC(_a) o I 10 All NO- NA NC(a) 

NA NC[a) 0 I 10 All NO NA - NC[a) 

0.19 0.21 NP(c) 0 I 10 All NO NA N_5:[!!1 
0.23 1 o.32 NP[_c) 1 I 10 0.36 - 0.36 0.20 NC[b) 
0.86 1.1 NP[c) 1 I 10 0.965 - 0.965 0.26 NC(b) 

O;T--f----1.1 N (h] 1 I 10 0.767 - 0.767 0.24 ~C[b) 
1.2 1.5 NP [c) 2 I 10 0.17 - 1.04 0.27 I 1.0~1.!?1.. 

o.s9 I I0.75 NP (d)_ 1 I 10 0.559 . 0.559 0.22 NC!!?l 
o.38 I I t­0.43 ~[h) 1 I 10 0.'379 - 0.379 

I 
0.20 NC(!?J 

0.89 L u NP [c] 1 I 10 0.933 - 0.933 0.25 !!_~l!!l 
0.20 0.25 NP (c) 0 I 10 All NO NA r NC{al_

.!U~0 NP(c) 

j
3 I 10 " .21 - 2.02 0.37 2.0 NP[d: 

NA NC[a) 1 I 10 0.202 - 0.202 0.18 NC[bl 

0.65 0.83 NP(d) 1 I 10 0.6 • 0.6 0.22 NC(b)_____, -
NA NC[a)
-----; 0 I 10 All NO NA NfM 

0.86 1.1 N [h) 1 I 10 1.74 - 1.74 0.33 __NC_!E) 

1.6 2.1 NP[c] 3 I 10 0.21 - 1.64 0.33 1.6 NP [d) 

-
NA NC[a) 0-­ - I 10 All NO NA - ~~] 
NA - NC[a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC(a]-
NA NC[a) 0 I 10 All NO NA NC[a]- - -
NA NC[a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC(~]- - -
NA ~[a)_- 0 I 10 All NO NA - NC{a) 

NA Nf[a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC(a]- - ­ - -
NA !if [a]_____, 0 I 10 All NO NA NC[a) 

NA NC[a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC[aj 
NA NC[a) 0-­ - I 10 All NO NA NC(a) 

NA I NC[a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC[a) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

0 I 20 

0 I 20 

2 I 20 

6 I 20 

10 I 20 

11 I 20 

11 I 20 

9 I 20 

11 I 20 

10 I 20 

3 I 20 

12 I 20 

1 I 20 

9 I 20 

0 I 20 

11 I 20 

12 I 20 

-
0 I 20 

0 I 20 

0 I 20 

0 I 20 

0 I 20 

o I 20 

o I 20 

0 I 20 

0 I 20 

0 I 20 

().3 ft [1, 2) 3+ ft [1) 

Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3) 

-
All NO NA N.f_[a) o I 10 - All NO I NA NC[a) 

All NO NA NC(a) o I 10 All NO NA NC(a) 

0.18 - 0.2 0.18 0.21 NP [~) __o 1_10 All NO NA NC(a) 

0.194 - 0.36 0.21 I 0.29 NP[d) 9 I 10 All NO NA NC [a) 

J 0.4 - 1.6 0.46 0.87 NP (d) 1 I 10 0.148 - 0.148 0.15 I NC(b] 

I 0.4 • 1.33 

~ 
0.44 0.71 NP [d) 0 I 10 AIIND NA I NC(a] 

I
0.17 - 1.9 0.57 0.99 NP [d) 1 I 10 0.178 - 0.178 0.15 NC [b) 

1 I
0.39 - 0.84 0.34 0.61 NP [d) o I 10 All NO NA NC(a] 

l 1­
0.25 - 0.49 0.26 0.36 NP [d) _p_j_._12 AIIND NA NC (a) 

I 
-

0.47 - 1.5 0.46 0.87 NPJEJ __o 1 · 10 All NO NA NC[a] 

0.171 - 0.23 0.18 0.24 NP [c] o I 10 All NO NA NC[a) 

0.21 - 2.7 0.78 1.1 IJP [_d) 1 I 10 O.l28 - 0.228 0.!6 NC(l>J 

0.202 • 0.202 1 0.18 NC(b) __O_ I 10 All NO NA NC[a] 

0.43 - 1 0.36 0.66 NP[d) o I 10 All NO NA NC(a) 

All NO I NA NC @_) _Q__f_ 10 All NO NA NC[a] 

0.33 - 1.8 1 0.51 0.79 NP [_Q) 0 _/ _!0 All NO NA NC{a] 

0.21 - 3 0.75 1.0 NP[d) 1 I 10 0.218 - 0.218 0.16 NC(b) 

All NO NA - NC[a) 0 I 10 - All NO NA NC[a] 

All NO NA NC[a) 0 I 10 All NO NA NC(a] 

All NO NA NC[a) 0 I 10 All NO NA NC[a] 

All NO NA N~[a) 0 I 10 All NO NA NC(a]- -
All NO NA NC[~J ~10 All NO NA NC[a)- ~ -
All NO NA NC[a) _2_j_ 10 All NO NA NC[a) 

All NO NA ~[2,] _ o_ L1Q_ All NO NA NC[a) 

All NO NA N~[a) _Q_L..!Q All NO NA NC[a]-
All NO NA NC[~) o I 10 All NO NA NC[a]- -
All NO NA NC[a) o I 10 All NO NA NC[a) 
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Table P-030 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft(l) 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPUpper 

Concentration 

Limit 

(mg/kg) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Parameter 

lnorganics (mg/'-'K-"'g"­) ___ 

Aluminum 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Iron 

Lead 

Magnesium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

Sliver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

levanide 

----­

----­
-----­

40 

:>00,000 

60 

200 

NS 

20 

20 
1,000 

100 

2 

NS 
____30 

NS 
_ _ __ 

1 
__:..:.:NS:.... 

-­

____ ~ __ ·---'N.;.;;S:...___ _ 

--- ­ - 1,000 300 -

-· --­t---~N~S~ _ 

--=-~-=--=-=­-------­ __.c..N.;.;;S__ 
20-----­ -
20 -

------I----' ­ N.;.;;S__ 
400 

----­ -------­ __lQ(}_ -
NS 

8 
600 

2,50Q 
100 

-

NS 

300 

200 
10,000 

2,000 

300 

NS 

2,000 

NS 

NS 

NS 

3,000 

NS 

NS 

300 

7,000 

NS 

8,000 

2,000 

NS 

800 

10,000 

10,000 

4,000 

Detection 

10 I 10 

o I 10 

10 I 10 

10 I 10 
o I 10 j 
D__L_!2 l 

10 _/_fR_ 

_lQ_/__].2_ 
o I 10 

_Q I 10 

10 I 10 

_1!}_f_ 10 

10 I 10 

o I 10 r-
o I 10 

o I 10 

o I 10 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

3020 • 5920 

All NO 

12.4 • 62.5 
154 • 573 

All NO 

4144 1 4675 
NA 

28 37 
--< 

284 _ 362 
NA 

N(h) 

NC[a] 

N(h) 

N(h) 

NC[a] 

AIIND I NA NC[a) 

3310 • 7070 t 4518 I _5244 N (h) 
10.1 • 22.7 16.9_ _ !_9~ N [h) 

All NO ...;_N::...;A_I----' ­ NC [~) 
All NO NA NC [a) 

7550 • 72300 34052 48766 N [h) 

547 • 1670 971 ,_!!?3 N [h) 

612 • 2360 1121 1417 G [l) 

AIINO Nu= NC[a) 

All NO NA NC [a) 

All NO 

All NO 

AIIND 

All NO 

AIIND 

All ND 

All ND 

AIIND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

!:!f.[a) 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

_!JC [a) 
NC[a) 

NC[a] 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC[a] 

1·3 ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection COncentrations 

10 I 10 ["i720'"" - 4730 

0 I 10 All NO 

8 I 10 r- ­ 3.6 • 1s 

10 I 10 _!M · 80.6 

0 I 10 ~NO 
0 I 10 All NO 

10 I 10 297 • 2770 

10 I 10 4.3 • 14.3 I 
0 I 10 All NO 
0 I 10 -- ­ A- liND 

10 I 10 1520 - 6970 

10 I 10 12.6 - 211 

10 I 10 327 - 2120 

0 I 10 I_I~ND 
0 I 10 ~NO 
0 I 10 All NO 
0 I 10 ~N­O-

r---<­
0 I 10 ~.2!! NO 
0 I 10 All NO 
o 1 10 - 1"Aii"No 
0 I 10 I All NO 3 
0 I 10 -· AIINO 
0 I 10 _ AIIND 

0 I 10 All NO 

Average 

3144 

NA 

5.2 

43 
NA 

NA 

1151 

8.1 

NA 

NA 

4405 

110 

892 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

95%UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

3813 N [h) 20 I 20 

.!:!S!~l o I 20 
8.0 NP (e) 18 I 20 

58_lil.t!L _ 2Q_L_ 20 
NC[aL 0 I 20 

_ NC [a) 0 I 20 

I 1603 N [h) 20 I 20 

9.9 Ji.!bL 20 I 20 

r-----'N..:.:C~[a:::.,l_ 0 I 20 
I NC [2.1 0 I 20 

5470 N ~ 20 I 20 

156 N [h) 20 I 20 

1208 N(h} 20 I 20 

NC[a) 0 I 20 

-~' 0120 
NC[a) 0 I 20 

NC[a) 0 I 20 

-~1 ~120 
~12.) o I 20 

NC[a] 0 I 20 

I NC[a] 0 I 20 
1­ NC(?_] 0 I 20 

~­ NC[a] 0 I 20 

NC[a] 0 I 20 

0·3 ft [1, 2) 3+ ft [1) 

Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 9S% UCL 13) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

I 
I 
I 

T 

f 
I 

___, 
1720 • 5920 3477 3833 

All NO NA- ­
3.6~2.5 ~~ 24 

12.4 - 573 123 222 
All NO NA 

All NO NA 
297 • .!!E2_ 2273 3006 

4.3 • 22.7 11.0 12.9 

All NO NA 

All ND NA 
1520 • 72300__14287 

12.6 • 16~ 397 
327 • 2360 968 

All NO 
_ NNAA 

:..;A '­11 ,;..;N.;:;.D__ 

AIIND NA 

AIIND _I NA 

AIINO NA I 

50805 

597 

1143 

-;-::-~.:..:-~:--1---'-~N~An=
AIINO -

AIINO NA-­ -
AIIND NA 

N (h) 9 I 9 
NC[a) 0 I 9 

NP [f) 4 I 9 j
LNUI 919 
NC[a] 0 I 9 

NC _[& _ 2_/_'L 
G [il 9 I 9 

G [i) 9_/_9 
NC [a) 0 I 9 l 
NC [a) 0 I 9 '] 

NP[gl_ J_f_ _9 _ 

G [l] 9 I 9 

GIll 9 I 9 
NC[a) fLU 
NC(a) 0 I 9 

NC(a) 0 I 9 

NC [a] ___!l_j_J tl 
NC[a) 0 I 9 

NC(a) o I 9 -I ­

NC(~ __0_/....:l. ~ 
NC (a) .2_/_'L 
NC [a) 0 I 9 
NC ~I 0 I 9 
NC [a] 0 I 9 

1770 • 5460 

All NO 

2.5 • 5.2 

7.3 • 30.9 

All NO 

All NO 

331 • 1420 

4.3 • 25.2 

All NO 

All NO 

1920 • 7750 

2.7 • 27.2 

538 • 3150 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

AIIND 

All ND 

AIIND 

All NO 

3216 

~ 
2.0 

------< 
15.0 

1388 
NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA

NA 
r ----;w.:-­

3940 NP (c) 
NC[a) 

4.0 NP [d) 

NP [c) 
NC(a) 

NC[a) 

NP [c) 

!':!P [e) 

NC (a) 

NC [a) 

NP [c) 

NP[f) 

NP [c) 

19.3 

1920 

NC(a) 

NC[a) 

NC(a) 

NC[a) 

NC(a) 

NC(a) 

-~1*~! -
[_N~ ­

NA 

NC[a) 

NC [a) 

NC [a) 

NC [a) 

NC[a] 

mg/Kg "milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
NO =Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

(1) One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
(2) Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
(3) 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC • Not Calculated N • Normal Distribution 
(a] All values non detect (h]95% Student's·t UCL 
(b) Only one distinct data value was detected 

G • Gamma Distribution 
NP • Non-Parametric Distribution (1] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

(c]95% KM (t) UCL 
(d) 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL LN • Log Normal Distribution 
(e]95% KM (BCA) UCL UJ95%H-UCL 
(f) 95% KM {Chebyshev) UCL 
(g]99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Bold values e.xceed MCP S·1 or MCP UCL 
Bold-shaded values exceed the ORAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 8110110 

Checked by I Date: KJC 8113110 




Energy & Environmental Affair's 

OEVt\L L PATRICK RICHARD K GULLI\/AN JR. 
Govm'nar­ SoC<'Bt~rr·y 

TlMOTHY R MUHHf.\Y KENNETH l... KIMMEL.L 
Um.Jconane Govet·nor Cotnmisdoner 

Dep rtme nv1• ental rote on 
SautheaHt Regional Office" 20 Riverside Dr'rve, Lakeville MA 02347 ~ 508·846-<2700 

June 17, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-006 . 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Evaluation Status -Additional 

Analysis or USEPA Remedial Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern {COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MasSDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
t'he MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information is available in alternate. format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539·7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Property P-006 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-006. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the nineteen boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-006, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the 95% UCL for PCBs calculated for samples collected from the top 3 feet is above 
the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. Actions may be required to be taken to address this 
condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and replacing it with clean 
soil or covering part or all of this soil layer with an appropriate cap material. No activities should 
occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet 
until additional evaluation is complete. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined not to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. The 95% UCL for lead and one PAH, which were calculated based on 
the analytical data from soils collected from greater than 3 feet bgs, were above the applicable 
MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards. Because this soil is located at dept, it does not necessarily 
need to be removed or capped to be protective. Additional evaluation of this data is required to 
determine whether these concentrations at this depth constitute a Condition of No Significant 
Risk. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from 3 feet below 
ground surface to a depth of 12 feet until this additional evaluation is complete. 

Property P-006 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-006: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that, based on the 
SAP data, a determination that a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, cannot 
be made for current property use for soil located between ~the ground surface and 3 feet in 
depth. The preliminary risk evaluation determination was made because the 95% UCL 
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calculated for average PCB contamination in soil located between 0 and 3 feet bgs exceeded the 
applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Evaluation of available COC concentration data 
from surrounding properties indicates that the PCB contamination observed on Property P-006 
is unique to Property P-006 and is not consistent with COC contamination distribution in the 
surrounding area. PCBs were detected in samples collected from the 0 to 3 foot bgs interval 
that exceed the MCP Method 1 S-1 standard of 2.0 ppm in soil borings P-006-SB-04, 
P-006-SB-09, P-006-SB-10, P-006-SB-12, P-006-SB-15, and P-006-SB-19. The highest PCB 
contaminant level observed was 13.0 ppm which was observed in the 1-3 foot bgs interval. The 
concentration listed in the MCP indicating a potential Imminent Hazard for PCB contamination 
in the top foot of soil is 10 ppm. MassDEP acknowledges that additional characterization was 
conducted in the vicinity of soil boring P-006-SB-010 based on initial field screening results 
indicating PCB concentrations above the applicable standard. However, no additional 
characterization was done at other locations where contaminant levels exceed standard, 
including in the area of the boring identified as P-006-SB-15 where PCBs were observed at a 
concentration of 13.0 ppm. In addition, because the data for these borings, as indicated in the 
data summary tables prepared by Weston for the data for this property, are qualified as 
estimated and the result of diluted analysis, there is some uncertainty regarding the usability of 
the qualified data for the purpose of estimating risk. Accordingly, MassDEP recommends that 
either additional samples be collected and analyzed for PCBs around impacted borings to further 
refine the risk evaluation or Response Actions be conducted to address the PCB contamination 
in the 0-3 foot bgs interval. 

In 9ddition, based on a review of the soil boring logs for Property P-006 there is evidence of 
prior burning, indicated by the presence of ash, cinders and/or slag, in addition to the presence 
PCB contamination. Because these dioxin formation precursor conditions exist, if soil in the area 
of the borings identified above is to remain in-place and uncapped, samples should be analyzed 
for the presence of dioxin or dioxin-like compounds and additional risk characterization be 
conducted based on the additional analysis. 

No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface 
to a depth of 3 feet until either remediation activities are complete or until additional analysis 
and risk evaluation are complete and demonstrate a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined 
by the MCP, exists. 

+ 	 Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of soil located greater than 3 feet bgs is not necessary 
because the COC concentrations observed on Property P-006 for this soil interval are consistent 
with results from samples taken in the surrounding area. The actual average for COCs at this 
depth interval is below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. As such, a Condition of 
No Significant Risk exists on this property for the soil located between 3 and 12 feet, and no 
further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 
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The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

avid Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

Ecc: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson 

Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com 


City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

scott.a lfonse@ newbedford-ma.gov 


cc: Owner, Property P-006 

http:newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com
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mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram [1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 

NA= Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 

ND =Not detected [3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NS = No Standard Available 


NP- Non-Parametric Distribution N- Normal Distribution 
[a] 95% KM (t) UCL [i] 95% Student's-t UCL 
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[d) 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL NC- Not Calculated 
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[f) 99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [I] Only one distinct data value was detected 
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LN ·Log Normal Distribution 

G- Gamma Distribution [m] 95% H-UCL 


[h] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
Prepared by I Date: BJR 08102110 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL, Checked by I Date: KJC 08102110 
Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

IFJAL L PATRICK RICHARD K SUWVAN JR 
Gover.,or Secretary 

TIMOTHY P MUARAV KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Go\l&nor Commioooor<er 

June 23, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-002 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for 

Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0- 1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP D<;ta Evaluatio~,: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the . 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This Information Is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Watera-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866·539·7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-002 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-002. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the eight boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCl 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-002, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrations of lead and two of the PAHs detected in samples 
collected from the top 3 feet are above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. The MCP 
requires actions to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of part or all 
of this soil layer and replacing it with clean soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an 
appropriate cap material. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located 
from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because the average concentration for lead and two PAHs, 
which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from greater than 3 feet 
bgs, were above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Because this soil is at depth, it 
does not necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the property. 

Property P-002 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-002: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 
No Significant Risk does not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval. Specifically, the average 
concentration of lead and/or PAHs and the boring-specific concentrations of lead and/or PAHs in 
all but one of the soil borings on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standard. The only soil boring on property P-002 that did not contain concentrations of lead 
and/or PAHs above the applicable soil standards in this soil interval is identified as P-002-SB-08. 
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Response actions are necessary to address the COC contamination in the remaining soil borings 
at this interval. 

• 	 MassDEP has also verified that a Condition of No Significant Risk does not exist for future use of 
the property because t he average concentration of lead and/or PAHs calculated from data from 
samples collected from the greater than 3 foot horizon is above the applicable MCP Method 1 S­
1 soil standard. The lead concentration in one sample in particular, identified as P-002-SB-OSC, 
is above the established Upper Concentration Limit of 3000 ppm. Based on a review of the soil 
boring log for this location, it appears the sample was collected from the 3 to 4 foot zone. In 
addition, one PAH was detected in P-002-SB-1C at a concentration above the applicable MCP 
Method 1 S-1 standard. Available soil boring logs do not indicate the interval from which this 
sample was collected. When evaluating the results for Property P-002 without the results from 
these two sample locations, the average concentration for lead and all PAHs for this depth 
interval are below the applicable Method 1 S-1 soil standard, which would be considered a 
Condition of No Significant Risk for this depth interval and would require no further response 
action. However, if this soil is to remair, in place, land use restrictions and/or controls defined as 
a Notice of Activity and Use Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, may be necessary for the property 
to ensure that future activities or changes in use do not create the potential for humans to be 
exposed to the soil below 3 feet in depth. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.l. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 
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Enclosure 

ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, eureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier 

cputom@gmail.com 


City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

scott. a lfonse@newbedfo rd-ma.gov 


cc 	 Owner, Property P-002 

http:rd-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

DEVAL L PATFliCK RICHARD K. SLJLUVAN JR. 
Gove:-!'lor SecretOry 

TIMCJTHV P MURRAY I<.ENI\:TH L '<.IMMEU 
Lieutenant Gov<-'"1Dr Commisc•oner 

June 23, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-027 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Evaluation ­

Request for Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of t he PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls {PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0- 1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 - 12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 

This Information Is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassOEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

Property P-027 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-027. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the sixty-nine boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
anci highly variable. !f either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-027, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
This is because the 95% UCL for lead, which was calculated based on the analytical data from 
soils collected from 0 to 3 feet bgs, was above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. 
The MCP requires actions to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of 
part or all of this soil layer and replacing it with clean soil or covering part or all of this soil layer 
with an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil 
located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are 
complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because the average concentrations of lead and one PAH 
detected in soils collected from greater than 3 feet bgs, were above the applicable MCP Method 
1 S-1 soil standard. Because this soil is at depth, it does not necessarily need to be removed to 
be protective of the current use of the property. 

Property P-027 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCl as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-027: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 
No Significant Risk does not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval. Specifically, the previous request 
for USEPA assistance was made based on the preliminary risk evaluation finding that the lead 
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concentration exceeded the 95% UCL in this soil layer. In its Final Risk Evaluation, MassDEP has 
determined that it is not necessary to apply the 95% UCL for data evaluation in the 0 to 3 foot 
bgs soil interval for this property. However, even though the actual lead concentration average 
is below the MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard, lead concentrations exceed the MCP Method S-1 
standard over a substantial contiguous area of this large residential property and should be 
addressed. MassDEP has determined that concentrations of lead in soil borings identified as 
P-027-SB-14, P-027-SB-15, P-027-SB-16, P-027-SB-17, P-027-SB-20, P-027-SB-21, P-027-SB-22, 
P-027-SB-27, P-027-SB-28, P-027-SB-29, P-027-SB-30, P-027-SB-33, P-027-SB-34, P-027-SB-36, 
P-027-SB-37 and P-027-SB-43 should be addressed in response to its finding that a Condition of 
No Significant Risk does not exist on Property P-027. In addition, MassDEP recommends 
additional samples be taken and analyzed for the presence of lead contamination in the 0 to 3 
foot soil horizon in the vicinuty of P-027-SB-40 and P-027-SB-41 to better determine whether, or 
to what extent, these areas should be subject to response action. 

• 	 MassDEP has also verified that a Condition of No Significant Risk does not exist for future use of 
the property because the average concentrations of lead and/or PAHs in samples collected from 
the greater than 3 foot horizon are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard(s). 
This is due to the concentrations of lead and/or PAHs in the vicinity of the soil borings identified 
as P-027-SB-14, P-027-SB-16, P-027-SB-17, P-027-SB-20, P-027-SB-28, P-027-SB-29, P-027-SB-30, 

P-027-SB-34, P-027-SB-36 and P-027-SB-43. The samples exceeding the applicable standard in 
these specific borings are those designated with a "C". Based on a review of the boring logs for 
these locations, it appears the samples were collected from the 3 to 4 foot zone. If this soil is to 
remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls defined as a Notice of Activity and Use 
Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to ensure that future 
activities or changes in use do not create the potential for humans to be exposed to the soil 
below 3 feet in depth in these areas. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 
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Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Sect ion - Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier 
cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 
scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-027 
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Depa rtment of Environmental Protect ion 
Southeast Regional Offi ce • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakevill e MA 0234 7 • 508-94 6-2700 

RICHARD K. SULLiVAN JR. 

Gove!'nar Sscr 1~tarv 

TltviOTHY I" MURRAY 
Lieutar1anc Gr.t\iernor 

KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Comrr.icnioner 

June 24, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief 
Emergency Response & Removal 
USEPA Region 1 
5 Post Office SquJre · 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

RE: NEW BEDFORD 

Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
Parker Street Waste Site 
Property P-001 
SAP Data Risk Evaluation- Request for 
Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA}, in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP}, began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP}, dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs} associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS} were present on 
approximately 71 privateiy owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
fmm borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs}, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs}, arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead . Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs) . The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDE;) and its Site Asses!_: ment Re med iation S•Jpport Services (S.L\RSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluat ions of the data to determine whether remedial act ion is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP}. The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of so il exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 so il standards, 
meaning a Cond ition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information avai lable at the t ime and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with prope rty owners . 

This information is available in alternate format Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Divers ity Director, at 617-292-5751 . TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
fvlassDEP Webs•te : www.mass.gov/dep 
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Property P-001 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-001. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's commun ication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the seven boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH} values . Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration {95% UCL} of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs} were evaluated . The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-001, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth . 
Specifically, the average concentrations of lead detected in samples collected from the top 3 
feet are above the applicable MCP M~thod 1 S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be 
taken to address this condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and 
replacing it with clean soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an appropriate cap 
material. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the 
ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete . 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because the average concentration of PAHs, which were 
calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from greater than 3 feet bgs, were 
above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Because this soil is at depth, it does not 
necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the property. 

Property P-001 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-001: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 
No Significant Risk does not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval. Specifically, the average 
concentration of lead calculated for this interval and the boring-specific concentrations of lead 
in all but two of the soil borings for this interval are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standard. The two soil borings on property P-001 that did not contain concentrations of lead 
above the applicable soil standards in this soil interval are identified as P-001-SB-01 and 
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P-001-SB-002. Response actions are necessary to add ress the COC contamination in the 
remaining so il borings at th is interva l. 

• 	 MassDEP has also veri f ied that a Condition of No Significant Risk does not exist for futu re use of 
the property because the average concentrat ion of PAHs calculated from data from samples 
collected from the greater than 3 foot horizon is above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standard . The concentrations of PAHs in one sample in part icular, identified as P-001-SB­
02C, are well above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 standard . The soil boring log for this 
location does not indicate the interval from which the "C" sample was collected . When 
evaluating the results for Propert y P-001 without the resu lts from these two sample locations, 
the average concentration for all PAHs for this dept h interval are below the applicable Method 1 
S-1 soil standard, wh ich would be considered a Condition of No Significant Risk for th is depth 
interval and would require no further response action. However, if this soil is to remain in place, 
land use restrictions and/or ~ontrols defined as a Notice of Activity and Use Limitation (or AUL) 
in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to ensure that future activities or changes in use 
do not create the potential for humans to be exposed to the soil below 3 feet in depth . 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will , 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current , or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M .G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M .G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead add ress, or by call ing 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein . MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate w ith you on this important effort. 

L_.,0avid Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 
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Enclosure 

ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc : 	 Owner, Property P-001 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Execut ive Offi ce of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protect ion 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakevill e MA 02347 • 508-945-2700 

OEVAL!... PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 

Governcr Secrel;ary 

TlMOfHY P MURRAY KENNETH '.... KJMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor CommisGio ner 

June 24 , 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 

Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-033 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- Request for 

Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs) . The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Cond ition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners . 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters -Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751 . TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574·6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 
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Property P-033 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-033. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the eight boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable . If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant · 
Risk did not exist. For property P-033, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentration of lead detected in samples collected from the top 3 feet 
is above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be taken 
to address this condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and replacing 
it with clean soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an appropriate cap material. No 
activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a 
depth of 3 f-eet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because the average concentration of cadmium, which was 
calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from greater than 3 feet bgs, was 
above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Because this soil is at depth, .it does not 
necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the property. 

Property P-033 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to app!y the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-033: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 
No Significant . Risk does not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval. Specifically, the average 
concentration of lead calculated for this interval and the boring-specific concentrations of lead . 
in all but three of the soil borings for this interval are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 
soil standard . The three soil borings on property P-033 that did not contain concentrations of 
lead above the applicable soil standards in this soil interval are identified as P-033-SB-06, 
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P-033-SB-0.7 and P-001-SB-008. Response actions are necessary to address the COC 
contamination in the remaining soil borings at this interval. 

• 	 MassDEP has also verified that a Condition of No Significant Risk does not exist for future use of 
the property because the average concentration of cadmium calculated from data from samples 
collected from the greater than 3 foot horizon is above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standard. The concentration of cadmium in one sample in particular, identified as 
P-033-SB-02C, is well above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 standard . The soil boring log for 
this location indicates that the interval the "C" sample was collected is the 3 - 4 foot bgs 
interval. When evaluating the results for Property P-033 without the results from this sample 
location, the average concentrations for all COCs are below the applicable Method 1 S-1 soil 
standard, which would be considered a Condition of No Significant Risk for this depth interval 
and would require no further response action. However, if this soil in the vicinity of P-033-SB-02 
is to remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls defined as a Notice of Activity and Use 
Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to ensure that future 
activities or changes in use do not create the potential for humans to be exposed to the soil 
below 3 feet in depth. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and 'determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

. sys-~ 
~id Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 
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Enclosure 

ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma .gov 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-001 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com
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Commonwea lth of Massachusetts 
Executive Offi ce of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL P~\TRICK 
Governor 

Depart ment of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-846-2700 

RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Secn;car·v 

TIMOTHY P MUFlRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 

L!!Wtenant Governor ComrnicrHor;er 

June 24, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 

USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 

5 Post Office Square Property P-055 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action 

Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil .samples 
from ·borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium Jnd lead . Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs) . The following vertical horizons were analyzed : 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Oata Ev~ !uation : As the .SAP analytica l results were rece ived f rom the laboratory <.Jnd 
validated, MassDEP and its Sit e Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluat ions of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP) . The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/o~ where COC 
concentrat ions in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information availab le at the time from data generated during the fi rst phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluat ions fo r t he purpose of typology cha rt 
development and risk communica t ion w it h property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available in alternate forma t. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 

MassDEP Website. www.mass.gov/dep 
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all properties sampled during the first phase of SAP implementation. Preliminary 
evaluations were performed without consideration of data from surrounding properties that only 
became available later during SAP implementation, and was included in the final evaluation. Properties 
evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, 
as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary to perform the final evaluation was available. 
Property P-055 was evaluated during the second implementation phase. 

Property P-055 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-055. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the fifteen 
boring locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either 
potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) values to 
determine if an IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft . bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to show whether the data collected from the property 
in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC distribution 
such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation criteria is not 
applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-055: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for both the current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface 
and 3 feet in depth and for future use of the property for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 
feet below the ground surface. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the soil for both 
intervals is not necessary because the COC concentrations observed on Property P-055 are 
consistent with results from samples taken in the surrounding area. The actual average 
concentration calculated for all COCs for both soil intervals are below the applicable MCP 
Method 1 S-1 soil standards. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
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the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M .G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-055 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com
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GGmmtmwealth of Massachusetts 
· Execut ve Office of Energy & Envit~onn"lental Affairs 

Dep rtment of Environm ntal Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Odve, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

DEV/\ll PATF.:ICK RICH/\RD <: SULL'Vt\N JR. 
Governor· Scutot<11'\' 

T!IV1ClTHY F' MUfiHt•,Y KENNETH KIMf·!IF1.L 
Ueutf3n.Bnt Gtivurnor' 

June 30, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-005 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- Request for 

Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-5868 

MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 
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Property P-005 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 

copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-005. 

These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 

development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 

samples collected from the eight boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 

standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 

Hazard (IH} values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
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conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL} of COCs 
detected for each depth zone {0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-005, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrations of lead and one of the PAHs detected in samples 
collected from the top 3 feet are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards. The 
MCP requires actions to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of part 
or all of this soil layer and replacing it with clean soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with 
an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil 
located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are 
complete. 

• 	 i. Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because the average concentration of lead, which was 
calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from greater than 3 feet bgs, was 
above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Because this soil is at depth, it does not 
necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use ofthe property. 

Property P-005 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-005: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 
No Significant Risk does not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval. Specifically, the average 
concentration of lead and/or PAHs calculated for this interval and the boring-specific 
concentrations of lead and PAHs in all of the soil borings for this interval are above the 
applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Response actions are necessary to address the COC 
contamination in the soil borings at this interval. 
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• 	 MassDEP has also verified that a Condition of No Significant Risk does not exist for future use of 
the property because the average concentration of lead calculated from data from samples 
collected from the greater than 3 foot horizon is above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standard. In particular, the concentrations of lead in four samples in particular, identified asP­
005-SB-03C, P-005-SB-05C, P-005-SB-06C and P-005-SB-08C are well above the applicable MCP 
Method 1 S-1 standard. The soil boring logs for these sample locations (with the exception of 

--------------------ti-le-ber-ing-leg-fer fLQQ5-SB-Q5G)inEliGate-that-tl-le--"G''-sample-s-wEH8-GGIIeGteGl fmm-tl-le---J-~-4---­
foot bgs interval. The soil boring log for P-005-SB-05 does not indicate the interval from which 
the "C" sample was collected. When evaluating the results for Property P-005 without the 
results from these sample locations, the average concentration of lead for this depth interval is 
below the applicable Method 1 S-1 soil standard, which would be considered a Condition of No 
Significant Risk for this depth interval and would require no further response action. However, if 
this soil is to remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls defined as a Notice of Activity 
and Use Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to ensure that future 
activities or changes in use do not create the potential for humans to be exposed to the soil 
below 3 feet in depth. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 



Request for USEPA Assistance: P-005 	 Page 4 of 4 

Enclosure 

ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-005 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-005 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT MCP Upper 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] ' 3+ ft [1] 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected .. ;Ran~epf Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average Concentrations 95% UCL [3] 

P:\Documents\SITES\PSWS NEW BEDFORD\Supp!emental Assessment\Results & Communication\ Page 1 of 2
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Table P-005 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-lft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP 5-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequen.cy of Rahge of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL[3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND =Not detected 
NS = No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3]95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated N -Normal Distribution 
[a] All values r\on detect [h]95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected [i] 95% Modified-! UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[c] 95% KM (t) UCL U]95% H-UCL 
[d] 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 
[e]95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL G- Gamma Distribution 
[f] 95% KM (BCA) UCL [k] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[g]95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL [I] 95% Adjusted Gamma UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 


Prepared by I Date: BJR 8112110 

Checked by I Date: KJC 8113110 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environment al Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

OEVAL L PATRICK RICHARD K SUWVAN .Jn 
Governor· Secretary 

TIMOTHY P MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
l•eutenant Governor Cornmicraoner 

June 30, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Re lease Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-023 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Eva luation Status - Additional 

Analysis or USEPA Remedial Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated Apri l 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen,.s Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet be low ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3- 12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: 1:'\s the SAP analytical resu lts were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establ ishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk eva luations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-023 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-023. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the nine boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone {0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH va lue, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-023, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the 95% UCL for PCBs calculated for samples collected from the top 3 feet is above 
the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. Actions may be required to be taken to address this 
condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and replacing it with clean 
soil or covering part or all of this soil layer with an appropriate cap material. No activities should 
occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet 
until additional evaluation is complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined not to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. The 95% UCL for PCBs, lead, chromium and barium, which were 
calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from greater than 3 feet bgs, were 
above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards. Because this soil is located at depth, it 
does not necessarily need to be removed or capped to be protective. Additional evaluation of 
this data is required to determine whether these concentrations at this depth constitute a 
Condition of No Significant Risk. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil 
located from 3 feet below ground surface to a depth of 12 feet until this additional evaluation is 
complete. 

Property P-023 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-023: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that, based on the 
SAP data, a determination that a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, cannot 
be made for current property use for soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in 
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depth. The prel iminary risk evaluation determination was made because the 95% UCL 
calculated for average PCB contamination in soil located between 0 and 3 feet bgs exceeded the 
applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Evaluation of available COC concentration data 
from surrounding properties indicates that, while the PCB contamination observed on Property 
P-023 is consistent with the PCB contamination observed and remed iated on the abutting Keith 
Middle School property, it is generally inconsistent with data observed on the surrounding 
propert ies evaluated as part of the SAP. PCBs were detected in samples collected from the 0 to 
3 foot bgs interval that exceed the MCP Method 1 S-1 standard of 2.0 ppm in soil borings P-006­
SB-01 and P-006-SB-09, which are located toward the south end of the property, adjacent to the 
Ke ith Middle School property. The highest PCB concentration observed at this interval was 6.36 
ppm in P-006-SB-09. MassDEP acknowledges that previous assessment was conducted in the 
general vicinity of so il boring P-023-SB-009 by TRC on behalf of the City of New Bedford that 
indicated the presence of PCBs, in one proximal sample location, ranging from 0.0685 to 30.5 
ppm (MassDEP was unable to determine the exact dept h of the actual samples collected) . 
Based on its review of all ava ilable information, MassDEP recommends the following for the soi l 
in the 0-3 foot interval on the portion of the property in the vicinity of these two borings: either 
additional samples be collected and ana lyzed for PCBs around impacted borings to better 
delineate the PCB contamination so addit ional risk evaluation can be performed; or, Response 
Actions be conducted to address the PCB contamination in this interval. 

In addition, based on a review of the so il boring logs for P-006-SB-01 and P-006-SB-09, there is 
some evidence of prior burning, indicated by t he presence of ash and/or slag, in addition to the 
presence PCB contamination. Because these dioxin formation precursor cond itions exist, if soil 
in the area of the borings identified above is to remain in-place and uncapped, samples should 
be analyzed for the presence of dioxin or dioxin-like compounds and additional risk 
characterization be conducted based on the addit ional ana lysis . 

No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soi l located from the ground surface 
to a dept h of 3 feet until either remed iation activities are complete or until additional analysis 
and risk evaluation are complete that demonstrate that a condition of No Significant Risk, as 
defined by the MCP, exists. 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its previous determination that applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation 
of soil located greater than 3 feet bgs is necessary because the COC concentrations observed on 
Property P-023 for this soil interval are not consistent enough with results from samples taken in 
the surrounding area to conclude that there are adequate data and sample locations to uti lize 
averaging to characterize contaminant distribution on the property. Results from the "C" 
samples collected from two borings at this depth interva l, identified as P-023-SB-01 and P-023­
SB-03, are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Based on a review of the 
boring logs for these locations, t he "C" samples appear to have been collected from a depth 
between 4 and 5 feet bgs. In addition, the 95% UCL calcu lated on the mean from the data from 
the 3-12 feet bgs fnterval is also above the MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. As such, based on 
information avai lable to date, a Condit ion of No Sign ificant Risk does not exist on th is property 
for the soil located between 3 and 12 feet. MassDEP recommends that either additiona l 
samples be collected and ana lyzed for PCBs around these impacted borings to further refine 
contaminant distribution such that additiona l risk evaluation can be performed or Response 
Actions be conducted to address the PCB contamination in the 3 - 12 foot bgs interval for this 
portion of the property. Otherwise, if the soi l in the greater than 3 feet bgs interval is to remain 
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in place, land use restrictions and/or controls defined as a Notice of Activity and Use Limitation 
(or AUL) in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to ensure that future activities or 
changes in use do not create the potential for humans to be exposed to the soil below 3 feet in 
depth. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potential ly Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and wi ll also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground s~rface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Fina lly, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by call ing 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

vid Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

Ecc: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier, cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmenta l Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-023 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-023 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 
PAHs {mgiKg) 
2-Methylnaphthafene 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Anthracene 
Benzo(a)anth@E_~!:Ie 

Benzo(a)e_y~ 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo{g,h,i)perylen~ 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Chrysene 
Dibenz{a,h)anthracene 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno{1,2,3-cd)e_yrene 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 
(mg/Kg) 

MCP $-1 
Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPUpper 
Concentration 

Limit 
(mg/kg) 

o-1 ft (1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 
Detection Concentrations 

1-3ft (1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

( 

Average 95% UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) 

0-3 ft [1, 2) 
.. ~ . . 

Frequency of R~nge of Detected 
Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCl [3) 

FrequehC',I of 
Detection 

3+ ft (1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) 

1----------------1--------- ­ 1----------1--------- ­ r--­ -~ -~ --r 
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__ 120,000 _ _ 1,000 10,000 -'­4-'I'--"9--I--'0;;.;.1;;;;.5:2__---=­1.~06=--+---=­0..=.27'--+--0"'.4.:.:9_:N_;P_,[""'e),_1___;:5_,_l ....:9;__-+ 0.221 - 2.45 0.67 1.3 NP (c),_ 1__..::9_,_1....:1;.;:;8_+-0;.;..1:;;;5-=2­ - _2oc..;·4-=­5 ­ 1-___::0:.::.5:_3 --!----'0:.:..7:.:::8~N:.:,_P-"[e'=-!.) _ _:3~1,....=..14;__-t-_0:::.:.9:::.:7_·....:3:.:..6::.._-I-__:0:::.5:..::5_1-_:3:.:..6:::...:...:.N;_P ...:l~,_)-1 
~ ___::1:!.:,6::::00=-­ __

1
____:_70=--­ l----=1:::!0,.:::000:.::___

1
____;;.3-"l'--"9--l--'0:.::.1::::9..:..4 _ ·__:::.0:...:..49::.:9'--f_.:::0·..:::20::.._-t-....:0::.:.:.5::::0:_:N:..::P_,[..::.cl,._ 5 I 9 0.283 - 2.5 0.79 1.7 NP (c) 8 I 18 0.194 - 2.5 0.59 0.89 NP [d) 3 I 14 0.701 - 11.9 1.1 3.2 NP (e) 

_ 16,000 ~ 
1
___.:...;70'-- ­ l---=1~0,.::.;000:..:--::-__

1 
_...:..4 _,1__:::.9_-l-...:0.:.:.222 - 1.::::15::.._+-_0::..;·;:,;32::.._-t-_:0:.;.;.6::.::2_:N...:..P_.[::.J.c)_ 

1
__..;.7-'-:­l ...:9;__-+___:0.:=.1:..::8_ -___::::5:..::.2...:..4 --t--=1:.:..::.8::.._-t----=3:::.1;_N;.:.;P_,·l..:.•e]._

1 
.Jd.../ 18 0.18 - 5.24 1.3 3.5 NP [h) _4'--'­l -'1=..:4_+--'0:..;.;.1:.:.8.;:,1 _-__;;,;15' ­ _ 1.7 7.1 NP (c) 

_ -·----=­16=--­ - t---...;;,Oc;;..7__ 300 1 I 9 0.228 - 0.228 ..:.0.:.:::.1.6=--f---'N.:..:;CC_!.(;o,b]_ 1_ __:3:.....!.,I-'9=---+--0-:.:.-=­37'-'7- - -'0"­.4.:.:::8.:..7 -+---=0.:.:.2::;._5 -t--=0"­.4;;:.9..;.N:.;_P-"(c"­) _1__4'-' ­l -'1:.:.8_ 0.228 - 0.487 0.22 0.41 NP (c) ___2==-..!CI-=..14;__+..:::0:..:.4:::.:97~-....:1::.:.:.3:=­3 Q1Z 0.70 NP (e) 
_ 1_____:::.12:::0~,000=--­I--=1"=',000=---I--.:::10::!.:,000=-­I-__::_S I 9 0.18 - 2.51 0.59 1.2 NP [c)._1___:_7~1 _.::9_-1-_::0.:.:.3:61 - 13.6 4.4 7.9 NP [e) 1~ 0.18 - 13.6 3.1 7.1 NP (f] 5 I 14 0.197 - 39.4 4.1 10.6 NP [c) 

120,000 ~ _...:1::<.:,000=' ­ 10,000 0 I 9 1--,;..;AI;,;,;INO _ N:;..;A_+----=N.:..:C:..~: l,;;.,<a )'-l _ _::5'-J:---=19:_.-+-0:.:..1::.::8:.;:;.8 - 1.68 0.51 0.91 NP (e) 5 ~ 0.188 - 1.68 0.39 0.59 NP (e) ---=2~1 ....:1:....;4_-r--..::.1:.:..;:.1:....;4_- ..::5.:.:.3"'­5--t 0.61 5.4 NP (d)_ 
160 _ _ _ 7__ 3,000 4 I 9 0.211 - 1.09 0.29 _2.52 NP (e) 7 I 9 0.146 - 2.67 0.81 ~ .:.;.N;_P"'(e,_) -t---'1=-=1'-' ­l !L 0.146 - 2.67 0.63 1.6 NP [h) 3 I 14 I __!.:22. - 4.99___ 0.69 2.0 NP (e) 

61,000 _ 100 10,000 __0_ 1 ~- -1-­ All NO NA NC [a) 3 I 9 0.245 - 2.86 0.47 2.9 NP [d) 3 I 18 0.245 - 2.86 0.37 0.65 NP (d) 2 I 14 0.4 - 3.07 0.39 3.1 NP (d) 

-
-­

16 

~y~ -­
PCBs (mg/Kg) 

__1=::2::::0,;;;,000.:::.::....___
1
__..::5..:.;00=---i----=1~0,"'­000:..:--::-_ 1_---=4-'-:­I ..::9=---t--=o::.:.3::...;4c:.1_---=1.:.::.1_-l---=­o:..::.3=­5 -f-o=­· :::.:67_N;.:.;P....:!c:;.~l._1__....:6'-'-:l -'9'----l---=.;o.:::.:26::...;4_ - ....:1:::o3:..::.2_1-_4.:..:..1=---I--7:...:..5::....:..:N.:....P .~;:<[•c) 10 _Ll!! 0.264 - 13.2 2.8 4.3 NP (d) 5 I 14 0.159 - 37.3 3.6 8.7 NP (e) 

_____-=.9=-<2,:::.:000:...:..____1__--=1=<­,000:..:-=-__1__-=.10~,000;:..:.,:,__1__.::...8 1_ 9=----t--=:0­ =17...:2=-­· -'2::.:.:.2::..:6'--+--0.cc.5:..=5_+----=:1.:=.5...:..N:.:_P-"­[f]. __7'---'­l-=­9 --t--=­O:o:.3::.:21=-­· -'1::..:0~.3'---f- ...:3:c.:.6'---t-~10:c.:.1=-N,"P-'("-'f]­ __2? I.E._ 0.172 - 1~ 2.6 t--21---NP (h) 5_ L1,1_ 0.228 - 32.4 -~·-3_ ]..:..8 NP (e) 

Aroclor-1016 
Aroclor-1221 
Aroclor-1232 
Aroclor-1242 
Aroclor-1248 
Aroclor-1254 
Aroclor-1260 

--- ­ - ­ - - ­ - -1-­ -- ­ - -c­
- ­ _____:1,;:;.0 ______1_____:2:_._4 ___::;100::.:::___1___::0~1 9::...._--1----,;..;A:.;,.II :..:.N=­0 ----Ir---' ­N.A NC(a) 0 I 9 -l--_..:.:A:.:.II .:..:N=.O__--II--N:..::A..,;_-t-----'N.:..:C::.![-"'a)'-+ ­ -'O'-"I- 1::;8:__-j---.....:...;A;.;.,II :..:.N:_D_ _ NA NC [a) 0 I 14 All NO -1-NA NC [a) 

____
1
_____;1:.:.0___

1 
2 100 0 I 9 AIINO NA NC(a) __0 _/_J__'r- ­ _..:..:A...:..II ...:..NO::..__+-__:.N:;..;A'--+---'N;.:..:C"-'[.;;.,a]_ 

1
__0 I 18 AIIND NA NC[a) 0 114 AIIND NA NC(a] 

10 ______2 ----=1~00=-­ - t---=­O_,_I -"9--1----' ­A,;_;,II _;N..=.D_-1-_,;_NA'-'---1----' ­N""'C_,_(a,_,_) 0 I -=­9 --+-_ _:.A.;...;II...Nc=..D_ NA NC [a] 0 I 18 All NO NA NC[a] 0 I 14 AIIND NA NC[a) 
10 ___ _ 2 -· 100 __ __0_1 9 _ All NO NA NC(a]_ 0 I 9 _'r- ­ AIINO ___NA _I­ ~ 0 I 18 AIIND NA NC[a) 0 I 14 AIINO NA NC[a) 

10 2 100 0 I 9 AIIND NA NC(a] 0 I 9 _;.;.AI;;_;IN..:..:0::..__-1-----'N,;_A_+--__:.N.;.;:C_,_[a;.,l_ 1 _--=.0_,_I ...:;;1,;;;,8 _+--_...:..A;:.;.II .:.;,N..=.D_--I---'-N:.;_A'--+--~I---=­O-I~1...:..4 _+--_.;...A;;.;.II .;.;,ND..__ +-..;.;N-'A-+--_..;..N-=.C,.,.;(a"­) - l 
10 2 100 - t----=­3_,_l -"9--t--'o:.:.;.1;:;,7..=.5_ ---=.o.::c.9:::.:91=-t--=­o=.1-=­8 --+_o::..;·::..:99;_;,;,;NP'-"(c) 5 1 9 0.377 - 6.36 1.1 2.6 NP [~ 8 1 18 0.175 - 6.36 0.79 1.6 NP(d) 4 I 14 0.06 - 11.~4 -+_..:::1-:..::0 3.9 NP[c) 
10 __ 2 100 _ 1 .J_J_ 0.275 - 0.275 0.047 NC (b) 1 I 9 0.395 - 0.395 _ 0_.09_3__ NC [b) 2 I 18 0.275 - 0.395 0.077 0.40 NP [c) __::_0'-!1.,._:1:..:.4 _1-_:..:Aic....:l N.:.:D:..___f--....:N..:.:.A:.__-1-- .2!£.1.& 

Aroclor-1262 __ 10 ______..::2_____::1:..::00:::._ - t----"O-'c:l _9'-- ­ All NO NA NC (a] 0 I 9 All NO NA NC [a) 0 I~ All ND NA __.....:...;N,;:;.C >.;;[a"­] -I--=­0_,1~1...:..4_+--_..;.A...:..II..:..N;..;:O____t---'-'N:..:.A__-t----'NccC'-'(~aJ,_ 
________:1.:;.0 ____ 

1 
____:::.2 __ 

1 
___,;;;,100:;..::___ 

1 
__..:::.0_ 1'--"9- AIIND NA NC(a] 0 I 9 AIINO NA NC[a) __0_ 1 18 AII ND NA NC [a] 0 114 AIIND NA NC(a) _Aroclor-1268 

PCBs {Total) 10 2 100 3 I 9 0.175 - 0.9_9_1_+_0.:...;.2'-'­1-+-­ 0-.9-9..;.N.;.;:P:..o.(c:.!.)- I- ­ -=­5-'I'--"9--I- ­ 0-.3-7;;.;7 ;.;..--=­6.-36-·I---1:.;.;.1..;._-I--2.6 NP [d) 8 I 18 1 0.175 - 6.36 0.83 1.6 NP [d) 4 I 14 0.06 - 11.4 1.0 3.9 NP [c) 
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Table P·023 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concent rations to Imminent Hazard Levels 

Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganics (mgiKg) 
Aluminum 

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 
(mg/Kg) 

MCPS-1 
Direct Con tact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 
Concentration 

Limit 
(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 
Detection 

0·1 ft [1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

1·3 ft [1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

().3ft [1, 2] 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3) 

Frequency of 
Detection 

3+ ft (1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

NS NS - <?!_1_ 9_. 3790 . 6850 __..;::5::.:32:.::6-j__;:5"'­97:..::3:...:N.:...,Ul 9 I 9 3230 . 7710 5473 6275 N U_l -~ l---=1.::..8 -!l---"3:.::2::.:30:...._· .:...7....:.7=10 5424 5808 NUl 14 I 14 2090 • 15900 5353 7216 G [I] 
_____;2::.::0:__ _ 300 __0_ /__'L All ND I--'N-"­A'--+--........;.N.;.;;.C[a) 0 I 9 All NO -~A NC [a ) 0 I 18 All NO ~A ___ NC .[&_ 0 I 14 All NO __N_A NC [a] 

40 20 200 7 I 9 1.8 · 2.9::..._ 1_ -=.:2.:::..1 _+--=.:2·.::..6 .:.:N.:..P..>.:[c:!,_) 6 I 9 2.2 • 9.2 3.6 5.7 NP [c)- 13 I 18 1.8 · 9.2 3.1 4.3 NP (d) 7 I 14 0.76 · 13.6 _
1
_ _:::2..:...4 -i-_;.;4..::.2.:...N:...:P-:c[e::­l _1 -- ­ _____;.:___1---=-- ­ l---=-::.::...__,__.:_":-':._-j-...::.:.::._--=:; 

~OQ,OOO 1,000 ~,000 9 I 9 19.8 • 48.5 31 37 NUl 9 I 9 20.4 • 788 198 493 G [I) 18 I 18 19.8 • 788 142 575 NP [g) 14 I 14 ?J . 51~- 449 4038 NP [g)_ 

60 
100 2,000 ~9 AIINO NA NC@l_ __O_ /__'L AIINO NA NC[a] __O::......<I--=18=---I--......:..A.::..:II.:...N:.::0__,1_ __..:..;N;....:A_ 1__....:.N:..::C-"[a=...J_1 0 I 14 AIINO NA NC[a] 

2 300 0 I 9 All NO NA NC [a) 2 I 9 1.3 · 2.3 0.62 2.3 NP [c) 2 I 18 1.3 • 2.3 0.50 1.5 NP [,.::ei,_+-~O:._~.,I....:1:c:4c_+__..:..A:::.II :..:.N.::.O_-l_....:N::.A.:_+- NC [a] 

Antimony 
Arsenic 

Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 

__ __ NS NS 9 I 9 518 - 1180 812 926 N OL 9 I 9 445 - 14100 2629 17498 NP (g) 1_..;1:.:8'-'-l ....:1:.:8:.._-l---'44-"5:._·--=14c.::1:.::00~_.::.20:.:2:.::3_!--::.:50::..:64c.:..:...N"-'P [,.:.i,]_ 1__.::.14-'-'l--=14-=---l 131 • 20500 2526 5216 LN [n) 

----l --~2=00~-- __3~0~----2~,000~-~--9~1~9 -~. ~4 - 102 &3 ~2 NUl 9 I 9 ~9 - 5L7 16 29LN[m~) 1_....:1:.::8~1 ....:1:.::8_~~5-~9_-~S~L"-7~~.:...1:.:3_~-~23~NP~[~ij~~-1~4~1_1~4'--~-........;.2~B'----2~i~4~~-~~~~28~ 1~ NP~] 
NS NS 0 I 9 All NO NA NC[a] 0 I 9 All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 18 All NO NA NC[a] 0 I 14 All NO NA NC {a] 

Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 

Manganese 
Mercury__ 

Nickel 

- --- ­
1,000 

----- ­
--- ­

NS NS 0 I 9 All NO NA"---f----"N:.::C.>..:[a:.<.] 0 I 9 All NO _ NA __ ~~ 0 I 18 All NO NA NC {""a),_+--'O~I--=14'----I--......:..A;;;.II .;.;N:.::O__+-.....;..;.N;.;.A_+---N.:...C;;..("'a')-
NS NS 9 I _,9'---+-'5,_,4.::.10::... - 8310 6712 7298 N Ul 9 I 9 4610 - 20200 9779 12797 N Ul 18 I 18 4610 - 20200 +--"8"-'75'-'-7--lf-"'10:.::1::...54:...;N~=(k) ~~ 1720 • 41600 8949 14728 G [I) _ 
300 3,000 9 I 9 27.3 - 156 66 92 N Ul 9 I 9 25.8 - 785 219 475 G [I) 18 I 18 25.8 - 785 168 242 G {I) 14 I 14 2.7 • 694 126 729 NP {g] 

NS _ NS 9 I 9 919 - 2180 1289 1538 N UJ 9 I 9 897 - 2070 1420 1637 N UJ 1 _...;;1:.::8_1'--"1:.::8-~_8:.::9.;..7_---"'2~180=- +-...::1:::.37:..:6:...._+-.::15:.:0.::.1 ...:::G:.J.{:t.ll _1, _-"'1-'-4 --'l~l4..:.._+--=3::o3:::..2 _-.....=:13"-'9:.::.0 _ ~1 __ 1016 N UJ 
NS NS 0 I 9 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 9 All NO NA NC[a] -~O:._~.,I....:1:..:8:...._+-_...:A.:...II:..:.N:..:Oc.... NA __...:N.:..:C'-'(::..<a)_ 1__:0:._~.,I...;1=..4:...__-t---'A...:.;I'-'I N.:..:O:..__t-.....;..;.NA"---t----.:...N:..::Cc.,la::.._l 
20 300 0 I 9 All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 9 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 18 All NO NA NC[a] 0 I 14 All ND NA NC [a) 
20 7,000 0 I 9 All NO NA f- NC (a) 0 I 9 -f- All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 18 All NO _ NA _ NC {a] 0 / 14 All NO NA NC [a] 

· ­ _______1__.:..N;:cS__1__""­NS:...___1_ ___;0;.....'-:I - 9:...__.1_ ___;A...:.;I'-'I N.;.;:;.:..O __N_A_ NC [a) 0 I 9 All NO NA NC [a) _ _:O:;..._cl~18:...._-r---'A;.;;I'-'I Nc.::O;...; t--N;.;;A..:.._+--.:..:N.::.C...,[a"­) _1__0=-<I:-"­14"---+----'-'AI:.:.:I N""O"----+--' ­N.:..:A_+----'N.:..:C:...:[.O::a)' ­
400 8,000 0 I 9 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 9 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 18 All NO NA NC (a) 0 I 14 All NO NA NC [a) 

Potassium 
Selenium 
Silver 

Sodium 
Thallium 

---·------~--....:1:.::NOOS~-~-~tNOOO::.:S~-~~O~I ....:9'--~--'-A"'II .:.:N:O_f M -- ~~ 019 ~INO ~A NC~ Ol~ -~A;.:..I IN...:.;O:...__+-_;.;N.:..:A_+----'N.:..:C'-'~::..<~+--"0~/ ~1:..:.4_+-_.:..A.::..:II.:..N.::.D_~~~M ~~ 
--- ­ ------ ­ _ 0 I 9 All NO NA NC[a) 0 I 9 All NO NA NC['-"'a,_] _1__0::......<1-.::.18=---+--......:..A.::..:Il ..:.N~O.,_ NA NC(a) 0 I 14 __.;..A.::..:II.:...N:.::O_ NA NC {a] 

8 800 0 I 9 Al l NO NA NC [a) 0 I 9 All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 18 All NO NA NC {a) 0 I 14 All NO -~ NC [a]
--------1---~--1--~~--1-~~~-t---~~--~~~-4----~~-1 

600 1~000 0 I 9 ~INO NA NC~ 0 I 9 ~I NO NA NC~ _ _;o~~~~:._+--'A;.;;I""'I N.:..:O:..__+-__..:..;N~A-+---'-N:..::C~~Y--~0~1...;;1~4-~_~A=II.:..N~O--~-N...:.;A_:__-+---.;.;N~C~~~J ~Vanadium 
Zinc 

Cyanide 
---"'2,"'-50.;;.;0:....__1"_....:1:.::0,""000~_1_ _.;;0_,_1 ....:..9 All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 9 All NO NA NC [a] __O;.....:.I_..::.;18:._~__A...:.;I.:..:I N=D NA NC {a] 0 I 14 All NO NA NC [a) 

100 4,000 0 I 9 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 9 All NO NA NC {a] 0 I 18 All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 14 All ND NA NC {a) 

mg!Kg = milligrams per kilogram 
NA =Not applicable 
NO= Not detected 
NS = No Standard Available 

(1] One-half the detection limit Isused for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
(3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software {V. 4.00.04). 

NC · Not Calculated N• Normal Distribution 
[aI All values non detect Ul95% 5tudent's·t UCL 
(b) Only one or two distinct data values were detected lkl 95% Modified-! UCL 

NP · Non-Parametric Distribution G• Gamma Distribution 
(c] 95% KM {Percentile Bootstrap) UCL (I] 95%Approximate Gamma UCL 
(d) 95% KM {BCA) UCL 
(ej95% KM {t) UCL LN · Log Normal Distribution 
(f) 95% KM {Chebyshev) UCl (m] 95% H·UCl 
(gl99%Chebyshev {Mean, Sd) UCl [n] 95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 
[h]97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCl 
[1)95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCl 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 
Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 

Prepared by I Date: BJR07120110 

Checked by I Date: KJC 07/20/10 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

OEVAL L PAffiiO< RICHARD« SULL.VAI'\ Fl 
Governor Secrcta:-y 

TIMOTHY P Mi.JA=1AY KENI\ETH L ><IMMELL 
Loautortanl GOVllrno~ CommLc,oner 

June 30, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Ch ief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region l Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-039 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- Request for 

Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency {USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection {MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan {the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern {COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmenta l contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soi l samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typica lly associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls {PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons {PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services {SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This Information Is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1·617-574-6868 

MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 


Pnnted on Recycled Paper 


www.mass.gov/dep


Request for USEPA Assistance: P-039 	 Page 2 of 4 

Property P-039 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the resu lts from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-039. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regard ing typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary eva luation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the eight boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was eva luated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-039, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 An Imminent Hazard condition, as def ined in the MCP, was determined to exist for the current 
use of the property for the top 1 foot of soil. Specifical ly, the average concentration and several 
boring-specific concentrations of lead in the top foot of soi l were greater than or equal to the 
site-specific Imminent Hazard levels established by MassDEP for this Site. Lead was detected 
above the Site-specific IH value in the "A" samples from t he borings identified as P-039-SB-01, 
P-039-SB-03, P-039-SB-04, P-039-SB-05 and P-039-SB-06, which were collected from the 0-1 foot 
bgs interval. The MCP requires elimination or control of all Imminent Hazards. This may be 
accomplished by removing the top foot of soil in the vicinity of these soil borings and replacing it 
with clean soil or it can be accomplished by otherwise covering those areas with clean soil or an 
impervious surface or cap. No activities should occur on this property that will disrupt the top 
foot of soi l until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, t he average concentrations of lead and/or PAHs detected in samples collected from 
the top 3 feet from all of the soil borings on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 
1 S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address th is cond ition, which may 
include removal of part or all of this soil layer and replacing it with clean soil or covering part, or 
all, of th is soil layer with an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur at the property 
that will disrupt soi l located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover 
measures are complete:. 

• 	 Furthermore, a cond it ion of No Sign ificant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because the average concentration of PAHs and lead, which 
were calculated based on the analytical data from soils col lected from greater than 3 feet bgs, 
were above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soi l standard. Because this soil is at depth, it does 
not necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the cu rrent use of the property. 

Property P-039 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
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account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the f inal risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surround ing properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-039: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address the Imminent Hazard 
concentrations and that a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist for the 0 to 3 foot 
interval, as described above. Response actions are necessary to address the COC contamination 
in the area of all of the soil borings at this interval. 

• 	 MassDEP has also verified that a Condition of No Significant Risk does not exist for future use of 
the property because the average concentration of PAHs and/or lead calculated from data from 
samples collected from the greater than 3 foot horizon are above the applicable MCP Method 1 
S-1 soi l standard. The concentrations of PAHs and/or lead in the "C" samples from seven of the 
soil borings on the property are well above the MCP Method 1 S-1 standard. The only soil boring 
that did not contain concentrations of lead or PAHs above the MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard 
at this interval is identified as P-039-SB-08. In addition, two samples in particular, identified as 
P-039-SB-03C and P-039-SB-07C exhibit concentrations of lead that are above the Upper 
Concentration Limit of 3000 ppm established in the MCP. Based on a review of the soil boring 
logs for this property, the "C" samples were collected from the 3-4 foot bgs interval. If the soi l 
in the greater than 3 feet bgs interval is to remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls 
defined as a Notice of Activity and Use Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, are likely to be necessary 
for the property to ensure that future activities or changes in use do not create the potential for 
humans to be exposed to the soil below 3 feet in depth . . 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentia lly Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP wil l continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-b<lsed analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 
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Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate w ith you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-039 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-039 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 
Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPS-1 
Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPUpper 
Concentration 

Limit 

(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

0-1 ft [1) 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL[3) 
Frequency of 

Detection 

1-3ft (1) 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95%UCl [3) 

0•3 ft (1, 2) 3+ ft (1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL[3) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCl [3) 

PAHs (mg/KgL _ _ _ __ 

2-Methylnaphthalene _ -----'6-"'l,c;.OOO.;.;._______:3:;.;:00"'---l--..:5.:.;;,000~--l--..:3_,_1 ....:8'-- 0.14 - 1.42 0.91 1.2 NP [a) -'-4-'l'-:-"8'--t---'0:..:...4'-"2'-· -'1=-".3~-r-::.:2·=-2 ~1--=1-.=.3 -'NP~ 7 I 16 0.14 - 1.42 1.8 1.0 NP [a) 5 I 16 0.1 - 7.77 1.7 4.0 NP [d) 
Acenaphthene _ _ _EO,OOO _ _!,_qQQ__ 10,000 __7_}_1_ 0.07 • 3.8 _ -~-3 2.1 NP [a) ~6_1'-'8'---+---'0"'.3'-=5-·_3::.:..04.::... --+--'2::.:..0;:._-+---'2::.:..2;;;__;N.;..;P_,[,a~-"-l 13 I 16 0.07 - 3.8 1.8 1.8 NP [~) __6_1 ~ 0.15~12_ 1.9 5.1 NP [d) 

Acenaphthylene _ 180,000 _ __;::;1•:.=000=---l--=­10"-<,000= - ...:::8-'-:­l ...:::8'----t--=0.:..:.1"-­7 - 1.56 0.83 1.~~L 7 I 8 _ 0.38 - 7.4 2.7 6.1 NP [c) 15 I 16 0.17 • 7.4 __ 2.1 3.5 NP [c) _2_/ JE__ ~ 0.07 - 15.5 2.7 4.5 NP [a]_ 
Anthracene _ 920,000 -· l ---"'1,~000~__

1
__.=.10:.!.,000"-=­ 8 I 8 0.31 • 10.6 3.3 5.7 N [!!)_ 8 I 8 0.53 - 14 5.9 8.9 N [h) 16 I 16 0.31 • 14 5.0 7.2 G Ul 9 I 16 0.08 - 23.8 s::r­ 10.0 NP [e) 

Benzo(a]anthrac~ne __ ---=­16:..:0__ 7 ~.000 ..::8.-<::-1 ..:8'--+--'0"'-.84;:...:__·-=-14;.;..8;:._-;--...:::.5·:.;:;8_+--...:::.8.:.:.9_.;.N~[c::.hl,_+--'8::.....cl,....:::..8 _-l--=.0.:.:..79=--·--=-23~ 10.7 15.8 NJ!!)_ 16 I 16 0.79 - 23 9.1 12.6 G UJ 9 I 16 __Q:E. · 30.4 _§~ 11.4 NP [~]_ 
Benzo(a)pyrene _ _ 16 _____;;2___

1
__....:3=00 8 I 8 -1--0-"'..::...8 - 14'----1-5.6 8.6 N [h) 8 I 8 0.62 - 21 10.0 14.7 N [h) _ 16 I 16 0.62 • ~~,__..!.0-~~ 9 I 16 0.34 - 29.4 6.0 10.3 NP [!) 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 160 _ 7 3,000 8 I 8 ~- • 14.3 ~ 9-~--~~!J.~.L 8 I 8 0.85 - 24 11.8 17.2 N [h)____!§ L1§_ 0.85 - 24 9.9 13.8 G UJ 9 I 16 0.42 • 36.c:..9-t_.:..:7·::.:0 _ 12.3 NP (a] 

~enzo(g,h,i)peryfene ____..:;;12;;;:0::..:,0:;.;:00.;... -~ _ ..:1::..:,ooo;c:..:.._ -j--..:1.;:,0,'-"000=-­ I 8 ..'-:1 ....:8~-t-0.;.;·::.;32~--...:::.9:.;:;.5.=.1 -ll-...:::3.:.:.3'--t--=5.:..:.2'-'N·.:...>.::[h"-J 8 1 8 0.85 - 12 5.0 7.4 N (h) 16 1 16 0.32 - 12 4.4 6.0 G UJ 9 I 16 0.27 - 13 2.8 4.9 NP (a) 
Benzo(k)fluora"'-'nt.:.;.h..::.en"-'e'---l- ­ 1,600 __1___7....:0:__ -=10"­,ooo.;;..:_:,__1__..::8__,_l --=8'--+--'0:..:;.5=­5 • 6.81 2.8 4.1 N [h] 8 I 8 0.6 - 12 5.2 7.7 N (h) 16 I 16 0.55 - 12 4.4 5.9 G UJ 9 I 16 0.15 - 14.2 3.0 5.1 NP [d) 

1~C;.;.hry~se;.;.ne::.:______1____....:1:..:6::..;,0:.:.00=-----ll---..::.70::.:__~--1::.:0::..:,000~--l---'8~1....:8=---t--=0:;;..8~7_- ....:1:..:5~ ~~6~.1'-+-~9-~2~N~[h~J_1 __~8-'I~8-~-~1 _--=23=---t--=1:..:0;.;..7~~~15:;;..6;:...:_N~[h~) -I-~16~I-1::.:6~+--'0:;;..8~7_- ....:2:..:3~-+--=9~.1~+-~1~2~.5__:G~U~J -I---9~1~16~~-0~.::.:36~--3~0~.5'-+-~6~.4~+--=1~1~.0~NP~(~a~)l 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 16 0.7 300 7 I 8 0.1 - 2.96 1.1 1.7 NP (a) 7 I 8 0.38 - 2.8 1.6 2.3 NP [a] 14 1 16 _...:0~.1:__·....:::2·:=.96=---;-__;;;;1:..:.4__+-......:;1-:.;:;8~N:...P >.:[<a" ­] l--=9:....~.:-1....:1:.::6'-+-0::.:·.;.;05'--'-4.:.::.::..23 0.96 1.6 NP [d) 
Fluoranthene _ -----=12=-=0"-',o'-=oo-=-----l -~1,"'000-=-=---l --.::.10"",000.:.;o.:_ 8 I 8 1.9 - 42.4 15.7 26 N [h) 8 I 8 2.2 - 53 26 38 N [h) 16 1 16 1.9 - 53 23 28___!!1!1]_ 10 I 16 0.06 • 84.8 18.3 31 NP [e) 
Fluorene 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

120,000 1,000 10,000 7 I 8 0.08 - 4.26 1.4 2.4 NP [a)_ 6 I 8 0.56 - 5.3 3.0 3.8 NP [a] 13 I 16 0.08 - 5.3 _1_.5 ~-7 NP [a] 6 I 16 0.19 - 12.4 3.0 8.0 NP [d) 

160 - ­ 7 3,000 8 I 8 0.44 - 9.04 3.1 5.0 N [h] 8 I 8 0.45 • 11 4.8 7.1 N [h) 16 I 16 0.44 • 11 4.2 5.8 G Ul 9 I 16 0.22 - 12 2:!__ 1~ 
Naphthalene 

Phenanthrene 

Pyrene 

__--'6'-=1"-',0'-"00-=----· ­ 100 • . 10,000 7 I 8 -1-_::;0;.;:.0;;:..8 - 3.7 _ 1.1 1.9 NP (a] 4 I 8 0.7 - 2.85 2.7 2.4 NP [d) 11 I 16 0.08 3.7 2.1 1.7 NP [a) 6 I 16 0.054 • 12.2 ~.4 5.2 NP [d) 

120,000 _ _ 500 • . 10,0QQ_____8_1~ 0.96 - 39.2 _ 1_3._1_ 32 G Ul_~--~-..1 8 2 37 19.9 29 N [h) 16 I 16 0.96 - 39.2 17.6 25 G Ul_ ' 9 I 16 0.06 • 88.6 20 35 NP [a] 

92,000 1,000 10,000 8 I 8 1.6 • 30.2 11.7 18.3 Jil!:ll 8 I 8 ...:2:::..._·...:3:..:5__-1 ~ ~~ 1iJ !~ !-6__:___?~~ ~. 22 G UJ 9 I 16 0.58 - 62.6 13.7 24 NP [a) 
PCBs(~g/Kg~) ________ 

10 - ­ - 2 - ­ -·--'1""00~__,_ __:0~,1•....:8::....._ ~~-A~II -N-0--_~___!'j_· A . ­ _N...;.C;;..c[""kl,_I___.::._O_,I_.::.8_ -1­ All NO - NA NC [k) _.:._O_,I_;..::.1G.:;__-I----'-'A;.;...II N;..;..D;:.___+-~NA-'-Aroclor-1016 
Aroclor-1221 

Aroclor-1232 
Aroclor-1242 

Aroclor-1248---­
Aroclor-1254 

Aroclor-1260 
Aroclor-1262 

Aroclor-1268 
PCBs (Total) 

10 ... _ -=..2 ___,_ __.:1:::.00::.._ _ -"0-'-:­1~8~--t---A_II_NQ_ _ NA NC [kl_ 0 I 8 All ND _ NA ___NC ~)_ __O_I _1.2..__ _ All ND NA 

____:1.=.0 _ .____;;:2'----1---=100:.::.: __....:0:...:,1....=8 -~- _....:A..:.;I.:...:I N"-'D'- ­ ~~ t---,-.:...:N.::.C.t.:[k:..<..] ~l-.......:0'---"'l-=8--1---'-Ac:.;.II .:...:N.::.D__I---'Nc:.;.A.-....__, NC [k] 0 I 16 All NO NA 

-- ­ - ­ _..;;:1..;;..0 _ --11----'2'----1- _..;;..100~--1----=0'--'-1_8;:.__ f----' ­A"'­11 .;..;.N.:;_D_ -+-c;.;._;_--l-----'N...;.C::..c[C'-'k],_l 0 I 8 A.::.;.II_;N.::.D_ ___,I---'-'NA -+-- NC [kl_ 0 I 16 All NO NA 
10 __ _ 1___ _ 100_ _ 0 I 8 --~AI::.:I N:.:.:D=---+--N:.:.:A_:_+ .....!':!£.(!<_]_ ~ -1-­ All ND NA NC [k) 0 I 16 __AI_I N_D NA 

- 1--·--=1:.::0~ 2 100 0 I 8 All ND NA NC [k) 1 I 8 0.013 - 0.013 0.013 NC [I) 1 I 16 0.013 - 0.013 0.013 

10 __ _ 2 _ -----=100=­ _ 1_ _..:::.5 _,1_..:::.8 _ 0.0091 - 0.029 0.015 0.020 NP [a] 1 ..!_!_ 0.007 • 0.007 0.013 _ NC I.!L 6 L!§_ 0.007 - 0.0..::.:29'-+__:..;0.0.:..:1:::.:3 
___ ----=1..;;..0 ______...;;:2____..;;;.100=­ _ 

1
___..::.0 _,1-=­8--t A_l_l N_D NA NC [k] 0 I 8 __A~ NA __NC [k) 0 I 16 All NO --1----' ­N"­A' ­

10 _ 2 100 0 I 8 All ND NA NC [k] 0 I 8 All ND ~ NC [k] _9_j_ .!L_ All ND NA 

-

10 2 100 5 I 8 0.0091 - 0.029 0.015 0.020 NP [a] 2 I 8 0.007 - 0.013 0.013 0.016 NP [a] 7 I 16 0.007 - 0.029 0.013 

NC [k] 0 I 16 

__....:_N:.:::Ce>.:[k:..<..J __0 . I 16 
NC [k) 0 I 16 

NC [k) 0 I 16 
NC [k) 0 I 16 
NC [1) - 0 I 16 

0.016 NP [d) 0 I 16 

NC[k) 0 I 16 
NC[k] 0 I 16 

0.015 NP [a] 0 I 16 

AIIND 

All NO 
AIIND 
All NO 

All NO 
AIIND 

All NO 
All NO 

All NO 
AIIND 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 
- ­ NA 

NA 
NA 

1­
NC[k) 
NC[k) 

~~ 
NC[k) 
NC[k] 
NC[k) 

NC(k] 

NC[k] 
NC[k) 
NC[k) 
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Table P-039 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Halard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, ~assachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 


Recommended Parker 
 MCP S-1 Concentration 


Street IH Value 
 Direct Contact Frequency of Range of DetectedLimit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 


lnorganics [mgl.!5_g)__ 


Aluminum__ 


Parameter (mglkg) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3) 

--1--------1----'NS'---f--..:..;NS-'-" ~-·- __8 <.-.:. ..;.;060 · 575_o. 4_o.;;..:l 8--t-_4 ~.;__~;.;; 0-,-__;869-l__o;5;,.:;80o__:N (h,_) 8~l 8=---l-___;;_31;;..:00;.:o__· _; 0;;..: .;.;; 4;:.. 50;;..:9.;;_2__;.;N_,[h'-"- 16 I 162;:;,: -'-'.:,; -t---= -= 6_o.30'-+--45;..;.3 -+--"- ) 3100 - 6030 4651 4910 N [h) ...!LL.!.? 3570 - 8240 -l-__::536::..::...:4-+--= 89 ..;_!.:.;Ih-'-i5c:c::.:0:.__:N ) 

Antimony __ _ __.::;20::___ 
 __,::.::..:::.___300 __0.::;~ AIIND ~ ~kJ- 0 I 8 AIINO NA ~[~) 0 I 16 AIIND NA NC[kl_ 0 I 16 __ AIIND ..:.:A __ ~~....:N -=---+

1 1 
rA-""'"'ni..o._______ 4O I---' 0rse.;.;. c ____.:.o=----- 2;;..:___1 1__...;:2:.:.00=----t- _!__j_§__ _5._6 _- _16_.6 10.2 12.9 N [h)_ 8 I 8 ~- 28.~ 3·.o 200 ....:l'-'-' 16 I 16t-.::1::.: ::.--t-......::. N [m) 5.6 - 28.6 12.1 14.5 N [i ) 16 I 16 0.71 - 19.8 6.8 22 NP [g) 

~B.::arium l 200,000 l---'l~,OOO:.:.~~---------=~~--- ~--I--~~ ~--I--8~ 8 11..;_~- 3~~-r--=3210~,000 1~-~~~7 --=96 2~~-I-~::.:2 N [h~ __~,1 8-29~~) _ 8 ~ l-~13~~- 421 253~1-~23 ~~_ 1::.:~~6_~_1 7~·~~ 1_+-....:2 ~ 28::.: ~~il~l ~~ ~ 13::.:..4 - l.::;~ 227 1021 NP~l~5 ~~~-r--=~ 3~~N [h) _ _.::6 l l::.: ::.:1:.:. 42.:: ::.:46-f-~~3__.:G U -~16 1 ....:16=--,_......::. ~~llO1 1 1 
Beryllium _ 100 ____::_=-­ 2,000 __0 1_::.:__1-_ A:::. N_::;__f-...!NA.:..._.I----''-" [k) 0_:_~ 8 __:_ II _::D .::. NC_,_"'-

1
_........;; 1 _;8=---t·--A'-"1'-'IN-"D=--- NA NC[k) 0 I 16 
 AIIND NA NC[k) 0 I 16 All NO NA NC(k]

1 
Cadmium 60 2 300 8 I 8 0.59 - 2.4 1.2 1.6 G UJ 8 I 8 0.83 - 3 1.3 1.8 G UJ 16 I 16 0.59 - 3 1.3 1.5 N (i] 16 I 16 0.11 • 2.3 0.77 2.7 NP [g) 

Calcium ____ ________- ----~- ~~~~:~~~~ N-=-s::~::-_1 1
1
__ N:;s;: ~:.:. _--::.8 ...!1:..-:::8_-+_.::.: 0_ 36.::: 2:...:~19::..::1:.::: - ~~90::.._~.::.778:.._ --=31::.; N .!.:(h.:L_ 8~89::.._:.:. J __::.; 1 8 1710 - 3830 +-..::2::.:~ 9=.. N.!:(hl]_ 6-.!.. 6_+--=71:::0:..._ 38::.::3::::. ""86~~.: N.:...Ii] l----'1 16 - 7060 2366 3420 G [j)640~~3::..::1o:::.2 .......:..: ~ _.-.::1:.::: l ..:.1:.:::
 1~ ·...::..: 0-+-'26"" 29:...4::::3--= !.:.l~ "'6'---':l-"'~-+- 6491 1 1 1

Chromium _ 200 _ _ _ __,3~0__ _ ....=!.000 _ _2,::..:::.::..... 8 I 8 12.2 - 21.7 15.9 17.9 N [h] 8 I 8 10.7 - 67:!.._ 2.!__ 50 NP [b) 16 I 16 -1-~0:.:. 6:.:..1-f-.:::.:.::.: 25 N [i] 16 I 16 7.4 - 61.2 17.1 33 NP [b)1:.::..7_- ~ 7=-= 19.1
1

Cobalt ____ ________ __:..:.=---­NS t--_;_;.N"-S__ 0 I 8 All ND NA NC [k] 0 I 8 All NO NA NC[k] 0 I 16 All NO NA NC [k] 0 I 16 A-'-_ O NA--+----'NC k],_---'- II N.;:..__~-'-'- "-'-'['-'1 1 1 
Copper _ _ _ _ NS ___ NS__ __0 I,...:8 NA=-..L All ND NC [k] 0 j 8 All NO NA NC [k] 0 I 16 All NO -t---=N..::.A.:..._ NClkJ 0 I 16 All NO NA NC [k]

11 
~o:...;_________ _ _ ____ __ .;.::__1r.::n ...:.NS __..:.N::;.S__ _ _;8 I -'8 ::.:::500 · ...;;. 19763:.-.'.: "----+-'10::..:::.::....._ 54600 42088 NP [b) 8 I 8 9560 - :.:883-+..;;. N (h] 16 I41900;...r-....:20:::.:.::.::: 27.572 16 9560 - 54600 20509 24562 N [i] 16 I 16 4610 • 32600 14603 25275 NP l~L1 1 1 1 

I'""ead -- ;;;:.000 ___..;;3..;;.00L.;;.;...;'"--------l _ 1,.;;..;..;;____ ....___ __.;;.; OOO3,c;.;;..:;...._ 8 I 8 324 - 3070 USO 18J6' N [h) 8 I 8 490 - 1560 808 1071 N [h) 16 I 16 324 - 3070 955 1210 LN [m] 16 I 16 4.1 - 27700 2347 19323 NP [g)
1 1 

Magnesium __ ·- __ _ _ NS_:..:;:..__ _ NS _.:::.8-'l':-"8--r-_8::.:6:.:: · 60"----:--=1::..:-' 30 G'-'· ] _ 89_....:1::.:::9:.:. 174'--l--'1:..;4.::~-= U"- __.;::._IL..0:8=---t--4 ~ - 4::.; :::33-f-....:; 16 Ll2_ t--4.:..:9:.::2_....:1:.:9::;.~+--'94"- 5.;.;. _1 :..::.... I 16 644 - 2320 115:..:: 1:..::..:.:92=---'1::.:1:..:0 -+---'8 ~ 976__!il!!L - 60 '-' 7--if-1:::0:..::7 __.:G'-'U,..·f ____:16 I-:::.:.::.::0-+--= 379___§Jjl_1 1 
Manganese ---- -------- _ N_S_ _ _ NS 0 I 8 All ND NA NC [k) 0 I 8 NC (k] _ II N '-'-C k,_ _....:O l-=.'---1 A.;.. N..;;.__All NO _ NA __ ~ A_ _O ~-+----N ;;;.:I,.;.:J o.--~. 16 __..;.. II..;.; D +----'N""A'---+ NC [k]1 
Mercury__ ----I------- - --=0 _2.::... _ _ __::00 _ 0 _,_ :::__ All ND NA NC [k] 0 I 83.::;::...__ _:::.. l ,-8 All NO NA NC (k) 0 I 16 All NO NA NC (k] 0 I 16 All NO NA NC [k] 
Nickel 20 7,000 

11 
0 U r- _A_II_N_D __N_A_ __ ~J.!<.J 0 ~ All NO NA NC (k) 0 I 16 AII ..:..:O NA . N;:.,Iw 0 I 16 All NO NA1---'--'- N.::._____ ___:..:..C k)._ NC [k] 

~r:!l. NS NS 2.._/ 8 _ ---~I 1 ..;.;D _ _l!A__ NC [k] 0 I_ A '-'N ;..__ 8 All NO NA NC [k) .Q_..Ll.§__ All NO NA 
1 
_ ~[k] 

1 
0 I 16 r- -~ _ NA NC [k] 

Selenium _ 400 8,000 0 I 8 All NO NA NC[k] _ _cO 8_~_ A::.:. N:.::._ N:.:. _ NC k] ~~ A:.:..ND _ NA_ NC[k] 0 I 16 N:.:: :..:..A ;...:.C [k7-J I::....<I:-=- __:_ II ..:..:D --1-......:..:.A-1- _..:..:..::...I<:.:; _......:..:.II :..:.:::.._ _ _ _......;.A.;;;II..:. D'---+--N~--t----N =-:"
t=S.:.:.:...: r _______ 100 _ilvec... _________.:::.::..:..... 2,000 0 I 8 All NO _ Nc...: _....:0 1 =---t--..:..: N"-0- NA NC(k] 0 I 16 All NO A'--+----'-N:...: [k)-I--O 1.;;.. .;..II;..;.N.;.;;D'----~-- NC[k]_._......:..: A_t--~1_ ~_8 A:.:..II :..:. --+--.......;.N.:.:. C_,_"'- ;:.._,I.......;;;6 _.,__..;A
1 
~d_iu_m_ __ ------- _ NS NS 0 I 8 1- All NO NA l'i£[.!5.)_ ..::0--!-1 _:::8'---f--......:..:.II..:.:.D_-f_..:..:A--I N.:::..[k~ _ 0_,_ 1,6_ _ _ II ND _ NA NC [k] 0 I 16 All ND NAA::.: N:::. N:...:. ___.:..:C~J __;::. I ..;:: -:_ A_ _ NC [k]1 

I-'T.;.;.::.;l;.:.;lium __ _ha ;;;.;.;_______ _ 8 800 0 I 8 All ND NA NC[k) 0 I 8 All NO NA NC [k] 0 I 16 All NO NA NC[k] 0 I 16 All NO NA NC (k]
1

_,V...:::nadiu:.:.:;.;______ _________ ____;600a:.:::.:"-' m ::.::::::.____ __::,:10::,;,000 I O-t... 8:..._-t-_ .::. .:.: NA ~~[c:: 0_,_~----.:: l _: __:AII:..:.ND:...__+-_:.:.:..:.....~--_;NC kl!..I--.:: 1 ...:8:..._-+-~A:..::I:..:I N ::..__+....:.; N.::. [k:!.. _ 1....;1 A:.:.. No::. :.:.. ~ [k]-l---' 16 All NO NA.:.:D N:...:. C.<:.: ] 1 __.:0'----': ::,6~-1--....:.:II :..:D__I-...:.NA.:__+---...:.NC'-'-~ 0 I NC (k)A_~__.:..:1 1 1 1 
Zinc l--------l---=,5002'-"= 10,000 0 I 8 All NO NA NC [k] 0 I 8 All NO NA NC [k] 0 / 16 All NO NA NC [k] 0 I 16 All ND NA NC [k] 
Cyanide 100 4,000 0 I 8 All NO NA NC [k] 0 I 8 All NO NA NC [k) 0 I 16 All NO NA NC [k] 0 I 16 All NO NA NC [k] 

mg!Kg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
NO =Not detected 
NS = No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used torall non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCl values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCl software (V. 4.00.04). 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G - Gamma Distribution 
[a) 95% KM (I) UCl UJ95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[b] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCl 
[c] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCl NC • Not Calculated 
[d] 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL [k] All values non detect 
[e) 95% KM (BCA) UCl [I] Only one distinct data value was detected 
[f) 99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
[g) 99% Chebyshev {Mean, Sd) UCl LN • Log Normal Distribution 

[m] 95% H-UCL 
N - Normal Distribution 

[h]95% Student's-t UCL 
(i) 95% Modified·! UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IHValue. 


Prepared by I Date: 

Checked by I Date: 


BJR8/16/10 

KJC 8/17/10 
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DEVt\L L PATFliCK 
GOVOI'I10r 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 

Executive Office of Energy & Envir'·onmental Affslt's 


nvironmental Protectio De rtm 
Southeast liegionel Office • 20 F~iverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02847 • 508-846-2700 

RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Seor<J~fli'Y 

TIMOTHY P MURHt\Y I<ENNFTH L. KIMMEl.L 
l...im:Jtonant Gavm·nor CorrltninHi(!ner 

July 8, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 

Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-013 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- Request for 

Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3- 12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751, TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617·574-6868 

MassDEP Website: www.rnass.gov/dep 


Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Property P-013 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-013. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the fourteen boring locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S­
1 soil standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific 
Imminent Hazard (I H) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative 
of site conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the 
average concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of 
COCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-013, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 An Imminent Hazard condition, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for the current 
use of the property for the top 1 foot of soil. Specifically, the 95% UCL calculated on the mean 
from the samples collected from this interval and several boring-specific concentrations of one 
PAH detected in the top foot of soil were greater than or equal to the site-specific Imminent 
Hazard levels established by MassDEP for this Site. The PAH was detected above the Site­
specific IH value in the "A" samples collected from the 0-1 foot bgs interval from borings 
identified as P-013-SB-01, P-013-SB-04, P-013-SB-05, P-013-SB-12 and P-013-SB-14. Based on 
this information, MassDEP determined that an Imminent Hazard could exist on this property. 
The MCP requires elimination or control of all Imminent Hazards, if applicable. This may be 
accomplished by removing the top foot of soil in the vicinity of these soil borings and replacing it 

,,,',. 	 with clean soil or it can be accomplished by otherwise covering those areas with clean soil or an 
impervious surface or cap. No activities should occur on this property that will disrupt the top 
foot of soil until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrations of PAHs and/or lead calculated from the samples 
collected from the top 3 feet from the soil borings on the property are above the applicable 
MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address this 
condition; which rnay include removal of part or aH of this soil layer and replacing it with clean 
soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an appropriate cap material. No activities 
should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 
3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because the average concentration of both PAHs and lead, 
which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from greater than 3 feet 
bgs, were above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Because this soil is at depth, it 
does not necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the property. 
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Property P-013 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-013: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to further assess and/or address 
the Imminent Hazard concentrations and to address that a Condition of No Significant Risk did 
not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval, as described above. Response actions, and/or additional 
assessment, are necessary to address the COC contamination in the area of all of the soil borings 
at this interval. 

4f 	 MassDEP has also verified that a Condition of No Significant Risk does not exist for future use of 
the property because the average concentration of PAHs and/or lead calculated from data from 
samples collected from the greater than 3 foot horizon are above the applicable MCP Method 1 
S-1 soil standard. The concentrations of PAHs and/or lead in the "C" samples from all of the soil 
borings on the property are above the MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. If the soil in the greater 
than 3 feet bgs interval is to remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls defined as a 
Notice of Activity and Use Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, are likely to be necessary for the 
property to ensure that future activities or changes in use do not create the potential for 
humans to be exposed to the soil below 3 feet in depth. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 
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Sincez;7t-­
David Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier 

cputom@gmail.com 


City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

scott .a lfonse@newbedfo rd-m a .gov 


cc: 	 Owner, Property P-013 

mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P,Q13 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 
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Table ~-013 .. 
Comparison of Exposure Point Conc(1/~trations to Imminent Hazard Levels 

Parl<er Street 
I 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 
' 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

mg-Kg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3]95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated 
[a] Only one or two distinct data value was detected 
[b] All values non detect 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution 
[c]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 
[d] 95% KM (BCA] UCL 

[e]95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

[f]95% KM (t) UCL . 


[g]97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

[h]99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

[i] 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd] UCL 
[J] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 


G- Gamma Distribution 
[k] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

N- Normal Distribution 
(I] 95% Student's-t UCL 
(m] Modified-! UCL 

LN- Lognormal Distribution 
[n]95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 
[o]95% H-UCL 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 07120110 
Checked by I Date: KJC 07120110 
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--commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affsirs 

pa f nvironmental I
•On 

Southeast f1egiona! Dfflce -~ 20 Riverside Drive, Lt1keville MA D2347 .. 508-846-2700 

DE\/,&.L L PATF110k RICHARD K SULLIVAN .JR. 
Gow<rrmr· S<lN'iltllr·y 

TlMCHHY P MUFlHf\Y KENNETH L KIMMELl 
L.iautermnt Gm1M'nor• Comrni~>tJinnew 

July 8, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-066 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation -No USEPA Action 

Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern {COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately ownedproperti.es.in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the~ us'Er.l{'MassOtP and 'the City' bfNe·~ .Bedfor'd,'in c9ordir)ation with RO\JX Associates, .Inc. and E2 

' l, ', • ' . . . . ' ' _' • . +.: (_ : • I ·, : • ' ' : ( 1 • · • · : • · · . ; ' • ' 'j ' .- ;, ' ' ··~ 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmentai,L\ctiori Ngtwork and.Weston Soluti.ons. . .. ._ 
' I .,_. , : ':; :.::, .,,; ;· ··:·' _!_; :, :;f: , ' ' · ,.1 • •. • · · ' ; ;:· 

As described in'the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP andtheir environmentalcontractors coll~cted soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for ·cocs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3- 12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of' No Significant Risk did not exist: This reqUest· was made bas~d on the 

infC?rty~~tiona~ail~ble at th~t.ll)1e,from .. 9a~a g<;!n_erat~.d ~uring the first phas1:l,pf SAP implementation and 
w1s '·toiiC)we~~J{wit'h 'prop~~ty. by' property ri_s'k ey,aluatiqns ·for, tb~~ pUfPpse of. typology chprt 

0
' • I : ' ' , i ~ ' ;._, l '. ) ; ·,! : > 1 •• i~ > ~' • i : , .' I • • ··~ ' • , .J • 0 , > <; ! ' ; ' • _ ' • ' '· I ' ' ' • '- "' ' • • • " • .' ,· ' ' , ' • ' "' ' • • • • ' ! ' . : ' 1 

de~;~!~~mem:,a~_a ~~~~~.~d,rl',lm'u~~~a.tfo,r wi1h pro~er.ty oWnw.~ ?:t P,base.Lprope,rties., .... ,. , , 

o t • ~ I 0 ~ .: l < ' ' J 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waterii,Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. l'DD# 1-866·539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on F{ecycled Paper 
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all properties sampled during the first phase of SAP implementation. Preliminary 
evaluations were performed without .consideration of data from surrounding properties that only 
became available later during SAP implementation, and was included in the final evaluation. Properties 
evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, 
as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary to perform the final evaluation was available. 
Property P-066 was evaluated during the second implementation phase. 

Property P-066 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-066. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the fifteen 
boring locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either 
potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) values to 
determine if an IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the 
average concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of 
COCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to show whether the data collected from the property 
in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC distribution 
such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation criteria is not 
applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-066: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for both the current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface 
and 3 feet in depth and for future use of the property for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 
feet below the ground surface. The actual average concentration and the 95% UCL calculated 
for the COCs detected in both soil intervals are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. No response actions are necessary for this soil. Property P-066 is in an area outside 
of the PSWS boundary as it is being defined by MassDEP based on its evaluation of data 
generated by SAP implementation. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
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the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

r~Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier 

cputom@gmail.com 


City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 


cc: Owner, Property P-066 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-066 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCPS-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Parameter (mgiKg) (mgiKg) (mglkg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Cpncentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

PAHs (mgiKg) 

2-Methylnaphthalene 

M~CI10f!11LI1ene 

"---~1,000 
180,000 

300 

1.000 

5,000 

10,000 

o I 8 

o I 8 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

o I 8 

o I 8 
~ 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

o I 16 

o I 16 

All ND 

All ND 

-
NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

o I 16 

o I 16 

All ND 

All 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

Acenaphthylene 

Anthracene 

180 000 

920,000 

1000 

1,000 

10 000 

10,000 

o I 8 

1 I 8 

All ND 

0.17 " 0.17 

NA 

0.15 

NC [a] 

NC [b] 

o I 8 

o I 8 

AIIND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

o I 16 

1 I 16 

All ND 

0.17 " 0.17 

NA 

0.14 

NC [a] 

NC fbl 

o I 16 

o I 16 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

160 

16 

7 

2 

3 000 

300 

3 

3 

I 8 

I 8 

0.16 

0.17 

" 

" 

0.83 

0.86 

0.24 

0.24 

0.43 

0.86 

NP [c] 

NP [d] 

o I 8 

o I 8 ~ 
NA 

NA 

NC [a] 
" 

NC [a] 

3 

3 

I 16 

I 16 

0.16 

0.17 

" 

" 

0.83 

0.86 

0.17 

0.17 

0.25 

0.26 

NP [c] 

NP [c] 

o I 16 
o 1 11; 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 
-~ 

NC [a] 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

Benzo(g h,i)perylene 

'luoranthene 

160 

120,000 

1,600 

7 

1,000 

70 

3,000 

10,000 

10,000 

5 

1 

1 

I 8 

I 8 

I 8 

0.16 

0.67 

0.41 

" 

" 

" 

1.21 

0.67 

0.41 

0.32 

0.21 

0.18 

0.53 NP [e] 

NC [b] 

NC [b] 

o I 8 

o I 8 

o I 8 

All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC[a] 

5 

1 

1 

I 16 

I 16 

I 16 

0.16 

0.67 

0.41 

" 

" 

" 

1.2!__~?Q-
0.67 0.16 

0.41 0.15 

0.30 NP [c] 

NC [b] 

NC [b] 

__O_)_Jj_ 
o I 16 

o I 16 

I All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

~ 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NC@l 
NC [a] 

NC [a] 

lchrysene 16,000 70 10,000 3 I 8 0.21 " 0.95 0.26 0.95 NP [d] o I 8 All ND NA NC [a] 3 I 16 0.21 " 0.95 0.18 0.32 NP [c] o I 16 All ND NA NC [a] 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 

Fluoranthene 

I Fluorene 

16 

120,000 

120,000 

0.7 

1000 

1,000 

300 

10 000 

10,000 -­

1 I 8 0.16 " 0.16 

5 I 8 0.2 " 1.66 
__o_l_§___1-­ All ND 

0.15 

0.41 

NA 

0.79 

NC [b]. 

NP [e] 

NC [a] 

o I 8 

o I 8 

o I 8 

Al.l ND 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC fal 

NC [a] 

1 I 16 

5 I 16 

o I 16 

0.16 " 0.16 

0.2 " 1.66 

All ND 

0.1.4 

0.23 

NA 

·- ­
0.39 

NC[b] 

NP lc] 

NC [a] -

o I 
o I 
o I 

16 

16 

16 

- All 

All ND .. 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

-~ 
lndenolt.2.'l-r.d)pyrene 

'Of!IILIIOICII.t: 

I Phenanthrene 

160 

61,000 

120,000 

7 

100 

500 

3,000 

10,000 

10,000 

3 I 
o I 
3 I 

8 

8 

8 

0.15 " 0.72 

All ND 

0.2 " 0.85 

"..Q:R_ 
NA 

0.25 

0.72 NP [d]
!---­

NC [a] 

~~ 

o I 8 

o I 8 

o I 8 

All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 
. 

NC[aL 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

3 

0 

3 

I 
I 
I 

16 

16 

16 

0.15 " 0.72 

All ND 

0.2 " 0.85 

0.16 

NA 

0.17 -

0.23 -NP [c] 

NC [a] 

0.85 NP [d] 

o I 
o I 
o I 

16 

16 

16 

All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

- NA 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC[al_ 

IPyrene 92,000 1,000 10,000 5 I 8 0.17 " 1.54 0.37 0.57 NP [e] o I 8 --r--· ­ All ND NA NC[a] 5 I 16 0.17 " 1.54 0.21 0.42 NP [d] o I 16 All ND NA NC [a] 

IPCBs (mgll<g) 

IAroclor-1016 

IAroclor-1221 

Aroclor-1232 

10 

10 

10 

2 

2 

2 

100 

100 

100 

o I 
o I 
o I 

8 

8 

8 

All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

o I 8 

o I 8 

o I 8 

All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA -

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC fal 

o I 
o I 
o I 

16 

16 

16 

m~--NC[a] o I 
-·--~ o I 

NC(a] -- o I 

16 

16 
16 

All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

Arorlnr-1 ?Ll? 10 2 
'" 

100 o I 8 All ND NA NC [a] o I 8 All ND NA NC [a] o I 16 NC[al_ o I 16 All ND NA NC [a] 

'" lnr-1248 
Arorlnr-1 ?~Ll 

Aroclor-1 ?r:;n 

10 

10 

10 

2 

2 

2 

100 
. 100 

100 

o I 8 

o I 8 

o I 8 

All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

o I 8 

o I 8 

o I 8 

All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

. NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

o I 
o I 16 

o I w ~ NA 

NC[a] 

NW]Ncfa1 

o I 16 

o I 16 

6 I 16 

All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

Aroclor-1262 10 2 100 o I 8 All ND NA NC [a] o I 8 All ND NA NC [a] o I 16 NC [a] o I 16 All ND NA NC [a] 

lrnrlnr.1 ?!;S< 10 2 100 o I 8 All ND NA NC [a] o I 8 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 16 D NA NC [a] o I 16 All ND NA NC [a] 

PCBs (Total) 10 2 100 o I 8 All ND NA NC [a] o I 8 All ND NA NC [a] o I 16 All ND NA NC [a] o I 16 All ND NA NC [a] 
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Table P-066 


Comparison of Exposure Point Conce~trations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker ~treet 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 3+ ft [1] 
DRAFT 

1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 
MCP Upper 


Recommended Parker 
 MCPS-1 Concentration 

Street I H Va Iue 
 Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Ra~ge of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 


Parameter 
 (mgiKg) (mgiKg) (mglkg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 
;(mg/l<g) 

Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

[Aioml""m N5 N5 8 I 8 7155 - 11762 9822 10870 N [g[ 8 I 8 6513 - 10741 7918 8905---'!M_ _.!!! 1 16 f6513 - 11762 8553 9174 G [i[ 16 1 16 2370 - 10016__ _ ~34 N [g] 

~~~!~~~~~--~-ii-----~~~~~----~W·~-~~-~~O~~-~~O~IJ8~~~~A~li~N~D~-~~~N~A-~~~~~~] 018 ~IND ~ NC~] 0/ ~ ~lND ~ ~~- 0 I~ ~IND ~~-~~-NC~ 
~A~~e!ln~liic~~~~--~~-~~~4~0~~-t~~~W---t~-~WO~~t--~3~1~8~~~~3_-~4=~~-- 2.2 -~- 4.5 NP~] 0 I 8 ~IND NA NC~] ~-3-7 ~ 3 - ~5 1~ 3.2 NP~ 0 I~ ~IND NA NC~] 
~~=rlu~m-----~~--~~=~~-~--=~~~-~~m~~~-~-~8~1~8~~~1~3.~7~-~8~3-~7~--~ ~NPffi 818 M-~.5 M2 U~~- ~~~ &6-~.7 U~ B N~ ~~~--~-~ ~ 22 ~Ul 
~B~~01~llluu~Jim~~--~~-t-----~~--t~-=~W~O--~--~~~~OO--~-~OI~~8.~-~A=II~N=D-- NA NC~ 0 I 8 ~IND NA ~~~ 0 I~ ~IND NA NC~] _ 0 I~ AliND NA NC~ 
Cadmium 60 2 300 0 I 8 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 8 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I _16 All ND __ NA NC [a] 0 I 16 All ND ~ 
~~=ld=uum~--~--+-~----~--~~-4~~~~·-+-~8-~/8~~~2~7~4_-_m w ~ GUJ 818 ~-m m ~ GW ~-~-m-m ~~-~~1 N[h] ~~~ ~-~ 
~~~llffi~Jim~ii='Lum~----~---~~~--+--~~-+-~~~=00~+~~81~8~4-=6·~ ~1 ID3 NOO 818 ~-12A 9.1 ID1 NOO ~~~ 6.2-UA ~1 % N[h] ~~1~_~1-16.5 _ 
Cobalt NS NS 0 I 8 All N 1 NA NC[a] 0 I 8 All ND NA NC[a] 0 I 16 D ~ANC[a] 0 / 16 All ND NA NC[a] 

1.:::C=opp~e:.:__r__________li--------+---N=S---l--~N~S~-I---.:::..O_.IL.-:;;8~--+--_.:__A:,:.:.li:..:.N:::..D_----I_:..:.N:.:.A--If---,_;_N.:.::C:.J:[a~]-l--__:.0~1....:8~~__,...- All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 16 All ND NC [a] 0 I 16 All ND NA ~C [a]1
~lro~n------~~--~---~--~~-~-~~~-+-~8~18~~~n~1~7_-~1=G~1~6~~y~~ 818 ~-~ ~ ~N00_~-~1-18~ --~~~ ~-~ ~ ~NOO 
f~~ad~------~--....:1~~~00---~-~~~o--f--~~~~oo--~-~8/~8-~__:1~6~~--~2~%~~~~~~~~~8~G~[~ij~ 8 I 8 _33- 113 SA 7~ G[~ ~I~ _33- ~6 Pffi 6 I 16 2.3- 5 1~ 3.2 NP~] 
~M=al=l~l~~~i'u~m----~------~-~~~-+-~~~-+-~8~~~8----t-=-~=5_-~1~~~3----1_7~2~8~-~%=2~N~~~]~ 818 -~-~ ~ ~~~~ W-~ _ NOO ~)16 rn-~~~~ ~~ 
Manganese NS NS 0 I 8 All ND NA • NC [a] 0 I 8 All ND NA NC [a] ______2___j_J§_. All ND NA !------NC [a] 0 I 16 All ND - NA NC [a] 

~M~e~~=u~~--~---~ll------·-~---~20__t---~300~-I--~O~I8~-+-_.:__A:.:.:.ll:..:.N~D_ NA NC~] 0 I 8 NC~] 0 I 16 ~lND NA NC~] 0 I 16 ~lND NA NC~] 
Nickel 20 7,000 0 I 8 All ND NA NC [a] ___0 _(___£___ __ NC [a] 0 I 16-- All ND ~-A NC [a] 0 I 16 _ r· All ND NA___ NC [a] 

~~~i~~~--~~~~-~-~-~======~~~~~~~-~~~~~~===~c------·~~----~t~~1o~/~i8~~1~-~~1~111N~JID~-~ ~ NC~] 018 -~- NA _NC~] 0 I~ ~lND ~ ~~] 0116 ~lND N~ NC~] 
F~=ll~'enii'u~m-------~----~--t---4~0=0~-t~~~=OO=O-~--~O~I8~4~,_;_A=ll~N~D___ NA ~ NC~] 0 I 8 AllND NA NC~J 0 I 16 ~lND NA -~- 0 I 16 ~lND NA NC~] 
I"S~llve:.........r--~-----ll-------------t-----...;;,1;;.:;0;;;,0--I----'2"'-,0;;,;0c.:cO____;;O_--<I--...:::.8_-+----.:...:Al:.:.l,N:.::D=----- ---~_A___ ------ NC [a] 0 I 8 All ND ~~ __ ------- NC [a] __ 0 I 16 All ND NA NC (a] 0 I 16 All ND NA _ NC [a] 
FS_o=..::diuu,m,;,o......_________________ _,____:N..:::......S___ ___,;,:N:;:_S__ __:;:_,_cOI....:8"--. ----...:A..:::llll,;,:NJD=--.I_____+--~N::..:A--!--.....!N..::::..!:C[a:::Ll]_ _ _;;:,0...J..I_8::_._ __,_,_:A,::;ll:..:,N;.:;D NA NC [a] 0 I 16 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 16 All ND NA NC [a]

1 1 1 1 4 1 4 
Thallium 8 8oo o 1 8 All N_gD NA Nc [a] o 1 8 All No-~-~---- ~~Jm16 NA __ Nc [a] o 1 16 All ND NAAll ND Nc [a] 
...:.v=.anl=;adliiu=Jim:.:,______l-----------t--.........:6-:..::.:::...00__1__:::.:;1LO':L::',,O:O=O--l--O~I....:8~-+-........:..:.Al::..:lN.:.:::._ NA NC [al.r-----9- I 8 All ND NA NC[a] _....9__j_ D ..-~ NC [a] 0 / 16 All ND I NA NC[a]1

~~~nc~-------li-------~--~~~~OO~--t-~1~~00~0._ _,_;_0_L..:;;I8~~-_.:__A:.:.:.Il:..:.N~D NA NC~] 0 I 8 ~lND NA NC~]_ 0 I ~lND NA NC~] 0 I 16 ~lND NA NC~]
1
Cyanide 100 4,000 0 I 8 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 8 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 16 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 16 All ND NA NC [a] 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated 
[a] All values non detect 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected 

N- Normal Distribution 
[g] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[h] 95% Modified-t UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution 
[c] 95% KM (t) UCL 
[d]95% KM (%Bootstrap) UCL 
[e]95% KM (BCA) UCL 
[f] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

G- Gamma Distribution 
[i] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[j]95% H-UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP 5-1 or MCP UCL. 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Prepared by I Date: 

Checked by I Date: 
BJR 02102111 
KJC 02102111 
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DE\/1\L L PATF11CK F11CHARD K .SULLIVAN ,JR. 
Gov•lf'r1(W Soctotm'y 

TIMOTHY P MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMU..l. 
l...ieutommt Gmmrnor· C(.l mrniflnionr,w 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

p rtm f Environmental P ction 
Southeast F1egional Office .. 20 F~lver'side Drive, l.akeville MA D<:?:847 • 5Cl8·Eltl6·2700 

July 8, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief . NEW BEDFORD 

Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-068 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal 

Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware1 on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPAL in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEPL began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAPL dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern {COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBsL polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHsL arsenic1 barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0- r bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 ·-12 1 bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated,·MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 20101 MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards/ 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters·Ekanllm, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dop 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dop
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final evaluation was available. Property P-068 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-068 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-068. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the ten boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL. evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-068: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth for a portion of the property. Specifically, for the 0-3 foot below ground surface 
interval, four of the borings on the property contained contaminated fill that appears consistent 
in description and contaminant concentrations with fill that has been observed at other 
properties evaluated as part of the SAP. These borings are identified as P-068-SB-01, P-068-SB­
04, P-068-SB-05 and P-068-SB-07. The actual average for COCs at this depth interval is slightly 
above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Additional response actions are 
necessary for this soil. Boring P-068-SB-·07 exhibits COC contaminant levels at or above the 
applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard only in the top one foot of soil. 

• 	 In addition, there are four borings on the property that exhibit concentrations above the 
applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard, but only in the top foot of soil. These borings are 
identified as P-068-SB-02, P-068-SB-03, P-068-SB-06 and P-068-SB-08. The descriptions of the 
fill for this interval in these borings are not consistent with the majority of the fill descriptions 
for the other properties evaluated as part of the SAP. However, the concentration of lead in the 
samples collected from the top foot of soil in each of these borings is above the applicable MCP 
Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Boring P-068-SB-06 contained an estimated lead concentration 
level of 1640 parts per million (ppm) in the top one foot of soil. 
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+ 	 In addition, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Both the average concentrations and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards and no further 
response actions are necessary for this soil. 

+ 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of all available data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that the boundary of the fill layer associated with the PSWS is across 
Property P-068. No further assessment is required to the immediate west of property P-068 to 
further define the PSWS boundary at this location. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conduc::ting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

7Z--­
~Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/lm 
Enclosure 

Ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 



Request for USEPA Assistance: P-068 	 Page 4 of 4 
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cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 


cc: 	 Owner, Property P-068 
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Table P:068 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 
DRAFT 

1-3ft [1] 
MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker IConcentrationMCP S-1 
Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Frequency of Range of Detected Range of Detected . Frequency of Range of De!ected 


Parameter 
 Concentrations Average ', '95% UCL [3](mg/Kg) (mg/kg)(mg/Kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] DetectionConcentrations 
PAHs (mg/Kg)
~~~~~.~-------r--------------l----------l---------,---·~~---1------------+-----~-------~-l------~--,___________~------~--·-----r----~---+----------~-----4-------~·r---~----~---------4----~r-----~~~ 
~2~-M~e~th~1Y~iln~a~plh~t~ha~le~n~e----·I-----~6~1.,0~00_____1___~3~00____1___~5·,,~000~-+--~1~/~10~4--0~-~11~-~0~.1~1~~~0~.1~6-+----~N~C~[a~]I--~0~/-=10~,_- ~AI~IN~D~--~~N~A~~---~N~C~[b~]_ _~1~/~2~0~,_~0~.1~1~-~0~.1~1__~0~.3~4~----~N~C~[a~J. _~1~/~2~0--+-~0~.1~8__-~0~.1~8~__0~.~16~r----cN~C~[al1 1
I~A~ce~~lnl<a~l[p~hthe~ne________1___~1~L8:0~,0~0~0---I---~1l,~000___ _~1~0,~00~0--+-~0-/~10~4---~AIIND N~A~-~----~NJC~'-[~bJ]]LI--~O~L/~1~04---.--- __~NA~+----~N~~C~[b] __~O_I~20~+---~ND N~A_4____~N~C.[b~]I---~11,_2~0~~~0.~16~-~0~.1~6-+~0.~16~----~N~~..~AII~NJID:____11 
I~A~ce~n~ap~h~th~y~le~n~e-------l-----~1~80~,0~0~0____,___~1~,0~00~--l---1~0,0~00___r-~1~1~10~4--0~.0~7__-_0~.0~7--~~0~.1~5-+----~N~C~[a~]~~O-~I1~0--~--~A~II~N~D---1--~N~A~r---~N~C~[~b]y_~1~1~2~0~.-1--0~.0~7---~0~.0~7--~~0~.33~~----~NC~[~a~]I·--~O~I~20~~--~A~II~ND~~ NC[b] 
FA_:;.;.nt:::;hc.::ra:.::.ce::::.n:..:::e_________f----=9200L•,,O=OO___f---.C::1L-:,0::::00::___1__1~0:~;,0::.::0~0_4__4:_cl~10~+-o~.0;;:;9~--:0::::.3:::.4c..._+--.:::0~.1~64--.:o::::.2:.::1 NP [c] 1 I 10 ,.:oo·:::1_--"o.:::.1~-t--0::..:.4.:.:3;__,.r----'-N"'-C'""'["'a]'+----'5~l.....::::20'----1--o::..:.0::;;9~--o"'".3;;._4,_+--~0=.3-'-4-+---'o:.;.;.1::.6_;_;N'-P""-[f,_]+-cc1~1"-=20 0.34 - 0.34 7~----'-'N"'-C-"'[a"-]1 
B~w~)a~~c~en~e'-----~---=~~0---i---~7---~-~~2~00~--l-~9-1~1~0~ QOO- 0$ ~1 Q~ NP~ 4 I W QOO- 2~ OM 1~ N~~~~1~3~I~W~~~Q~00~-~2.~36~~j0~.4~6~~j1j.1~N~P~~~=~3=~12 Q12- M7 ~-~0~.5~7~N~P~~~] 
~B~en~z~o(~a)~~~r~en~e~---I---~1~6------~--~2~--Y---~W~O--r-~9~~~~1::..:0~~~0~~~9_-~0~.9~9-~~Q~~~i--"O.:.:J~5~NP~~~d~]I---:::5~I~1~0-~-"0=~~5--~~=H~--I-~0~5:::2c~-=Q~~~N~P _ 0 Q~- ~H Q~ 1.1 NP~ 312 Q1- Q~ QU Q~ NPm 
~B:::.:en~;:;z;:;.)o(;:;:,blr.:.;fl::::uo::.:.r:::.:an~th~e:.::n::::e__r----"1::::60:::_______1 7----+-···-;:;3r::.;,00:::.::_0_+--1~0~I--:1:::0~~..:.0;::;.0:::::9~-~1::::.3~-l-_:::.;0·:.,:.46~.~-..::;0::,::.8:::,2_.::G~[.:L..i] __ 5 I 10 NJ"-IP'"':': 3":-"/2c:...O••+-·-Q:1_2 - 0.72 0.18 0.23 NP [f]____:__ _ r-9RlL.:--=-3.=21=--+-...:0.:.:.6.::..5--+--.;::1:=.1---:.:N;..P"0[f]'-l-~1""5_,lc,-=2;;;_0-r-.:.:O·c:0_8:__--=.:.3·;,;.;21.:__~...:0.:::.5.::.8---r--...:1.':':'-4-C:' [[Jg':-]l---'-­1 
I"B~enc::z:::o(12g!,':',ht.:.~,i)""pe::::.r.L.:yl::..:en";;;ec...______.....::::12:.::0L.:.:.,O~OO~--I·-....::!1,::::00::,::0:____1__1::;.:0:.<::,0::..0~~0---l-~9~-~1:-.1:::.0::..-1-0:::.:.0:::.:6~-~0::.:..8~4__:::.0:.=.2~3-~--.:0~.5;;:;5~N:...P~[d:.!J.!~-..;::._ 0.:.::.0:.:.._4·_..:::.::::: _ _ [[ifL]+_..;::._3!......::.11::::......0-+·-·.:: 1.3.:::__6_1--~0::,:..4.:_:2:__,.~-.:::.0::::..5;:;3 _;N:.:~P-'[c:.Lf] _.::.1::.2...!.1......:::20::__+_;:;.:0.~04.:.__-~1.:::.:36~+-..::;0.:.::.3::::6--+~0::.:;.3~7__ ; N.:.:,..P.-'" 3!1_::2;.::.0_~· 0.06 - 0.25 •.::.:.0·.:::16:._.~.::.:.0·.::::25~N::..P,i;;[c"-]l 
I-"B.::.enc;,;;z:::.o(""lk""')fl"'"uo;;..;r.;;can;.;.t~he;;;.;nc::.e___t----.;;<;;;,.1,60;;_;;_0----I----~70____1~10=,00=--0-I·--8~1......::;;10~+-0;;..;.~05~--0=-,·6::.:.:1::...-t-~0~.2~14__;;o::;;.3::.::0~N,P_~[e"-]~~2~~~1~0-+--0.32 - 1.01 0.39 1.0 NP [c] 10 I 20 0.05 - 1.01 0.33 0.33 NP [f] 3 I 20 0.05 - 0.22 0.15 0.21 NP [f]1 
.::c::.::hllr~vse::.:.nl=--'e_________~1=6,o=-oo_,_4 10_,I-;-"'10=-~--=-o.:.::.o8;.__-~1.;;.;..1__~....;o"-'.3'-"4-t_o:::.·;;.;62=---.=-G-':'[il~ t~-.::..5..1.1._=10~,_-'o:.o5 - 2.16 o.s2 0.82 NP [fl 15 1 20 o.o5 - 2.16 0.46 1.0 NP [g] 3___:_70=-----r-__;;;_w':'-,o~o""o__-1___-=-:- 1 20 o.o7 - 0.55 _;o;..;·,1oc..7-----1_o::.:..·::.:5S~Nc..P""'[c"-~J1 1 
Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 16 0.7 300 5 I 10 0.06 - 0.25 0.15 0.19 NP [f] --'-4-'l--'10'----1-""'(1.05 - 0.81 0.25 0.51 NP [c] 9 I 20 0.05 - 0.81 0.21 0.25 NP [f] 2 I 20 -1~5~ 0.13 NP [f] 
F.l' 120,000 1,000 10,000 10 I 10 0.12 - 1.9 0.60 1.1 G [i] 7 I 10 0.07 - 4.18 0.68 1.4 NP [e] 17 I 20 0.07 - 4.18 0.65 1.9 NP [g] 3 I 20 1.1 NP [c] 

I-:-F71uor~ene-::-::--::-------l---..;:1=::20,0o.;;,.:.00___~_ ____1::.cl,,0:::..;;;0:..0___ __;;;..;10"",0~0:...0--J-~1'-'-:-I...:1:.::.0_~..::.0.:.::.05=--- 0.05 0.14 NC [a] 0 I 10 All ND NA NC ["-'b]_ _~1'-L-.:I2:.:;._,0_+.....::.0.:.::.05~--0::.:..0::.:5;..__~.:;;;0.:;;;c330_~-~N:..::C-::[a':'-]·t--_;:;,1~1'::-"'2.::..0_ ~;;;__+--·~N'-"C,_,[:a""'"]1 1 1
lndeno(1,2.3-cd)pyrene 160 7 3,000 8 I 10 0.06 - 0.6 0.21 0.31 NP [e] 2 I 10 0.37 - 1.31 0.43 1.3 NP [c] 10 I 20 0.06 - 1.31 0.36 0.36 NP [f] 3 I 20 ~16__1---'o=.2~8....cN~P_,.[c_]._1 

~N~aphl~hl~<alll~e~ln-'l'e~___4 ___~~~~oo,o~--~--=1lO:.::._,O__~~w::.c~:::..;;;o:.::.o_i--~OI~W~4--~A~II~N~D--+~N.::..A~ NC[~ o 1 w ~IND ~ NC[~ o; m ~IND ~ NC[~ 1 1m c::1-=-6-+---~N~c~~~~ 
Phenanthrene 120,000 500 10,000 10 I 10 0.08 - 1.2 _o::.;;.3:.;;3_~_0~=·62~.-G~[,i"-]l-·-~31-:-.::.110:::..__+-_0.=11~·~0:.;;.8::...:4_r-o::.:...3::.:9;..__r-.:::0..::.84:.....:.::NJ'.J&. 13 1 20 0.08 - 1.2 0.37 0.38 NP [f] 3 I 20 0.06 - 1.14 0.20 1.1 NP [c]1 
.:.P.L.:yr~en~e~.,-------I----~92::L,O::.:O:.::.O____r_-'1o:..,o'""o~o__1 10 I 10 0.12 - 1.8 0.55 1.0 .....:G'-,["'--1]_ __~5_,1~1.::..0--~..:CI_.:.::.09=---....:;.;3.:.::.33=--+--Q.68 1.2 N,'-P""'[f"-] lc2::.:0_~.....;o;..;·,1:;;:3_-....:o;.;..:.9;.;;8_r-""'0.~20_--t--"'0..:;.;98'--'-N"-P-"'[c"-1]__cc1.0.:.c,o.;...;o;,.:.o__ _...:1:::.5-<-l~2:.::.0_~~0"".0.:.-9_-....;;.3:::.3;;...3·~·--'0~.64'--lr--'1;;;;..6;;;.,_,;,N;.;.P-"[g""']·l----'3'-_,_1 1 1
PCBs (mg/l<g} 

I'"'A=.:-::roclo::.;.>lr~-101=-6----t---·-·-·:::.10::...____1-_ _:;2__1_--=1c=..;;._00__1_......;.0_1':-..::.110::.__+-....__.:_AII ND NA NC [b] 0 I 10 All ND NA NC [b] 0 I 20 All N;.::D____+____:.N.::..A~!-----'-~,SJ!1___:0__IL.-=.:20~+---......;A:::.:IlN,.:.:D~-+---:.N.::..:A'-........;-...... NC [b] 

I.:.A:::..:::.::;rod;:;.;o>lr,.·..:::.::122::.:1-·------l----:.::.:_:--10___, ___......,.:2:___,___1 ___;;:__ 10_--f--,;_;:AII ND ___:N..;.;.A'-t----;..N:.:.C.;.:[b'-:-]t--~0-'I:--=-'10;._,.,_;.--... -:.:.A:I:.clN..:.:D:.___r-..:.:N:.:.A~---Nc.:.:C"-'[.::A..,b]l ~0-LI:--2=-~0:..__+---.:_:A:;_;IIN...:.:D~-1--.:..:N:..:.A--t-----'N.:.:C'-':[":.:-b]l --'0:......<1____1 __~100__1 Ol~~ .....:2:::.0_!--_,A..::,:.Il ND NA NC [b]
7

~~~:.::.O>I~~Lill~----~---~W----+--~2-+-~1:::..;;;0:.::.0_-+_..::;0_;L....::.I1;.::.0_~_.:..:A~IIN:.;;D::___~:..:,N::..;A:.__~-~N~C~[b~]~~O~I...:1~0-~-~~~IN.:.:D=---~:..:.N::..;A:.__~-~N~C~~-~O~I~2~0-~-A~I~IN~D~ ~ NC[~ OIW ~lmD NC~ 
1.:_A:;..::.;;rocl~or-1::.:::L:2=-42_______~----1::.:10'-------·---I-----=---2--I--~1:;.:0.::..0_,_ 0 I 10 All ND .c:NA'-'--+--~N.::..C>:::[b"-]~~O~I.,-::.10:::__.+_......:A.~II~N=D~---+-:..::NA..:__4---~NC:::.J[l:::.b]LI-~O-:....LI~2:::..;;;0.___+--~A~II~N~D---+~~N2A NC [b] 0 I 20 All ND fiC [b]1
i~A~rocl~o~1~l2~48______1____1~0----I----~2--I--~1~0~0--I---~O~I~1~0-I----~AI~IN~D~. -~NA~,_.___~N~C~[b~]·I-~0-71...:1~0-t----~AI~IN-'D~-~~N~A~~-~N~C~[b~J.__~0_I~2~0-I--_A~I~IN~D---I--~N~A--ii-----~NC~[~b]~--0~~~~2::.:.:0~i---~A~II~N~D--- ~~--~N~C~[b~]1 1 
IAroclor-1254 10 2 100 7 I 10 0.0.2.47 0.91 NP [e] 4 I 10 0.058 - 0.13 0.047 0.10 NP [c] 11 I 20 0.024 - 2 0.19 0.38 NP [e] _......::.1__,/_;:;;.20~~-"0~.0=22:::.......- 0.022 [<a'-'-]l
::::.-~--......:.N~C-"1
~IA~rncl~o~~1L~~o·---~---~---1~o~---;--~2~--r--~1~o~o-~.---4~1_1~o~4-~Q~ru=5 - Q1 7 Q~~5~N~P~[~~Y--~2~I~W::;__~...:o.:::n~w~--o=·~00=5-+~o~E o~w NP~ 6 1m o~w - Q12 o~31 o~~ NP~ o 1m --r--~~~1 ~A~---~Nc~[~b~J 
1~A;~rocl:.::.:or-'-1::.::L2=62_________1____1~10c..._____1___::_2----II----'1:::::0:;:0___+_..~0-L....::.I1:.::.0_ _.._:_ '--+---·NC [b] 0 [bl]]_ _ __:.0_I':-"'2"'-0-:-1---'A.:O.II'-N~;.;.D_~-cN.:A:.:_+---""N~C::'[b.7-]lI-·-0'::--"'1~2..:0:.-....I .::.10:__,___.:_A:;.:.II;,.;.;ND;;___+-~N-~A--1---~N;_;:C:~ __ All ND NA NC [b]1 1 1
1~A::.=rocl::::....:or--l121=16=8------I----=110:__,.___1____:;2:..__1---~10:.::.0____ _~0~I...::1::.::.0_~.._:_ :.........~___:.::N~C.l.::[b~]r--=:.0~~~10~+--·-A.:...::.:.:IIN:.;;JDI~-I-~N~A--+ NC [b] 0 I 20 All ND NA NC [b] 0 I 20 
 All ND NA NC [b]1 1
PCBs (Total} 10 2 100 8 I 10 O.D15 - 2 0.31 1.2 NP [d] 5 I 10 0.007 - 0.215 0.054 0.11 NP [c] 13 I 20 0.007 - 2 0.14 0.56 NP [g] 1 I 20 0.022 - 0.022 0.018 NC [a] 
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Table'l'-068 


Comparison of Exposure Point Conc!lntrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker;~treet 

New Bedford, JYiassachusetts 

3+ ft [1]0-3 ft [1, 2]0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 


Recommended Parker 
 MCPS-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value 
 Frequency of Range of Detected Range of DetectedRange of Detected Frequency of Frequency of Direct Contact Limit Frequency of R~nge of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 
 95% UCL [3]
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3]Detection(mglkg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Goncentratlons Average 95% UCL [3]Parameter (mgiKg) (mgiKg) 

lnorganics (mgiKg) ·······-------l~-·-·----l·-----l------..f..-..---------·+---+------I-----..J-..-~----4---t------1-------+----- t~~~=Jill[t~=lQ:J_}Q=tJl~=~~j:J~~i~~uml~iin~um~-~~-====+~~~·-~~~~-+~~~~i__ ~00 ~~ N~ ~=W~LI~1=0~~+C=3~0_-~11:0:~~~~~4~6~-~~®~~Nim~f~~W-~IW~~-4~0-~ [i] W IW 332- 9~6 _ ~~ 5%3 ~00·-I~~-~~·~-~~~~~L~~~~+ moo· 9E1 

I'.:..A;;.:;::.:ntim.:.:=oJn'-'--Y-----~-I-------·--+-_..:2:.:::__0_+---'3:0::_0___+_..::.0-'1~10:::__+·-_.:A.:.:.II:_:_N::::D~---I-.:.:.NA:..:.,_+--.:.:.N::::..C!.:::[bL]1---......::::..0_LI...-::::10::___.w.__,..:.A..:c.:II..:..N:.:::D__1_.:...:NA:_:__+--·--.:...: [b] 1 _::__0-.~.1---=.;20::__-+---...:.A.;;.;II_,N_:.:;...D=-r---NA! NC [b) 0 I 20 All ND NA N_C [b)NK:::..::.:::.t.. _ 

~A~=n~k--------~-----®~---~-_..:w::.:::_____~-~w~o--~~W~I~~w-+-~2=~~- &1 4A_~· SA NUl w 1 w !1~- a9 3~~~4-~~=B~N~nn~l~~2=0~I~w 1~- R1 K4.6 G[U u 1 w Q~- 3S 1.2 1~ NP~ 
:;;B:;:,;alr~iLu:.:m.::....__________ ____-= __....;10J.:L,0~0=0--+--~1::t.0,::0-:::::.:...00_ _ _.:1:.:::..__,0IL.:::.110:::__4 _ 14.6 - 548 128 247 G [i] 10 I 10 210 G [i] 20 I 2 153 G [i] 20 I 20 8.1 - 93.3.-----J_-=:2:::..3--+ 44 NP [h)200=,00::::..._0___1 1 1 1 
F~~~~=lium~----+------~-~=-+--==2~=~~+-..:::.o-.~.I~W~~-~A~II~ND~ IM K~ 0/W ' K~ O/ 1m K~ 0/W •~ M K~ 
-~~~~ld=~~uJm~-----~---'6..::.0___~-~2--~-..::.~=0~-1---~1-~I1:::..0_f--.~a~7--~~ NC~] OIW ~IND ~ 112 ~ NC~ OIW ~~~ ~ NC[~ 
Fl~:ll=dj~um~-----~----~~~~-~~~~~~~----~~-~-~~W:.:::..__,IL~1W:::__.+~~~7 -~~ 2~3 G[ij WIW .M2 -1W~ WIW ~~ W IW llS- Un ~5 %6 NUJ 
~~C~hro~miuJ~m~------~--~---~~2~00~---~~~3~0~-l-~~i~~ooo_~~-~1~01~-~i~-~-- 9 - 1~9 ~.~~ 10 I 10 , 7.1 - 19A Ul 20 I 2 ~1 - 19.9 1~4 13A N UJ 20 I 20 6.6 - 1~1 1Q1 1Q9 N[j] 

Flc~oba~~--~--~~--~~~~--~~~-~~N~S~-~~~N~S~_4_~-~0~I~10:::__~~~A.~IIND NA NC[~ 0 I 10 ~IND &A NC[~ 0 I 20 D NA NC[~ 0 I 20 ~IND NA NC[~ 
Copper ---------~---II--:..:.:_NS___1 NS _____:0:...-'--I...::1::::0~..J-~~:::..:..:.:=-.. NC [b] 0 I 10 ' All ND NC [b] 0 I 20 All ND NA . NC [bl_ 0 I 20 All ND NA NC [b]____..:.=____1 

l'"lr'-"oJn.;;.__I____________ __________ ___.:_N:.:::S__ __..:.N:::.S:...___ 1:::.:10'----+-~8::::3:::2~~ 12517 N [jJ 10 I 10 6812 - 20148 13230 __ 20 1_20 6812 - 20148 10893 12026 LN [k] ~ n99 7994 NUl_---::.:.:10::.....L... __!U!L
1 11 1 1

F~=~~------+---~~~=00--~-~~=_4__3~·=00=0_4~1=0~1~1=0-~~1~7~~ ~ GUJ WIW 3-UW ~ Gru -~W~I_2~0~~-..::.3_-~1~M~O- ~ ~ G~ ll 1BNP[~ 
~M=~=~UJ~im----+------~--~~-4-~~~-4~w~~~~~4~W~4:.:::0~-UU__~NUJ WIW ~-~ ~ ~NUl WIW ~-~ W ~Nm 9 mL~2~ 
~~~~----~-----~~-~~~-~-~~~-~-~O~IUWL~~~A~II~N~D~-~~- ~~ OIW i~IND ~ NC[~ O~I~2~0~~~~1ND ~[ OIW ~IND ~ NC[~
I"-'Mcc;;e~FirCLU'-L-ry-------~-----------l---'2::::.._0___ ~-----'3:::.00::......._ _.......;;.0~1c....;:;.10::.......+-·~A..::.II~N::::D~---1- NA NC [b) 0 I 10 All ND NA NC fbl ---o7 20 ~11. 0 I 20 All ND NA NC [b]1 1
I..:..N:,:::ii•c::.::ke~~~~----------l------------·l-·--2::::::...0__1_____..:.. __ !----~ _____;N"'-"C'-'-[b""]+---=- All ND ____ NA NC [b] 0 I 20 ::..A:___I------....:.;N.:::..C~[b:.!..l.;1____0'::-!...1~2:::~0~+----.:.:.A~IIN~D:..____ NA --· NC [b)71=,,000~-I--.::....!OI_:;::ilO~-~-..:::A~IIN~.::.;D::._ O-'lc....::.10::_...+--­
Potassium --------~--------------I--~N:.,:.:::_S.~--I---~N.;,:;:,.S___1__..;;;0:_.;.,.1_~1::::.._0-+--...:..:AII ND ..~..:.:N~A_1___..:.N:-=C__.[,b:.<.]_1_____::.0.~Ic...;;:1.;;..0-lf-·----'A..:.:I...::IN=D----1~-..:..;NA NC [b) 0 I 20 All __.:.:_NJ.A::::__~__.:.:N:::..C!.:::[b:L]I 0 I 20 All ND NA NC [b) 
Selenium _____;c40:.;:0___+---'8X:.,0..::.00:::___ f1::;0~+---_..:::A~II.:.:N~D-·.......J.--~~NA NC [b] 0 I 10 All ND NC [bl 0 I 20 All NA_..:..__~-~N:::.C:..!.:[b~.L] 0 I 20 All ND NA NC [bJ,~...::0::....!......:1 
I;':S~ilv~er~i:::=:==========t=============:~===1~10tO===t==~2H,OtOO~==t==~O~Ic~110t=t=-=-=~AtllN~Dt==t~j====:==N~Cj[~lb],+-----"0-'-:----"11;:..0-i-·........:.A.::.:II.:..;N.:::D___I-------'-' NC [b) 1--...::o ..-.~.1--::::20~-+--...:..;A:::..:.II --~-- _______l'!.f.ill o 1 20 All ND __ NA NC [b)_
i_2odlum NS NS 0 I 10 NC [b] __0~1_1....;;0_+--- All ND NA______ NC [b_l ___.:O::......t...I....:2:;;;:0_}--A~.::I:..:.I NA NC fbl 0 I 20 All ND NA NC [b) 

~~~T:..:::hal.::,:lllli:;.:-uJm:.:___________ _______+---::::.._8--+--.........:8~00_+---..::......! 1 .......::_A~II!.:CND:::.......---1--·Ne!.::JiA::......,__I------·-:.!:::...lNC:[~b]I--:::.....LOI___:2::::.,_0_--l---·--:..:::..:..:.::::...-+-....:..N::..:A--+--..:..N~C':::.l[El_Q I 20 All ND NA NC [b]017-.::.::ii()~-+----~A::.:.:.:~III-=-I'JI)__+......:..;::NA_:......__+--___.:.:.;NC:.:.![~b]--I-.....:::.O..J.I'""1~0--f--
...:v=anac:::.dlii:::.Lum:..:.:.....________ 

1 
________ 600:..___ _____.::,...JOI::..~10=---+-~A..:.::IIc..:..N:.::D_ -~--..:.N.::.A..:..__~_--..:.N-'-'C'-'[""'b]_ o ___:..!A.:..:..cllN:.::.:D::...____f--.!.:N:::A--+----~ I 20 NA NC [b)___..::.= _-'10:::,!::o=-oo__ __..:o'--'-I-'1;..:.0_+---·........:.A.:.cii...:..;N:.::.D_--t--:..:.:NA:..:.....-+----.;..;.N_C-:.=-[b) I 20 0 All ND


1 1 1 1 1 1 
r=Z:;;.;In.;;..c---------~-------·~----'20.!.:,5:.;:0..:::.0__1 10,000 0 I io All ND NA NC [b) 0 I .10 All ND NA NC [b] 0 I 20 All ND NA NC [b) 0 I 20 All ND NA NC [b] 
Cyanide 100 4,000 0 I 10 All ND NA NC [b] 0 I 10 All ND NA NC [b] 0 I 20 All ND NA NC [b] 0 I 20 All ND NA NC [b] 

mg/Kg =milligrams per kilogram [1] One-half ihe detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
NA = Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
ND =Not detected [3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 
NS =No Standard Available 

NC- Not Calculated G- Gamma Distribution 
[a] Only one or two distinct data values were detected [i]95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[b] All values non detect 

N- Normal Distribution 
NP- Non-Parametric Distribution Ul 95% Student's-t UCL 

[c]95% I<M (%Bootstrap) UCL 
[d]95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[e]95% KM (BCA) UCL [k] 95% H-UCL 
[f] 95% KM (t) UCL 
[g] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
[h] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 02102111 
Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. Checked by I Date: I<JC 02102111 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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e artm E rotection 

Southear~t 14et1iDneJ! Office • 20 Rivert~ide Drive, L&lkeville MA 02847 .. 508-846-2700 

OEVt1L L PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN .JR 
GoVON10f' Seorel;ary 

TIMOTHY P. MUFlHAY I<ENNFI'H L J<IMME-:l..L. 
Uautenant Gt:llli!Wmw Cotnt'hitl~>klnelr 

July 14, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-008 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approxiFDately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP' was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical re5ults were received from. the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This Information Is available in alternate format. Cal! Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 ot·1-617-574-6868 
MassOEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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Property P-008 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-008. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the nine boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH} 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration {95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The. 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-008, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, although the average concentrations of all COCs, including lead, detected in samples 
collected from the top 3 feet are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, the 
95% UCL calculated for lead is above the applicable standard. The MCP requires actions to be 
taken to address this condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and 
replacing it with clean soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an appropriate cap 
material. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the 
ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because, although the average concentration of all COCs, 
including lead, which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from 
greater than 3 feet bgs, were below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard, the 95% 
UCL calculated for one PAH and for lead for this interval were above the applicable standard. 
Because this soil is at depth, it does not necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the 
current use of the property. 

Property P-008 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-008: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet 
in depth. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the soil located between 0 and 3 feet bgs 
is not necessary for Property P-008. The actual average for COCs at this depth interval is below 
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the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. No further response actions are necessary for 
this soil. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the soil 
located between 0 and 3 feet bgs is not necessary for Property P-008. The actual average for 
COCs at this depth interval is below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. No further 
response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions assoCiated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis perform~d by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Sin"?/~ 

QJohnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 
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ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier 

cputom@gmail.com 


City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

scott.a lfonse@ newbedford-ma .gov 


cc: 	 Owner, Property P-008 

mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-008 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 
(mg/Kg) 

MCPS-1 
Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 
Concentration 

Limit 
(mg/kg) 

0-1 ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

1-3ft [1] 
. ,H· i'!, 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

i ~ . " ' 

Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection C~ncentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 
!·­

Frequency of Range of Detected 
Detection Concentrations 

~~Hs(m~~~l_~~~---i·~----~~----~----~---i-~-------~~i---~-~----~l--·--~·-------4~-~~----·-~-~~-~---+------~~---·l------~------~-~'----~------+--------~--~-----~--i-·-~--~~t~-----~~--~ 
_?::._Methyl na p_htha len~------l---------;;;:;:;t=c___.__,.,.___ 1____..:::;:::::......__+-·--·-··"'J-=''-····---I-··--- .::•.,,.:;:..__+_.:;:0:·;:1,_4"·"3-....-.__ 00,".1~4-~::3__ +---.c::~:;;:_+----------.:...:.::.h::cLJ-~.:::__.L.c::........ 
AcenapbthenL----·-·I·-----.. ······:::.::.:k::.:.:....._ ••, ...... 1 ~-=·=···-+---=<.:.:.:-·--·l------..::-"'-:-..;:;........+ 
~ phthylen§... ............ ­ ..................gl..'1Q2~. 

0.049 -

0.079 

3.01 

0.060 0.16 

0.07 

0.23 2.4 
0.06 0.5 
0.08 

0.063 0.07 

3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 
Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

P:\Documents\SITES\PSWS NEW DEDFORD\Supplemental Assessment\Resuhs & Communication\ Page 1 of 2 
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Table p-008 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concelitratlons to Imminent Hazard Levels 

Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

..2-'i':Z9____ .. 82!?.?......~l!:L ... ___ }_i_:L 
---~-.- ~-----25!.?..~--__.'L.D_~+-_;;~----~"'-=··=-----+ 

.J:~~--f-....!1.~2~6~~6- _NJ~L . ...~.'i..L.'i____+--.,::::::::.:...__:~-:.:::::::-.4 
···----- --------~l!C [bl~-·-··Q__LJ____ 

....;..~'---+-----~ NC [i?l_ 0 I 9__~ 
1-'·cc~-------------- -------------···1-·------------l-----=:-----l---·--'·'--o:c:...:.. ·-1-------:--7-"'-----+------'-~:::___........y. - ____l!f[i?l __QLL.----J----~'-==----+___;~--4--------

l·-···.;.;;.;·---1·····------_['J_fj!?_l. ___2__L2______+---,·--"'"'''0·'-';:_______ _ 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applic0ble 
ND =Not detected 
NS = No Standard Available 

[1] One-halfthe detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated G- Gamma Distribution 
[a] Only one distinct data value was detected Ul 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[b] All values non detect 

N- Normal Distribution 
NP- Non-Parametric Distribution [k] 95% Student's-t UCL 

[c]95% KM (t) UCL [I] 95% Modified-t UCL 
[d]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 
[e] 95% KM (BCA) UCL LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[I] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [m] 95% H-UCL 
[g] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [n] 95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 
[h]95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 
[i] 99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 
Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 

Prepared by I Date: BJ R 08105110 
checked by I Date: KJC 08106110 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affa irs 

DEVAlL PATRICK RICHARD '< SUWVAN JR. 
Governor Sec,.eL<wy 

TIMOTHY P MURRAY KENNETH L. KIViMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Cornrnicc;ol'er 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

July 14, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 

Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-018 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmenta l Protection (MassDEP), began f ield 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street ·waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet .below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oi l and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This Information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-018 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-018. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the nine boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-018, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, although the average concentrations of all COCs, including PAHs, detected in 
samples collected from the top 3 feet are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards, the 95% UCL calculated for one PAH is above the applicable standard. The MCP 
requires actions to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of part or all 
of this soil layer and replacing it with clean soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an 
appropriate cap material. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located 
from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because both the average concentration of all COCs and the 
95% UCL, which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from greater 
than 3 feet bgs, were below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. No further action is 
required for the soil at this interval. 

Property P-018 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. For Property P-018, 
MassDEP also took into consideration the soil boring analytical data generated by the City of New 
Bedford as part of the City's assessment of this property. Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has 
determined the following for Property P-018: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet 
in depth. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the data for soil located between 0 and 3 
feet bgs is not necessary for Property P-018. The actual average for COC concentrations as 
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calculated using SAP generated data from this depth interval is below the applicable MCP 
Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Additionally, the actual average for COC concentrations at this 
depth interval as calculated using both SAP generated data along with City of New Bedford 
generated data is below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. No further response 
actions are necessary for this soil. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the 
data for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet bgs is not necessary for Property P-018. The 
actua l average for COC concentrations as calculated using SAP generated data from this depth 
interval is below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Additionally, the actual 
average for COC concentrations at this depth interval as calculated using both SAP generated 
data along with City of New Bedford generated data is below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 
soil standard. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or pena lty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

d id Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 
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ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Mil lie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier 

cputom @gma il.com 


City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 

scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 


cc: 	 Owner, Property P-018 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov


Table P-018 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 
Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPS-1 
Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPUpper 

Concentration 
limit 

(mg/kg) 
Frequency of 

Detection 

Q-1 ft [1) 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

1-3ft [1) 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3) 

Frequency of 
Detection 

Q-3 ft [1, 2) 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

3+ ft[1) 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3) 
PAHs (!,!!g/Kg)__ ___ _ _ _ -r ­ _ _ _ _ -1--­ _ 

"-2-'-'M-'-'e""th;.t.y;.;.;ln""'a p""'h;..:.th;.;.;a;.;.;le;.;.n~e---l ----"6""1,.;;..00=0---l----=3~00.:____
1
__..:.5,""00.::.0:______1 j____!i_ ___2:~ - 0.2 0.6_?_1-___!:!9& __1_}__]A 1--1.6 - 1.6 0.43 NC [a)_ 2 L.1:§ 0.2 - 1.6 0.50 1.6 NP [eJ 1 / ..J]__ 0.075 - 0.075 0.23 NC [a] 

Ace~~t~ __ ~.000 __--=:c1,"'000""'---l 10,000 __3_ / 1_! _Q;_0~9 - 0.52 0.63 0.26 NP[~I_ 1 / 14 0.86 - 0.86 __ 0.38 __ NC[a) 4 /~ 0.069 • 0.86 ~ ~-NP(d) Q_.Lll._ _ AII ND ~~ ~~) 
Acenaphthylene _ 180,000 l,qQQ___ 10,000 ~ 14 0.055 •....Q:.!l_ 0.61 0.12 NP [d) 4 / 14 0.097 • 3.2 _~.51 0.79 NP [E)_ _ 8 / 28 0.055 - 3.2 0.54 0.45 NP (e) 3 LE..._ 0.096 - 1.4 ~24 1.4 NP [d) 

Anthracene 920,000 1,000 10,000 I_/ 14 0.072 - 0.98 r-?·67 0.43 NP [c) ~-~'069 - 5.4 0.75 1.4 NP [_<:_] l L_/ 28 0.069 - 5.4 0.72 0.83 NP [e) 5 / 27 0.061 - 0.3 f-..:.0::::.2::..1 -t-__:;0.:..:.1;.:..6-'N-"P_,[~d)._ 1 
Benzo(a)anthracene _ _ _ 160 _ - l----' ­7 ___1__ 3,000 1Q ~ 0_].8....:..2_1_ 0: 86 0.89 NP [e) 13 I 1.1_ 0.061 - 9.8 1.3 _?.6 NP (hL ~_I 28 0.061 - 9.8 1.1 2.5 NP (f] 1Q _l___l2 _0.0~2 0.28 Jl 0.37...!:!f.IR 
Benzo(a)pyrene __ -----'1~6____

1
_ 2 300 _ 12 I 14 0.2 - 2.2 _,_0.79 0.89 NP (e) 14 I 14 0.053 - 8.3 1.1 _ z.~UJ- 26 I 28 0.053 - 8.3 1.0 ] 2.2 NP [f] 11 f 27 0.07 - 2.4 0.36 0.52 NP [c) 

Benzo(b)fluorant:.:;he:::.n:_:e:___1____::.16::.:0:_____1____;7:.___1__....::3,_~ 12 I 14 0.38 - 3 1.1 ,__1.3 NP [~ ___!LL ~ _ ,_9.087 - 12 _!2__ 3.6 _G[jL _ 26 _/__18 0.087 - 12 ..!:§__ I 3.2 NP (f) 11 I 27 0.091 - 3.2 0.45 ~69 NP (c) 

Benzo(~.~erylene _1____:::12~0:•.:.0~00:;.... ___1::<.,0::.:00;.:___ 
11 
_.....-=;lO:.c:,O:.::OO=­ ..J_/_ _!.! 0.078 - 1.1 0.63 0.47 NP [d) 11 I 14 0.046 - 3.9 ____Q_.§_ 1.8 NP [f) 20 1 28 _ 0.04§_:_3.9 0.63 1.1 NP (!! 10 1 27 0.05 - 1 t-~0:.::.2=-3 -t-__:;o.:..:.2;.:..7_N;..;.:P_,[~c]._1

Benzo(k)fluoranthene _ _ 1,600 70 10,000 9 I 14 L 0.14 - 1.2 0.77 0.66 ~ 11 I 14 _ 0.051 - 4.4 0.~ _ 2.0 NP [f] 20 I 28 0.051 ~ 0.72 1.3 NP [f) 10 I 27 0.061 - 1.2 0~ 0.29 NP [c) 
Chrysene 16,000 __ ----'7'-"0'---l 10,000 12 I 14 0.2 - 2 0.77 0.85 NP [e) 14 I 14 0.062 - 8.8 1.2 2.6 G Ul 26 I 28 0.062 - 8.8 1.1 2.3 NP (f] 13 I 27 0.037 - 1.3 0.27 0.38 NP [c) 
Dlbenz(a,h]anthracene 16 ._ 0.7 300 5 I 14 0.046 - 0.34 0.61 0.18 NP [c) 6 I 14 0.147 - 1.5 __Q_.38 0.45 !:JP [c) 11 1 28 0.046 - 1.5 0.46 0.30 NP (e) 5 1 27 0.047 - 0.26 0.17 0.23 NP [c) 

Fluoranthene _ ----=12::..:0:.c:,O:.::OO.::... _ 1,000 10,000 ..!L/__!_4 ___Q. ~ - 4.3 1.~ 2.4~Jf] 14 I 14 0.099 - 20 2.6 5.7~ 27 I 28 Cl.099 - -~ 2.1 5.0 NP [f) 13 f 27 0.044 - 1.8 0.35 0.50 NP [d)_ 
F_lu_o_ren_e__ _ __120,000 _ __h_OQO__ 10,000 __]_f.. 14 0.078 - 0.53 0.63 0.26 NP [c) 4 I 14 0.064 - 6.8 0.76_ _ 1.5 NP lcL 7 f 28 0.064 - 6.8 0.72 1.4 NP [f] 2 I ..J]__ 0. 0~ 0.058 ~ 0.060 NP [c)_ 

lndeno(1,2,3-c<fl_pj'r~e__ 160 _ 7_ 3,QQO 8 {_]:~ Q:Q_91 - 1 0.66 0.46 NP [c) l_Q_/_].-:__ O.Q.?_~~-8 . 0.60 1.7 NP [f] 18 / 28 0.054 - _H. _ ~ 1.0 NP [fl __9_ ) 27 0.061 - 0.77 ~ 0.24 NP (c) 
Naphthalene ___.....:..:61:c:,OO:.::.::...O_ _ _ 100 10,000 2 I 14 0.16 - 0.27 0.63 0.31 NP 19_ 0 I 14 1-­ All ND NA N-C [b) 2 f 28- 0.16 - 0.27 0.~ 0.31 NP [cJ 3 f 27 0.087 - 0.14 0.23 0.14~d)_ 
Phenanthrene __--=:12:::::0.9·;:00,___ _ 500 _1Q.QQQ_ _ 1.!_L1_4 _ 0.19 - 3.9 _ 0.98 1.3 NP (el_ 14 I 14 0.05 - 21 2.3 17.1 NP [i] 25 f 28 0.05 • 21 1.8 4.8 NP [f] 10 f 27 0.065 - 0..!!.1__ 0.26 0.35...!:!f.J.Q.L 

P~ 92,QQQ__ ~OOQ. 10,000 ~ I 14 0.3 - 3.8 1.2 1.5~ ~..1!.._ ~985 - 19 1l_ 5.2~UJ- 2j__/ ~ 0.085 - 19 1.9 4.6 NP [f] 10 I 27 0.15 - 1.8 0.37 0.55 NP [d) 
PCBs (mg/Kg_l __ 

Arocl or-10_1~ ______.,:1;:.0 __-=: - 2 -= _.....;;;100=-­ _ 0 I 14 All ND NA NC [b) 0 I 141­ All ND NA NC [b] 0 f 28 _ All ND ~ NA _ ~ NC [b) o f 27 All ND _ NA 

A_ro_c_lo_r-_12_2_1 _ _1_0 _____2 __ 100 0 I 14 +­ All ND NA NC 1!1 __0_ I 14 All ND NA ~C (b) 0 / 28 All ND NA NC {b) 0 / 27 All ND NA 
NC[b] 

NC[bl_ 

~[E_] 

+-~ _2!fj!?l_ 

Aroclor-1232 10 2 100 0 / 14 All ND NA NC [b] 0 / 14 All ND NA NC {b) __0_ / 28 All ND NA NC[b] 0 / 27 All ND NA l -
_Ar_o_clo_r_-1_2_42 ~-- -----'1~0- __ _ _2 ____1_00_ _ Q_ I 14 All ND NA NC [b) 0 / 14 All ND NA NC [b] ~ 28 All ND NA NC [b)_ 0 / 27 All ND 
Aroclor-1248 _____:1:..;.:0_ __ 2 100 _Q j_J4 _ All ND NA NC (b] 0 / 14 ~I ND NA ..!:!£!£! 0 / 28 All ND NA NC [b) 0 / 27 All ND 

10 2 100 5 7 14 0.024 - 0.43 0.071 0.16 NP (dl 3 I 14 0.032 - 0.41 0.058 0.41 NP [d1_ __8_ / 28 0.024 - 0.43 0.062 0.10 NP (c] 5 1 27 0.014 - 0.24 0.023 
t- ­ N_A___ NC[bL 

Aroclor-1254----­
Aroclor-1260----­
Aroclor-1262---­
Aroclor-1268 

PCBS (Total) 

10 2 100 ~ 1 14 o.o18 - o.98 o.28 0.47 G vL 14 1 !i_,_ o.o29 - o.43 o.16 o.2s Gm 28 1 28 o.o1s - o.98 o.2o o.26 G uL 14 1 21 _ .J.oo6s - o..::...6 -t-'o=.o-=­s4 
_______;1::.;­o_____2 _____:;1:.:.00.:___ _ o 1 14 All No NA Nc lbl o 1 14 __e.~ _ NA ~~~ __o ~ _ _ ~No NA Nc !bl o 1 21 __A.;_II ;..;,No"---+-_;..;.NA~ 

10 _ 2 100 0 I 14 All ND N~ ~~~ 0 / 14 All ND NA NC (b] 0 / 28 All ND NA NC (b) 0 / 27 All ND NA 

0.042 NP [c) 

0.098~[~1_ 

_1!£_~ 
NC[b) 

10 2 100 14 I 14 I 0.042 - 0.98 0.35 0.57 G UJ 14 I 14 0.029 - 0.76 I 0.21 0.35 G Ul 28 I 28 0.029 - 0.98 0.26 0.65 NP [i] 15 I 27 0.0065 - 0.6--r--0..:...0:::.:6:._7_ 0.24 NP [h) 
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Table P-018 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hatard levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganics (mg/~g) 

Aluminum----­
Antimony 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mgiKg) 

MCP S-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit 

(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Q-1 ft [1) 

Ra nge of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

1-3 ft [1] 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3) 

Q-3 ft [1, 2] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95%.UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

3+ ft [1) 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) 

1------1 -----1 ------i~­ ---- ­
NS NS 14 I 14 4160 - 8930 ~307 ­~08~ 14 I 14 4050 - 8030 6241 6862 N [k) 28 I 28 4050 - 8930 6263 ­ 6616~UL~__2!___,._ 2720 - 11100 6207 6861 N [k) 

20 300 
1 
_ ___::0_ 1'---"1-'­4 -~­ All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 14 All NO NA NC [b] 0 I 28 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 27 All NO ~ NC [b) 

FA_::.:rs:.::e.:.::ni:::.c _______1____4.:..:0:_____1____:2:.::0~--l---=2::::00.::___1_ _.:;12::....!l-=.14.:__+-.:.:1·::..9 _·__::6::.:.9~-+---=3:.::.8::.__-I--4:.::.8::.....:.N::..P.,~;[d::.!...) l 14 I 14 2.3 • 19.9 6.8 9.9 G Ul 26 I 28 _1._9_ - ~1=.:9.=­9-li--=s.:..:.8::...._-I-.-::9.:..:.0~N;;,;,P_,[f),_._+_.::.20~I,.-.::.27'--+---'0.:..:.5'-'4­- ....:3;...:4.:..:.1::...._+-_4.;.:.0.;,.._-t---=12::.:·::..3 ....;N.:.;.P_,[.~h) 
200,000 1,000 10,000 1--'1~4_1~1,;...4-t--=­10::.:·=­2 ~--:::­91::.:.6.;,_-t----"46.;,_-1--=­57'---N":>:'[Ik,,):" l--=1:...;,4_ lc.....=1,;...4 _!--..::13::..:·=..1 _ · 168 -I- 65 - 96......§JIL 28 I 28 10.2 • 168 59 71 G Ul 27 I 27 6.3 - 293 44 169 NP [i)Barium 

Beryllium 

cadmium 

Calcium 

_ ..:1.::.:00:...___
1 

_ ...:2:c:,0.::.:00:........_ 
1
__..:0_Ic,-.::1,;...4_1--.:..:A;;,;,II .:..:.ND::......._-t-_:.:NA~-I---"­N:..::Cc.!:[b:t..] l 0 I 14 AIIND NA NC[b) 0 I 28 AIIND NA NC[b] 0 I 27 AIIND NA NC[bl 

____
1
_____:;6.:..0 _____..:2:____

1
___3::.;00:..:..__ 

1
_--=9-' ­1 ....:1:.;4_-l-_0;.:..2::.:7_ ·-=.;l..:..S_ 0.53 __ 0.71 NP [e) 9 I 14 0.19 - 5.9 -t-.....;0;,;..;.7..;;.3-t-.....;3;,;,;.3;_;,N;;...P->[~h'-'­) _ _:1:,:::8_ ,1.,...:2:;::8__,_..,;0:.:.:.1:.:9~·-5:.:·.:..9 _-l-..,;0:.:.;.6:.:6::...._t--=.1·::::0_.:.:N:...oP lc::ell-l- --=1::.7_._1 ...:2::.7_-t-=­0·:::.09::..:8::...._·_:::6.'"­4-+-_0::.:.4..:.:9::...._+---=1:.::.9_.:.:N.:...P.>.:.[h'-'­]l 

NS - ­ NS _1=._4.:..,_--,1....;1::..:4~+-__:::526 • 25..=;20:.:0'-1-~3399 10771 NP [g) 14 I 14 375 - 2700 1371 1756 N [k] 28 I 28 375 - 25200 2047 4569 NP [gl_l_....;2::.;.7_.!...1 ....;2::.;.7_-+---=2.:.;.43:::..._·--=10=..:2:..:00-=---i~1::.:7..:.7.::.8 -I-__:;6.::.87:....:0:__N..:.P-'['-'­i)l 
200Chromium 

Cobalt 
30 2,000 14 I 14 6.1 - 35.3 11.9 15.5 N [I] 14 I 14 7.2 - 12.1 9.2 +-....:;1:..:0.:.::.1_..:..N'-'['-"k]'-l-__;:2:..:8_,_1 -=2"'­8--1----'-'6...;;,1_ ­ -=3::..5."'- ­3 10.1 11.3 N [I] 27 I ..:2.:..:7 _.~..---.::4·;;,;,4_---=1::.:5·.::..3-l_.::.8:.:,.4_1-_9=.:·=..1 _:_N:.!:[k.:L..] 

-----ii-------~--Nc.:..S:::......_+---'N.....;S__-I-~O~I -=1-'­4 --I--­A..:.II ....;N~D--I-~N....;A_I--~N~C~~ OIU AAND ~ NC[~-1-__:::0_,I__:::~:...__~ ~~ ~ ~ ~~ OIV AAND ~ ~~ 
NS NS 0 I 14 All NO NA NC [bl 0 I 14 All ND NA NC [b] 0 I 28 All ND NA NC [b) 0 I 27 All NO NA NC [b)~~ 

Iron 

Lead 
Magnesium 

Manganese 

1,000 

N5 NS 14 I 14 6440 - 15800 9374 10540 N [k) 14 I 14 6900 · 12100 8799 9595 N [k) _ 28_ j _.2:8::......._,__,644~0::.__·_:,15::.:8:::-:00"-+_...:8:.:::99::.::1:.... 9506 N [I] 27 I 27 4410 • 18000 8297 9306 G OJ 
300 3,000 _____]2_1 14 24.2 - ~49::..:2=--+--=14..:.:9::...._+-_:::30:.:5~N::.P-"-'[f]_1_...:.1'-'4_L.I ...:.1::..:4_-+ 21 · 218 117 148 N [k) 27 I 28 21 - 492 128 152 NP [e) 26 I 27 1.9 • r1260 l--...:.9:..::1_+--...:.297 NP [f) 

__ _ NS _ NS _ 14 1 14 838 - 4330 ,_ 1521 ___gl15 G UJ 14 1 14 713 - 1320 999 +-""'10;;:.;6""7---'N..;..I"'k"'"l _
1
_-=28=-=­l --""28""' 713 - 4330 1173 1330 N 111 27 1 27 538 - 2120 1157 1276~ 

NS __...:.N.:::.S:.._ 0 I 14 __A_II N_D NA NC [E.) 0 L 14_ All ND NA NC [b) 0 I 28 All NO NA NC [b) 0;..-':-'12::.;7_-t-_ _;A...:.I:...;,I N,;.;:D;,......_+-....;N..:;A.;__+------'-N..:Cc.>.[b=-<­] 

Mercury 

Nickel 
20 300 0 I 14 All NO NA . ­ NC [b) --'O'-'I-:--'1'-'4-+-_....;,A...:.II..:.N:..::D__t--­N::.A'--t---N..:..C"-"[C::.b: ­)ll-~0 }__1!__ _ All ND _ ~ _ NC [b] 0 I 27 All NO NA NC [b) 

---­ ________
1
__.....;2:..:0__ 1 _---'7""',000~--I--,;;.O-"I.......;;;,14~ All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 14 All NO NA NC (b) 0 I 28 All ND NA NC [b) 0 I 27 All NO NA NC (E.I_ 

--­I ----'N~S::.___
1
__..:.N.;.;:S~-I-_..:O_Ic,-.::1..:.4-1--.:..:A:::.II .:..:.ND::__+-_:.:N:..:.A-lf------"N:..::C~~[b::!) 0 I 14 All NO NA NC[b] 0 I 28 _ All NO NA NC[b] 0 I 27 All ND NA NC [b)Potassium---­

Selenium 

Silver 
l---------l-- ­ 4:..::0.::.0 __,_ _..:o8,:..::000.::.:..__

1
__.;:;0 ...:.I7-"1..:..4 _t-_....;,A,c;;II-'­N.:.::D__;--N'-"A-'---t----'N..:..:C:.![~b)._1 0 I 14 All NO _ NA _....;,N...:.C'-'[-"b),_1__..:.0~I'---'2:..::8_-t---'A...:.I ~I NO --1--....;,NA-'--1 NC [b] 1_ __::0:,_(.I _;2:.:7_-l-_ __.:..;A;;,;,II .:..:.N::.D_--'I----'NA -f- NC [b) 

100 2,000 I----"­O_,I--=14~ r--..:..:A:::.II .:..:.N::.D_-1- NA NC (b) 0 I 14 All ND NA _ N_C_,__[b-'­J.1__0~I_2_8_ t----' ­A.::.:II..:..:N.::.D_ _,t--..:.N::.A:........t NC [b) 0 I 27 All NO NA NC [b) 
Sodium 

1 ~T..:.ha::.;l~llu:...;,m~-----------------------­I ­
Vanadium 

NS NS 0 I 14 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 14 All ND NA NC [b) 0 I 28 All ND NA NC [b) 0 I 27 All NO NA NC [b) 

8 800 0 I 14.....,_-+-_....:..;A;;,II '-'­ND=----+----'-' ­NA-'----t NC [b) 0 I 14 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 28 All ND NA NC [b) 0 I 27 All NO --t---'-N:::.A~t---N'-'-C~[""b'-1,.,] 
600 10,000 0 I 14 All ND NA NC ~ 0 I 14 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 28 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 27 All ND NA NC [b) 

Zinc 

Cyanide 
0 I 14 All ND NA NC[b] 0 I 14 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 28 All NO NA NC [b] 0::_~.1_2:,:7_-1-_....;A:.::I:...:I N,;.;:D::....__.j.._...:.Nc:.:A.:_-l---.:..:.NC:::..!.::[b.L) I 
0 I 14 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 14 All ND NA NC [b] 0 I 28 All NO NA NC [b] 0 I 27 All NO 1 NA NC [b) 

2,500 10,000 

100 4,000 

mg/Kg = milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
NO =Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit isused for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
(2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3)95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC - Not Calculated G- Gamma Distribution 
(a} Only one distinct data value was detected U) 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
(b] All values non detect 

N - Normal Distribution 
NP- Non-Parametric Distribution (k] 95% Student's· t UCL 

(c) 95% KM (t) UCL (I} 95% Modified-! UCL 

(d] 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 

(e] 95% KM (BCA) UCL 

(f] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

(g) 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

[h} 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

[i]99%Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 


Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 


Prepared by I Date: 

Checked by I Date: 


BJR 8130110 

KJC 913110 
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Table P-018 

TRC Data (2008) and Weston Data (2010) 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 

Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0·1 ft (1) 1·3 ft [1] 0-3 ft (1, 2] 3+ ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Parameter 

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Va lue 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP 5·1 
Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPUpper 

Concentration 
limit 

(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 9S%UCL(3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 
Frequency of 

Detection 
Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) 

PAHs (mg/Kg) ____ 

2·Methylnaphthalene - I ~ 61,000 300 5,000 1 I 14 0.2 • 0.2 0.63 NC [a] 1 I 19 _ 1.6 • 1.6 0.34 NC [a) 1_ __:2;,_!.,1....:3::::3:_-I-_....:0::..::.2=--·---=.1·:.::6_-J-_...::0.:..:.4:::....5 ~6 NP I~L 1 I 42 0.075 • 0.075:-r-:.::0:.:.1-::.9-t ­ __....:
Acenaphthene __180,000 ___:;,1,.::.:000~:::.._- 10,000 __3_ Ui._ :::;0-:.::06::::9:._·_..:::;0-:.::52::._-J__...::0:.::.6:::.3--l-_,:::.0::;.2,~6...:.:.N:....P [_9___2_ 1 ..!,g_ _ r---9·2 • 0.86 0.31 0.86 NP [e) 5 I 33 0.069 · 0.86 0.43 0.31 NP [d) 0 I 42 All ND NA f-

Acenaphthylene __ 1___..::1.::..80:.c,OOO=---i ~-- 10,000 4 I 14 ~~ _ 0.61 0.12 NP [d) 4 I 19 0.097 · 3.2 0.40 0.61 NP l.=.c],L
1
__~8-'I!......::3:.::.3_.J-0::.:· ::.:05::::5:_· ....:3:::..2=---II-::.:0·..::;49~~ ~!.!~Jet 3 I 42 0.096 · .....::c1.,_4 _-l 0.19 0.20 

Anthracene _ 920,000 _ 1,000 10,000 7 I 14 1- 0.072 ·_..:::;0-.:::98::....__-+- 0.67 0.43 NP [c) 6 I 19 0.069 • 5.4 0.60 1.0 NP [£] ....:1:.:::3_,.1 ....:3:.:::3_+-.::..0·:.::06::.:9:_·....::.:5·..,:.4_-l-__:.::0:.:::.6.::..6 -t_....:0::.:.7:...:9:......:..N:.:..P.l.[e~]-I---'5":-LI.,..--42=---t--'0::..::.0::::6:::.1 ·-=0:.:.3'--l---=0::.:.1:.:.7-1_.::..0·.::..16::......:.
Benzo(a)anthra~_en~ ___-=.160=­ _ _ 7 3,~-- __l!LI 14 0.18 - 2.1 0.86 0.89 NP [e) 17 I J.L 0.061 • 9.8 1.1 _ 4.3 NP [h] 27 I 33 0.061 - 9.8 1.1 E NP [f) 11 I 42 0.098 - 1.2 0.2::..2 -l-_....:0::..::.2:.:::8~

Benzo(a)pyrene ______....:1:.::6_ _ --~2,__ 300 12 1 14 0.2 - 2.2 0.79 0.89 NP (e) 18 1 19 0.053 - 8.3 0 .95 3.7 NP [h] _
1
_....:3::::0;,_!.,I ....:3::.:3:_-I-:.::0:..:.0.:::53::... - 8.3 ,___Q..96 2.0 NPJ!L 12 I 42 0.07 - 2.4_-+-__::.:0 . .:::27:_l-.::::0.38 

Benzo~oranthene _ _ 160 _ _ 7 _ 3,000 ~I 14 0.38 - 3 1.1 1.3 NP (el_ 18 I 19 _ 0.087 • 12 1.4 5.4 NP [h) 30 I 33 0.087 - 12 1.4 2.9 NP [f) 14 l---'4=­2 -l---'0"'­.0;:..::9:::.1 ~2 0.34 0.50 
Benzo(g,h,i)perylene _ _ 120,000 _ _ 1,000 _ 10,000 9 1 14 0.07.!..:.....!.:! _ 0.63 0.47 NP [d) 13 1 19 0.046 - 3.9 0.51 0.78 NP (e] 22 I 33 0.046 - 3.9 0.58 0.97 NP [f) 10 I 42_ t- 0.05 - 1 _ 0.18 0.21 

1 
.::B.:::en.:.:z:::.ol\::k,].:.;fl:.::u::.:or:.::a:.:.:nt::..:h.:::en.:.::e:___

1
___....::,t.1,.::.:600::.::___-i­ _ _:..:70::.._ __ 10,000 9 I 14 0.14 - 1.2 0.77 0.66 NP (c) 13 1 19 0.051 - 4.4 0.56 0.95 NP (e) 22 I 33 0.051 - 4.4 0.66 1.1 NP [f) 10 I 42 0.061 • 1.2 0.19 0.22 

Chl}'sene 16,000 _ _ 70 _ 10,000 __E_j_ ~ 0.2 - 2 0.77 0.85 NP (e) 18 I 19 0.062 • 8.8 1.0 3.9 NP [h) 30 I 33 0.062 - 8.8 1.0 2.1 NP [f) 15 I 42 0.037 - 1.3 0.22 0.29 

~ibenz(a,h)anthracene _____..:1:.::6___
1
__..:0::.:.7___ 300 5 1 14 0.046 - 0.34 0.61 0.18 NP (c) _2__j_.J!}___ 0.047 - 1.5 __0.3_1_ ,_ Q,35 NP (_9 11 I 33 0.046 - 1.5 0.42 0.28 NP [e) 5 I 42 0.047 • 0.26 0.15 ! 0.20 

Fluoranthene ----~J---__;;1""20"-',000=---I --..::1t::.,000:.::.:-:..__1__..::10:::.!,.::.:000::.::.._+--1=3:-I.I....:1~4:._-l--0::.:·.:::25::.......:·.....:::4~.3 1.2 2.4 NP [f] 18 i-;,g­ 0.099 -~ ,.---~ r-·6.7 _!l.!' [f] _1!. I~3:.:::3__J..-0::.:-~09::.:9:_·_2::.:0:__ ~.0 4.6 NP [f] 16 I 42 ~. 044 - 1.8 _ 0.28 I 0.35 
I:.F.;.:Iu:.::o;.:re::.:ne=-------l - _ 120,000 ___1,000 10,000 _ 3_ 1 14 0.078 - 0.53 0 .63 0.26 NP [cl_ __5 I 19 0.064 - 6.8 0.59 1.1 NP (c) __8"--'l.-.::3=..3-l---'0::..::.0::..:6:..:.4 _ - 6.8 0.65 1.3 NP [f)_ 2 I 42 0.052 - 0.058_ _ 0.18 0.060 
lndeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene _ 160 _?. 3,000 ?_L_~ 0.091 - 1 0.66 0.46 NP (c) 12 1 19 0.054 .:._3.8 0:..;·;:,;50:;_+-_1:.?_ti_P (h) 20 __!_}}__ _ 0.054 3.8 0.58 0.95 NP [f)_ __9_ 1 42 _0_.0_6_1 _. _0.]7 0.18 0.18 

~hthal ene__ __ _ 61,000 _ _ 100 10,000 2 I 14 0.16 - 0.27 0.63 0.31 NP [c] 0 I 19 All ND ~ NC (b] 2 I 33 0.16 - 0::.:.2::.:7_-1-.....:.N::...A:_-1-.....::0.21 NP (d) __3_ 1 4-"2-+--'0;.;.;.0'-"8' ­7 _. 0.14 _ 0.18 0.14 

Phenanthrene ___1____::.12::.:0::!:,000=---l --....:5::.:00~__1__.:,10:::~,.::.:000= 11 ( 14 0.19 - 3.9 _ 0.98 1.3 NP[e) 18 1 19 0.05 - 21 1.9 12.8.....!:!.f.UL 29 I 33 0.05 - 21 1.7 4.4~!)_ 13 I 42 0.065 - Q;,81 _,_o::.:·:-.::22:._1-.::::0-=29:.....:..
Pyrene 92,000 __.......::<1,.::.:000::.:__ 10,000 1Q_/_ ~c_ Q2 _-_ 3.8 1_.2_ .....!.:?... NP (d) 18 I 19 .J 0.085 - 19 _ 1.9 _§:2_ll.f_ [f] ~ I 33 0..:~5_·_19_ 1.8 4.2 NP [f] 12 I .g ~-~ · g _ 0.28 0.39 

PCBs (mgiKg) 
Aroclor-1016 

-1--­ -1------­ -­ --­ - - -­
10 -- 2 - ­ 100 0 I 1::,::4_+-_....:A:::I:...:I N.:..::D:.__-l__N:..:;A:::.........j ---..;,;N:.::C....::Ib"­ll _Q_j 1L r ­ _ A_IIN_D_ - _ .:..:,NA'-'---1-­ _!~!fJ~L 0 L 33:..._-+­ _ ........:...;A:.:.,II :.:.;:ND _J._N:..:;A:::.........j___~N~C_c[b~,]__,__O,l~ AIIND - N.:..;A_I-_ __:_N

_ __:1;:.::0______ ~ __
1
_ _;1:.:00::::......._-J-~0 I 14 All NO NA NC(b] 0 I 19 All NO __N_A____.:..;.NC (b) 0 I 33 _ All ND NA NC(b] 0 I 42 All ND _ NA 

-- ­ ___..:1:.=..0____ _ ]_ _ _ 100 0 I 14 All NO NA NCibJ - ­ 0- 119 -r- All NO NA NC(b] 0 I 33 AIIND -i--~N::,:A-1 NC(b] 0 I 42 AIINQ__ NA 

10 __ 2 100 ~ 14 All NO NA NC [b] 0 I 19 All NO NA _1!£_[_£1_ __Q__Lj~-- All ND:...__--l--__.:..:.NA'-'---1----­N=C[bl_ __0 I 42 All NO -'N'-"A..:._-1---.:..:.

Aroclor-12211:..;:..;:=-==­ -- ­ . ­
Aroclor-1232 

Aroclor-1242 
Aroclor-1248 

Aroclor-1254 
Aroclor-1260 

Aroclor-1262 
Aroclor-1268 
PCBs (Total) 

10 2 100 0 I 14 All NO NA NC(bl_ 0 I 19 All NO NA NC (b) 0 I 33 All NO NA ~~__Q ..L~ All ND _N~ 
____

1
___......:1:..:0:____

1
_ _ _...::2_____::1::.::00=-­ ___5 1 14 0.024 - 0.43 0.071 0.16 NP (d) 4 1 19 0.032 - 0.41 0.060 0.25 NP (d) 9 1 33 0.024 - 0.43 0.063 0.098 NP [c) 5 I 42 ~14 - 0.24 0.025 0.034 

10 __ _ 2 _ _ 100 _ 14 I 14 0.018 - 0.98 0.28 0.47 G [k] .....l&_j 19 c_0.029 - 2.3 

1 

1 0.~ 0.77 NP [f]_ 32 / 33 0.018 - 2.3 'Q.24 0.47 NP (f] ........!.:?: _j__ 42 0.0065 • 0.6 -~57 ...:..0 . ...:..84' ­
10 __ _ 2 ____100_ _ __0_ / 14 All NO NA NC {b) 0 I 14 All NO NA ~{£]_ 0 I 28 _AII_N_D NA NC [b] 0 I 27 All ND --t-.:..:.NA'-'---1---....:

10 2 100 _ _2 I 14 All NO NA _!:!.f..(~ 0 I 14 __All NO I ~ ~l!?_L 0 I 28 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 27 l All ND NA 
10 2 100 14 I 14 0.042 - 0.98 0.35 r 0.57 G [k) 18 I 19 0.029 - 2.3 1 0.32 0.83 NP [f] 32 I 33 0.029 - 2.3 0.29 0.54 NP (f] 18 I 42 I0.0065 - 0.6 - 0.065 0.096 

N:::. [a,,]C.-:: _ 
NC [b) 

NP [c) 

N:.:..-"=:t­P [d:ll 1 
N~P.!.:[c~J 1 
NP [c] 
NP [eL 
NP [c) 

NP [c) 
NP [c) 

NP (d) 

NP [c) 
NP (c) 
NP [9.._ 
NP [d) 

N:c..P-"(d='-J 
NP [cl_ 

.:..::Cc..>[,b::.,.J 
NC [b) 

NC[b) 

N.:o.[b:!...C>.:: ]l 
NC (b) 
NP [c] 

N-'-P""[c,_] 1 
N:::.C.!..::[b::!...] i 

NC [b] 
NP (c) 
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Table P-018 


TRC Data (2008) and Weston Data (2010) 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker St reet 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganics (mg/Kg) 

Aluminum 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Barium -
~Ilium 
Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copeer 

Iron 

Lead 

Ma~nesium 

Manganese 
Mercury__ 

Nickel -
Potassium 

Selenium 

Silver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 
Cyanide 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

-
40 

200,000 

60 

200 

1,000 

o-1 ft [1] 
MCP Upper 

MCPS-1 Concentration 

Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

1-3ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 9S%UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3) 

NS NS 14 I 14 4,160 - 8 930 6,307 

20 300 0 I 14 AIIND NA 

20 200 12 I 14 1.9 - 6.9 3.8 

1,000 10,000 14 I 14 10.2 - 92 46 

100 2,000 0 I 14 AIIND NA 

2 300 9 I 14 0.27 - 1.5 0.53 

NS NS 14 I 14 526 - 25,200 3,399 

30 2,000 14 I 14 6.1 - 35 11.9 

NS NS o I 14 AIIND NA 

NS NS o I 14 AIIND NA 

NS NS 14 I 14 6,440 - 15,800 9,374 

300 3,000 13 I 14 24 - 492 149 

NS NS 14 I 14 838 - 4,330 1,521 

NS NS 0 I 14 AIIND NA 

20 300 o I 14 AIIND NA 

20 7,000 o I 14 AIIND NA 

NS NS - o I 14 AII ND NA 

400 8,000 0 I 14 AIIND NA 

100 2,000 0 I 14 AIIND NA 

NS NS 0 I 14 AIIND NA 

8 800 0 I 14 AII ND NA 

600 10,000 0 I 14 AII ND NA 

2,500 10,000 0 I 14 AII ND NA 

100 4,000 0 I 14 AI I ND NA 

6,908 N[l) 

NC (b) 

4.8 NP [d) 

57 N[l] 
NC[b] 

0.71 NP[e] 

10,771 NP (g) 

15.5 N[m] 

NC(b) 

NC[b) 

10,540 N(l) 

305 NP [f] 

1,915 G[k) 

NC(b) 

NC[b) 

NC(b) 

NC[b) 

NC(b) 

NC(b) 

NC[b) 

NC[b) 

NC[b) 

NC[b) 

NC(b) 

14 I 14 4,050 - 8,030 6,241 6,862 N[IJ 

0 I 19 AIIND NA NC(~ 

17 I 19 2.3 - 19.9 5.9 7.9 NP [e) 

19 I 19 11.3 - 168 59 81 G (k] 

0 I 19 AIIND NA NC[b) 

12 I 19 0.19 - 5.9 0.76 1.3 NP[e) 

14 I 14 375 - 2 700 1,371 1,756 N_ll] 

19 I 19 4.9 - 16.9 9.3 10.4 N[l) 

0 I 14 AIIND NA NC[b) 

0 I 14 AIIND NA NC[b) 

14 I 14 6,900 - 12,100 8,799 9,595 N[l) 

19 I 19 2.5 - 453 131 192 G(k) 

14 I 14 713 - 1,320 999 1,067 N[IJ 

0 I 14 AIIND NA NC(b) 

5 I 19 0.045 - 0.27 0.079 0.13 NP [d] 

5 I 19 3.9 - 18.8 3.7 6.5 NP [c) 

0 I 14 AIIND NA NC[bj 

0 I 19 AIIND NA NC[b) 

0 I 19 AIIND NA NC[b) 

0 I 14 AIIND NA NC[bL 

0 I 19 AIIND NA NC(b) 

5 I 19 9.6 - 20 6.1 16.4 NP[d) 

5 I 19 13.5 - 233 32 124 NP[d) 

0 I 14 AIIND NA NC(b) 

o-3 ft (1, 2] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 9S%UCL[3] 

28 I 28 4,050 - 8,930 6,263 6,616 G [k] 

0 I 33 AIIND NA NC[b] 

29 I 33 1.9 - 19.9 5.5 8.5 NP [f] 

33 I 33 10.2 - 168 57 68 G [k] 

0 I 33 AIIND NA NC[b] 

21 I 33 0.19 - 5.9 0.68 0.99 NP [e) 

28 l 28 375 - 25,200 2,047 4,569 NP (g) 

33 I 33 4.92 - 35 10.1 11.2 N[m] 

0 I 28 AIIND NA NC [b] 

0 I 28 AII ND NA NC [b] 

28 I 28 6,440 - 15,800 8,991 9,506 N(m] 

32 I 33 2.5 - 492 132 199 NP [f] 

28 I 28 713 - 4,330 1,173 1,330 N[m) 

0 I 28 AIIND NA NC[bL 

5 I 33 0.045 - 0.27 0.066 0.11 NP (d] 

5 I 33 3.9 - 18.8 2.9 5.0 NP [c) 

0 I 28 AIIND NA NC[b] 

0 I 33 AIIND NA NC[b] 

0 I 33 AII ND NA NC[b) 

0 I 28 AII ND NA NC[b) 

0 I 33 AIIND NA NC[b) 

5 I 33 9.6 - 20 4.2 15.7 NP [d] 

5 I 33 13.5 - 233 14.9 113 NP [d] 

0 I 28 AIIND NA NC[b) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

27 I 27 

0 I 42 

27 I 42 

42 I 42 

5 I 42 

22 I 42 

27 I 27 

41 I 42 

0 I 27 

0 I 27 

27 I 27 

41 I 42 

27 I 27 

_!l_L 27 

10 I 42 

15 I 42 

0 I 27 

0 I 42 

0 I 42 

0 I 27 

0 I 42 

15 I 42 

15 I 42 

0 I 27 

3+ ft (1] 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3) 

2,720 - 11,100 6,207 6,861 N[l] 

AIIND NA NC[b) 

0.54 - 34.1 4.8 6.9 NP(e) 

6.3 - 293 45 84 NP (i) 

0.34 - 0.55 0.23 0.41 NP[d) 

0.098 - 6.4 0.47 1.1 NP[f] 

243 - 10,200 1778 4,009 NP [i] 

4.4 - 15.3 7.9 8.5 G [k) 

AIIND NA NC[b] 

AIIND NA NC[b] 

4,410 - 18,000 8,297 9,306 G [k) 

1.76 - 1,260 69 202 NP(f] 

538 - 2,120 1,157 1,276 G [k) 

AIIND NA NC [b) 

0.016 - 0.788 0.064 0.085 NP [c) 

2.63 - 18 3.5 5.4 NP [c) 

AIIND NA NC[b) 

AIIND NA NC[b) 

AIIND NA NC[b) 

AIIND NA NC[b) 

AIIND NA NC[b) 

7.84 - 19.9 6.5 11.6 NP [d) 

10.7 - 322 20 39 NP [c) 

AIIND NA NC[b) 

mg/Kg = milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
NO = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1) One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2) Average and 9S% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3) 95% UCLis calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.01.00). 

NC - Not Calculated G - Gamma Distribution 
[a} Only one distinct data value was detected [k) 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
(b} All values non detect 

N - Normal Distribution 
NP- Non-Parametric Distribution [I) 95% Student's-t UCL 

(c} 95% KM (t) UCL [m) 95% Modified-t UCl 
(d}95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 
(e) 95% KM (BCA) UCL 
(f) 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

(g)95% Chebyshev (Mean, Standard) UCL 

(h}97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCl 

(i) 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Standard) UCL Prepared by I Date: EYM 6/20/2011 
UJ 99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL Checked by I Date: SFR 612012011 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL 

Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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Commonwealth of M assachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

OEVAL L PATRICK RICHARD K SULUVAN JR. 

Governor Secretary 

TlMDTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-846-2700 

July 20, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 

Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-037 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- USEPA Action 

Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmenta l Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmenta l contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typica lly associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up w ith property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574·6868 
MassDEP Website www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-037 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-037. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the eleven boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soi l standard or .IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-037, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentration of lead, and the boring-specific concentrations of lead 
detected in samples collected from the top 3 feet in all borings are above the applicable MCP 
Method 1 S-1 soil standard. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address this condition, 
which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and replacing it with clean soil or 
covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an appropriate cap material. No activities should 
occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet 
until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because, although the average concentration of all COCs, 
including lead, which were calculated based on the ana lytical data from soils collected from 
greater than 3 feet bgs, were below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard, the 95% 
UCL calculated for lead for this interval was above the applicable standard. Because this soil is 
at depth, it does not necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the 
property. 

Property P-037 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-037: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 

No Significant Risk does not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval, as described above. Response 
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actions are necessary to address the COC contamination in the area of all of the soi l borings at 

this interval. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soi l located between 3 
feet and 12 feet be low the ground surface. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation ofthe soil 
located between 3 and 12 feet bgs is not necessary. The actual average for COCs at this depth 
interval is below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. No further response actions 
are necessary for t his soi l. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate remova l actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP wil l continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and w ill also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations conta ined herein are based sole ly on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to t he PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liabilit y, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or t he environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by ca lling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP - SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regiona l Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 



SAP DATA Evaluation: P-037 Page 4 o'f 4 

CLEAN, Vice President - Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-037 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-037 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

ln~g~n..!£sjpg/Kg) 
Aluminum 

Antimony 
Arsenic -

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 
(mgiKg) 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 
(mg/Kg) 

-

MCP Upper 
Concentration 

Limit 
(mg/kg) 

__ _ ~S:__1__...:.N.:.::S__ 

1-
40 

200,00Q 

20 

20 
1,000 
100 

300 
200---­

Barium 
Beryllium 

Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 

- - ­ ____,6,:::.0 - ­ - 2 

~er 
Iron 

Lead 
Magnesium 

Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 

Potassium 
Selenium--
Si lver 

NS 

200 30 

NS 

2,000 
NS NS 
NS NS 
NS NS-----­ --­

1,000 300 - 3,000 
NS NS 

--I -~ - -- ­ N- S 
------­

--------~---------------- -
~~~----1 -

20 300 

20 - ­ ___I,__OqQ 
NS 
400 

100 

NS 

8,000 

- - 2-'-000 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concent rations Average 95% UCL(3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL(3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

11 1 11 l-398o - 1020 s286 s8o1 N [kJ 11_ t !!.._~s~qQ 4817 s369 N lkL E D~so--::-1o2o 4974-J J.lli ~L 14 1 14 32oo - 663o ~3 ~ 4s06(;ij] 
0 I 11 All NO - I NA ~b] __O_ I 11 AIINO NA NC[b] 0 I 22 ~All NO NA ~ 0 I 14 AIINO l 

4 

~~ i NC[~ 
11 I 11 2.7 - 15 8.6 12.9 G UL 10 I 11 1.9 - 4S_.L 9.1 26 NP [f) 21 I 22 _ 1~ ­ 45.4"" -~9 16.8 NP [f] __!.0 [ _ 1__4__-t---'0_.4_4 - 6 1~t 2.8 NP [e) 
ii /11 T 50.5 - 16;t236S 706 G Ul 11 I 11 29.7 - 461 229 316 N (k] 22 I 22 29.7 - 1620 275 363 G OJ 14 I 14 13.5 - 227 55 136 NP (h) 
0 I 11 AII NO . ~A NC[b) 0 I 11 AIINO NA_I-­ ~ 0 I 22 AIINO NA NC(b] 0 I 14 AIINO NA NC~ 

1!:_L11 j ~32 ...:.._!..8 OI!__ ~[kl_ 11 I 11 0.088 - 2.3 0.88 1.5 GUJ 22 I 22 0.088 - l.3 0.84_1-1~L _.!~ I 14 _0._083_ - _0!? 0.24 0.53 NP[h] 
11 I 11 1830 - 7560 3729 4682 N [k] 11 I 11 1380 - 7530- ­ 31_20_~~_!i_[kl_ _E_I 2~_ _!_3~ ­ 7560 ­ 3523 4120 G_UL 14 I ~ _73_8_ - _8590 2140 3155 G UL 
11 L11 . 10.6~2.5 18.9 26 G UJ 11 I 11 8.3 - 19.5 . 13.6 15.6 N [k) 22 I 22 8.3 - 52.5 15.4 17.8 N [I] -.!!..LJ4 5.2 - 23.5 10.9 13.0 G U_l 

_q_LJL All NO I~A _NC[bJ __o_ L1J:. __ All No NA NC [bJ o 1 22 All No _ ~ NC [bl o 1 14 All NO NA ____!!S. IE.l 
0 I 11 AIIND I NA NC [b] 0 I 11 AIIND NA L NC[~) 0 z 22 L All~ NA ~10_ 0 I 14 AII NO ~ NC[b]_ 

11 I 11 7220 - 13500 9867 11027 NJ.!:L~ 11 3880 - 46700 14726 . 30381 LN [m] 22 I 22 3880 - 46700 13107 . 2271~ 14 L 14 3350 - 12900 _ 6072 I 7415~U_L 
11 I 11 112 - 1350 685 1 935 N [k) 11 I 11 66.2 - 1100 537 ~ N [k] ~ I ~ 66_2 - 13S!J_ 586 731 GUl 14 I 14 2.6 - 564 111 ~13 NP (i]

111n 872 - 2430 I 1630 1880 N [k] - 11 1 1-1 - 816 _ 2800 1415 1722 G UL 22 1 22 1 816 _ 2800 1487 _l§L Gm ~Ll!_ 868 - 3580 1725 -~102 r:-!_I~L 
__0 I 11 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 11 All NO NA NC [E_) 0 I 22 All NO NA ~~- 0 I 14 All NO . NA ~ 

o 1 11 I_ All No NAq Nc lbl o 1 11 All NO _ ~ _ __t!f.~ Q__I___.E__ __A_II ND NA NC lbL __o 1~ 
1 
_ All ND _ _ NA NC lbJ 

0 I 11 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 11 All NO NA _____!'!_f_[~ _ 0_1_E._ All ND _ ~~ NC(b] 0 I 14 All NO ~ r-=- NCjb) 

0 I u- AIIND ....- ­ NA NC [b) 0 I 11 - AIIND NA NC(~ 0 I 2H AII ND - NA -~) 0 I 14 AIIND - NA - NC[b] 

Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

~ ( ._!1 -L AJi t'p ~-~A = NC [~) ___2_1. 11____ AIIND ~:_N~- NC[b) 0 I 22 _AI~D- NA _ NC[b] 0_ I 14 j­ ~ P.A _ NC[b) 
0 I #r All NO ~ NC [b) .Q_ I_!!_ ~D- ~ NC(b] _ O_ [ B._ ~J? _ N~ NC(b] 0 U!_L All NO NA NC [b) 

__ -~----- __ NS _ NS ~ .!!:__J_ All NO N~ _ NC[bl_ 0 /____E_ _ ~ _ NA _ ~~ 0 /_ 22 1­ All ND _ NA _ _ NC [b) Q_j_ 14 All NO _ NA NC .!Q.l_ 
. ­ ______,___:8::....___,__...:800=--i ---0~_,( !! ~ -~.P NA ~1!1 0 I 11 All NO NA NC [b] 0__/ 22 All ND NA - NC I& Uli . All NO NA NC [b) 

--- ­ -------I­ _ 600_ _ 10,000 0 
0 

I__!!_ All NO NA NC [b) 0 
0 

I 11 _ All NO ~ N..£1~ ~I 22 All ND NA NC [b) _Q_Ui__ All NO NA NC [bt 
2,500 10,000 L!.!_ ._ ~D NA NC [b) I 11 All NO NA _ NC (b) 0 __j__JJ_ ._ All NO NA NC (b) 0 I 14 All NO 1 NA _ __!:if_[_I?L--­

Cyanide 100 4,000 0 I 11 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 11 All NO NA NC [b) 0 I 22 All NO NA NC [b] 0 I 14 All NO NA NC [b) 

mg/Kg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND =Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCl values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] 95% UClis calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated G - Gamma Distribution 
[a] All values non detect Ul 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

lbl Only one distinct data value was detected 


N- Normal Distribution 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution [k] 95% Studenfs-t UCL 

[c) 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCl [I] 95% Modified-! UCl 
(d) 95% KM (BCA) UCl 

[e) 95% KM (t) UCl LN • Log Normal Distribution 

If) 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCl (m] 95% H-UCl 

[g] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCl 
[h) 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 
fi] 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCl Prepared by I Date: BJR 8113110 

Checked by I Date: KJC 8113110 
Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 

fi:\Ooc.~mMtl\,SmS\PSWS NhV fl(0fOA.O\Su~ololAsS:K-\I'IIf"l\Rttutl.l $. ('.oml'l'•vllk:~IOII\ 
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Table P-037 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker MCPS-1 

Street IH Value Direct Contact 

Parameter (mgiKg) (mg/Kg) 

PAHs (mgiKg) 

2-Meth)!lnaehthalene 61,000 300 

Acenaphthene 180,000 1,000- -
Acenaphthylene 180,000 1,000-Anthracene 920,000 1,000 
Benzo(a)anthracene 160 7 

Benzo(a)pyrene 16 2 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 160 7 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 120,000 1,000 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene - 1,600 70 

Chrysene 16,000 70 

Dibenzja,h)anthracene 16 0.7 

Fluoranthene 120,000 1,000 

Fluorene 120,000 1,000 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)p~e 160 7- -­ -
Naphthalene 61,000 100 

Phenanthrene · ­ 120,000 500 

92,000 1,000 Pyrene --­
PCBs (mgiKg) 

Aroclor-1016 10 

Aroclor-1221 10 

Aroclor-1232 10 

Aroclor-1242 10 
Aroclor-1248 10 

Aroclor-1254 10 

Aroclor-1260 10 

Aroclor-1262 10 

Aroclor-1268 10 

PCBs (Total) 10 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

limit Frequency of 
(mg/kg) Detection 

5,000 __l_l. 11 

10,000 3 I 11 

10,000 o I 11 
10,000 6 I 11 
3,000 !.!._ I 11 
300 11 111 

3,000 11 I 11 
10,000 9 111 
10,000 9 111 
10,000 11 I 11 

300 5 111 
10,000 11111 

10,000 3 I 11 
3,000 8 I 11 

10,000 2 I 11 

10,000 11111 

10,000 10 I 11 

-­
100 o I 11 

100 o I 11 

100 o I 11 

100 o I 11 
100 o I 11 
100 5 111 

100 7 I 11 

100 o I 11 

100 0 I 11 
100 11111 

0-1 ft [1] 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 

I 
0.22 - 0.22 0.60 

0.09 - 0.73 0.54 

All NO NA 

0.2 - 4.14 0.86 

0.2 - 4.8 1.0 

0.18 - 4.11 1.0 

0.26 - 4.49 1.2 

0.09 - 0.97 0.64 

0.1 - 1.97 0.69 

0.26 - 4.76 1.1 

0.09 - 0.79 0.52 

0.43 12.9 2.4 

0.11 - 1.14 0.59 

0.07 - 1.14 0.59 

0.52 - 0.96 0.70 

0.29 - 9.76 

I 
1.9 

0.42 8.73 1.9 

- ­ 1­
AII ND NA 
AIIND _ NA-­
All NO NA 

AIIND NA 

AIIND NA · ­
0.016 - 0.043 0.022 

0.016 - 0.21 0.045 

All NO NA 

AIJND NA 

0.016 - 0.21 0.055 

1-3ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

95%UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

NC[a) 1 I 11 0.26 - 0.26 0.37 NC[a) 

0.73 NP [c] 1 I 11 0.2 - 0.2 0.37 NC[a] 

NC(b] 1 I 11 0.06 - 0.06 0.35 NC(a] 

1.4 NP (d) 3 I 11 0.08 - 0.78 0.39 0.78 NP [c) 

1.8 GUJ 10 I 11 0.09 - 1.02 0.43 0.61 NP [e] 

1.7 G(j] 10 111 0.09 - 0.99 0.42 0.59 NP [el_ 

2.0 GUJ 11 I 11 0.06 - 1.68 0.60 0.88 N [k) 

0.69 NP[e] 7 I 11 0.06 - 0.49 0.35 0.30 NP [e] 

0.84 NP[d] 7 I 11 0.09 - 0.56 0.30 0.35 NP [e] -
1.9 GUJ 11 I 11 0.05 - 1.03 0.45 0.64 N [k) 

0.46 NP(cj 2 I 11 0.11 - 0.13 0.33 0.14 NP [e] 

4.6 GUJ 11 I 11 0.07 - 2.45 0.93 1.4 N [k] 

1.1 NP [c) 1 I 11 0.46 - 0.46 0.39 NC(a] 

0.62 NP [e) 7 I 11 0.05 - 0.38 0.33 0.24 NP[e] 

0.96 NP [c] 1 I 11 0.57 - 0.57 0.40 NC[a) 

3.7 GUJ 10 I 11 0.1 - 3.13 0.73 1.9 NP [f) 
5.1 NP(f] 10 I 11 0.17 - 1.8 0.73 1.1 NP[ej 

NC [b) 1 I 11 0.17 - 0.17 0.028 NC(a) 

-­ NC[b) 0 I 11 All NO NA NC[b] 

NC[b) 0 I 11 All NO NA NC[b] 

NC[b) 0 I 11 AIIND NA NC[b] 

NC[b] 0 I 11 All NO NA NC[b) 

0.037 NP [c] 0 I 11 All NO NA NC[b] 

0.079 NP [c) 4 I 11 0.01 - 0.25 0.055 0.19 NP_(9 

NC(b) 0 I 11 All NO NA NC[b] 

NC[b) 0 I 11 AIIND NA NC [b] 

0.088 G[j] 4 I 11 0.01 - 0.35 0.071 0.27 NP{c) 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

2 I 22 0.22 - 0.26 0.45 0.27 NP(e] 0 I 14 All NO NA NC[b] 

4 I 22 0.09 - 0.73 0.42 0.29 NP(el_ 1 I 14 0.12 - 0.12 0.17 NC(al_

I - ­
1 I 22 0.06 - 0.06 0.44 NC[a] 2 I 14 0.07 - 0.22 0.17 0.28 NP(e]--­
9 I 22 0.08 - 4.14 0.55 0.61 NP[e] 3 I 14 0.17 - 0.38 0.18 0.24 NP (e) 

21 I 22 0.09 - 4.8 0.63 1.3 NP[I] 5 I 14 0.1 - 0.98 0.27 0.60 NP [c) 

21 I 22 0.09 - 4.11 0.61 1.2 NP(f] 5 I 14 0.11 - 1 0.26 0.59 NP [c] 

22 I 22 0.06 - 4.49 0.81 1.1 GUJ 5 I 14 0.15 - 1.33 0.31 0.72 NP [c] 

16 I 22 0.06 - 0.97 0.45 0.40 NP [cl_ 5 I 14 O.D7 - 0.35 0.15 0.18 NP [c) 

16 I 22 0.09 - 1.97 0.43 0.46 NP(c] 5 I 14 0.06 - 0.5 0.18 0.28 NP [c] 

22 I 22 0.05 - 4.76 0.67 0.90 G [j] 5 I 14 0.13 - 1.19 0.29 0.65 NP [c] 

7 I 22 0.09 - 0.79 0.40 0.23 NP [c] 2 I 14 O.D7 - 0.14 0.16 0.17 NP[e) 

22 I 22 0.07 - 12.9 1.4 2.0 GUJ 5 I 14 0.21 - 2.29 0.49 1.4 NP (c] 

4 I 22 0.11 - 1.14 0.46 0.52 NP [C] 2 I 14 0 .06 - 0.14 0.16 0.17 NP [e) 

~22_ 0.05 - 1.14-­ 0.42 0.33 NP [c] 5 I 14 0.05 - 0.38 0.16 0.20 NP [e] 

3 I 22 0.52 - 0.96 0.50 0.63 NP [c] 0 I 14 AIIND NA NC [bl_ 

21 I 22 0.1 - 9.76 1.1 3.0 NP [gl_ 6 I 14 0.05 - 1.43 0.35 0.60 NP [cl_ 

20 I 22 0.17 - 8.73 1.1 2.3 NP [f) 5 I 14 0.2 - 1.79· ­ !- 0.40 1.0~ 

- f-­ -­
1 I 22 0.17 - 0.17 0.023 NC(a] 0 I 14 AIIND NA NC [bl_ 

0 I 22 AIIND NA NC[b) 0 I 14 All NO NA NC[b] 

0 I 22 All NO NA NC[b] 0 I 14 AIIND NA NC[b) 

0 I 22 AIIND NA NC(b) 0 I 14 All NO NA NC(b] 

0 I 22 AIIND NA NC(b) 0 I 14 All NO NA NC[b) 

5 I 22 0.016 - 0.043 0.016 0.036 NP[c) 0 I 14 All NO NA . NC[b) 

11 I 22 0.01 - 0.25 0.052 0.073 NP[e) 3 I 14 0.04 - 0.097 0.025 0 .097 NP[c] 

o I 22 All NO NA NC[b) 0 I 14 All NO NA-­ NC [b) 

0 I 22 All NO NA NC[b] 0 I 14 AII ND NA NC[b] 

15 I 22 0.01 - 0.35 0.065 0.097 NP(d] 3 I 14 0.04 - 0.097 0.025 0.097 NP [c) 

P:.\Documcrr.h\SITfS\PSWS !«W B(DfOftO\S~menul A1i~ment\Res.ufls &Communlutlon\ Page 1 of 2 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Departme'nt of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR 
Governor Secretary 

TIMDrHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

July 20, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-043 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPAL in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHsL arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard ·may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information Is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-043 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTECfor the property identified as P-043. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the five boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-s-pecific Imminent Hazard (I H) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist; For property P-043, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 

current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 

Specifically, although the average concentrations of all COCs, including lead, detected in samples 

collected from the top 3 feet are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, the 

95% UCL calculated for lead is above the applicable standard. The MCP requires actions to be 

taken to address this condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and 

replacing it with clean soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an appropriate cap 

material. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the 

ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or co~er measures are complete. 


• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for fOreseeable future 

use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 

below the ground surface. This is because both the average concentration of all COCs and the 

95% UCL, which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from greater 

than 3 feet bgs, were below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. No further action is 

required for the soil at this interval. 


Property P-043 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-043: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 

exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet 

in depth. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the soil located between 0 and 3 feet bgs 

is not necessary. The actual average for COCs atthis depth interval is below the applicable MCP 

Method 1 S-1 soil standard. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 


------- ----L'-•''-----·------- - ----- ------•. 
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• 	 Furthermore, MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation Finding that a condition of No 
Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, fqr foreseeable future use of the 
property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet below the 
ground surface. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impactor refine the findings of the risk~based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party toperform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site CleanLip 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner; Property P-043 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


TableP-043 
Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 

Parker Street 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCi' S-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL[3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations 95%UCL [3] 

61,000 300 5,000 2 I 5 0.1 - 0.13 0.16 0.15 0 5 - 0.13 0.18 0.14 0 I 9 

180,000 1,000 10,000 1 I 5 0.09 - 0.09 0.17 1 5 0.1 - 0.1 0.17 . 0.10 0 9 

180,000 1,000 10,000 5 I 5 0.08 - 0.73 0.53 3 5 0.14 - 0.21 1 9 

920,000 1,000 10,000 5 I 5 0.2 - 1.1 - 1.1 2 9 

160 7 3,000 5 I 5 0.73 - 2.5 2 

16 2 300 5 5 0.67 

160 7 3,000 5 0.78 

120,000 1,000 10,000 5 5 0.41 

1,600 70 10,000 5 5 0.39 0.39 

16;ooo 70 10,000 5 5 0.82 5 5 0.22 0.9 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 16 0.7 300 5 5 0.11 3 5 0.1 0.1 

Fluoranthene. 120,000 1,000 10,000 5 5 1.5 5 5 0.36 0.08 

120,000 1,000 10;000 3 0.18 2 5 0.12 

rene 160 7 3,000 5 5 5 0.1 

61000 100 10,000 4 2 5 0.09 

Phenanthrene 120,000 500 10,000 5 5 5 0.16 

P rene 92,000 1,000 10,000 5 5 5 0.34 -

PCBs (mg/Kg) 
Aroclor-1016 10 2 100 0 0 5 All ND NA 

Aroclor-1221 10 2 100 0 All ND NA 

Aroclor-1232 10 2 100 0 NA AliND NA 

Aroclor-1242 10 2 100 0 NA AliND NA 

Aroclor-1248 10 2 100 0 NA All ND NA 

Aroclor-1254 10 2 100 3 All ND 

Aroclor-1260 10 2 100 2 NA AliND 

Aroclor-1262 10 100 0 0 5 NA AliND 

Aroclor-1268 10 2 100 0 5 0 AliND NA All ND 

PCBs (Total) 10 2 100 3 5 1.4 1 0.12 - 0.12 4 10 NP [a] 0 9 AliND 
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Table P-043 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganics (mg/ 
Aluminum 

Antimon 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

Silver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

Cyanide 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

40 

200,000 

60 

200 

1,000 

d-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 

MCP Upper 

MCP S-1 Concentration 

Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mgiKg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average . 95% UCL[3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

NS NS 5 5 3780 - 7260 5 3.670 - 7420 5104 6526 

20 $00 0 5 AIIND 0 5 IND NA 

20 200 5 5 2.9 - 9.4 5 5 

1,000 10,000 5 5 68.5 - 332 

100 2,000 0 5 AIIND 

2 300 5 5 0.21 - 0.83 

NS NS 5 5 1300 - 2840 

30 2,000 5 5 6.8 - 20.6 

NS NS 0 5 

NS NS 0 5 

NS NS 5 

300 3,000 5 

NS NS 5 1269 

NS NS 0 

20 300 0 

20 7,000 0 

NS NS 0 I 
400 8,000 0 I 5 

100 2,000 0 I 5 AIIND 

NS NS 0 I 5 AIIND 

8 800 0 I 5 AIIND 

600 10,000 0 I 5 0 5 All ND NA 

2,500 10,000 0 I 5 0 5 AIIND NA 

100 4,000 0 I 5 0 5 AIIND NA 

0-3ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of. Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

10 10 5131 5770 9 9 1590 - 7160 4374 5514 

0 10 NA 0 9 AIIND NA 

10 4.6 5.7 9 9 1.4 2.0 

92 172 9 9 16.5 24 

NA 0 9 NA 

0.21 0.39 0.51 5 9 - 0.25 0.18 0.22 

1487 1770 718 1205 

9.4 11.4 5.8 7.2 

NA NA 

AIIND NA 

0 10 AIIND NA 

0 10 AIIND NA 

mg/Kg =milligrams per kilogram [1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 

NA =Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 

NO= Not detected [3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NS =No Standard Available 


NP- Non-Parametric Distribution N - Normal Distribution 
[a] 95% KM (t) UCL [g] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 
[c] 95% KM (BCA) UCL G- Gamma Distribution 
[d] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL [h] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

NC- Not Calculated LN - Log Normal Distribution 
[e] Only one distinct data value was detected [i] 95% H-UCL 
[f] All values non detect 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Prepared by I Date: BJR 9/17/10 

Checked by I Date: KJC9/17/10 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Sec~eter·y 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH l. KIMMELL 
Ueutemmtr Governor· Commissioner 

Department of Environm.ental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946·2700 

July 27, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-009 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium. and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This Information Is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5761. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1·617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-009 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-009. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the five boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values.. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-009, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. Both 
the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all COCs for this interval are below 
the applicable standard. No further action is required for the soils at this interval. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, fqr foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because, although the average concentration of all COCs, 
including all of the PAHs, which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected 
from greater than 3 feet bgs, were below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard, the 
95% UCL calculated for two of the PAHs for this interval were above the applicable standard. 
Because this soil is at depth, it does not necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the 
current use of the property. 

Property P-009 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-009: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation finding that a condition of No Significant 
Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current use of the 
property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. No further 
response actions are necessary for this soil. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the soil 
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located between 3 and 12 feet bgs is not necessary for Property P~009. No further response 
actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP. 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship ?COtt.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-009 

mailto:COtt.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-009 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 
(mgiKg) 

MCPS-1 
Direct Contact 

(mgiKg) 

MCP Upper 
Concentration 

Limit 
(mglkg) 

Frequency of 
Detection 

0-1 ft [1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations 

f~Hs J!!ig/Kg)______~~l--······-·--------·-····+···--·----~------1---·------1---~·--t-· 
~-Meth_ylnaphthal~~.~~--~l-------="=:;.._----l-~~~--+-··...;;;;t=..-::;;:;..__1~__;;;~ 
~£~~----~~~------~:~~-------··1---·~~----1---~~~~-~---1--··~-~ 
~~enaphthylene -~~~-l-------~:~~~---·--l---·-~~~~----1~-~~=-~---1-·--~~~ 
Anthracene 

_Benzo(a)anth~-------l·-··---·"·;;.;;··-----+----··'"""'--··--·+·····~~'-----·l··-·-"·~
Benzo(a)pyren_e_______ -···---'-1""6____1 
-~enzo(b)fluor'!.£1!!1.~~-- ~~~_:::.;16:::0._____+--~----l---":t:::::c.;;_,,_,__1___:._C:--:'-- ­

Ben}o(g, h,i)peryJ~.!l!:.•••• , ___1_______.._:1::;2::::0L:Oc:cO.o:..·-·--l·-·__;;;:'=~:c-.._.1 ,___...::==--·l--·--·o:.·'":"" 

~9J~)fluoranthen~------·--1,600----~l"-~--'--''~-~-l---~~'---l---c;;;.·"'"·"'" 

95% UCL [3] 
Frequency of 

Detection 

1-3ft [1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations 

0.16 
0.21 
0.19 
0.17 
0.24 
0.83 
0.55 

Average 95% UCL [3] 

f:L..I:ill.L 
...b~.-~£JiL 
o.68..J:l.I:JiL 

1.6 N[cL 
___fS§.2!l:l!L 
----~~-

0.39 NP [fL 
____11~ 

1.8 3.7 
2.2 

NA 
NA 

3.4 

Frequency of 
Detection 

I 
I 
I 

10 I 10 
_10.l_!Q__ 

---fL.L~--
__6__L19. 
__!g__L!Q.__ 
----~L.LJO - ­.. __1:2.L}:g____ 

2 I 10 

~-- 9j_j'o -

0-3 ft [1, 2] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 
Detection 

3+ ft [1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

0.75 
0.60 
1.1 

0.28 
3.0 
0.25 
0.84 2.0 
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(mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

[1] One-half the detection limit Is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

TableP-009 '• ,, "'b-. 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 
Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 

Street I H Va I ue Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/l(g)Parameter 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

NC- Not Calculated NP- Non-Parametric Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [f] 95% KM (t) UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected [g] 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 

[h] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

N- Normal Distribution [I] 95% KM (BCA) UCL 


[c] 95% Student's-t UCL OJ95%.KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
[d] 95% Modified-\ UCL 

LN- Log Normal Distribution 

G- Gamma Distribution [k] 95% H-UCL 


[e] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 08103110 
Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. Checked by I Date: KJC 08106110 
Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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DEVALL. PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor· Commissioner 

.w••~ll!!lli ,	Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environrnental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

July 27, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-024 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This Information Is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-024 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-024. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the ten boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the. average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-024, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. Both 
the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all COCs for this interval are below 
the applicable standard. No further action is required for the soils at this interval. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because, although the average concentration of all COCs, 
including lead and PAHs, which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected 
from greater than 3 feet bgs, were below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard, the 
95% UCL calculated for one PAH and for lead for this interval were above the applicable 
standard. Because this soil is at depth, it does not necessarily need to be removed to be 
protective of the current use of the property. 

Property P-024 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-024: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation finding that a condition of No Significant 
Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current use of the 
property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. No further 
response actions are necessary for this soil. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the soil 
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located between 3 and 12 feet bgs is not necessary for Property P-024. No further response 
actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Sin c~re.J.v.'{;':--~

;{"'/L 
Uoavld Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 
sco~t.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-024 

mailto:sco~t.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P·024 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


1-3ft [1] 3+ ft [1] 

Parameter 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street iH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP S-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit 

(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

_Q~~~LIEL 
~-~-~~-~--~~~L 

--~J'[d] 

--~--~-~~-~4-~:.~~-~--~~:.•.• ~f----~---ii~---~~~;~~~-I---~~=~~--~~---1~--~~----~~---+~~--+~-~~--'~~"--I~---~'-~---~'---~!----~~~----==~--~1------=~--1---·-'5~,0~~NP[ft 
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Table.P-02.4 


Comparison of Exposure Point Conce~trations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker
1
Street 


New Bedford, ~assachusetts 


0-1 ft [1) 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Range of Detected Frequency of Range of DetectedFrequency of Frequency of Range of Detected 

Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Detection ConcentrationsAverage 95% UCL [3] Concentrations 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Average 95% UCL [3]Average 

•(mg/l<g) 

mgiKg = milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
NO = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3]95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V, 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect Ul 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one or two distinct data values were detected [k] 95% Modified-! UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 
[c]95% I<M (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL [I] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[d] 95% KM (t) UCL 
[e] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[f] 95% KM (BCA) UCL [m] 95% H-UCL 
[g] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
[h] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
[i] 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 8131110 

Checked by I Date: KJC 919110 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor SaOr'Cltery 

TIMOfHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Llsutenant Governor Commissioner' 

July 27, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking 1\lumber 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-031 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP}, dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. TheSAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs}, arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This Information is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-666-539-7622 or 1·617-574-6668 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-031 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-031. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the thirty boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a· given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-031, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, although the average concentrations of all COCs, including lead, detected in samples 
collected from the top 3 feet are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, the 
95% UCL calculated for one PAH is above the applicable standard. The MCP requires actions to 
be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and 
replacing it with clean soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an appropriate cap 
material. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the 
ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property wa~ determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. Both the average concentration of all COCs and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs were below the applicable standard. No further action is required for the 
soils at this interval on this property. 

Property P-031 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from Individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-0~1: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet 
in depth. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the soil located between 0 and 3 feet bgs 
is not necessary for Property P-031. The actual average for COCs at this depth interval is below 
the applicable MCP Method 1 s~1 soil standard. No further response actions are necessary for 
this soil. 
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• 	 MassDEP has verified its determination that a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, 
as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for 
the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. No further response 
actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk"based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Sin~· ely, 
,l ----·--· 

~d Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 
Enclosure 

ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

tity of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-031 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-031 

Comparison of EKposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Parameter 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/l<g) 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit 

(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Ra rige of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 
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Table ~-031 

Comparison of Exposure Point Conce~trations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker $treet · 


New Bedford, 1'0assachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Parameter 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit 

(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

mgjl<g =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND =Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3]95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] Only one distinct data value was detected [h] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] All values non detect [i] 95% Modified-t UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 
[c] 95% KM (t) UCL UJ 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[d]95% I<M (BCA) UCL 
[e] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL LN - Log Normal Distribution 
[f] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [k] 95% H-UCL 
[g]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP 5-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 


Prepared by I Date: BJR 08106110 

Checked by I Date: IUC 08106110 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 2 0 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

July 27, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-041 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 Request for Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Ana lysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for ana lysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytica l results were received from the laboratory and 
va lidated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerica l and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners . 

• 

Property P-041 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-041. 

This information is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the seven boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard {IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration {95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone {0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-041, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentration of lead detected in samples collected from the top 3 feet 
is above the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address 
this condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and replacing it with 
clean soil or covering part or all of this soil layer with an appropriate cap material. No activities 
should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 
3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because, although the average concentration of all COCs, 
including lead, which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from 
greater than 3 feet bgs, were below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard, the 95% 
UCL calculated for lead for this interval was above the applicable standard. Because this soil is 
at depth, it does not necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the 
property. 

Property P-041 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-041: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 
No Significant Risk does not exist for the 0 to 3 foot interval. Specifically, the average 
concentration, and the boring-specific concentrations, of lead in three of the seven soil borings 
on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. These borings are 
identified as P-041-SB-03, P-041-SB-04 and P-041-SB-07. Response actions are necessary to 
address the COC contamination in the area ofthese soi l borings at this interval. 
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• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Applying the 95% UCL for data eva luation of the soil 
located between 0 and 3 feet bgs is not necessary for Property P-041. The actual average for 
COCs at this depth interval is below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. No further 
response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and wi ll also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present .at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Si'?retY:/

I / / L--------· 
~Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

Ecc: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director - Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier 

cputom@gmail.com 


mailto:cputom@gmail.com
http:present.at
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Ecc: 	 City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship 
scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-041 

Page 4 of4 
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Table P-041 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 
PAHs (mgiKg_) _ 

2-Methylnaphthalene 
Ac~hthe.!!_e__ 

Acenaphthylene 
Anthracene --­
B~nzo(~anthrace!:!_e 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

Benzo(!kh,~ryl ene 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Chrysene 
Oibenz(a,h)anthracene 
Fluoranthene 

Fluor:_~~ 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyre!!E;_ 
N~hthalene 

Phenanthrene 
Pyrene 

PCBs (mg/Kg) 
Aroclor-1016 

Aroclor-1221 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 
Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

61,000 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 
(mg/Kg) 

300 
1,000 

1,000 

180,000 
180,000 

920,000 
160 

___1;:,,c;:_oo:.;:o__ 

7 
2 

MCPUpper 
Concentration 

Limit 
(mg/kg) 

5,ooq 
10,000 
10,000 
10,000 
3,000 
30016 

160 

120,000 
1,600 

1~~ 
16 

7 

1,000 
70 
70 
0.7 

___3~ 

10,000 
_!Q,OOO 
10,00Q_ 

300 

120,000 - - 1,000 -
120,QQ!)__ -~ _!,Q90_ 

160 7 
61,000 100 

-

10,000 

3,000 
10,000 

120,000 ~ - 500 - 10,000 
92,000 1,0QQ_ ___10,000_ 

-­
10 2 100 
10 2 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1) 0-3 ft (1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of 
Detection 

Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL (3) Detection Concentrations Average 

Frequency of Range of,Oetected 

95%UCL [3) Detection Concentrations 

f ~ - j_l_l 1-­
'LLL All NO NA __NC[~) 2 /_]_ _ 0.22 ....:_9.~2 0.13 __ r-JC (b) 2 I 14 ~-2L:._.Q;_22 

Q. I ? ~II NQ NA NC tal 2 I 7 0.18 - 0.24 0.13 9:21 ~P [~ 2 I ~I- 0..:!_8 - 0.24 
2 I 7 0.26 - 0.4 0.16 0.40 NP [cl_ 1 1 7 2.2 - 2.2 T o.~ ~ill_ __3_ 1~ ~26 - 2.2 
?_f_ 7 _ I___Q.]l - 0.76 _ 0.1§. 0.75 t!f' !.91 _ 2 1_ 7_ l:_L­ 1.5 ~~ NP [c) _4_f_]j ~ - 1.5 
6 1 ?_ ~~~ 0.59 0.94 ~ {dl ~ _j__}_ + 0.21 - 1.7 _Q.~ 1.6 NP _[~) ___g_ l_!i_._ 0..:£!._ - ,!_.7 
§__/_ 7 0.25 - 1.2 0.56 0.88 NP [d)_ 6 /._]_ 0.21 - 2.4 0.66 2.0 NP [e] 12 I 14 0.21 - 2.4 

Lf 7 f 0.36 - 1.2_ _ 0.71__ 1.6 NP [e] 7_1__]_ 0.22 2.4 _0.76 2~LI'Ui1 ~ I ~ "--on - ?_.4 
5 I 7 0.26 - o.~ 0.36 0.58 NP [d) 5 I 7 0.21 - Q 0.51 1.8 NP [e)_ 1_0 ~ I 0.21 - 2.2 
5 I 7 0.19 - 0.63 0.27 0.44 NP [d] 3 I 7 0.19 - 1.1 0.32 1.1 NP.19_ 8 I 14 0.19 - 1.1 

__6 /_]_ 0.26 - 1.2 0.?7 0.89 NPJEl L/_]__ 0.23 - 1.&_ 0_:_6~ -1­ 1.0__!::!!'_[!.)_ 1~ I_ ~ 0.23 - 1.8 

0 I 7 ,_AIIND NA ~(al_ __1~l,.......:-7_-l---"'0:·.::..:38::..-- _92L_ _ _2dL NC['?_] 1_/~ 0.38 - 0.38 
6 I 7 0.53 - 2.8 1.3 2.0 NP [d] 7 I 7 0.26 - 2.9 -- 1.1 1--2.3~ 13 I 14 0.26 - 2.9 

1 1_ 7_ 0.23 - 0.23_ ~- NC(b] ?__f_]__ _0.3~ - 0.44 0.17 0.~4 ~P(cl 3 ~ 0.23 - 0.44 
__6_1 ]__ _ 0.2 - 0.84 ~7 0.:.~~ NP [fl_ 5 _/_ 7 0.19 - 1.8 0.46 1.5 NP 1£L 11 I 14 Q}9 - 1.8 

0 I_]___ All ND NA NC(a] 2 I 7 __ 0.27 - 0.45 0.17 + 0.45 NP (c) 2 j 14 -f- 0.27 - 0.45 
__6_1 _7_ ~f?-25 - ~2 0~?._ ~ NP (el _§ _/___}_ .Q:~G___:___l_4 0.89 2.9 ~[~) 1~ I _14 0.25 - ~ _ 

Frequency of Range of Detected 
Average 95% UCL(3) Detection Concentrations 

0.12 _ ~[b) 9_1 !!_f __All NO -

0.11 0..!_9 NP [dl 0 L 14 -t All NO 

0.32 . 2.2 NP [c) 2 I i4 t 0.21­ - 0.55 
~__1.2_l!r:19_ 2_ I !i_ ..22L.:.._ 0.34 

Average 

NA 1NA 
0.14 
0.13 
0.380.60 . 1.1 __NP~l ~ i 14 0.26 - 1.9 

0.62 1.3 NP lei 6 1 i4 I o.31 - 1.'8 0.39 

~.L __1.4 NP ~] u 14 I 0.42 - oc2_..;;..5_-+-_oc.;..S;;..;1;_ 
0.46 _.2:]2 NP [f) 6 I 14 0.22_ - 1.4_ 0.30 
0.30 0.46 NP [d) 4 I 14 0.25 - 1 0.23 

_D_:§L ....u.._NP ~ __6_ 1_ 1_:1 0.35 - 1.9 0.41 
0.12 ~[bJ 1 I 14 0.31 · 0.31 
1.2 2.1 NP [e) __6 I_!!_ f­ 0.65 - 2.9 

0.15 0.33 _N_!' l<:J __0_ /____]__4 All NO__ 

,_ 0.4L 0.65 NP [f) _ 6 I _!L _Q~4 

0.14 0.31 NP (d] 0 I 14 All NO _ ~ 

0.11 

0.68 I 
NA 

0.30 - ­

0.88 _1.:_9 NP [eL 7 1_ 14_ 0.18 - 1_.3 __0_.3~ 

1.1 __2.Q._!'Jf.._[~] 6 l 14 0.58 - 2.7 0.61__.6 I 7 0.44 - 2.3 1.1 _ 1.7 N~dl ?_ I 7 _0.2~ - 2.9 1.1 

1 
2:_i~IJ 11 I !_!_ 0.22 - 2.9 

0 I 7- _ ~~ 1- NA NC [a)_ 0 I 7 All ND __N_A r- NC [a) __0_1 14.:.__--1-- All ND NA _ _ ~ [21_ 0 I 14 All NO =- ­ NA 

--­ ----­ --------­ 100 _ O_ I 7 AIIND -1- N~ _ NC[~ 0 I 7 __ ~ -I---' ­N"-'A-+__.....;,N0al_ O_ l.-=14-'--1­ A_II _N_D_ -1- NA ~ Q_/_1~-~D- -~~-
10 100 0 I 7 f- All NO NA ___!if_(_& 0 I 7 All ND --+-NA 1-­ NC__@_) 0 1~14-'---+- All ND -I--NA _ NC [a] 0 I 14__ _ All NO _ NA 
10 __ _ 2 _ _ 100 _ __0_1 7 ~ NA _ ___:_N.:.;:C:...,[=-a]_

1
__:::,_0 _.I'-' ­7--+­ All NO NA 

1
_ ..!:!f.1& __O_ I_l:L_ All NO NA NC [a)_ 0 I 14 All ND -~ _ 

Aroclor-1232 
Aroclor-1242 

2 

Aroclor-1248 
Aroclor-1254 

--- ­ _____c1o.::0:_____1____:2,___1__....;1;;..;;00...;;___
1
__..;._0 I_]_ AIIND NA __r::!f.J& 0 I 7 ~-I N_O___ ,;_:N'-'­A-+­ NC[a) 0 114 AIIND NA __!!fj& 0 114 AIINO -~~-

10 __ 2 100 _ 1 1 7 -f-0.045 - 0.045 0.016 NC (b) 0 I 7 All ND _~A NC [a) ~ I0.045 - 0.045 0.012 NC (b] 0 I 14 All ND NA 
Aroclor-1260 
Aroclor-1262 

Aroclor-1268 
PCBs (Total) 

10 2 100 ~ 7 0.017 - 0.039 J 0.018 0.029 NP [c) 2 I 7--1--=­0.02 - 0.11 0.024 0.11 NP [fl_ 6 I li_ 0.017 _- _0_.1_1_ ~ 0.039 NP_1& 1_.!__1i 0.032 - 0.032 0.0095 
10 __ _ 2 _ _ 100_ _ _!!_I 2_ All ND t NA .l:!£ [a) 0 }_]_ All NO NA NC [al 0 / 14 . All NO ~ NC (a] __0_ / 14 All ND NA 

10 2 _1;;.;00;,;;__ 0 I 7 All NO NA NC (~ 0 1_ 7 _ All NO L____i\IA NC {& 0 I 14 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 14 All NO _ NA 
10 2 100 5 I 7 0.017 - 0.045 0.024 0.035 NP [c) 2 I 7 0.02 - 0.11 IQ.026 0.11 NP [f] 7 I 14 0.017 - 0.11 O.Q25 0.041 NP [d] 1 I 14 I 0.032 - 0.032 0.013 I 

95%UCL[3] 

NCf& 
NC [al_ 

0.55 NP (c)_ 
0.34 NP [_f] 
_0.~ NP[~ 
0.76 NP !£l_ 

!_._Q2!_~1~l 
Q..S~ !::!fl<!)__ 
o.76 2!.!:l£L 
~-79 NPJ~L 

~~ 
1.4 NP [d) 

NC[a) 

0.55 NP [~) 

NC[a] 

0:?7 NP [c] 
1.3 NP Lei 

NC[a) 

NC[_& 
NC [a) 

NC[a) 

NC ['!_l 
NC[a) 

NC(b] 

- _t!fj~) 
NC[a) 
NC [b) 
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Table P-041 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 
... 

Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 

Parameter 

lnorganics .l!!'!.gfKg) 
Aluminum 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 
(mg/Kg) 

40 

MCP S-1 

Direct Contact 

(mgiKg) 

NS 

20 

20 

MCPUpper 

Concentration 

limit 
(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

NS 

300 

_ 7 I 7 

200 

0-1 ft [1] 

Range of Detected 

1-3ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

0-3 ft (1, 2] 3+ ft (1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL (3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL (3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

j_ j -. ­ - I ·i I__ I__ 1 ~ 

Barium 

B_~ryll~m 
Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

---- ­ :-
200,000 1,000 

100 
10,000 

- __2,.Q_OQ 
300 

__0_ /__7_ 
7 I 7 

__]_}_ 7 

Q_ /_]_ 
7 I 7 
7_1_ 7 

4500 - 5130 4846 I 5021 N [i) 7 I 7 I 4160 - 5460 4714 5112 N [i) 14 I 14 4160 - 5460 ~758 . 4925__!:!__[i) 14 I 14 2420 - 7200 4368 I 501:L!'!_[lL 

1.4 - 5.7 ~ 4.5 N [i) 7 I 7 1.1 12.3 4.1 8.7 G [I) _~ I 14 _u - 12.3 J ~ 5.1 G [I) ____]}_f ~I ~ i6.2 5 10.4 NP [e] 
All ND ~A ~ _ NC(a] !!__1_'!_ I _ All ND_ NA NC_[a] _!}__ I 14 _ All ND__ ~ N<:__l2) __o LlA_ All NO M A I NC (a] 

31.1 - 96 i 63 8~[il_ 7 _j 7 L 23.5 - 428 117 301 _§_[II_ 14 _I 14 j 23.5 - 428 I 99 210 NP [g) 14 ~ I 10.3 - 436 8-l 414 NP fhl 

Copper 

Iron 
- 1-

60 

200---­

- I ­
2 

NS 

30 
____c._:N.::_S__ 

NS 

NS----­ -

NS 

2,000 
NS 

NS 

All ND NA _ Nf!_~] __0 U ~0__ ~ _ __NS,_Ia] .9 /.__)3 All ND I NA NC (a] !}__f _11._ __AliBI?_ A -~C (a ) 

I 0.27 - 0.46 0.37 0.41 _!Ui) ___7 _j 7 - 0.21 - 1~ 0.46 0.85 ~IL 14 I 1~ 0.21 - 1.4 0 .43 0.75 NP (g] ..!.LL~ 0.087 - 2.1 51 1.2 NP ~~-

7_ { _7_ 
1000 - 2510 1519 1945 N [i] 7 I 7 925 - 10800 2778 8650 NP (g) Jj_/_ 14 ~ 10800 2358 5064 NP (g] 14 I 14 424 - 5710 2162 3461 G UJ 

B.:§.. -~2 12.1 I ~J.__j'J_I~l 7 L 7_ 7:?~ 9.3 11.0 -~[j l_ __lj_/i1_ 4 _7_:§__-~- ­ 10.2 11.2 N [j] -=1...:..4 -!1~14-'---t--6::..:· ::..1 .,..-~16=.5 10.1 11.7 N [i] 
_ __O_I 7 __ AIIND NA NC(a] 0 I 7 All NO NA NC(a] 0 I 14 All ND NA ~~ 0~ 1­ All ND NA NCJ& 

__0 1_7_ All ND NA NC (a ] 0 I 7 All NO NA ____!iUa] 0 I 14 All ND NA _ _ ~) Q_L 14 _ All ND NA _ __l!fJ& 
__7 I_} 6§20 ~8~- 7746 .1 ~35 Nji] __7_1_z._ 6810 - 17400 !@2. ..l!Z2.0....--t!-.Ol_ 14 ~ __§_~4£2... . 8408 9627 NUL .!!_/_1!._ 3QZ~OO ~ 11166 N (i) 

Lead 
Magnesium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

---­1- 1,000 - ­ 300 -
NS 

3,000 2. I 7 64.4 - 309 186 l 259 N [I) 7 I 7 39.2 - 1300 425 1338 G [I] 14 I 14 39.2 - 1~ 346 , ~ NP [h) 14 ~14 3.2 - 1060 263 _ 741 G [ml_ 
7 I _7_ _ 1290 - mo __12Z?_ [l690N[i] 7 I 7 670 - 1870 1440 1823 J:!.lil. 14 I 14 ! 670 - !_870 l 486 1643NiiJ 14 ~ 634 - 1690 i 1006 1157 N (i) 

Silver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

Zinc 

Cyanide 

-

1-

NS 

NS-------­
20 -

NS 

NS 

300 

-· 20 

NS 

400 

- ----'-7,~00.::.;0:._ 

-­
--- ­ - ­ ___;1:..;:0.:;_0 _­

NS -

0 I 7 All ND NA ~ NC (a) 9_1_ ?_ _£1~ NA _____£:!_~~ 0 I 14 -~ NA NC (a] 0 I 14 All NO ~ N_<~J~) 
o I 7 All ND _ NA NC [a] o 1...2_ I- All ND NA _ 

1 
~ NC [a) 

1 
_ o I 14 _ All ND _t NA _ NC!it -·o I 14 _ All ND NA NC [a) 

0 j_7 1­ ~l:!Q.._ __ NA NC(a] 0 I 7 AIINO NA __N_<;_(a] __0_ 1_~ __A!!l!.Q_ NA NC(a] _ Q. I~ _ AIIND NA __NC[a] 

o_l 7 1­ ~~ NA _!;J_~~l __2_1_ _7 _ _ All NO NA NC ~] 0 I ~ _ All NO NA l!.fJ.'!L q_ L _!1.. _ All NO ~ NNAA_ ~ NC[a) _ 

0 /_ _7 _ r- All ND NA _ NC _@)__ __Q_ I_7 1­ All ND ~- N_fl~ 0 [ -~ _ All ND _ NA NC [a) __0_ 1 _!4_ _ All NO NA . NC (a] 

8 
---~---__6QQ_ 

NS 

8,000 
2,000 

NS 

800 

__!Q,Q2Q. 
10,000 

0 / 7 AIINO NA NC[~ ~ 7 AliNO ~ A - NC[a] ~ 14 AIINO NA _ NC [a) 0 I 14 AIINO -t NC[a] 

0 / 7 -1­ ~ -~--- ~_12,] _ Q.._/_J_ AIIND ~A f­ NC!aJ _ 0 I 14 AIIND _ NA _ NC[a) _ O_i 1~ _ . AIIND 
1 

N~ f ~ 
__2__f 7 All NO NA _ _ NC (a] 0 I 7 AAIIII NNOO NC [a) 0 

0 
I 14 AAIIII NNDO NA _ NC [~] 0 I 14 All NO NA NC (a] 

_ o_ LJ_ All NO NA NC (~ o I 7 NA NC 1~1 I 14 ___ _ __2JA NC [aL __O_ I 14 All NO I _NA I NC [a] 

4,000 
0 I 7 f ­ ~0 _ NA ~~ 0 I 7 A!!!:!_O_ NA NC [al _Q_ I 14 All NO _!0 ~ __Q_ _L_l._±_ All NO NA _ ~~ 
0 I 7 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 7 All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 14 All NO J NA NC [a] 0 I 14 Al l NO NA NC (a] 

2,500 

100 

mg!Kg = milligrams per kilogram 
NA =Not applicable 
NO= Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

(1] One-half the detection limit Is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
(2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
(3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated N - Normal Distribution 
(a) All values non detect (i] 95% Student's-t UCL 

(b] Only one distinct data value was detected Ul 95% Modified-t UCL 


NP- Non-Parametric Distribution LN - log Normal Distribution 
(c) 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL [k] 95% H-UCL 
(d) 95% KM (t) UCL 
(e) 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL G - Gamma Distribution 

(f} 95%KM (BCA) UCL [I] 95%Approximate Gamma UCl 

[g] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL [m] 95% Adjusted Gamma UCL 

[h) 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 


Prepared by I Date: BJR 9/10/10 
Bold values exceed MCP 5-1 or MCP UCL. Checked by I Date: KJC 9/10/10 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Seorl3tsry 

TIMOTHY P. MURF1AY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Gover·nor· Commissioner 

Gommonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy &Environmental Affairs 

Departrr1ent of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

August 5, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-007 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This Information is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep · 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-007 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-007. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the thirteen boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard {IH} values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration {95% UCL} of COCs 
detected for each depth zone {0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs} were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-0017, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all COCs detected in 
samples collected from the lop 3 feet are below the applicable MGP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. No further action is required for the soils at this interval on this property. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. Both the average concentration of all COCs and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs were below the applicable standards. No further action is required for 
the soils at this interval on this property. 

Property P-007 Final Risl< Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In caseswhere MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-007: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation determination that a condition of No 
Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, exists for both current and foreseeable 
future use of the property for the soil located between 0 to 3 feet and 3 to 12 feet below the 
ground surface. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
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Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a dep_th greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

l
.rlr,; 

/L---­~ Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-007 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-007 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCPS-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit 

0-3 ft [1, 2]0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/l<g) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) 

Frequency of Range of DetectedFrequency of Range of Detected Range of DetectedFrequency of 
95% UCL [3]Detection ConcentrationsAverage 95% UCL [3]Detection 95% UCL [3] Detection ConcentrationsConcentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection O:mcentrations Average 

~~--~~~~~l·~~-~~-~~--·-~~-·------~~~----~-~~~~---~l-----~·~--~~·-~-----·~·-~i~~~·~-~~----l-·~·---~---4-----~,--------t---

..Jl1?___ -----~~-·1--.._;;--f-...:;:;;.__+­

0.56 - 12 1.4 

0 13 All NO 


0 13 All NO 


0 13 All ND 


13 All NO 

All ND 

'--t-----::.:0·::.:;;98 NP ld.L ___U'i c~~t~l:::1t~~:::~~~~~~~l:Jt~~::t_2.044_~P[d] 
-----~~=::::_+---~!LNP [dL,~~~;;;;;;;_---r- _.Q2}_9._l;J?.JEL 

t_l~~l<!!::E§L.... _ ----·--l---·~----·-"··:·-------~-1 -----···-=-----~---·l········--·=~--------l··--· ..,:;:..J.....•.~------~--~~--- ______l'JC CilL ......_!LLJ:l....-J.--------.:..::!.:.=---·- ______......!.::::.I::::L+-···-'"'-'--;;;.:;; ••.. -+.--..;.;.;;..c:;;;__..._+··-_;c;;.;_~+--····..,__!:!fJEJ._ 
£1~~--1268 ··----~--- --+··---~-~---1------~~---..l...LE~ .~=:..-+_:;:;.:..=~-.9.:9.?~L~L 

1.0 NP [d] 13 I 13 0.019 - 0.1484 0.048 0.063 NP [c]PCBs (Total) 
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Table ~-007 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 

Parl<er '~treet 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft[1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

MCP Upper 

MCPS-1 Concentration 

Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Ra r\ge of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection C('>ncentrations Average 95% UCL[3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

[1) One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2) Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3)95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated G- Gamma Distribution 
[a) Only one distinct data value was detected [i) 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
.lbl All values non detect 

N- Normal Distribution 
NP- Non-Parametric Distribution UJ 95% Student's-t UCL 

[c)95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL [k) 95% Modified-t UCL 
[d) 95% KM (t) UCL 
[e]95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[f) 95% KM (BCA) UCL [I) 95% H-UCL 
[g) 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
[h) 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 


Prepared by I Date: 

Checked by I Date: 


BJ R08105110 

KJC 08106110 


P:\Documents\SITES\PSWS NEW llEDFORD\Supp!emental Assessment\Results & Communication\ Page 2 of 2 
Evaluatlonsasof092010,P-007 



DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Cornrnisaioner 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
'Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

August 5, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-015 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing eval.uations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available <;~t the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This Information is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1·866-539-7622 or 1..617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep


SAP QATA Evaluation: pcQ15 	 ~age 26\3 

Property P-015 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-015. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the ten boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration wh.en the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-015, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determiRations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all COCs detected in 
samples collected from the top 3 feet are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. No further action is required for the soils at this interval on this property. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. Both the average concentration of all COCs and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs were below the applicable standards. No further action is required for 
the soils at this interval on this property. 

Property P-015 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-015: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary risk Evaluation determination that a condition of No 
Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, exists for both current and foreseeable 
future use of the property for the soil located between 0 to 3 feet and 3 to 12 feet below the 
ground surface. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
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Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP1s authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any respohse action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 

· Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scottalfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P"015 

Z'~ Johns;on, Acting Regional Director 

mailto:scottalfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com
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Table P-015 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mgiKg) 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 

(mgiKg) 

0-1 ft [1] 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mglkg) Detection Concentrations Average 

1-3ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

95% UCL [3] Detection Cbncentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

0.06 0.14 

0.1 0.27 

18 

-------~---~-;,,-;..!;;;;t..,,,_Q_lJ/l_ 
f\J~JaJ 0 I 2_9 _____ 1 ~-------'--"":·=-----+~- NA NC [a] 0 I 16------------------------------­ 197 20 ·----' a-:-o62T·a~11-"NPfil. -~7716~-+----
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Table P-015 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concet\trations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker ~treet 

New Bedford, IY!assachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 1-3_ ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Parameter 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/l<g) 

MCP S-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

Concentration 

Limit 

(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations 

Frequency of 

95% UCL [3] 
Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 
Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

-~llorg<:_llics l!l!~L~l______ ---~~-----------~------ ----­ ~------~~~-l-·------~-~-..--~------1--·----------:-~------!-·---------.. 
Aluminum 
,.~'>=~" '•·~''""-~•'~"~-~~M~""' H-"''"A"' MA 

3510 - 9150 
All ND 

---1------3·2--6--o----_---9--o-5·--o-r--~59_7_9_..--t-----------­
D NA 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram [1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations, 

NA = Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 

ND = Not detected [3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NS = No Standard Available 


NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [h] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected [I] 95% Modified-t UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 
[c] 95% KM (t) UCL UJ 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

[d]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 

[e] 95% KM (BCA) UCL 
[I] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

[g]97.5% KM (Chebyshev] UCL 


Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. Prepared by I Date: BJR 8113110 
Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Checked by I Date: KJC 8113110 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K SULLIVAN JR. 
Govet'nor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commiss ioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

August 5, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-016 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmenta l contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
po lychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertica l horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytica l results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materia ls to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-016 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-016. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the eleven boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-016, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calcu lated for all COCs detected in 
samples collected from the top 3 feet are be low the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. No further action is required for the soils at this interval on this property. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. Both the average concentration of all COCs and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs were below the applicable standards. No further action is required for 
the soils at this interval on this property. 

Property P-016 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-016: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation determination that a condition of No 
Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, exists for both current and foreseeable 
future use of the property for the soil located between 0 to 3 feet and 3 to 12 feet below the 
ground surface. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
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Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additiona l sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a relea!>e from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentia lly Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Sin_c-er'ely, 

L Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-016 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-o16 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrat ions t o Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, M assachusetts 


Parameter 
PAHs (mg/Kg) 

2-Methylnaphthalene 

Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 

Anthracene 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Ben~a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 

Ch!'Ysene 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 

Fluoranthene 

Fluorene 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

Naphthalene 

Phenanthrene 

Pv.!!!!.e 
PCBs (mg/Kg) 

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

61,000 - 300 

--~ 
180,000_ - 1,000 

180,000 - 1,000 

-­
-

92o,ooo ___
1
__..=1:c:,oooo.::..::.._ 

160 - ___.;_7 _­

16 2-­
160 7--

MCPUpper 

Concentration 

Limit 

(mg/kg) 

~000 
10,000 

10,000 

10,000 
3,000 

300 

3,000 

120,000 

1,600 

16,000 

16 

120,000 

120,000 

-·1 ----'1~,000=-__10,000 

-

- -

-­

- ­

160 

61,000 

120,000 

92,000 

- ­ 70 10,000 

-·1- ­ -'7-=0__ 10,000 
0.7 

- 1,000 

- ­ 1,000 
7 

100-
- __--=;5.::..:00:.... 

1,000 

-1-­
2 

300 

10,000 

10,000 
__3,000 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

Aroclor-1016 

Aroclor-1221 

Aroclor-1232 

Aroclor-1242 

Aroclor-1248 

Aroclor-1254 

Aroclor-1260 

Aroclor-1262 

Aroclor-1268 

---­ 10 

10 

100 

1002 
10- - ­ :t- ­ --2"'- ­ - - 100 
10 2 100 

10 - ­ - ­ --=­2 ­ - - _1_00_ 
- _.;;..10;;__-- ­ - _.;;..2__ - 100 

-­
PCBs (Total) 

10 - ­ ____::.2__,_ 100 

10 2 
10 

10 

2 

2 

100 

100 

100 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Q-1 ft [1) 

Range of Detected 

1-3ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL (3] 

o-3 ft L1, 2 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations 

o I 11 
_t

L All ND I NA I NC [a) 0 I 11 AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 
AIIND 

AII ND 

AIIND 

NA NC [a) 0 I 22= NA == NC [aJ -­0- 1 i2 J 
AIIND 

AIINDo I 11 

0111 
1 I 11 

I All NO NA NfJal 0 I 11 

2 I 11 

7 I 11 

7 I 11 

1 I 11 

1 I 11 

9 I 11_ 
0111 

10 I 11 

o I 11 

1 I 11 
o I 11 

2 I 11 
3 I 11 

o I 11 
o I 11 
o I 11 
o I 11 
o I 11 
4 I 11 
7 I 11 
o I 11 

0111 
7 I 11 

All NO NA NC [_!) 0 I 11 
0.083 - 0.083 _2:!5 NC [b) 0 I 11 
0.0~ - 0.23 0.15 0.30 NP (c) 0 I 11 
0.042 - 0.21 0.10 0.13 NP (d) 0 I 11 
o.058 - o.3 0.12 o.15 NP !c!l _ o 1 11 

0.11 - 0}1 _ ~ NC [~J 0 I 11 
0.11 - 0.11 0.15 NC lbL 0 I 11 
0.~- 0.25 0.089 0.17 NP [e) 1 I 11 

All ND _ _!-JA _ N_f_(~] 0 I 11 
0.05 - 0.5 0.13 0.29 NP [~) 2 I 11 

AIIND I NA NC[a) 0 I 11 
0.1 - 0.1 Q1L ~!bl o I 11 

All ND NA r-- ­ NC [a) 0 I 11 
0.061 - 0.36 0.17 ­ ~6 NP [d) 1 I 11 
0.088 - ~ 0.17 1 0.19 NP [c) 0 I 11 

All NO N.::.A.:....__,____.:..:.NC(a) 

A.::.II;..;.N~D:...__...-__:..;;NA:...__, ___N_Cj& 
AIIND _ NA NC[a) 

All NO _ .:_:N::..:A:..._ ' ­ NC (_~] 
All ND NA NC (a) 

0.009 - 0.054 l--=o.c:..01;:.;8'---~-I-o::..:..0=33 NP [f) 

0.0052 - 0.025 0.013 O.D18 NP [c) 
All NO N_A_ _t:!f_(a) 

All NO l NA NC(a) 

0.0052 - 0.068 0.023 0.035 NP [c) 

o I 11 
o I 11 
o I 11 
o I 11 
o I 11 

1 I 11 

1 I 11 
o I 11 

o I 11 
2 I 11 

._ NA NC [a) ..JL/ 22 
_ JjA ~- NC[a) 1_ l _l.L 

- NA NC [a)_ 2 I 22 

- N~ _____NC"-'[""aJ,_
1 

7 I 22 

NA NC[<!_! 7 I_ 22 

AIIND 

0.083 - 0.083 
0.059 • 0.23 

0.042 0.21 

0.058 - 0.3 

All NO NA ____.:_N:..:C'-"[a"')_1__1=-­ l_2_2 
AIIND - NA NC[a) 1 I 22 

0.11 - 0.11 

0.11 - 0.11 
0.035 • 0.25 

+-~~~--~~'-t----= 

0.041 • 0.041 0.14 _ __N:.:.:C::..![c:.bJ~.-1_ _ 10 f.....E: 
All ND N"-'A-t ­ _ __;N_;C"-'["'-'ai_1_--=.0 -'I--=.22::.. 

0.044 - 0.093 0.1:.:.3--+_0;;..;;.1=1'--' ­N' ­P ~[c),_1 12 I 22 

AIIND _ 

0.044 - 0.5 

AIINDAIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

0.097 • 0.097 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

0.013 - 0.013 

0.01 - 0.01 

AIIND 

All NO 

o.o1 - o.o13 I 

NA NC[a) 0 I 22 

____!:!!. - ~ _1_ 1 22 - 0.1 • 0.1 

NA 

0.14 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0.012 

0.012 

NA 

NA 

0.012 

_ NC[_!I 0 I 22 

NC[b) 3 I 22 

NC[a) 3 I 22 

AIIND 

0.061 • 0.36 

I o.o88 - o.43 

_ _t:!f_[2_) 0 I 22 All ND 

--~~ 0 I 22 _ AIIND 
___N;..;..C"-'['-"'a),_

1 
0 I 22 _ All ND 

__.;..;.NC""'[""a),_
1 

0 I 22 All NO 

___:_N:..::C'-"[a::.oJ_ _0 _/ 22 All ND 

r---.....:N_;C'-'[·b~) __5_ 1 22 0.009 • 0.054 
NC [b) 8 I 22 0.0052 - 0.025 

r-----'N'"'­C"-'[""a),_1 .Q_I__B__ All NO
I NC[a] 0 I 22 1 All ND I 

0.014 NP [c) 9 I 22 l 0.0052 • 0.068 l 

3+ ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Average 95% UCL (3) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) 

NA 

NA 

NC[a) 0 I 11 

---= NC[a) 0 I 11 I 
NA 

o.15 I 
NC[a) 0 I 11 t 
NC[b] 0 I 11 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIINU 

AII ND 

0.15 

0.13 

0.14 

0.15 

0.15 

1.1 
NA 

1.2 

NA 

0.15 

NA 

1.3 

0.15 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0.13 

0.11 

NA 

NA 

0.14 

0.29 NP[cj o I 11 _ 
0.11..!::!fjf] 0 I 11 __ 

0.096 NP [f] 0 I 11 
NC[~- 0 I 11 
NC(b) 0 I 11 

0.10 NP ID 0 I 11 
NC(a) 0 I 11 _ 

AII ND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AII ND 

1-0.12 NP[f) 0 I 11 
NC(a) 0 I 11 

AIIND

L A!!..!'P 
NfJ~ 0 I 11 L AIIND 

NC [a) 0 I 11 
0.12 NP ~I_ 0 __/_!! 
0.43 !it!!l 0 I 11 L 

NC[a) 0 I 11=~ 0111 
_ NC@) 0 I 11 

NC (a) __0_1 11 _ 
NC[a) 0 I 11 _ 

0.017 NP [c) o I 11 

0.015 NP [f] __0_ 1 !!....__ _ 

I NC[a) 0 I 11 t 
NCf!l 0 I 11 I 

J 0.020 NP [c) 0 I 11 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

AIIND 

-
-
-
-

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 
__ NA 

NA 

NA 

= NA 
NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

:~ 

: ­

T 
I 
I 
T 

l 
I 

NA 1­
NA 1 

NC{_a) 

NC(al 
NC[a) 

NC[a] 
NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC [a) 

NC [a] 

NC [a) 

NC~] 
NC [a] 

NC[a] 

~C [~) 
NC [a) 

NC[a) 

NCE!_ 

NC[a) 

-
NC[~ 
NC(a) 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC_l!l 
NC(a) 

NC[~ 
NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC(a) 
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Table P-016 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrationsto Imminent Hazard levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 
lnorganics (mg/Kg) 
Aluminum 

Antimony 
Arsen ic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 

Chromium 
Cobalt 

~~ 
Iron 

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mgiKg) 

MCP S-1 
Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

NS 

MCP Upper 
Concentration 

Limit 
(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

(}1ft [1) 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations 

1-3 ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

(}3ft [1, 2) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 
Frequency of 

Detection 

3+ ft [1) 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) 

NS - _!LL.!.!_ 6490 - 8780 7886 8275 N [h] 11 I 11 4130 - 7740 6215 6913 N J!l_l_ 22 I 22 ~30 - 8780 60952-1-- 717~ 11 I 11 _,,_2:;.;0:..;_7.=_0 _ - -=6-=­5'-'70=--t--=­36.:..:3:_:;0---t-4=348 N [h ] 
_____20 300 --"-O _,I~11=---t---'-A""II-'-N"'-D--+--'N-'-A-+---..;.N-=C'-'[-'-'a],__1__.;;..0 _,1_;;;1.;;;.1 _ 1__..;.A.;_;II...;..NccoD__ t----'N.;.;..A"'---1---...;..N'-' ­C[a] 0 I 22 All ND NA NC [a) 0 I 11 All NO ~ NC [a] 

40 _. _ _:2::.0_ 200 _!!_L~~ 3.4 - 8.4 _4~.0::.._-i-__:5:.:....4:_:..N:.:...P""[c"-] -l---'1'-':-l ..:l:::1_+----=-3 - 3 1.1 NC[b] __9_/ 2.3_ 3 - 8.4 18.8 4.0 NP ['-!­f]_1__0;;.._ci~11=--+-_.;_;;AI"-'1Nc;.;D'::-:-:- NA ~~-
1,000 10,000 11 I 11 11.2 - 26.8 16.4 19.1 N [h] 11 I 11 7.3 - 18.3 10.5 12.5 G [k] 22 I 22 7.3 - 26.8 112 13.9 G [k] 11 I 11 4.4 - 26.9 - r-!!-·2 15.1 G ~-:-
100 2,000 0 I 11 AIIND NA NC(a) 0 I 11 AIIND NA ~] 0 I 22 AIIND NA NC[a) 0 I 11 AIIND ~ NC[a) 

200,000 

---l----"­2­ -1- 300 0 I 11 AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 11 -I__:..:;AI~IN:.:;D:....__-I-_;N:..::A.:__-I----..:.:N:::C..\.:[a:.J]__,_ __:0'-'-:­1_:2:.:2: ­ AIIND NA NC[a) 0 I 11 AliND NA NC[a] 
- ­ __..;_N;.::S_ - 1-- ­ N:..:;S:;..._ ~ 11 276 - 2320 812 1342 LN UJ_ 11 I 11 173 - 531 289 357 LN Ul 22 I 22 173 - 2320 4169 820 NP [g] 11 I 11 177 - 829 524 623 N [h) 

30 2,000 11 I 11 9.9 - 20.2 14.6 16.5 N [h] 11 I 11 5.7 - 16.4 10.3 12.2 N [h] 22 I 22 5.7 - 20.2 ~ 12.9 N [h] 11 I 11 3.8 - 8.7 5.8 6.6 N [h] 
NS NS 0 I 11 AIIND NA NC[a) 0 I 11 AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 22 AIIND NA NC(a) 0 I 11 AIIND NA r ­ NC[a] 

NS NS 0 I 11 ---' ­A"-'11 -'-'ND _ NA NC [a] 0 I 11 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 22 All ND NA NC [a) 0 I 11 All ND NA NC [a] 

60 

---- ­ 200-

NS - 1--:..:;NS,._ 11 I 11 ~?_40_-_9_30Q_ 7820 8247 N [h_l_ 11 I 11 5170 - 8490 6776 7333 ~(!!)_ 22 I 22 5170 - 9300 64118 7432 N [h] 11 I 11_ 3560 - 8890 5606,--+__:6...:;45:.:8;.__.:.N;_,[~h"]'-
- 300 - 3,000 11 I 11 10.2 - 34.9 20 25 N [h] 11 I 11 2.7 - 14.8 7.3 9.7 N [h] 22 I 22 2.7 - 34.9 104 18.0 NP [ID_ ~ 1..!.__ 1.3 - 3.3 2.2 2.5 N [h] 

-- ­ - ­ -- ­ - ­ __..:.;.N'-"..S_ - __N:.;.:S::____,__1,_,1 I 11 -1--9~2:.:,.7__- _,2:!:.14-"0"--1--'1,_,2:...:_48,_ ,_ 1470 G [k] 11 I 11 883 - 2380 -+~12::.:5:...:4_ 1503 G [k) 22 I 22 883 - 2380 11269 1377 N (i] 11 I 11 685 - 3450 1404 1836 G [kf 
Lead 1,000 

Magnesium 
Manganese __ NS NS _ _::.O_,I7""::.11::._-t---'A-"-'IIc;.;N:..::D__ 

1 
_ _,N~A..:.._-i-- NC[a) 0 I 11 AIIND NA __N£_(& _Q_j_E_ AIINO _ NA r ­ NC[a] 0 I 11 _ A_II _N_D_ NA NC[a] 

---- ­ __ 20 _ 300 0_/__E_ _ AIIND _1 
1 

NA 1­ NC[a] ~ _ _ AIIND _ NA NC[a] 0 I 22 AIIND _ NA NC[a] 0 I 11 f ­ ~ __ NA __ ~Mercury__ 

Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 

_ ____3Q__ ____,7,_000'-'- ­ ~ +---=A.:::IIc.:.N:..:D:__ 

1 

NA ~ 0 I 11 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 22 All NO NA _ ___;N.;.:C::.J[,;:.al,+_ ..;:;0-!..1__..:1:.:1_ All ND NA NC [a] 
_ _ NS _ _2!l_ Q_ I 11 All NO --J.-:..;;.NA-'- ­ __ _2JfJ~} __0 __[__g I---'-'AI"-'1N~D"- _ NA __ ~C [a] 0 I 22 All NO NA ____;_N:_;;C_,_[a"-<]_1__0~I_:o.1::..1 _L_ All ND NA NC [a] 

400 8,000 0 L 11 All ND --t--'-'N'-'­A _ _ NC [a] 0 I 11 _ All ND _ NA _ NC [a] 0 I 22 All NO NA f- ­ ~ 0 I 11 I All NO --+-N:..::A...:.._+----'Nc;.;C::..I..::a' ­] 1 
100 2,000 0 I 11 All ND NA NC l&_ 0 I 11 All ND NA NC [a) o_j _E -r- ­ All ND NA NC [a) Q_/ .::..:11:,__+- _.:..;,AI"-'1N..:.:D:,__ _ ~ NC [a]_Silver 

Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanad ium 

Zinc 

NS _ __N_S_ _Q_f__g _ All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 11 ~ j ~ _ ~12.)- Q I 22 All ND NA NC [a) _Q_ Lll_ f- All NO NA NC [a) 

----l--------l--.......:8:..____1___:8:.::_00,.___~_ ___::._0 Ll ...:l:.::.l_~___:_A::.;_II .;.:N~0--11-..:.:N::..;A__+ NC [a] 0 I 11 All NO NA --~fl~.)_ 0 I 22 All ND -f- NA _ NC [a] 1_ .......:0-L.I ...:1:.::.1-t-_..:..A::.;_II .;.;N~D- NA NC[a) 

-----+--------I ---6~00:.:;__11_~10"-',000.::=--J --=-0 _,1_:::11=--t--___;,_A~II..:..N:.::.D__+--'N-"A..:.._-I----'-N=oC[a] 0 I 11 All NO _ --"-N~A'-+----'-N:.=.C !2.L 0 I 22 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 11 All ND NA NC [a) 

Cyanide 
1_~2~~:_;;00~_11 _~10~,000~-~--0~1_1~1~~-~A..:..I ~IN~D~-+--'N~A-+-___;NC~~~~~-~0~1~1.;;;.1_~ AIIND NA NCW 0 I 22 ~ND NA NCW 0 I 11 ~IND NA NC~) 

100 4,000 0 I 11 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 11 All ND NA NC [a) 0 I 22 - All ND NA NC [a) 0 I 11 All NO NA NC [a] 

mg/Kg : milligrams per kilogram [1] One-half the detection l imit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 

NA = Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 

NO =Not detected [3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NS =No Standard Available 


NC - Not Calculated N - Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [h) 95% Student's-t UCL 

[b) Only one distinct data value was detected [i] 95% Modified-! UCL 


NP - Non-Parametric Distribution LN - Log Normal Distribution 

[c) 95% KM (t) UCL UJ 95% H-UCL 

[d) 95% J<M (BCA} UCL 

[e) 95% KM (Chebyshev} UCL G - Gamma Distribution 

[f) 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap} UCl [k] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

(g)95%Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCl 


Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. Prepared by I Date: BJR 07/30/10 
Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Checked by I Date: KJC 08/02110 
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DEVALL PATRICK 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
'Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508~948-2700 

RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY 
Liou~enant Governor 

Secretary 

KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
CotntnltJsionot· 

August 5, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief 
Emergency Response & Removal 
USEPA Region 1. 
5 Post Office Square 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
Parker Street Waste Site 
Property P-019 
SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 
Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services {SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This info1·mation is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-EI<anem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-674-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-019 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-019. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the nine boring locations on this property to the MCP category $-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-019, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all COCs detected in 
samples collected from the top 3 feet are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. No further action is required for the soils at this interval on this property. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. Both the average concentration of all COCs and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs were below the applicable standards. No further action is required for 
the soils at this interval on this property. 

Property P-019 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply.the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-019: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation determination that a condition of No 
Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, exists for both current and foreseeable 
future use of the property for the soil located between 0 to 3 feet and 3 to 12 feet below the 
ground surface. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
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Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Sincer;1X~ ---­

/) /c___-.--·­
ff!)tv;d Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedfQI.Q-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-019 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedfQI.Q-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Ta.ble P-019 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] . 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 
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Table P-019 


Comparison of Exposure Point Conqentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford; Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCPS-1 Concentration 

S:treet IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of. Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection ,concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

1'!!>.~.[~(mg/1~-------------~---~--- ·---~----- --------~--~-- --·------------------1----·----J·-----·--·--------­ ________TA< __.::_______.. ____jL ___________L______________ -----------~----------------------------·j··-------L______________________j __________________+-----r'------------·--.. 
h~----------------·-·------------~--- -------!::!L___ :..___:L.L!L.... ....3..~~---::....§.i:J,.Q_ _ ?..~.?.LJ...L?_7.Q___~J!L ___fLL.:}__ --l~l_Cl__.::___~§-~0..... __ .?.f31.~---f- _?f3Q9..___ ~J!L ----~?...Ll!L. ___'!.~.!Q__:_.:}~~Q._ _Jjf3.§__j __?2?9.. .Ji.(fl ..~.£.....J....1.38o --~-J!.S.'!.Q___ ..?..E.L ___7)_5_?__tu!L 

;~---=---·-----zoo%oo-..---=i=~~=--rti==l~~~~:~}~~~.+-~jj~fr:-=tH-~~=}~:~=J==i]3f~~~~-Jtl= =-~1~i:i~~f:~~~~=t~1iiit~±:!sm 


c;-pp;;-----------------··---·--------~--Ns-------'"'Ns___ ---oyg----AIINo---{- NAT - ···. --AiiND-- ·· T- - OTii_L AiiNo- ---rw:-J· ---Nc[;] ~--- -AIIND- --NCi'f-Nc[;]- 0/9 - NA Nc[;f- NA T 
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IMercurv 2o _ --_ L _N_.li_---1 ....... Nc·i~f ---··a-T9...J-...._ ___ - . ... NcT;i· ---··a--·/is··---1- liii-No- ···-···· --NA ······_·--····-·--'Nc[~T _·· ... a·;_-15~- - -A"IINo--_-· ----_1·-· -N;;;.- - ·_ Nc.[a]
---------3iia--·--·------··a79....,J . iiiiN"o- ...... ·;;;.IIN_o NA·- ·-!- --­
:~~~~~~ium --------~~-==rr:-1~ ~~=:1~r~ ••~~ffi=B+:J:-c*:=. -HF~:_-_::-:~~~lT-f-=*=: -:-:t~~:::- -: 5~==l=~:~T]:*:=-~~[ 
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mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram [1] One-half the detection limit Is used for all non-detects for all average calculations, 

NA =Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 

ND = Not detected [3] 95% UCLis calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4,00.04), 

NS =No Standard Available 


NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [f]95% Student's-t UCL 

[b) Only one distinct data value was detected [g] 95% Modified-t WCL 


NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 

[c]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL [h]95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

[d) 95% KM (t) UCL 

[e]95% Chebyshev ·(Mean, Sd) UCL LN- Log Normal Distribution 


[I] 95% H-UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Prepared by I Date: BJR 9116110 

Checked by I Date: KJC 9117110 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K~ SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secrl!ltar·y 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMEU 
Ueutenan~ Governor Cormnlssioner 

August 5, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-032 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0- 1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3- 12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where toe 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-l soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information Is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on.Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-032 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-032. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the seven boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration {95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-032, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. Both 
the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all COCs for this interval are below 
the applicable standard. No further action is required for the soils at this interval. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because, although the average concentration of all COCs, 
including lead, which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from 
greater than 3 feet bgs, were below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard, the 95% 
UCL calculated for lead for this interval was above the applicable standard. Because this soil is 
at depth, it does not necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the 
property. 

Property P-032 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties alc;>ng 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-032: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation finding that a condition of No Significant 
Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current use of the 
property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. No further 
response actions are necessary for this soil. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Applying the 95% UCUor data evaluation of the soil 
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located between 3 and 12 feet bgs is not necessary for Property P-032. No further response 
actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessaryto address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garcia-.Serrano, Deputy Regiona! Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier CQUtom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gO)L 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-032 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gO)L
mailto:CQUtom@gmail.com


Table P-032 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Pa rl<er Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 3+ ft [1]1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 
DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

0.26 7.19 

0.05 - 0.38 

0.08 - 1.84 

All ND 

0.13 4.38 

0.24 - 6.18 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 
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Table P-032 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 3+ ft [1]1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit 

(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

.....Ji61Li:'!J!:L 

·-+--········-·····-··-·-···- -------·-I·--···---:,.;;:..~--·--I··············-=----I--------:--1,...:...........+----··-A-II_ti'2._____ 

All ND 

----I~-----··-···---~-----·--·-··-~--I-·-~~:;:;;:___.~-····+~·~:.!::::::::.:...••-+--·--.:::..-L--:__...._+------~A_II_ND ________~~--+1 
All ND 

All ND 

I~.;;,.::::;;_________~---1·--~·-···--~-----~I--·····--=-~------+-~-~-~.:::::C.~---+--·······:::-~--~----··+···-··_e.l!_~.Q..._--+~~-
AII ND 

All N"-D----l··--·c.::.:.•••1f-­

[1] One-half the detection limit Is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3]95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [j] 95% Modified-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected [k] 95% Student's-t UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 
[c] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [I] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[d]95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 
[e] 95% KM (t) UCL LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[f] 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL [m] 95% H-UCL 
[g] 95% KM (BCA) UCL [n] 95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 
[h]95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
[I] 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND =Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

.• -~-··-NC [a]. 

----E~ 
G I] 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 8120110 

Checked by I Date: KJC 8125110 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
~xecutive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL PATRICK 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508·946-2700 

RICHARD K SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Socretar·y 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY 
Lieutenant Governor 

KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Cornrnissioner 

August 5, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief 
Emergency Response & Removal 
USEPA Region 1 
5 Post Office Square 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
Parker Street Waste Site 
Property P-036 
SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 
Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)1 polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address praperties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communicatipn with property owners. 

This Information Is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-036 Preliminary Risl< Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-036. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the eight boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-036, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. Both 
the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all COCs for this interval are below 
the applicable standard. No further action is required for the soils at this interval. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because, although the average concentration of all COCs, 
including lead, which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from 
greater than 3 feet bgs, were below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard, the 95% 
UCL calculated for lead for this interval was above the applicable standard. Because this soil is 
at depth, it does not necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the 
property. 

Property P-036 Final Risl< Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Prop~rty P-036: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation finding that a condition of No Significant 
Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current use of the 
property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. No further 
response actions are necessary for this soil. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the soil 
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located between 3 and 12 feet bgs is not necessary for Property P-036. No further response 
actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Sin~eP!~t /L-
David Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gniail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.ggy 

cc: Owner, Property P-036 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.ggy
mailto:cputom@gniail.com


Table P-036 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 3+ ft [1]0-3 ft [1, 2]1-3ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCPS-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) Detection Concentrations(mg/kg) Average 95% UCL [3] Detection C9ncentratlons Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

P:\Documents\SITES\PSWS NEW DEDFORD\Supp!emental Assessment\Results & Communication\ Page 1 of 2Evaluations as of 09 20 10, P-036 
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Table ' p-036 

Comparison of Exposure Point Conceptrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker iStreet 


New Bedford, fylassachusetts 


j 
0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 

Street I H Va Iue Direct Contact - Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit Is used for ail non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3]95% UCL is calculated using ProUCLsoftware (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [k] 95% H-UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected 


G- Gamma Distribution 

N- Normal Distribution [I] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

[c]95% Student's-t UCL 
[d]95% Modified-! UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution 
[e]95% KM (t) UCL 
[f]95% KM (%Bootstrap) UCL 
[g] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL Prepared by I Date: BJR 919110 
[h] 95% I<M (BCA) UCL Checked by I Date: KJC 9110110 
[1]95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 
Ul 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 


P:\Documents\SITES\PSWS NEW BEDFORD\Supplementa! Assessment\Results & Communication\ Page 2 of 2Evatuatlonsasof0920"10,P·036 



Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy &Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

OEVAL L PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Govemor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMEU 
Lieutenant Governor· Commissioner 

August 10, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-034 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs); arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters·Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-034 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-034. 
These results were the basis for MassDI:P's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the nineteen boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards. and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site· 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-034, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all COCs detected in 
samples collected from the top 3 feet are below the applicable MCP ·Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. No further action is required for the soils at this interval on this property. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. Both the average concentration of all COCs and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs were below the applicable standards. No further action is required for 
the soils at this interval on this property. 

Property P-034 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-034: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation determination that a· condition of No 
Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, exists for both current and foreseeable 
future use of the property for the soil located between 0 to 3 feet and 3 to 12 feet below the 
ground surface. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 



SAP DATA Evaluation: P-034 	 Page 3 of 3 

Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
·contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

·Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-034 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P·034 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 
Street I H Va Iue Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations 

5 000 

~~~~----~~---l----~---'"'""'.;;.;;.,;~-------+-~._,;;;;,c:c;o.;;____ 1__,._,;;;1o.:.c,o;;,;o,.oo~~i---~--::.--"--'=--i~=""'-~"' 
Acen!:U?.b!hYien~e~~~-~---~180,000 -~::1:t:,0::::0:::_0__

1
__~-""'1::::0x:O::::O:::.O_+--_::_~ 

·An.t_hracene 920,000 ---~ ---~,000 -l-~__;:1:::0:t:O:.::O:..O_+_.:;:_~ 
~~nthra~~~----i--~-------"~---------·l--···-~,;..________1_____3"",_0~-o;;,;o____ 1 _~--,.,;;.,.,_ 
-~~~o(a)E_yrene _16___~..- ··-----~-----I---:::3_0-:::,0~------·I--_:::;;:,J,,~ 
Benzo(b)fluora nth~~-______;:;;;:;:,__ 

_[l_enzo(J:1J:l.Jl~!l.~------l---·---·-'=:,;;.,;;~----·-·l--·-·"-'-"',;;,;;,,_,.,_1 
§en~o(k)fluoranthene 

Chrysene --·-----­ _,,,,,,,,,!.6.,_DQQ___,_1,____:_:;,_,__+·~--::::::Jc:::::;:.,~.--l----::---"~---::::-~ 

~~ 1 ~~~~~~---~,=-=-====--~---g 
1 

~ 
6

~-~=·==--==-1====1~~===1===]Q~~=~I==~=z~c=Fluoranthene 
-==~"~=,-~,,_.~,.~_,._-._.,," ~,W'>-,_,. 

Fluorc::e:;;ne~---,-

l!l9.!:.!:.£(.12,3:~1PX!:.~.I-·----·~~-~----I---'-·-----I~---=.;::;;,---I-·~..::---<:-..:
Na hthalene 10,000 

2 

10000 
10000 

100 

100 0 
100 15 

Average 

0.20 
0.25 

NA 
NA 

1-3' ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 
95% UCL [3] Detection 

0.73 
- 1.06 
- 0.21 

0.26 0.05 - 5.11 
0.36 0.09 - 5.54 0.93 

0.17 - 0.17 
All ND 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 
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Table P-034 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker~treet 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 

l 

1-3ft [1] 0-3ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 

Concentration 

limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of 
I 

Range of Detected Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection :oncentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection 95%UCL [3] 

mgjKg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA =Not applicable 
ND =Not detected 
NS = No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [i] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected UJ 95% Modified-! UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Dist~ibution LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[c]95% KM (t) UCL [k]95% H-UCI. 
[d] 95% KM (BCA) UCL 

[e]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL - G- Gamma Distribution 

[f] 95% I<M (Chebyshev) UCL [1]95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[g] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 
[h] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL . 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 912110 
Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL Checked by I Date: KJC 919110 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street JH Value. 
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OEVAL L PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor' BecrAter·y 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor' Cornrnissioner 

Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

August 10, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-038 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern {COCs) associated with the .Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information Is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-EI<anem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-038 Preliminary Risl< Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-038. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the ten boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated.· The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-038, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all COCs detected in 
samples collected from the top 3 feet are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. No further action is required for the soils at this interval on this property. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. Both the average concentration of all COCs and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs were below the applicable standards. No further action is required for 
the soils at this interval on this property. 

Property P-038 Final Risl< Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-038: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation determination that a condition of No 
~ignificant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, exists for both current and foreseeable 
future use of the property for the soil located between 0 to 3 feet and 3 to 12 feet below the 
ground surface. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
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Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me· at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Sincere I~ 

1Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/.MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cgutom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-038 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cgutom@gmail.com


Table P-038 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 
(mg/Kg) 

MCP S-1 
Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 
Concentration 

Limit 
(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 
Detection 

2-MetbyJI:!~ll03!!~~~--~~ ·--~-~1,000 _ -~2~~---M~9.L..~-I--~-':....L••-::::~--+ 
t'..c~~J:~~---·-----·- ~----~=-=c::.•••.­ ....-l--·-"=~----~+-----::=~=-----1---.;;.....~.: ..=..­...­
f.cenaphthy~n.!_ ----- ­ -.--;;;;c:;;~ 

-~~o(a)anthra~~---~-l·-~~·-··--·~=-~-~--l-----~~-~-1----~"~~-----l-----~---~---~~---· 
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~-~.illL.h.t.!l.~~~-------l--··----:=.!.,.:.;;;;......_____i-~-.=.t.-::~-·+·~--:;;;~.=;:,....__1_~_":_; 
~enzo(k)fluoranthene 

0~1 ft [1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 

1-3ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 
95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

__ AIIND_ NA___ 

0.27 - 0.27 0.16 

All ND 

0.19 0.19 

0.17 - 0.37 

All ND 
0.27 - 1.72 

0.18 - 1.63 

All ND 
0.097 - 0.397 

Frequency of 
Detection 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 
Detection 

3+ ft [1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

0.21 0.76 
0.28 1.4 

0.62 1.25 
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TabJ P-038 
Comparison of Exposure Point Conc~ntrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parke.~ Street 


New Bedford)Massachusetts 


~----------------~-----[_--~--------~-------------------~----------------~
0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 3+ ft [1]0-3 ft [1, 2] 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

I 

I 
Street I H Va I ue Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency o{ R~ nge of Detected Frequency of Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (n\g/kg) Detection Concentrations Detection ·Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

mgiKg ~milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
N D = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[l] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [h] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one or two distinct data values were detected [i] 95% Modified-t UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 
[c]95% KM (t) UCL ·OJ 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[d]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 

[e]95% KM (BCA) UCL 

[f] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 
[g] 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL · 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 9110110 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Checked by I Date: KJC 9110110 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy &Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office .. 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-846-2700 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor· Secret!lry 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissionel' 

August 10, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-044 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3- 12' bgs. · 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency, Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information is available in alternate format Call Michelle Watet·s-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1:617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-044 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-044. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the seven boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil 
standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent 
Hazard (IH) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data 
from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-044, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all COCs detected in 
samples collected from the top 3 feet are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. No further action is required for the soils at this interval on this property. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. Both the average concentration of all COCs and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs were below the applicable standards. No further action is required for 
the soils at this interval on this property. 

Property P-044 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-044: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation determination that a condition of No 
Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, exists for both current and foreseeable 
future use of the property for the soil located between 0 to 3 feet and 3 to 12 feet below the 
ground surface. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response. action alternative review process and will also work with the 
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Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the envi~onment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-044 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-044 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Para.meter 

Fluorene 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street I H Va Iue 
(mg/Kg) 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 
(mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit 
(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 
Detection 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

~'2.1?(1,21}-cd)J?Yren~.~~-
.f'iaphth..?_len~~~.----j~~~--~."':~':"-···-·-l·········:;.;o.:....~.-l--~-~-"'~o-~---l~~~·~·--+~·
Phenanthrene 
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TableiP-044 

Comparison of Exposure Point ConcJntrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parke~ Street 

New Bedford, jVIassachusetts 


I 
0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCPS-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
N D = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non det~ct [h] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected [i] 95% Modified-! UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 
[c]95% KM (t) UCL [j] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[d] 95% J<M (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 
[e] 95% Chebyshev (fl!lean, Sd) UCL LN - Log Normal Distribution 
[f] 95% KM (BCA) UCL [k] 95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 
[g] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 


Prepared by I Date: 

Checked by I Date: 


BJR 9115110 

KJC 9117110 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946·2700 

OEVAL L PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Gov.arnor Seor·etmry 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Uoutermn~ Governor Commissioner 

August 10, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4~0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-045, 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This Information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-EI1anem, Diversity Director, at 617-292·5751. TDD# 1·866-539-7622 or 1-617·574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-045 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-045. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the six boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH} 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL} of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-045, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined to exist for current 
use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all COCs detected in 
samples collected from the top 3 feet are below the. applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. No further action is required for the soils at this interval on this property. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. Both the average concentration of all COCs and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs were below the applicable standards. No further action is required for 
the soils at this interval on this property. 

Property P-045 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-045: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation determination that a condition of No 
Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, exists for both current and foreseeable 
future use of the property for the soil located between 0 to 3 feet and 3 to 12 feet below the 
ground surface. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
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Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require <:my Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-045 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-045 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 
Street IH Value Direct Contact 

Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit 
(mg/kg) 

~enaphthylene 180 000 1 000 10,000 

Anthracen;,;;;e~~~~ 920,000 1,000 10 000 

Frequency of 

Detection 

0-1 ft [1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations 

~nzo(a)arJ!!lracene --·-l··-···-····---,_.;:;;16:::0;___,.,_..., .... +..--..:.7._,___+--·-:3::t,O::.:O:.::O~--I----::.....L......:::_._,+---=~·-..:::::::: 
Benzo a rene 16 

Benzo( b)fl uora nthene 

Benzo(!lJ:!dl.eer~---~--·--.. i---·~-·~·"1""2~0•"''0..;c000___........1.____~;;;:.,;;;,~.-----I-·-··""""'""'=-.---I·~---:...,.J..,....:.........+ ..-....;;.o;;.; .... -....;;c;;, 

Benzo(k)fluor§..~then~------·I·-~~..::14,_6:::::0:::.0__~~!----~:...___+~·-==:~--I~-~.-L--_;;;_-+~=--..:::::::. 
Chr sene 16 000 

Average 

Q~~@Jl1~thr~~~---I------~~-·-·-·-I---~-~.---·+---·--~:~----1-~-L....~...........~--~~~-~~-~~·-+-
f!.l!£1:.ant~~f!.~------·l··----:1:.:2c0-:.~::'0:::.00::____f--:::h::.-:.:::.. ....... 1.,_.,_=~::-:.;;:_~-l--c-:::.-1-c-~---+----~-::::.::..___,;;:.:.;:_-;:,....+.-· 
Fluorene________ 

1 
.l!2deno(1,2J]·cd)e:trene 

Naphthalen~-------~I---~=~-----I--...:::.:::::__+--..:::.:::.L::.::..::.....1....~:::-.!..•::.._•.+-·-:..:..:::..:.;:;;;_______+ 
Phenanthren,:.:e~--

95% UCL [3] 
Frequency of 

Detection 

1-3ft [1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL[3] 

All ND NA ~~D--~-
All ND NA All ND=,..._.,........,...,,.,,..,_,_••_......, 

0.13 - 0.25 0.19 All ND 

-----~.::..~~1---~~~--t·---~-~~~----~~:~~----~~l 
____jiCJ§l 

. All ND. -~& 
0.24 - 0.28 NC [a] 
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Table ~-045 
Comparison of Exposure Point Concjtrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

New Bedford, ~assachusetts 

,-----------------~~-------------.------------r---~~~--------------,----------------------------------.---0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 

MCPS-1 

Frequency of Rar ge of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

95% UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

3+ ft [1] 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA =Not applicable 
ND =Not detected 
NS = No Standard Available 
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[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL val,ues are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [g) 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected [h] 95% Modified-! UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 
[c) 95% KM (t) UCL [i] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL. 
[d]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 
[e) 95% KM (BCA) UCL ' 
[f) 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed·t\le Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
 Prepared by I Date: BJR 9116110 

Checl<ed by I Date: KJC 9117110 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-948-2700 . 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Gcvornot' Secret~1t'Y 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Gaver·nor· Cornmlsoionar 

August 19,12011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 

Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-028 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Evaluation Status -Additional 

Analysis or USEPA Remedial Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern {COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-EI<anem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1·617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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Property P-028 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-028. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the five boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone {0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed .and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-028, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the 95% UCL for lead calculated for samples collected from the top 3 feet is above 
the applicable MCP S-1 soil standards. Actions may be required to be taken to address this 
condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and replacing it with clean 
soil or covering part or all of this soil layer with an appropriate cap material. No activities should 
occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 3 feet 
until additional evaluation is complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined not to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. The 95% UCL for lead which was calculated based on the analytical 
data from soils collected from greater than 3 feet bgs, was above the applicable MCP Method 1 
S-1 soil standards. Because this soil is located at depth, it does not necessarily need to be 
removed or capped to be protective. Additional evaluation of this data is required to determine 
whether these concentrations at this depth constitute a Condition of No Significant Risk. No 
activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from 3 feet below ground 
surface to a depth of 12 feet until this additional evaluation is complete. 

Property P-028 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-028: 

• 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that, based on the 
SAP data, a determination that a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, cannot 
be made for current property use for soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in 
depth. The preliminary risk evaluation determination was made because the 95.% UCL 



.: Risk Evaluation Status- Additional Analysis Recommended: P-028 	 Page 3 of 4 

calculated for average lead contamination levels in soil located between 0 and 3 feet bgs 
exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Evaluation of available COC 
concentration data from surrounding properties indicates that COC concentration levels in this 
depth zone vary enough such that relying solely on the average data from the five boring 
locations is insufficient to adequately characterize contaminant l,evels throughout the property 
in this depth zone. On property P-028, lead was detected in samples collected from the 0 to 3 
foot bgs interval that slightly exceed the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 standard of 300 ppm in 
soil borings P-028-SB-04 (390 ppm) and P-028-SB-05 (378 ppm). However, SAP data 
from P-004, which abuts P-028 to the east, exhibited levels of lead in three borings along the 
western boundary of P-004 as high as 1540 ppm in this depth zone in the vicinity of the property 
line between P-004 and P-028. A removal action was conducted on P-004 and lead was 
subsequently detected above the applicable standard in two of the four sidewall samples 
collected at the 3 foot interval along the property boundary abutting P-028. Specifically, 
sidewall samples identified as P-004-WW4 and P-004-WW3 contained lead at concentrations of 
990 and 454 ppm, respectively. Based on its review of all available information, MassDEP 
recommends that either additional samples be collected from the soil in the 0-3 foot interval on 
the eastern boundary of P-028 and analyzed for lead to better delineate the lead contamination 
so additional risk evaluation can be performed, or Response Actions be conducted in this 
interval to address the lead contamination in proximity of borings P-028-SB-04 and P-028-SB-05 
as well as sidewall samples P-004-WW4 and P-004-WW3. 

No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface 
to a depth of 3 feet until either remediation activities are complete or until additional analysis 
and risk evaluation are complete that demonstrate that a condition of No Significant Risk, as 
defined by the MCP, exists. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the soil 
located between 3 and 12 feet bgs is not necessary for Property P-028. No further response 
actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
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findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 

collaborate with you on this important effort. 

7ey, . 
udJohnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

Ecc: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-028 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-028 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 

Street IH Value Direct Contact 

Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) 

PAHs (mg/l<g~)~~-· 
2-M-~!hyln,a P~.!~~.~~---· 
~~~.!b_~--~-~-----1-···---'==:::.._.~----~-[~--:::.1;;.;;;;;:..,_.._,_1 

0-1 ft [1] 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/kg) Detection Concentrations 

Ac~napht]2ylene ---·~~·· ---·---~-"'o,c::o:::.oo~-~~~~=::;;;:.._ l·--~;;.,;;;;;;.::_..~[[~·~·"'-"c-"'-···~·+-~~= 

Fluoranthen_~e~-- 0.36 

Average 

Fluorene ·---­ ··-··--!.~O,OO.Q___~1__..;;;;r..::.:;.;;;.._,_1____,_~~~~"-:..-.1~..-"'-·~----+··~-=0.:.;;;2.2::__--'='--·-t-·-= 

ID_~~£~M!~.~---···I·-··~----.....:::::.::...........-.-·-+·-·-~--:..----+--·-··..::-..c:.:::.::......~[---·-::..-L-.:::....._+--..:;;.:::.-:......~,;;;::,.••~. 
Naphthalene 

Phenanthrene 

1-3ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

0.6 - 4.9 

0.27 - 0.31 

0.19 - 0.19 

0.74 - 3.3 

0.62 - 3.9 

All ND 

Frequency of 

Detection 

9 10 
9 10 

9 10 

7 

9 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations 

0.16 

0.21 

0.17 

0.27 

0.15 -
0.18 -
0.21 

0.16 

0.36 

Average 

NA 

NA 

NA 

3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

P:\Docurnents\SITES\PSWS NEW BEDFORD\Supp!emental Assessment\Results & Communication\ Page 1 of 2 
EvaluatJonsasof092010,P-02B 
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Table P,-028 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCPS-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 

Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Parameter 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Frequency ofRahge of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3]Detection Average Detection 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Concentrations 95% UCL [3] Qbncentrations Average 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram [1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 

NA =Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 

N D = Not detected [3]95% UCL is calculated using ProUC.L software (V. 4.00.04). 

NS =No Standard Available 


NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [g] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected 


G .. Gamma Distribution 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution [h] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 


[c]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL [I] 95% Adjusted Gamma UCL 

[d]95% KM (BCA) UCL 

[e]95% KM (t) UCL LN- Log Normal Distribution 

[f] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL UJ95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Prepared by I Date: BJR 8125110 

Checked by 1Date: I<JC 8125110 

P:\Documents\SITES\PSWS NEW DEDFORD\Supplemental Assessmeflt\Resu!ts & Communlc<:~Uon\ Page 2 of 2
Evaluatlonsasof092D1D,P·028 



Commonwealth of M assachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affa irs 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commiss.oner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

August 25, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-052 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation -Request for Remova l 

Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began f ield 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 private ly owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
po lychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were ana lyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1 - 3' bgs, and 3 - 12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP ana lytica l results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedia l action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 

Cont ingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicab le MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information ava ilable at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typo logy chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1·866-539-7622 or 1~17-574-6868 
MassDEP Website www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final eva luation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final evaluation was available. Property P-052 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-052 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-052. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's eva luation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the twenty-six 
boring locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either 
potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) values to 
determine if an IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the 
average concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of 
COCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet avai lable. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-052: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth for a portion of the property. Specifically, for the 0- 3 foot below ground surface 
interval, the actual average concentration of PAHs and the boring specific concentrations of 
several of the PAHs in the majority of the borings on the property are above the applicable MCP 
Method 1 S-1 soil standard. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address this condition, 
which may include removal of this layer of soil and replacing it with clean soil or covering it with 
an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur on this property that will disrupt the soil 
located from the ground surface to a depth of three feet until removal or cover measures are 
completed. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined not to exist for the soil located between 
3 feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Both the average concentration calculated for lead 
and the boring specific concentrations of lead in the majority of the borings at this interval are 
above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards. Because this soil is at depth, it does not 
necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the property. Soil below 
three feet should not be disturbed on this property unless it is under the direction of a Licensed 
Site Professional, and performed in accordance with the MCP. If this soil is to remain in place, 
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land use restrictions and/or controls defined as a Notice of Activity & Use Limitation (or AUL) in 
the MCP, may be necessary for the property to ensure that future activities or changes in use do 
not create the potential for humans to be exposed to the soil below 3 feet in depth. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the informati.on provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

Ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President-Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-052 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com
http:informati.on
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Table P·052 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hatard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

MCP$-1 

Direct Contact 
(mg/Kg) 

MCPUpper 

Concentration 

limit 

(mg/kg) 

PAHs (mg/Kg) 

2-Methylnaphthalene 

Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 

Anthracene 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

~enzo_(g.~,l)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 

Chrysene 

Oibenz(a,h)anthracene 

Fluoranthene 

Fluorene 

lndeno~,2,3·cd)pyrene 

Naphthalene 

~­

-~­

~ 

-­
1-

-

1-

Phenanthrene 

Pyrene 
-~ I -

PCBs (mg/Kg) 

Aroclor-1016 

Aroclor-1221 

Aroclor-1232 

Aroclor-1242 

Aroclor-1248 

Aroclor-1254 

Aroclor-1260 

Aroclor-1262 

Aroclor-1268 

PCBs (Total) 

-~-­

---~­

61,000 

180,000 

180,000 

920,000 
160 

16 

160 

300 

1,000 

1,000 

- _--...=;1•c:.ooo=-­
7 

2 
7 

5,000 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

3,000 

300 

3,000 

120,0QQ_ ­ 1,000 10,000 

11600 ___
1
__~70"-­ _ _lg,OOO_ 

16,000 - ­ - 70 - 10,000 
16 - 0.7 300 

120,()()Q _ __;;1'-",o:::..oo;;__ __ 1o,ooo 
120,000 __ ___b_OOO 10,000 

160 7 3,000 

§1,000 100 10,000 

120,000 500 10,000 

92,000 1,000 10,000 

10 
10 

10 
10 

10 
10 

10 
10 

10 
10 

2 

-­11--­
2
"---­ -
2 -­
2 

-­1--..;;2;,___ -
-­ ____;;2_­ -

2 
2 

2 
2 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

-

-
-
-
-

Frequency of 

Detection 

o I 26 

o I 26 

12 I 26 

16 I 26 
22 I 26 

23 I 26 

24 I 26 

21 I 26 

18 I 26 

23 I 26 

5 I 26 
26 I 26 

1 I 26 

22 I 26 

o I 26 
22 I 26 

26 I 26 

o I 26 
o I 26 

o I 26 

1 I 26 
o I 26 

8 I 26 
14 I 26 

o I 26 
o I 26 

17 I 26 

l 

0-1 ft (1) 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) 

All NO NA NC (a] 

All NO NA _NC_ [a) 

0.27 - 2.2 1 
7 

0.~ NP [c) 
0.18 .. 2.5 0.77 NP [d) 

0.26 - 4.5 !:.L_ !:§_liP (e) 

0.24 - 4.6 !~ 1~ _NP [e) 
0.34 .. 4.7 1.4 2.5 NP [f) 

0.26 - 2.8 0.80 1.1 N~ (el 
0.21 - 3.2 0.62 0.83 NP [d) 
0.28 - 4.4 1.2 1.6 NP [e) 

0.13 - 0.~1- 0.20 . 
1 

0.50 NPj~) 
0.48 - 8.4 2.4 I 3.2 _G (kl_ 

0.99 - 0.99 0.26 NC (b) 

0.21 - 3.2 0~2 1.2 NP [e) 

All NO NA NC [a) 

0.25 - 6.8 1.5 2.1 NP [e) 
0.41 - 8.2 2.2 3.0 G [k) 

All NO NA NC [a) 

All NO NA ._ .!if.[a) 

AIIND NA _ NC[a) 

0.114 - 0.114 O.D16 NC [b) 

All NO _,;.;;NA'-'--+----' ­N'-"C [a) 
0.026 - o:.;..684;o;;__,___;;.;o..;:,;o5;,.:8_ __QB ~ Jcl 

0.016 - 0.302 0.028 0.053 NP [d) 

All NO NA NC [a] 

AIINO NA 

o.o16 - o.986 I M 83 

NC[a) 

0.33 NP (g) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

6 I 26 

13 I 26 

20 I 26 

23 I 26 

25 I 26 

25 I 26 

25 I 26 

25 I 26 

2}_1 26 

25 I 26 
17 I 26 

25 I 26 

17 I 26 
25 I 26 

6 I 26 

25 L 26 
25 I 26 

o I 26 

o I 26 

o I 26 
o I 26 

o I 26 

5 I 26 

11 I 26 

o I 26 

o I 26 

13 I 26 

1-3ft (1) 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations 

0.38 - 7.6 

0.45 - 13 

0.26 - 11 

0.19 - 42 
0.39 - 64 

0.39 - 58 

0.51 - 62 

0.27 - 32 

0.21 - 28 

0.45 - 56 

0.17 - 10 

0.74 - 130 

t 0.39 - 13 
0.32 - 37 

0.59 - 6 

0.43 - 150 

0.68 - 140 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

0.:>36 - 1.96 

0.:>16 - 0.507 

All NO 

All NO 

0.016 - 2.467 

Average 

0.82 

1.4 

2.8 

6.1 

10.2 

8.8 

1 

10.9 

5.6 

4.2 

9.5 

1.5 

22 
2.0 

6.5 

0.85 

I 21 
21 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0.11 

0.037 

NA 

NA 

0.13 

0-3 ft [1, 2 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

95%UCL[3) Detection Concentrations 

2.1 NP 1<!1 6 L 52 

_l:~_NP [c) 13 I 52 

3.8 NP I~L 32 I 52 

r 13.5 NP [f) 39 I 52 I 
22 NP [_f.! 47 I 52 

0.38 - 7.6 

0.45 - 13 
0.26 . 11 

0.18 - 42 
0.26 - 64 

0.24 - 5819.2 NP [f) 48 I 52 I 
23~ 49 I 52 

11.6 - NP [f) '!§ I 52 

9.1 NP [f] 41 I 52 

19.7~ 48 I 52 

2~ .tJP [~ __22_ (22 

47 NP [f] 51 I 52 

3.1 NP {d) 18 I 52 
13.6 NP [f] ~~ _g 

2.5 NP [d) 6 I 52 

49 NP [f] 47 I 52 

46 NJ:Jf] 51 L 52 

~(~) 
NC[a) 

NC[a) 

~[~) 
NC[a) 

0.26 NP [c) 

0.077 NPIQ! 

~[a) 
NC[a) 

0.33 NP [e) 

o I 52 

o I 52 
o I 2_2 
1 I 52 

o I 52 

13 1 5~ 
2s I s2 
o I 52 
o I 52 

30 I 52 

0.34 - 62 

l 0.26 - 32 

0.21 - 28 

0.28 - 56 

0.13 - 10 

I 
0.48 - 130 

0.39 - 13 

0.21 - 37 

0.59 - 6 

0.25 - 150 

0.41 - 140 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

0.114 - 0.114 

All NO 

O.Q26 - 1.96 

0.016 - 0.507 

All NO 

All NO 

0.016 - 2.467 

3+ ft (11 

Average 95% UCL [3) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations 

0.62 

0.99 

2.0 

4.3 
7.2 

6.3 

7.7 

4.0 

3.0 

6.7 

0.97 NP (c) 8 I 52 0.56 - 5.1 

1.6 NP!dl __lf_§L 1.1 - 7.1 

3.4 NP [f) 16 I 52 0.48 - 9.9 

7.9 NP [f) 21 I 52 0.24 - 28 

13.0 !i.Ufl __E. /_2_2 0.17 - 52 

11.4 NP [f) 22 I 52 0.2 - 44 

I 
13.7 NP [f) 24 I 52 _l 0.2 - 53 

..1·~ NP [f) 20 I SL I 0.37 - 27 
5.4 NP [f) 20 I 52 0.17 - 21 

____:1:.::1:.::.9~N;._P .~,;,[f].__1_ __:2:.::l _,l':-"­5=­2 -1--"0.2 - 49 
1.1 I 1.4 NP [c) 14 I 52 0.14 - 9.4 

15.6 I 34~[gj 26 I 52 
1.4 2.0 NP [c) 11 I 52 

4.7 

0.64 

14.7 

14.6 

s.z ~lfl 19 I 52 t 
1.3 NP [d) 8 I 52 I 
34 NP [g) ~/__E._ I 
32 NP (g) 25 /.2l__ 

_ NC[a] 0 I 52 

-
0.26 - 120 

0.94 - 9.8 

0.45 - 31 

0.54 - 11 

0.19 - 110 

0.23 - 110 

All NO 

All NO 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NC(a] 0 I 52 -
0.016 

NA 

0.091 

0.034 

NA 

NA 

0.12 

_ NCM o· /52 

NC [b)_
1
_ __::0'-'- ­l ..:5:.::2_ 

NC[a) 0 I 52 

0.17 NP !.& 1 I 52 

0.055 NP!!!! 1 I 52 

NC[a) 0 I 52 

NC[a) 0 I 52 

0.32 NP [f) 1 I 52 

All NO 

All NO 

All NO 

0.198 - 0.198 

0.104 - 0.104 

All NO 

All NO 

0.302 - 0.302 

Average 

0.51 

0.76 

1.5 

2.9 
5.0 

4.3 

I Hr
I 4.8 

1 

0.87 

11.4 

1.2 

3.4 

0.85 

10.4 

10.0 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0.018 

0.011 
NA 

NA 

o.o2o I 

95%UCL(3) 

1.1 NP [d) 

1.8 NP [c) 
2.4 NP {c) 

4.5 NP [c) 
7.7 NP (C) 

6.5 NP {c) 

8.5 NP [c) 

4.5 NP [c) 

3.4 NP [c) 

7.4 NP [c) 

1.3 NP [c) 

17.5 NP [c) 

2.7 NP [d) 

5.3 NP [c) 

1.9 NP {d) 

16.2 NP [c) 

15.6 NP [c) 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC[a] 

NC[a) 

NC[b) 

NC[b) 
NC[a) 

NC [a] 

NC[b) 
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TableP-052 
Comparison of Exposure Point Conc~ntrations to Imminent Haza rd Levels 

Parker Street 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] Q-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCPS-1 Concentration 
Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL (3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) 
l no~~anics (mg/KgJ _ _ 

_AIumlnum -------- N.::, 1__..:.; S 1_ 26 I 26 4582 - 9404 6900 7393 N [I] _ _ ---! ___.:.;S__ N:.:::__ _:: 26 I 26 4276 - 8753 5624 6011 N [m] 52 I 52 427~~04 6050 6311 N [mJ 52 I 52 ·-r-2141 - 12401 4961 5408 N [I] 
~ntimony __ 20 300 0 I 26 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 26 All ND NA NC [a]_ 0 I 51__ _ All ND NA c.:.;C [a} 0 I 52 All ND1-----'N ~. NA NC [a} 
Arsenic 40 _ ---=20.:____1__...:2:;.:0:.:c0__ 20 I 26 2.4 - 5.7 3.3 3.9 NP [c) 24 I 26 2.6 - 12.5 5.3 6.5 NP [e) 44 I 52 2.4 - 12.5 4.6 5.3 NP [e) 32 1 52 0.35 - 127 6.1 11.0 NP (e]_ 
Barium ___200,000 __ 1,000 10,000 26 I 26 13.3 - 116 60 69___!:!__IJl:­ ~ I 26 20.2 - 230 95 116 G [!1_ _g_.L_g_ 13.3 - 230 83 93 G [k] 52 I 52 5.9 - 1030 110 272 NP [i) 
Beryllium __ __ _ _ --"1"'-00=---- 2,000 --0-i 26 All ND NA NC [al_. · 0 I 26 All NO NA NC (a] 0 I 52 All ND NA __ NC [a} 0 I 52 All ND NA NC [a] 

Cadmium 60 2 300 0 I 26 All ND NA NC [a] 1 I 26 3.2 - 3.2 0.32 NC [b) 1 I 52 _ 3.2 - 3.2 0.27 NC (b) 3 I 52 1.2 - 11.9 0.46 r--~1.9 NP [d) 

Calcium __ NS NS ~~ 481 - 4260 1459 1718 G [k] --=~ 2.::. ::.: 1 - _:6483 1788 2235 N [m] 52 I 52 481 - 64=--l---=.:::.: 8--t--'1""8:<..:"-'N [m]-l 52 I 52 473 - 8795 _ 26 1-:-=6 _+-_:67.=_ :.:= _.::_:..:.83 167.::: 96 ~~ 2212_ 2698 LN 1.!i 
Chromium ______ ::.:"'- -l 30 2,O.o.'--I--"""_ 2;.;:;.. 5.9 - 43.1 ~ 20...:200 -- __.::;::.______c.oOO 26 I,__;; 6 LN [n] 26 I 26 7.1 - 30.1 14.4 16.2 G [k] 52 I 52 5.9 - 43.1 15.2 16.5 N [m] 52 I 52 3.6 - 37.8 12.1 14.0 LN [n] 
Cobalt NS NS 0 I 26 I All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 26 All ND NA NC [a ] 0 I 52 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 52 All ND NA NC [a] 
~r __ NS ___.;..;S - O I,__;; 6 NAN.;.. -l---=-_ 2:.:;._ All ND NC [a] 0 I 26 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 52 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 52 All ND NA NC [a] 

Iron __ ----· _ 1__...:N.:.;:S;___1 ..:.:S;__ 26 I 26 6054 - 354}1_ ~0 12927 N lf!!L ~~ I 7187 - 51154 13897 17136 N [m] 52 I 52 6054 - 51154 12929 14510 N [m] 52 I 52 2180 - 59733___:N· ~ 11679 14660 LN [n] 
Lead -- 1,000 300 3,000 267---u:-- r 19.~ 153 183 N [I] 26 I 26 I -32.2 • U90·- 349 447 GfkL 52 I 52 1_9,1 - ..!_290 284 403 NP (hl_ ~_Lg_ + 2.2 - 4530 394 1592 NP UL 
Magnesium _ NS NS 26 I 26 602 - 5901 2101 3472 NP [hl_ 26 I 26 692 - 3787 1618 1851 G [k) 52 I 52 602 - 5901 1779 1988 N I!!!L 52 I 52 383 - 3709 ~ 1562 G [k] 

Manga~!_ ____ ------- NS _ ~ Q__l 2~ ~ ND NA NC [a] 0 I 26 I All NQ NA __Ji~[~J __O I 52 ~I ND ~~ ~@1___0 I 52 l ~D __ _N~ __!-!9~ 
Mercury _____------ __...:2;;..;;0_ _ 

1
300 0 j___l§_ r- All ND NA !!.£.!~ 0 I 26 I All NO NA NC [a] _Q_ L 5l All ND NA NC [a] 0 1 52 All ND NA 1 NC [a) 

N_i_ck_e_l _ 20 7,000 0 I 2~ r- All ND _ NA _ NC (a] 0 I 26 AAII II NNDD NA ~ 0 I_ 52 _ All ND _ NA NC [a] 0 I 52 All ND NA _ ~[a) 
P~ium ___N_S__ NS 0 I 26 r- AIIND _ NA NC(a] 0 I 26 NA NC[a] 0 I_ 52 AIIND NA NC [a] 0 I 52 L ~ = ~f- NC [a) 
Selenium __ _ 400 _ 8,000 0 I 26 All NO NA NC (a) 0 I 26 All ND NA NC [a) 0 I 52 _!.II ND NA NC [a] 0 I 52 All ND _ ~ NC (a) 
Silver 100 2,000 0 I 26 All N~~__ ~@] __0_1 26 All ND ~ _ NC (~]_ 0 I 52 All ND NA ~ NC [a] __0_ 1 52 _ All ND NA NC [a) 

Sodium __ __N_S _ NS 0 I 26 ,- All ND 'I NA . NC (a] 0 I 26 All NO NA ~~ _Q. I 52 _ _A.!U!fl NA NC [a] _ '2. I 52 All ND NA _ _ NC [a] 
_Th_al_lium 8 800 0 I 26 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 26 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 52 All ND NA NC [a) 0 I 52 All NO NA NC [a) 
'!_a_ _ _ium _________ 6:.:00 l .=0,=:;;_;;...:_ 0~<--=6 -1- NAnad _ _______ ___ ~-- _ 1:::..<000 _--=- I 2.=-. All NO NC(a] 0 I 26 - AII ND NA NC[a) --0 ~- AIIND NA NC [a] 0 I 52 AIIND NA NC[a)

1 1 11
Zinc 2,500 10,000 0 I 26 All ND _ 1 NA NC (a] 0 I 26 All ND NA NC @1_ 0 I 52 All ND NA NC [a] 0 / 52 All ND NA NC [a] 
Cyanide 100 4,000 0 I 26 All ND 1 NA NC (a] 0 I 26 All ND NA NC [a) 0 I 52 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 52 All ND NA NC (a] 

mg!Kg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
NO = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[21 Average and 95% UCl values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3]95% UCl is calculated using ProUCl software [V. 4.00.04). 

NC- Not Calculated G • Gamma Distribution 
[aI All values non detect [k]95%Approximate Gamma UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected 

N- Normal Distribution 
NP- Non-Parametric Distribution [1]95% Student's-t UCL 

[c)95% KM [t) UCl [m} 95% Modified-! UCL 
[dl95% KM (%Bootstrap) UCl 
[e]95% KM (BCA) UCL LN - log Normal Distribution 
[f] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [n]95% H-UCL 

(g]97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCl 

[hl 95% Chebyshev (Mean, 5d) UCl 

[I} 97.5% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

UJ 99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 


Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCl. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 


Prepared by I Date: BJR 01/26/11 

Checked by I Date: KJC 01/27/11 
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Commonwealth of M assachusetts 
E:xecutive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

OEVAL L PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

August 25, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 

Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-053 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Remova l 

Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on Apri l 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began fie ld 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated w ith the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Lead ing Environmental Action Network and Weston Solut ions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmenta l contractors col lected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soi l samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were ana lyzed for COCs typical ly associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycycl ic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
ch romium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertica l horizons were ana lyzed: 0 - 1' bgs, 1 - 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP ana lytica l results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedia l action is requ ired under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 

Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oi l and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soi l exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. Th is request was made based on the 
information available at the t ime from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk eva luations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the fina l evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final evaluation was available. Property P-053 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-053 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-053. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the three 
boring locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either 
potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) values to 
determine if an IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the 
average concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of 
COCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-053: 

• 	 An Imminent Hazard condition, as defined in the MCP, could potentially exist for the current use 

of the property for the top 1 foot of soil. Specifically, the average concentration of lead 

calculated for the top foot of soil, and one boring-specific concentration of lead in this interval, 

are greater than or equal to the site-specific IH level of lead established by MassDEP for this Site. 

The MCP requires elimination or control of all Imminent Hazards. This may be accomplished by 

removing the top foot of soil in the vicinity of the boring that exceeds the site-specific IH 

concentration for lead and replacing it with clean soil or it can be accomplished by otherwise 

covering it with clean soil or an impervious surface or cap. No activities should occur on this 

property that will disrupt the top foot of soil until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth for a portion of the property. Specifically, for the 0 - 3 foot bgs interval, the 
average concentration of lead and the boring-specific concentrations of lead in all of the borings 
on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. However, the 
samples that exceed the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 standard are all designated as "A" 
samples, meaning they were collected from the top foot of soil in the three borings. Both the 
average concentration of lead and the boring specific concentrations of 
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lead in the "Bu samples, collected from 1 - 3 foot bgs interval, are below the applicable 
standard. As such, the MCP requires actions to be taken to address this condition on this 
property in the 0- 1 foot bgs interval only. This may include removal of this layer of soil and 
replacing it with clean soil or covering it with an appropriate cap material. No activities should 
occur on this property that will disrupt the soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 
one foot until removal or cover measures are completed. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined not to exist for the soil located between 
3 feet and 12 feet bgs. The average concentration calculated for lead from samples collected at 
this interval and the boring-specific concentration of lead in one of the borings at this interval 
are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Specifically, one of the borings, 
identified as P-053-SB-02C, exhibits a concentration of lead above the Site-specific MCP Upper 
Concentration Limit established for lead. When evaluating the results for property P-053 
without the result from this sample location, the average concentration for lead at this interval 
is below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard, which would be considered a Condition 
of No Significant Risk for this depth interval and wou ld require no further response action. 
However, if this soil is to remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls, defined as a 
Notice of Activity & Use Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to 
ensure that future activities or changes in use do not create the potential for humans to be 
exposed to the soil below 3 feet in depth. The soil at this interval should not be disturbed unless 
it is under the direction of a Licensed Site Professional (LSP) and performed in accordance with 
the MCP. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or pena lty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Fina lly, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 
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Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates t he opport unity to 
collaborate with you on th is important effort. $! , 

David Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

Ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Mil lie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director - Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chie( State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President - Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-053 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com
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Table P-053 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

Parameter (mg/Kg} 

PAHs (mg/Kg) 

2-Methylnaphthalene 61,000 

Acenaphthene 180,000 

Acenaphthylene 180,000 

Anthracene 920,000 
Benzo(a}anthracene 160 

Benzo(a)pyrene 16 

Benzo(b}fluoranthene 160 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 120,000 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1,600 

Chrysene 16,000 

Dibenz(a,h}anthracene 16 

Fluoranthene 120,000 

Fluorene 120,000 

tndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 160 

Naphthalene 61,000 

Phenanthrene 120,000 

P'{rene 92,000 

PCBs (mg/Kg] 

Aroclor-1016 10 

Aroclor-1221 10 

Aroclor-1232 10 

Aroclor-1242 10 

Aroclor-1248 10 

Aroclor-1254 10 

Aroclor-1260 10 

Aroclor-1262 10 

Aroclor-1268 10 

PCBS (Total} 10 

MCP S-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg} 

300 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 
7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

100 

500 

1,000 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

O·lft [1] 
MCP Upper 

Concentration 

limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mglkg} Detection Concentrations Average 

5,000 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

10,000 1 I 3 0.05 . 0.05 0.22 

10,000 1 I 3 0.11 • 0.11 0.24 

10,000 2 I 3 0.17 - 0.22 0 .23 
3,000 3 I 3 0.38 - 0.65 0.55 

300 3 I 3 0.44 - 0.71 0.61 

3,000 3 I 3 0.59 - 1.09 0.85 

10,000 3 I 3 0.24 - 0.41 0.33 

10,000 3 I 3 0.24 • 0.33 0.30 

10,000 3 I 3 0.44 - 0.76 0.63 

300 3 I 3 0.13 - 0.19 0.16 

10,000 3 I 3 0.85 - 1.4 1.2 

10,000 1 I 3 0.07 - 0.07 0.23 

3,000 3 I 3 0.26 - 0.4 0.33 

10,000 1 I 3 0.08 - 0.08 0.23 

10,000 3 I 3 0.42 - 0.88 0.73 

10,000 3 I 3 0.71 - 1.22 1.0 

100 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 3 All NO NA 

100 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

100 3 I 3 0.061 - 0.42 0.19 

100 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

100 3 I 3 0.061 - 0.42 0.19 

1·3 ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

95% UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

NC[a) 0 I 3 AIIND NA NC[a) 

NC[b) 1 I 3 0.27 • 0.27 0.23 NC [b) 

NC[b) 1 I 3 0.05 • 0.05 0.35 NC[b) 

NC[b) 2 I 3 0.1 - 0.83 0.41 NC[b) 
NC[b) 3 I 3 0.32 - 1.38 0.68 NC [b] 

NC[b) 3 I 3 0.34 - 1.26 0.67 NC[b) 

NC [b) 3 I 3 0.49 - 1.51 0.87 NC[b] 

NC [b) 3 I 3 0.17 - 0.65 0.34 NC[b] 

NC [b] 3 I 3 0.13 - 0.47 0.25 NC[b) 

NC[b] 3 I 3 0.33 ~ 1.35 0.69 NC[b] 

NC[b] 3 I 3 0.09 • 0.38 0.20 NC[b] 

NC[b] 3 I 3 0.62 . 3.12 1.5 NC[b) 

NC [b] 1 I 3 0.33 - 0.33 0.25 NC[b) 

NC[b] 3 I 3 0.16 - 0.69 0.35 NC[b) 

NC(b) 1 I 3 0.06 - 0.06 0.36 NC(b) 

NC[b] 3 I 3 0.35 . 2.94 1.2 NC[b) 

NC[b] 3 I 3 0.54 - 2.54 1.2 NC (b) 

NC[a] 0 I 3 All NO NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 3 All NO NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 3 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC(a] 0 I 3 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a) 0 I 3 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[b] 2 I 3 0.024 - 0.22 0.088 NC[b] 

NC[a] 1 I 3 0.045 - 0.045 0.027 NC(b] 

NC[a] 0 I 3 AIIND NA NC [a] 

NC[a] 0 I 3 AIIND NA NC [a] 

NC[b] 2 I 3 0.024 • 0.265 0.10 NC [b] 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations 

0 I 6 AIIND 

2 I 6 0.05 . 0.27 

2 I 6 0.05 . 0.11 

4 I 6 0.1 • 0.83 

6 I 6 0.32 - 1.38 

6 I 6 0.34 - 1.26 

6 I 6 0.49 . 1.51 

6 I 6 0.17 - 0.65 

6 I 6 0.13 • 0.47 

6 I 6 0.33 - 1.35 

6 I 6 0.09 - 0.38 

6 I 6 0.62 . 3.12 

2 I 6 0.07 - 0.33 

6 I 6 0.16 - 0.69 

2 I 6 0.06 . 0.08 

6 I 6 0.35 - 2.94 

6 I 6 0.54 - 2.54 

0 I 6 AIIND 

0 I 6 All NO 

0 I 6 AII ND 

0 I 6 AIIND 

0 I 6 AIIND 

5 I 6 0.024 - 0.42 

1 I 6 0.045 • 0.045 

0 I 6 AIIND 

0 I 6 AIIND 

5 I 6 0.024 - 0.42 

3+ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Average 95%UCL[3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3) 

NA NC(a) 0 I 5 AIIND NA NC [a) 

0.23 0.33 NP [d) 0 I 5 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0.32 0.11 NP[e) 2 I 5 0.06 • 0.1 0.11 0.12 NP(d] 

0.35 0.46 NP [f) 2 I 5 0.06 - 0.16 0.13 0.22 NP [d) 

0.64 1.3 NP [g) 3 I 5 0.11 - 0.83 0.32 0.83 NP [e) 

0.65 0.93 G[h) 3 I 5 0.11 . 0.82 0.32 0.82 NP [e) 

0.86 1.2 G [h) 3 I 5 0.17 - 0.93 0.37 0.93 NP [e] 

0.34 0.49 G [h] 3 I 5 0.06 - 0.4 0.20 0.40 NP[e] 

0.27 0.35 NUJ 3 I 5 0.05 - 0.3 0.16 0.30 NP[e] 

0.67 0.99 G[h) 3 I 5 0.12 - 0.7 0.29 0.70 NP[e] 

0.19 0.27 G[h) 3 I 5 0.05 • 0.14 0.11 0.15 NP [d) 

1.4 2.2 G[h) 3 I 5 0.26 - 0.99 0.48 0.99 NP[e) 

0.24 0.30 NP[d) 1 I 5 0.06 - 0.06 0 .12 NC[c) 

0.34 0.51 G[h] 3 I 5 0.06 . 0.33 0.18 0.35 NP[d) 

0.31 0.080 NP [e) 0 I 5 All ND NA NC[a) 

1.1 2.6 NP [g) 3 I 5 0.16 - 0.6 0.25 0.47 NP[d] 

1.2 1.8 G[h] 3 I 5 0.21 - 1.1 0.45 1.1 NP [e] 

NA NC[a] 0 I 5 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NA NC[a] 0 I 5 All NO NA NC[a] 

NA NC(a] 0 I 5 AIIND NA NC [a) 

NA NC(a] 0 I 5 AIIND NA NC[a) 

NA NC[a] 0 I 5 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0.12 0.21 NP [d] 0 I 5 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0.025 NC[c) 0 I 5 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NA NC[a] 0 I 5 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NA NC[a] 0 I 5 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0.13 0.23 NP [d] 0 I 5 AIIND NA NC[a] 
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Table P-053 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganlcs (mg/Kg) 

Aluminum 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryll ium 

Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Iron 

Lead 

Magnesium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

Silver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

Cyanide 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

40 

200,000 

60 

200 

1,000 

MCP Upper 

MCPS-1 Concentration 

Direct Contact Limit Frequency of 

0-1 ft (1] 

Range of Detected 

1-3ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mgiKg) (mglkg) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL (3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

NS NS 3 I 3 5288 - 6455 5848 

20 300 o I 3 AIIND NA 

20 200 3 I 3 3.8 - 5.4 4.5 

1,000 10,000 3 I 3 64 - 132 98 
100 2,000 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

2 300 0 I 3 All NO NA 

NS NS 3 I 3 1265 - 3495 2721 

30 2,000 3 I 3 12.2 - 15.5 14.2 

NS NS 0 I 3 All NO NA 

NS NS 0 I 3 All NO NA 

NS NS 3 / 3 8107 - 9S64 8608 

300 3,000 3 I 3 666 - 2700 1390 

NS NS 3 I 3 1336 - 1475 1387 

NS NS 0 I 3 All NO NA 

20 300 0 I 3 AII ND NA 

20 7,000 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

NS NS 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

400 8,000 0 I 3 All NO NA 

100 2,000 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

NS NS 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

8 800 0 I 3 All NO NA 

600 10,000 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

2,500 10,000 0 I 3 AIIND NA 

100 4,000 0 I 3 All NO NA 

NC[b] 

NC[a) 

NC(b] 

NC[b] 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC[b] 

NC(b] 

NC[a] 

NC[a) 

NC[b] 

NC[b] 

NC[b] 

NC(a) 

NC(a) 

NC[a] 

NC(a) 

NC(a) 

NC(a) 

NC[a] 

NC[a) 

NC(a] 

NC(a) 

NC(a) 

3 I 3 4548 - 5467 4954 NC[b] 

0 I 3 AII ND NA NC[a] 

2 I 3 3.8 - 4.7 3.2 NC(b] 

3 I 3 28.5 - 98.1 64 NC(b] 

0 I 3 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 3 AIIND NA NC[a] 

3 I 3 718 - 1457 1206 NC[b] 

3 I 3 5.8 - 9.9 8.0 NC[b] 

0 I 3 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 3 All NO NA NC(a) 

3 I 3 6868 7544 7144 NC[b) 

3 I 3 231 - 319 279 NC[b) 

3 I 3 1182 - 1573 1322 NC(b) 

0 I 3 All NO NA NC(a) 

0 I 3 All NO NA NC(a] 

0 I 3 All NO NA NC[a) 

0 I 3 All NO NA NC(a] 

0 I 3 All NO NA NC[a) 

0 I 3 AIIND NA NC(a) 

0 I 3 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 3 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 3 All NO NA NC(a) 

0 I 3 All NO NA NC[a) 

0 I 3 AIIND NA NC(a] 

G-3 ft (1, 2] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3) 

6 I 6 4548 - 6455 5252 5642 NUJ 

0 I 6 AIIND NA NC[a) 

5 I 6 3.8 - 5.4 3.7 4.6 NP[d] 

6 I 6 28.5 - 132 75 97 NUl 

0 I 6 All NO NA NC [a] 

0 I 6 All NO NA NC[a) 

6 I 6 718 - 3495 1711 2751 LN [k) 

6 I 6 5.8 - 15.5 10.1 12.3 NUJ 

0 I 6 All NO NA NC[a) 

0 I 6 All NO NA NC[a) 

6 I 6 6868 - 9564 7632 8176 N[i] 

6 I 6 231 - 2700 650 1805 NP LgJ 

6 I 6 1182 - 1573 1343 1444 N[j) 

0 I 6 All NO NA NC (a) 

0 I 6 All NO NA NC [a) 

0 I 6 AIIND NA NC (a] 

0 I 6 AIIND NA NC [a] 

0 I 6 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 6 All NO NA NC(a] 

0 I 6 AIIND NA NC [a] 

0 I 6 AIIND NA NC [a] 

0 I 6 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 6 All NO NA NC [a) 

0 I 6 All NO NA NC(a] 

3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 

5 I 5 2879 - 5031 3944 

0 I 5 AII ND NA 

1 I 5 2.4 - 2.4 0.97 

5 I 5 10.7 - 56.3 25 

0 I 5 AIIND NA 

0 I 5 All NO NA 

5 I 5 619 - 1005 817 

5 I 5 4.5 - 8.5 6.4 

0 I 5 AIIND NA 

0 I 5 AIIND NA 

5 I 5 2809 - 8308 5703 

5 I 5 3.1 - 4190 857 

5 I 5 918 - 2201 1440 

0 I 5 AIIND NA 

0 I 5 All NO NA 

0 I 5 All NO NA 

0 I 5 All NO NA 

0 I 5 AIIND NA 

0 I 5 All NO NA 

0 I 5 All NO NA 

0 I 5 All NO NA 

0 I 5 All NO NA 

0 I 5 AIIND NA 

0 I 5 All NO NA 

95%UCL [3] 

4701 NUJ 

NC [a) 

NC[c] 

42 NUJ 
NC [a) 

NC [a] 

966 NOI 

7.8 NOI 
NC[a) 

NC[a] 

7584 N[j) 

24060 G(i) 

1901 N[j) 

NC(a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC(a) 

NC [a) 

NC [a) 

NC [a] 

mg/Kg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA =Not applicable 
NO = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[l) One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2) Average and 95% UCLvalues are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3) 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.05). 

NC - Not Calculated G - Gamma Distribution 
(a] All values non detect [h)95%Approximate Gamma UCl 
(b) Dataset too small to calculate UCl [1) 95%Adjusted Gamma UCL 

[c) Only one distinct data value was detected 


N - Normal Distribution 

NP - Non-Parametric Distribution UJ95% Student's-t UCL 

[d) 95% KM (t) UCl 
[e)95% KM (%Bootstrap) UCL LN - log Normal Distribution 
[f) 95% KM (BCA) UCl [k] 95% H-UCL 
(g) 95%Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. Prepared by I Date: BJR 2111111 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Checked by I Date: KJC 2111111 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

OEVAL L PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLNAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

llMGrHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Ueutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

August 25, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-058 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation -Request for Removal 

Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmenta l Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated Apri l 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Lead ing Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
f rom borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typica lly associated wit h the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), po lycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs) . The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 - 1' bgs, 1 - 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
va lidated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards fo r addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the app licable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. Th is request was made based on the 
information ava ilable at the time from data generated during the fi rst phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk eva luations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk commun ication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters·Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292·5751 . TOO# 1-866·539-7622 or 1-617·574·6868 
MassDEP Website www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
eva luation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary eva luation was performed without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final evaluation was available. Property P-058 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-058 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-058. MassDEP 
uses these results along wilh information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's eva luation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the six boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 so il standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard va lues listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft . bgs) were eva luated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Prel iminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC 
distribut ion such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-058: 

• 	 An Imminent Hazard condition, as defined in the MCP, could potentially exist for the current use 

of the property for the top 1 foot of soil. Specifically, the average concentration of lead 

calculated for the top foot of soil, and two boring-specific concentrations of lead in this interval, 

are greater than or equal to the site-specific Imminent Hazard level of lead established by 

MassDEP for th is Site. The MCP requires elimination or control of all Imminent Hazards. This 

may be accomplished by removing the top foot of soil in the vicinity of these two borings and 

replacing it with clean so il or it can be accomplished by otherwise covering the area with clean 

soi l or an impervious surface or cap. No activities should occur on th is property that w ill disrupt 

the top foot of soil until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the soi l located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth for a portion of the property. Specifically, for the 0 - 3 foot bgs interval, the 
average concentration of lead and severa l PAHs and the boring-specific concentrations of lead 
and PAHs in several of the borings on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 
so il standard. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address this condition on this property 
in the 0 - 1 foot bgs interval on ly. This may include remova l of this layer of so il and replacing it 
w ith clean soi l or covering it with an appropriate cap material. No activities shou ld occur on this 
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property that w ill disrupt the soi l located from the ground surface to a depth of three feet until 
removal or cover measures are completed. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined not to exist for the soil located between 
3 feet and 12 feet bgs. The average concentration calculated for severa l PAHs from samples 
col lected at this interval and the boring-specific concentration of PAHs in two of the borings, 
identified as P-058-SB-01 and P-058-SB-02, at this interval are above t he applicable MCP 
Method 1 S-1 soil standard. If this soil is to remain in place, land use restrictions and/or 
controls, defined as a Notice of Activity & Use Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, may be necessary 
for the property to ensure that future activit ies or changes in use do not create the potential for 
humans to be exposed to the soil below 3 feet in depth. The soil at this interval shou ld not be 
disturbed unless it is under the direction of a Licensed Site Professional (LSP) and performed in 
accordance with the MCP. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter wi ll 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potential ly Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and wil l also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Part ies and land owners to address cond it ions associated wit h PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based sole ly on review of the data avai lable 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations cou ld impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do t hey in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.l. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regu lation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentia lly Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M .G.l. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions re lated to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on t his important effort. 

avid Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

Jj lm 

Enclosure 
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Ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Ch ief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-058 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com
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Table P-058 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

Parameter (mg/Kg) 

PAHs (mgiKg) 

2-Methylnaphthalene . 61,000 

Acenaphthene 180,000 

Acenaphthylene 180,000 

Anthracene 920,000 
Benzo(a)anthracene 160 
Benzo(a)pyrene 16 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 160 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 120,000 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1,600 

Chrysene 16,000 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 16 

Fluoranthene 120,000 

Fluorene 120,000 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 160 

Naphthalene 61,000 

Phenanthrene 120,000 
Pyrene 92,000 

PCBs (m!!LK~) 
Aroclor-1016 10 

Aroclor-1221 10 

Aroclor-1232 10 
Aroclor-1242 10 

Aroclor-1248 10 

Aroclor-1254 10 

Aroclor-1260 10 

Aroclor-1262 10 

Aroclor-1268 10 

PCBs (Total) 10 

MCP$-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

300 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 
7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

100 

500 

1,000 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

(}.1ft [1] 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/kg) Detection Concentrations 

5,000 2 I 6 0.07 - 0.64 

10,000 2 I 6 0.22 - 1.66 

10,000 4 I 6 0.09 - 1.59 

10,000 5 I 6 0.13 - 6.93 
3,000 6 I 6 0.59 - 13.8 

300 6 I 6 0.68 - 12 

3,000 6 I 6 1.01 - 16.6 

10,000 6 I 6 0.39 - 4.88 

10,000 6 I 6 0.34 - 4.98 

10,000 6 I 6 0.67 - 12.2 

300 6 I 6 0.18 - 1.73 

10,000 6 I 6 1.19 - 29.5 

10,000 4 I 6 0.06 . 2.83 

3,000 6 I 6 0.35 . 5.47 

10,000 4 I 6 0.06 1.13 

10,000 6 I 6 0.48 . 20.9 

10,000 6 I 6 1.07 - 21.7 

100 0 I 6 AIIND 

100 0 I 6 AIIND 

100 0 I 6 AIIND 

100 0 I 6 AIIND 

100 0 / 6 AIIND 

100 4 I 6 0.054 . 1.3 

100 3 I 6 0.044 - 0.25 

100 0 I 6 AIIND 

100 0 I 6 AIIND 

100 s I 6 0.044 - 1.55 

Average 

0.29 

0.48 

0.57 

1.7 
4.3 

4.2 

5.9 

1.9 

1.7 

4.1 

0.61 

8.9 

0.70 

1.9 

0.38 

5.5 

7.1 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

0.31 

0.067 

NA 

NA 

0.36 

1·3 ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

0.93 NP[a] 4 I 6 0.09 - 6.46 1.3 4.5 NP [b] 

1.7 NP [b] 4 I 6 0.15 . 13 2.7 7.2 NP[b] 

1.1 NP [c) 6 I 6 0.13 - 3.45 1.6 2.8 N [k] 

6.6 NP [d) 6 I 6 0.36 - 36 9.2 44 G(i] 

14.7 G[l] 6 I 6 1.44 - 58.8 16.7 67 G[i] 

8.0 N [k] 6 I 6 1.48 - [57.2 16.2 64 G[i) 

11.0 N [k] 6 I 6 1.95 - 82.5 23 96 G [i) 

3.4 N [k) 6 I 6 0.77 - 21.6 7.1 14.0 N [k] 

3.2 N [k] 6 I 6 0.72 - 17.7 5.7 11.3 N [k] 

7.8 N [k) 6 I 6 1.31 - 54.9 15.3 61 G[i] 

1.5 G(i] 6 I 6 0.22 - 5.59 2.0 3.8 N (k) 

31 G[i] 6 I 6 2.8 - 141 38 159 G[i] 

1.6 NP[e) 6 I 6 0.08 - 13.3 3.4 34 GUJ 
3.6 N [k] 6 I 6 0.72 - 20.4 6.6 13.1 N [k) 

0.69 NP(e] 6 I 6 0.07 - 12.9 2.5 32 GUJ 
24 G[i] 6 I 6 1.05 - 148 37 185 G[i) 

13.9 N [k] 6 I 6 2.38 - 112 30 125 G(i] 

NC [I] 1 I 6 0.043 - 0.043 0.022 NC [m] 

NC[I] 1 I 6 0.053 - 0.053 0.024 NC [m] 

NC[I] 1 I 6 0.048 - 0.048 0.023 NC[m] 

NC[I) 1 I 6 0.041 - 0.041 0.022 NC[m] 

NC[I) 1 I 6 0.048 - 0.048 0.023 NC[m] 

0.75 NP[e) 4 I 6 0.023 - 0.19 0 .066 0.13 NP [c) 

0.25 NP [c] 1 I 6 0.013 - 0.013 0.017 NC[m) 

NC[I] 1·1 6 0.097 . 0.097 0.031 NC[m] 

NC[I) 1 I 6 0.01 - 0.01 0.017 NC[m] 

1.4 NP [d] 4 I 6 0.023 . 0.473 0.13 0.29 NP[e] 

0·3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

6 I 12 0.07 - 6.46 0.95 5.8 NP [g] 2 I 12 0.21 . 7.4 0.77 8.9 NP[g] 

6 I 12 0.15 - 13 1.9 11.7 NP[g] 3 I 12 0.09 - 7.76 0.81 7.8 NP [c) 

10 I 12 0.09 - 3.45 1.3 2.6 NP [d) 4 I 12 0.09 . 19 1.8 4.9 NP [e] 

11 I 12 0 .13 . 36 6.7 18.4 NP [d] 5 I 12 0.18 . 55.7 5.1 13.9 NP [e) 

12 I 12 0.59 - 58.8 12.6 23 G[i) 10 I 12 0.07 - 89.7 8.3 83 NP[g] 

12 I 12 0.68 . 57.2 12.2 32 LN [o] 10 I 12 0.06 . 85 7.8 78 NP[g] 

12 I 12 1.01 - 82.5 17.6 46 LN [o] 10 I 12 0.09 - 116 10.7 107 NP [g) 

12 I 12 0.39 - 21.6 5.3 9.2 G[i ] 9 I 12 0.06 - 41.3 3.9 38 NP (g] 

12 I 12 0.34 - 17.7 4.4 7.5 G[i] 9 I 12 0.05 - 21.1 2.1 19.6 NP (g) 

12 I 12 0.67 - 54.9 11.5 21 G(i) 11 I 12 0.04 - 80.3 7.4 74 NP [g] 

12 I 12 0.18 - 5.59 1.5 2.6 G[l] 7 I 12 0.07 . 11.6 1.1 10.9 NP [g] 

12 I 12 1.19 - 141 28 53 G(i] 11 I 12 0.08 - 216 19.7 198 NP [g) 

10 I 12 0.06 - 13.3 2.5 6.8 NP [d) s I 12 0.05 - 21.6 . 2.0 5.4 NP [e) 

12 I 12 0.35 . 20.4 5.0 8.8 G[i] 9 I 12 0.05 . 39.1 3.7 36 NP [g) 

10 I 12 0.06 . 12.9 1.8 11.4 NP [g] 3 I 12 0.06 - 14.6 1.4 14.6 NP [c) 

12 I 12 0.48 - 148 26 59 G[j] 9 I 12 0.12 . 219 19.6 100 NP [d) 

12 I 12 1.07 . 112 23 42 G[i] 10 I 12 0.13 - 165 15.1 152 NP(g) 

1 I 12 0.043 - 0.043 0.021 NC[m] 0 I 12 AIIND NA NC[I] 

1 I 12 0.053 . 0.053 0.022 NC(m] 0 I 12 AIIND NA NC(I) 

1 I 12 0.048 - 0.048 0.021 NC[mJ 0 I 12 AIIND NA NC[I] 

1 I 12 0.041 . 0.041 0.021 NC[m] 0 I 12 AIIND NA NC[I] 

1 I 12 0.048 - 0.048 0.021 NC[m) 0 I 12 AIIND NA NC[IJ 

8 I 12 0.023 - 1.3 0.15 0.29 NP (b) 1 I 12 0.14 . 0.14 0.030 NC[m) 

4 I 12 0.013 - 0.25 0.034 0.055 NP [e] 0 I 12 AIIND NA NC[I] 

1 I 12 0.097 . 0.097 0.027 NC[m] 0 112 AIIND NA NC[I] 

1 I 12 0.01 - 0.01 0.017 NC[m] 0 I 12 AIIND NA NC[I] 

9 I 12 0.023 - 1.55 0.20 0.59 NP [d) 1 I 12 0.14 . 0.14 0.030 NC[m] 
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Table P-058 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard l evels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganics (mg/Kg) 

Aluminum 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Barium 
Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Iron 

Lead 

Magnesium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

Silver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

Cyanide 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

40 

200,000 

60 

200 

1,000 

MCPUpper 

MCP S-1 Concentration 

Direct Contact Limit Frequency of 

0-1 ft [1] 

Range of Detected 

1-3ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3] 

NS NS 6 I 6 3773 - 6876 5495 6375 N [k] 

20 300 0 I 6 All NO NA NC [I) 

20 200 6 I 6 3.8 - 6.2 4.7 5.6 N [k] 

1,000 10,000 6 I 6 46.5 - 143 80 109 N [k] 

100 2,000 0 I 6 All NO NA NC[I] 

2 300 3 I 6 0.27 - 0.84 0.50 0.84 NP[c] 

NS NS 6 I 6 910 - 6222 2294 5039 G[i] 

30 2,000 6 I 6 7.6 - 10.7 9.2 10.2 N [k) 

NS NS 0 I 6 All NO NA NC(I] 

NS NS 0 I 6 All NO NA NC[I] 

NS NS 6 I 6 5607 - 9709 7390 8501 N·[k) 

300 3,000 6 I 6 276 - 3240 1137 £>345 , NP [f) 
NS NS 6 I 6 1097 - 1329 1194 

NS NS 0 I 6 All NO NA 

20 300 0 I 6 All NO NA 

20 7,000 0 I 6 All NO NA 

NS NS 0 I 6 .All NO NA 

400 8,000 0 I 6 All NO NA 

100 2,000 0 I 6 All NO NA 

NS NS 0 I 6 AIIND NA 

8 800 0 I 6 All NO NA 

600 10,000 0 I 6 All NO NA 

2,500 10,000 0 I 6 All NO NA 

100 4,000 0 I 6 All NO NA 

1269 N [k) 

NC(I] 

NC(I] 

NC[I) 

NC[I) 

NC(I] 

NC(Ij 

NC[I] 

NC[I] 

NC[I] 

NC[I] 

NC[I] 

6 I 
0 I 
6 I 
6 I 
0 I 
2 I 
6 I 
6 I 
0 I 
0 I 
6 I 
6 I 
6 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 

6 4185 - 6233 4910 5544 N [k] 

6 All NO NA NC[IJ 

6 3.6 - 34.2 10.4 35 LN [n] 

6 54.3 - 152 98 126 N [k] 

6 All NO NA NC[I] 

6 0.23 - 0.73 0.37 0.73 NP[c) 

6 944 - 3267 1949 2690 N [k] 

6 5.8 - 10.3 8.5 9.8 N [k] 

6 All NO NA NC(I] 

6 All NO NA NC[I] 

6 5597 - 8101 6888 7754 N [k) 

6 233 - 707 454 609 N [k) 

6 897 - 2170 1257 1785 G[i] 

6 All NO NA NC(I] 

6 All NO NA NC[I) 

6 All NO NA NC[I) 

6 All NO NA NC[I) 

6 All NO NA NC[I] 

6 All NO NA NC[I] 

6 All NO NA NC[I) 

6 All NO NA NC[I) 

6 All NO NA NC[I] 

6 All NO NA NC[I) 

6 All NO NA NC[I] 

0-3 ft [1, 2) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCl [3] 

12 I 12 3773 - 6876 5105 5464 N [k) 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC[I) 

12 I 12 3.6 - 34.2 8.5 18.2 NP [h) 

12 I 12 46.5 - 152 92 106 N (k] 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC(I) 

5 I 12 0.23 - 0.84 0.41 0.52 NP [c) 

12 I 12 910 - 6222 2064 2646 G[i] 

12 I 12 5.8 - 10.7 8.7 9.3 N [k] 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC[I) 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC[I] 

12 I 12 5597 - 9709 7055 7513 N[k] 

12 I 12 233 - 3240 681 1487 NP [h] 

12 I 12 897 - 2170 1236 1399 G(i) 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC[I] 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC[I] 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC [I) 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC[I] 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC[I] 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC[I] 

0 I 12 Al l NO . NA NC[I) 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC(I] 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC[I] 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC(I] 

0 I 12 All NO NA NC[I) 

3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 

12 I 12 2061 - 5623 3602 

0 I 12 AIIND NA 

10 I 12 1.8 - 13 4.7 

12 I 12 10.5 - 438 82 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

4 I 12 1.3 - 6.3 1.1 

12 I 12 828 - 13286 3021 

12 I 12 4.1 - 11.3 6.6 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

12 I 12 2722 - 10900 5879 

12 I 12 4.8 - 1950 297 

12 I 12 496 - 1236 919 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

0 I 12 AIIND NA 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

0 I 12 All NO NA 

95%UCl [3] 

4156 N [k) 

NC[I] 

6.9 NP[b) 

185 lN [o) 
NC[I] 

2.6 NP [e) 

5206 l N [n] 

7.6 N [k] 

NC[I] 

NC[I) 

7195 N [k] 

911 GUI 
1056 N (k) 

NC(I) 

NC(I} 

NC(I] 

NC(I] 

NC[I] 

NC(I] 

NC(I] 

NC [I) 

NC [I] 

NC[I] 

NC[I] 

mg/Kg =milligrams per kilogram (1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 

NA =Not applicable (2] Average and 95% UCLvalues are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 

NO = Not detected (3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.05). 

NS = No Standard Available 


NP- Non-Parametric Distribution N • Normal Distribution 
[a] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [k] 95% Student's-t UCL 

[b) 95% KM (BCA) UCL 

(c) 95% KM (%Bootstrap) UCL NC - Not Calculated 

[d) 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [I] All values non detect 

[e)95% KM (t) UCL [m] Only one distinct data value was detected 

[f) 99% Chebyshev (Mean, 5d) UCL 

[g) 99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL LN • Log Normal Distribution 

(h] 95% Chebyshev [Mean, Sd) UCL (n] 95% H-UCL 


(o] 95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 

G • Gamma Distribution 


[i] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 


Ul95%Adjusted Gamma UCL 


Bold values exceed M CP S-1 or M CP UCL. Prepared by I Date: BJR 2/9111 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Checked by I Date: KJC 2/10/11 

Note: -sample P-058-SB-026 contains anomalous levels or Aroctors 

inconsistent with the dataset and may warrant additional consideration. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K SULLIVAN JR. 
Governot· Soorotary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Uautonent Governot• Comrnlsoloner 

September 1, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-046 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- Request for 

Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions, 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-:- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-EI(anem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 ot·1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.masS.QOV/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.masS.QOV/dep
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Property P-046 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance.: Enclosed. is a 
copy of the results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-046. 
These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding typology chart 
development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results from the soil 
samples collected from the five boring locations on this property to the MCP category S-1 soil standards 
and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) 
values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration of data from 
surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative of site 
conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-046, MassDEP provided you the following preliminary determinations: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the averag~ concentration, and the boring-specific concentrations, of one of the 
PAHs detected in samples collected from the top 3 feet in three borings are above the applicable 
MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. The MCP requires actions to be taken to address this 
condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer and replacing it with clean 
soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an appropriate cap material. No activities 
should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the ground surface to a depth of 
3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

+ 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because both the average concentration of all COCs and the 
95% UCL, which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils collected from greater 
than 3 feet bgs, were below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. No further action is 
required for the soil at this interval. 

Property P-046 Final Risl< Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. Based on this 
evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-046: 

+ 	 MassDEP has verified its previous request for USEPA assistance to address that a Condition of 

No Significant Risk does not exist fcir the 0 to 3 foot interval. However, MassDEP has refined its 

request as a result of additional evaluation, as follows: The average concentration of one of the 

PAHs in the 0-3 foot interval is above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. The soil 

samples that exhibit concentrations of this PAH above the applicable standard are identified as 
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P-046-SB-01A, P-046-SB-02A and P-046-SB-OSA, which were all collected from the 0-1 foot bgs 

interval. Response actions are only necessary to address the COC contamination in the 0-1 foot 

interval in the area of these three soil borings. Both the average concentrations and boring­

specific concentrations in the 1-3 foot interval from samples collected on P-046 are below the 

applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards and no further response actions are required for 

the soil at this interval. 

• 	 Furthermore, MassDEP has verified its Preliminary Risk Evaluation Finding that a condition of No 
Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future use of the 
property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet below the 
ground surface. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review. process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP1s authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Si/~-
~ Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/mc 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
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Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cgutom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-046 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cgutom@gmail.com


Table P-046 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


3+ ft [1]0-3 ft [1, 2]0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 

Street I H Va I ue Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL[3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

~	.•.9.:.1?.9...t:!fJ£L1•• _ .... .;;•.•~•....; 
~--.--ti~r&_,____;:.:..,.L..c 

1.7 NP [c:JL.--~·-·"'·-' 
···-~-~~--... t2~J~l,_____.,-:. ...J..-C 

All ND 	 All ND 
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Table ~-046 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker ~treet 

New Bedford, r{lassachusetts 


.\ 
I 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 
DRAFT MCPUpper I 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration \! 
Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Rahge of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA =Not applicable 
N D = Not detected 
NS = No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3]95% UCL Is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04]. 

NC- Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [j] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected [k] 95% Modified-t UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[c]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap] UCL [I] 95% H-UCL 
[d] 95% KM (t) UCL 
[e]95% KM (BCA) UCL G- Gamma Distribution 
[f] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [m] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
[g]99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 
[h] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
[i] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 9117110 

Checked by I Date: KJC 9117110 
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•' Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Llautmnent Governor Commissioner 

September 1, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-051 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation -Request for Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, ·MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP}. The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters·Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
• 	 MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 


Printed on Recycled Paper 
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final evaluation was available. Property P-051 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-051 Risl< Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results,from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-051. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the six boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-051: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth. The average concentration of chromium calculated from samples representing 
the 0 - 3 foot bgs interval is above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. However, 
although the average chromium concentration exceeded standard within this depth interval, 
only the samples designated as "A" samples, collected from the top foot of soil exhibited 
concentrations above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Please note, the 
descriptions of this soil material from the soil borings on P-051 are not consistent with the 
descriptions of the fill material found on the other properties evaluated as part of the SAP. 
Additional response actions, which may include removal or capping, are only necessary for the 
soil in the 0- 1 foot bgs interval. The soil in this interval should not be disturbed until removal 
or cover measures are complete. No further action is necessary for the soil located between 1 
and 3 feet bgs. 

• 	 In addition, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Both the average concentrations and the 95% UCL 
calculated for the few COCs that were even detected in this interval are below the applicable 
MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards and no further response actions are necessary for this soil. 
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• 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of all available data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that the boundary of the fill layer associated with the PSWS has been 
determined in the vicinity of P-051. No further assessment is required to define the boundary in 
the vicinity of P-051. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

·nc r~)L"'J 	 -·----·· 
' _________,_.... 

1hnston, Acting Regional DirectorZ
J/mc 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 

Attn: 	Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-057 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com


Table P·OS1 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parl<er Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

MCPS-1 ConcentrationRecommended Parker 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Frequency ofLimit Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
Parameter (mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Detection Concentrations Detection Concentrations Detection ConcentrationsAverage 95% UCL [3] Average 95% UCL [3] Average 95% UCL [3] Average 

f~~i!!!!li!<!lL,.--~----I-----------~--------------1--~~-:~-~---I---"'---~---------:----- -+-------~~---+-~--------~:----~-----"'---+------------- ·1---------------l------:---------+-----------------------­ ·---~---t--~---------------l-----------,------+--~----1--------+-------------------l----------:--------4---~--~----+----
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t__<;_~~.Eb!ben e -­ ___ _ 

!:IS:t:~~e..l:lh_y_l__t;~------1----~~=:--;;_;;_~~-+-------'"':.:.c:-
, Anthracene 
--~-~,-~-~~~WM'•~>WT7" 

§~~~~(~__?J:!!h!:~-~~!1.!:__________________,.____...;;;:;c:._______~I-·-··---·--'--------·+··------=-=-=---
Benzo(a)pyrene ---------~ 
Benzo(~lfluora_ll__:t__h~~-E!....~-I-·~-~~___:;_-:::_______~I~--~---+·--~='--·--I-~--.L.::: 
~!g,hdlP..!:~~~!~~--~--·..­
Ben~.2lillluo__r:~!l~~-~~-- --~--J:~.QQ_·····--·--- --~~~-I 

NA 

-~~~~~ ~~-~-~:~~~'~1---~~~-~~-4--~~~~,~~--~~NA 
All ND 0.024 

0.098 - 0.27 

95% UCL [3] 
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Table p-051 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


Now ""fo", !"'"hmotto 

0-1 ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCPS-1 Concentration 

1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Ra
1 

~ ge of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Parameter Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection ~ncentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit 

(mg/Kg) (mg/Kg) (mg/kg) 

- ... 
40 

NS 
----·-····-NS · ­

20 300 
''""" 

20 200 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram [1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
NA = Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
N D = Not detected [3]95% UCL is calculated liSing ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 
NS =No Standard Available 

NC- Not Calculated 	 N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect 	 [g] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected 


G- Gamma Distribution 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution 	 [h] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

[c]95% KM (t) UCL 
[d]95% KM {%Bootstrap) UCL LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[e]95% KM (BCA) UGL [i] 95% H-UCL 
[f] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 01126111 
Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. Checked by I Date: KJC 01127111 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental FJrotection 
Southeast Regional Office .. 20 Riverside Dr·ive, Lakeville MA 02347 .. 508-846-2700 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
.Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
UeuGenan~ Governor Commissioner 

September 1, 2011· 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-051 
Boston, Massachusetts 0.2109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation -Request for Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the. United States E.nvironmental Protection· Agency (USEPA}, in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP}, began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP}, dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs} associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS} were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS~ The SAP was .prepared jointly 
by the US EPA, MassDEP and the tity of New Bedford, in coordination with- Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network a.nd Weston Solutions. · . 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls. (PCBs}, polyc"rlir ~~~~--'-'- '­

chromium and lead. Soil borings were 

~rium, cadmium, 

et below ground 
surface (bgs}. The following vertical horil r 12' bgs. 

' I 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the 9, , laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessfl\ tractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of thi \required under 
the Mas~DEP Waste Site Cleanup requ\ 
Contingency Plan (the MCP}. The MCP e~ f-o,t;1 to \ Massachusetts 

sfor addressing 
releases of oiland/or hazardous material~ f"" oG"I rDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address propertie~ !Of where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil i, soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant 

1 
based on the 

information available at the time from da~ :mentation and 
was followed-up with property by pro\ :ypology chart 
development and risk communication with 

I . 

This information is \!Vailable in alternate format Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539·7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a. final risk 
evaluation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementat)on for 
inclusion in the final evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP impl€mientation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the· final evaluation was available.' Propt;!rty P-051 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-051 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results,from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-051. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the six boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard {I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist ahd/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL} of COCs . 
detected for each. depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The'95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. Wh~n data from 
surrounding properties is available i~ can be used to determine whether the data collected from th~ 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representat.ive of likely coc 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. · 

Based on this evaluation,· MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-051: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human ~ealth, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the. ground surface and 3 
feet in depth. The average concentration of chromium calculated from samples representing 
the 0- 3 foot bgs interval is above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. However, 
although the average chromium concentration exceeded standard within this depth interval, 
only the samples designated as "A" samples, collected from the top foot of soil exhibited 
concentrations above t~e applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Please note, the 
descriptions of this soil material from the soil borings on P-051 are not .consistent with the 
descriptions of the fill material found on the other properties evaluated as part of the SAP. 
Additional response actions, which may include removal or capping, are only necessary for the 
soil in the 0-1 foot bgs interval. The soil in this interval·should not be disturbed until removal 
or cover measures are complete. No further action is necessary for the soil located between. 1 
and 3 feet bgs. 

~ 	 In addition, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Both the average concentrations and the 95% UCL 
calculated for the· few COCs that were even detected in this interval are below the applicable 
MCP Method 1.s~1 soil standards and no further response actions are necessary for this .soil. 
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• 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of all available data and information; 
MassDEP is of the opinion that th~ boundary of the fill layer associated with the PSWS has been 
determined in the vicinity of P-051. No further assessment is required to define the boundary in 
the vicinity of P-051." 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this Jetter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially· Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will 'also work with the . 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with. PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available. 
from SAP ill)plementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 

·and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, <1ny response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/mc 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 

Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director~ Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

· CLEAN, President- Eddie Johnson Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship .scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: .owner, Property ~7 P~ b t; I /,m 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma
mailto:Jhelijhnsn6@aol.com


Table P-051 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 
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T•bJ051 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concertrations to Imminent Haz~rd levels 


Parker ~treet 


New Bedford, rv assachusetts 

3+ ft (1] 
DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected Freq.uency of Ran 

0-1 ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2]1-3ft [1] 

e of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
Parameter . . . (mgiKg) (mgiKg) (mglkg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection C ncentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Det.ectlon Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

mgiKg =milligrams per kilogram .· . [1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 

NA =Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 

ND =Not det~cted [3] 95% UCL Is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NS =No Standard Available 


NC- Not Calculated 	 N- Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect 	 [g] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data valu~ was detected 


G- Gamma Distribution 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution [h] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL · 


. 	 [c] 95% KM (t) UCL 

(d] 95% I<M (%Bootstrap) UCL LN- Log Normal Dtstrlbutiori' 

[e] 95% KM (BCA) UCL 	 [I] 95% H-UCL 
[f] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 01126111 
Bold values exceed MCP 5-1 or MCP UCL. Checked by I Date: KJC 01127111 

Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLNAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Ueutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 


September 1, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Remova l Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-061 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation -Request for Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on Apri l 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmenta l Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassOEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for ana lysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0- 1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassOEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information avai lable at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

MassDEP is in the process of provid ing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website· www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final evaluation was available. Property P-061 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-061 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-061. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the four boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-061: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth for a portion of the property. Specifically, for the 0 - 3 foot bgs interval, the 
average concentration of lead and the boring-specific concentrations of lead in all of the borings 
on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soi l standard. The MCP requires 
actions to be taken to address this condition on this property in the 0- 3 foot bgs interval. This 
may include removal of this layer of soil and replacing it with clean soil or covering it with an 
appropriate cap material. No activities should occur on this property that will disrupt the soil 
located from the ground surface to a depth of three feet until removal or cover measures are 
completed. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined not to exist for the soil located between 
3 feet and 12 feet bgs. The average concentration calculated for lead from samples collected at 
this interval and the boring-specific concentration of lead in all of the borings, specifical ly in the 
"C" samples, are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Based on a review of 
the soil boring logs for this property, the "C" samples were collected from the 3-4 foot bgs 
interval. If this soil is to remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls, defined as a 
Notice of Activity & Use Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to 
ensure that future activities or changes in use do not create the potential for humans to be 
exposed to the soil below 3 feet in depth. The soil at this interval should not be disturbed unless 
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it is under the direction of a Licensed Site Professional (LSP) and performed in accordance with 
the MCP. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate remova l actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP wi ll continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations cou ld impact or refine the findings of t he risk-based ana lysis performed by MassOEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or pena lty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassOEP's authority to take or arrange, or to requ ire any Responsible Party or 
Potentia lly Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E wh ich MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

avid Johnston, Acting Regiona l Director 

J/mc 

Enclosure 

Ec: MassDEP - SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regiona l Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federa l Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmai l.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmenta l Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-061 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-061 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

Parameter (mg/Kg) 

PAHs (mg/Kg) 

2-Methylnaphthalene 61,000 

Acenaphthene 180,000 

Acenaphthvlene 180,000 

Anthracene 920,000 
Benzo(a)anthracene 160 

Benzo(a)pyrene 16 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 160 

Benzo(~,h,l)ee!.Yiene 120,000 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1,600 

Chrysene 16,000 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 16 

Fluoranthene 120,000 

Fluorene 120,000 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 160 

Naphthalene 61,000 

Phenanthrene 120,000 

Pyrene 92,000 

PCBs (mgiKg) 

Aroclor-1016 10 

Aroclor-1221 10 

Aroclor-1232 10 
Aroclor-1242 10 

Aroclor-1248 10 

Aroclor-1254 10 

Aroclor-1260 10 
Aroclor-1262 10 

Aroclor-1268 10 
PCBs (Total) 10 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

300 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 
7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

100 

500 

1,000 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 

0-1 ft [1] 

MCPUpper 

Concentration 

Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 

5,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

10,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

10,000 0 I 4 All NO NA 

10,000 1 I 4 0.16 - 0.16 0.15 
3,000 4 I 4 0.31 - 0.72 0.56 

300 4 I 4 0.29 - 0.76 0.56 

3,000 4 I 4 0.43 - 1.05 0.77 

10,000 4 I 4 0.24 - 0.56 0.40 

10,000 3 I 4 0.24 - 0.35 0.25 

10,000 4 I 4 0.38 - 0.81 0.60 

300 0 I 4 AII ND NA 

10,000 4 I 4 0.58 - 1.48 1.1 

10,000 o I 4 AII ND NA 

3,000 4 I 4 0.25 - 0.62 0.44 

10,000 o I 4 AII ND NA 

10,000 4 I 4 0.38 - 0.8 0.60 

10,000 4 I 4 0.5 - 1.3 0.96 

100 0 I 4 AII ND NA 

100 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 o I 4 AIIND NA 

100 o I 4 All ND NA 

100 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 4 All ND NA 

100 0 I 4 All NO NA 

1-3ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

9S%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[b) 1 I 4 0.18 - 0.18 0.15 NC[b] 

NC[b) 3 I 4 0.16 - 0.75 0.31 NC[b] 

NC[b) 3 I 4 0.16 - 0 .67 0.29 NC[b] 

NC[b) 3 I 4 0.21 - 0.83 0.36 NC[b} 

NC[b) 2 I 4 0.15 - 0.4 0.21 NC[b) 

NC[b) 1 I 4 0.32 - 0.32 0.19 NC[b) 

NC(b] 3 I 4 0.17 - 0 .7 0.30 NC[b) 

NC [a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[b) 4 I 4 0.19 - 1.46 0.58 NC[b] 

NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[b] 2 I 4 0.16 - 0.47 0.23 NC[b) 

NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[b] 2 I 4 0.16 - 0.9 0.34 NC[b) 

NC[b] 4 I 4 0.16 - 1.18 0.48 NC[b] 

NC[a) o I 4 All NO NA NC[a] 

NC[a] o I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

NC[a) 0 I 4 All NO NA NC[a) 

NC[a] 0 I 4 All NO NA NC[a] 

NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

NC[a) o I 4 All NO NA NC[a) 

NC[a) o I 4 All NO NA NC[a] 

NC[a) 0 I 4 All NO NA NC[a) 

NC[a] 0 I 4 All ND NA NC[a] 

NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0-3 ft [1, 2) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations 

0 I 8 AIIND 

0 I 8 AIIND 

0 I 8 All NO 

2 I 8 0.16 - 0.18 
7 I 8 0.16 - 0.75 

7 I 8 0.16 - 0.76 

7 I 8 0.21 - 1.05 

6 I 8 0.15 - 0.56 

4 I 8 0.24 - 0.35 

7 I 8 0.17 - 0.81 

0 I 8 AIIND 

8 I 8 0.19 - 1.48 

0 I 8 AIIND 

6 I 8 0.16 - 0.62 

0 I 8 AIIND 

6 I 8 0.16 - 0.9 

8 I 8 0.16 - 1.3 

0 I 8 All NO 

0 I 8 AIIND 

0 I 8 AIIND 

0 I 8 AIIND 

0 I 8 AIIND 

0 I 8 AII ND 

0 I 8 AIIND 

0 I 8 AIIND 

0 I 8 AIIND 

0 I 8 AIIND 

3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Average 95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

NA NC[a] 0 I 7 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NA NC[a] 0 I 7 All NO NA NC[a] 

NA NC[a] 0 I 7 All NO NA NC[a] 

0.15 0.19 NP[d] 0 I 7 All ND NA NC[a] 

0.39 0.52 NP [e) 2 I 7 0.2 - 0.33 0.18 0.28 NP [d) 

0.38 0.70 NP[f] 3 I 7 0.15 - 0.39 0.19 0.39 NP[g] 

0.50 0.68 NP [d] 4 I 7 0.19 - 0.55 0.23 0.36 NP [d) 

0.27 0.36 NP [d) 1 I 7 0.31 - 0.31 0.17 NC [c) 

0.21 0.32. NP [g) 1 I 7 0.17 - 0.17 0.15 NC [c) 

0.40 0.54 NP [d) 3 I 7 0.15 - 0.37 0.2.0 0.37 NP(g) 

NA NC[a) o I 7 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0.76 1.4 NP [h) 4 I 7 0.18 - 0.73 0.26 0.44 NP [d) 

NA NC[a] 0 I 7 All NO NA NC (a] 

0.30 0.41 NP [g) 1 I 7 0.34 - 0.34 0.18 NC[c) 

NA NC[a] 0 I 7 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0.42 0.60 NP[g) 1 I 7 0.34 - 0.34 0.18 NC[c) 

0.64 0.99 G[i] 3 I 7 0 .2 - 0.64 0.24 0.64 NP [g] 

NA NC[a) 0 I 7 AIIND NA NC [a] 

NA NC[a} 0 I 7 All NO NA NC[a] 

NA NC[a] 0 I 7 AIIND NA NC[a) 

NA NC[a] 0 I 7 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NA NC [a] 0 I 7 All NO NA NC[a] 

NA NC[a] 1 I 7 0.559 - 0.559 0.096 NC[c) 

NA NC(a] o I 7 All ND NA NC[a] 

NA NC [a] 0 I 7 All ND NA NC[a] 

NA NC[a] 0 I 7 All NO NA NC[a] 

NA NC[a) 1 I 7 0.559 - 0.559 0.096 NC [c) 

C:\Oocll~h .AildSl'ct~\MCOie\loul ~tinJ>i\T.mpg~.,yJIIttf"flC files\C~et>C 0...\oo\\))Cl:OEUM\ Page 1 of 2llHPC 1t022S, P06l 
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Table P-061 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker ~treet 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganics (mg/Kg) 

Aluminum 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Barium 
Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Iron 

Lead 

Magnesium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

Silver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

Cyanide 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

40 

200,000 

60 

200 

1,000 

MCP Upper 

MCPS-1 Concentration 

Direct Contact Limit Frequency of 

0-1 ft [1) 

Range of Detected 

1-3ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 
(mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

NS NS 4 I 4 4551 - 7468 5704 

20 300 0 I 4 All NO NA 

20 200 4 I 4 3.6 - 6.4 4.6 

1,000 10,000 4 I 4 86.3 - 109 93 
100 2,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

2 300 1 I 4 0.63 - 0.63 0.32 
NS NS 4 I 4 1414 - 8528 4481 

30 2,000 4 I 4 10 - 16.7 13.0 

NS NS 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

NS NS 0 I 4 AII ND NA 

NS NS 4 I 4 8355 - 10339 9163 

300 3,000 4 I 4 372 - 840 504 

NS NS 4 I 4 1227 - 1500 1348 
NS NS 0 I 4 All NO NA 

20 300 0 I 4 All NO NA 

20 7,000 0 I 4 All NO NA 

NS NS 0 I 4 All NO NA 

400 8,000 0 I 4 All NO NA 

100 2,000 0 I 4 All NO NA 
NS NS 0 I 4 All NO NA 

8 800 0 I 4 All NO NA 

600 10,000 0 I 4 All NO NA 

2,500 10,000 0 I 4 All NO NA 

100 4,000 0 I 4 All NO NA 

NC[b] 

NC[a) 

NC [b) 

NC [b) 
NC {a) 

NC [b) 

NC [b] 

NC[b) 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC[b] 

NC(b] 

NC [b] 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC(a] 

NC(a] 

NC[a] 

NC [a] 

NC[a] 

NC [a] 

NC[a] 

' 

4 I 4 4490 - 8560 6091 NC[b] 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

4 I 4 2.3 - 5.8 4.3 NC(b) 

4 I 4 53.2 - 95 81 NC[b) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

4 I 4 1033 • 2397 1519 NC(b) 

4 I 4 7.2 - 14 10.9 NC[b) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a] 

4 I 4 9007 - 17553 11785 NC[b] 

4 I 4 j191 - 341 270 NC(b] 

4 I 4 1106 - 1469 1339 NC[b] 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC(a] 

0 I 4 All NO NA NC [a] 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC(a] 

0 I 4 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 4 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 4 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 4 All NO NA NC[a] 

0-3 ft [1, 2) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL (3] 

8 I 8 4490 - 8560 5962 6784 G(i) 

0 I 8 AIIND NA NC{a) 

8 I 8 2.3 - 6.4 4.4 5.1 NUJ 

8 I 8 53.2 - 109 85 93 Nli) 

0 I 8 AIIND NA NC[a) 

1 I 8 ' 0.63 - 0.63 0.24 NC[c) 

8 I 8 1033 - 8528 2506 5292 NP [h) 

8 I 8 7.2 - 16.7 11.6 13.1 NUJ 

0 I 8 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 8 AIJND NA NC [a] 

8 I 8 8355 - 17553 10911 12647 N [k] 

8 I 8 191 - 840 348 443 G[i] 

8 I 8 1106 - 1500 1342 1412 N[j] 

0 I 8 AII ND NA NC[a] 

0 I 8 AIIND NA NC [a] 

0 I 8 AII ND NA NC(a] 

0 I 8 AII ND NA NC(a] 

0 I 8 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 8 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 8 All NO NA NC[a) 

0 I 8 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 8 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 8 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 8 All NO NA NC[a] 

3+ ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 

7 I 7 3406 - 7385 5489 

0 I 7 AIIND NA 

4 I 7 1.1 - 9.2 2.7 

7 I 7 15.1 - 593 151 

0 I 7 AIIND NA 

1 I 7 1.5 - 1.5 0.38 

7 I 7 629 - 6228 2027 

7 I 7 8 - 41.1 14.5 

0 I 7 AII ND NA 

0 I 7 AIIND NA 

7 I 7 3960 - 19444 8378 

7 I 7 2.1 - 1340 438 

7 I 7 783 - 1485 1170 

0 I 7 AIIND NA 

0 I 7 AIIND NA 

0 I 7 AIIND NA 

0 I 7 AIIND NA 

0 I 7 All NO NA 

0 I 7 All NO NA 

0 I 7 All NO NA 

0 I 7 All NO NA 

0 I 7 All NO NA 

0 I 7 All NO NA 

0 I 7 All NO NA 

95%UCL[3) 

6590 N [j) 
NC[a) 

5.9 NP [g) 

477 G(i) 
NC(a] 

NC[c) 

4539 G [i] 

34 NP [h] 

NC(a) 

NC(a) 

12553 N[j] 

798 NUJ 
1374 NUJ 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC(a] 

NC[a] 

NC (a] 

NC[a) 

NC [a) 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC(a] 

NC[a] 

mg/Kg = milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND =Not detected 
NS = No Standard Available 

[11 One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCLvalues are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3) 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCLsoftware (V. 4.00.05). 

NC - Not Calculated G - Gamma Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [i] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
(b) Dataset too small to calculate UCL 
(c) Only one distinct data value was detected N - Normal Distribution 

Ul95% Student's-t UCL 
NP - Non-Parametric Distribution [kj95% Modified-! UCL 

(d) 95% KM (t) UCL 
(e) 95% KM (BCA) UCL 
(f) 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

(g] 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 

[h] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Prepared by I Date: BJR 2122111 
Bold values exceed MCP 5-1 or MCP UCL Checked by I Date: KJC 2124111 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

OEVAL L PATRICK RICHARD K SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secre~ry 

TlMOfHY P MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
ueutenant Governor Comm1C!:ooner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

September 16, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Remova l Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-048 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal 

Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coord ination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmenta l Protection (MassDEP), began f ield 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings insta lled at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples fo r analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typica lly associated w ith t he PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 

Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This Information Is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751 . TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassOEP Website www mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that was not avai lable until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final evaluation was available. Property P-048 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-048 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-048. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soi l samples collected from the five boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard {IH) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone {0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet ava ilable. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-048: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth for this property. Specifically, for the 0- 3 foot below ground surface interval, the 
actual average and the boring specific concentrations of several PAHs and/or lead in all of the 
borings on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. The MCP 
requires actions to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of this layer of 
soil and replacing it with clean soil or covering it with an appropriate cap material. No activities 
should occur on this property that will disrupt the soil located from the ground surface to a 
depth of three feet until removal or cover measures are completed. 

• 	 In addition, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Both the average concentrations and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards and no further 
response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
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necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address cond it ions associated w ith PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet be low the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additiona l sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
col laborate with you on this important effort. 

!avid Johnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

Ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn : Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-048 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-048 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 
(mg/Kg) 

MCP$-1 
Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

MCPUpper 
Concentration 

Limit 
(mg/kg) 

Frequency of 
Detection 

0.1 ft Ill 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95%UCL {31 

Frequency of 
Detection 

1-3ft (1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3l 

Frequency of 
Detection 

0.3 ft (1, 2] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3l 

Frequency of 
Detection 

3+ ft Ill 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3] 

PAHs (mg/Kg) 

2-Methylnaphthalene 61,000 300 5,000 -­0 / 5 ...__ All NO NA NC (a) 2 / 5 0.3 • 3.1 0.78 5.3 NP [e) 2 / 10 0.3 .. 3.1 0.63 1.2 NP [c) 0 / 10 All NO NA NC (a) 
Acenaphthene 180,000 1,000 10,000 0 I 5 All NO NA NC (a] 2 I 5 1.6 - 13 3.0 13.0 NP (f} 2 I 10 1.6 - 13 2.1 5.2 NP (c) 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a] 

A~~p~h~eM 1~000 LOOO 1~000 ~2~1~5~~~~~~~-~~=~~~~0~A=5~~0=·~n~N~P~~~~~~3~I~5~~~0~~~6~·~6=8~~~U=~~~~6=8~NP~[~d~] ~~5~1~1~0~~~~~ - ~ ~9 ~ NP~] 0 I W MNO NA NC~ 
Anthracene 920,000 1,000 10,000 4 I 5 0.47 - 1.6 0.86 1A NP (c) 4 I 5 0.44 - 80 18.9 88 NP(g] 8 I 10 0.~ - 80._.,._-1~.:..:12:::.9~l---=84~N=P....![:..:Jh]4-~1~l,.....:..:10~-t--0=·::.:26~·~0:.::.2:.:6:._l-..::.0"'.14~ NC [b) 

Benzo~~n~racene 160 7 ~000 5 I 5 1~ - 6 3n 4~ N [~ 5 I 5 ~86 - 130 31 ~=6~~~G~~~~~~10~I~10~~--=0~~~6~~1~30~~~2;2~~~1.:..:35~N=P....~I~ij~~2~1~10~~--=o=.2..::.6~-~0~S=9~~=0=2~3~~0:.::5~1~N~P~~~l 
Benzo(a}pyrene _ ~~~...:1:..:.6~~~-1-~--=2~~-1-~-"3=-00 S{ 5_+-_1..:..7~·...:5.:..:.9~-t---=3;..:..o~t--4.:..:·.:..:6 ___;_;N..,;(k-'L] -t-~=-5 ~~~5~~~0..:..:91=-·...;f=.:12::.::;0_-t---=:29~-+ 579 G [n] 10 I 10 0.91 • 120 t-~2;;.;0;.....-t--=125=-..:..:Nc....P.!.:.(i]'-+-~..::.2~1':......=1=..0~~=0:.::.2=..6--~O.c.:...74.:.. r---2:21 0.44 NP [c] 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene _ ~~~..::.16:::0~~~-t-~--'-7~~-t----=3:::.c,OO=O~-t-~-=5--'-l~5:..._-+~=1.~6~- ..:.5:.2:._-I-__.::2:.:... 7~~-4.:.:·.:.1 ....:..:N..~;I k::~..l _t-~~5 ~1.....:::.5_ ~ - -'9;_4~-t-~2=-4'--t-......;.;450:;..;;.--=G'-'[""n],_+---=1:..:.0--<-:-l..:1:-=.0~t---=0.:.;:.8=-6-·--=9..:...4 ~-t-~1;..;.7.:..:.1~1-_;;99:;........;N..;.;.P_.["'-i]_t----=2:.....<:1~1::.:0'--t--=0:.:.:.3:c:2'-·...:l:.....~t-.:..:0.""24,__-I----'1::;.;.0:;.....:..;N"­P""[1d"'"]1 
rB~en~z=-o(~g,,~h~,i)~ple::;.;e~~~l ~en.:.;:e"--~-r~~~1~20~,000~---~-~~-=1~,0=-00=---f~-1::.:0~,0;.;.:0.:..:0~,-~5~l-5.:..:_ +~~1~.1~·~3:.:.:.7~~~1~. 9~+--=2.:9_..:.N~[~k]~~~5~I~5~~-=0~.6~8 -·_..::.65~-4~1~5~.9-1~~2~95~G~[ n~] +-~10~1~1~0~+-~0:.::.6~8~-~6~5~ I-~11~.3~~~3~6....:..:N~P U~'lly_~~2~1~10~~-=0.:26~·-0.:..:· ~67~~~0~.2..::.0~~0~.6~7~N~P[~d~ll 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1,600 70 10,000 5 I 5 1.5 - 5.3 2.6 4.8 G [m] 5 I 5 0.73 - 93 21 438 G [n] 10 I 10 0.73 - 93::__--+-~15:.:. 1~1-__::;51:.....:N=P~[j]u..J~~2:..._..(...1~1::.:0~~-=0:.:.:. 3:..=1~·~0~.9:.._-t 0.23 0.90 NP(d] 
Ch~sene 16,000 70 10,000 5 I 5 1.8 - 5.7 3.0 4.5 N [k] 5 I 5 0.91 - 110 27 5?0 G [n] 10 I 10 0.91 - 110 18.9 115 NP [i] 2 I 10 0.27 - 1 0.24 1.0 NP [d) 

rO~lb:..:.e;.;.:nz:.,;( <a:;:.;,h;.;..)<a::;.;n;.:.;th.;:'.r;;..;ac:.::e;.;.:ne:;....._;_, _~~-·1:.:;6_~-~~-'0::;.;.7;_~+-~-=3=00:;........;--l 3 I 5 0.36 - 1.1 0.52 1.1 NP [d) 5 I 5 0.2 • 19 4.7 33 G [m) 8 I 10 0.2 • 19 3.3 10.6 NP [g] 1 I 10 0.21 • 0.21 0.093 NC[bl 
Fluoranthene 120,000 1,000 10,000 5 I 5 3.4 - 13 6.9 10.4 N (k] 5 I 5 1.6 - 480 108 2571 G [n] 10 1 10 1.6 - 480~~-7:..:5:.......~___:4.:.;99:.....:N=P....~[~i]~~2=-...!I~10=--~--=0c:.:.5c::.1~--=2~.4:.......~....:.0:..:.4=-0~__;2. 4 NP[f) 
Fluorene 120,000 1,000 10,000 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a) 3 I 5 0.99 • 36 8.2 36 NP [d) 3 I 10 0.99 • 36 5.6 11.9 NP[c) 0 I 10 All NO NA NC[a] 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 160 7 3,000 5 I 5 1 - 3.5 1.8 2.7 N [k] 5 I 5 0.59 - 64 15.9 302 G [n] 10 I 10 0.59 - 64 11.2 67 NP [i] 2 I 10 0.22 - 0.61 0.19 0.61 NP [d] 

Naphthalene 61,000 100 10,000 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a) 2 I 5 0.74 • 7.6 1.8 13.0 NP [e) 2 I 10 0.74 • 7.6 1.3 2.9 NP [c) 0 I 10 All NO NA NC[a ) 
Phenanthrene 120,000 500 10,000 5 I 5 2 • 8.1 4.2 6.4 N [k] 5 I 5 0.79 - 400 90 22~ G [n] 10 I 10 0.79 - 400 61 416 NP [i] 2 I 10 0.23 - 1.3 0.26 1.3 NP [f) 

Pyrene 92,000 1,000 10,000 5 /~5=----i~~3:.::.1:.._·~1::1:._-l-~5:.:;.8~-t---=8.:.:..7_..:.N.:.J[.::.kl!...f-~..:.5--'-l _:5:.......-1-~..::;1·:.:.5~-..:.3.:..:70~+......:::84::::.._+_1:::9:.:::5~5 .....:::.G.!.:(n~]-t-~10:::....!.1,.....:..:10~+~1:::.:.5~·...:3::.:7..:::0~f-~5~8~-t-....=.:38::::5:.....:..:N::.P.!.:[i)!....J-~.::.2~1~1~0~f-..:::0:::.4:...7--~1.:.:.9~-t-...:0:.:.:.3~5-1.........:0:::.:..9~7_.:..:N::._P~[c:L(] 
~y~g)~~~----~~~~~~~~~~~~~-+~~~~-+~~~~~r--~~~~~+-~~1-~~~~1-----
Aroclor-1016 10 2 100 0 j 5 All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a] 
Aroctor-1221 10 2 100 o 1 5~-+~_;_A'-"II..:..;N..:co~~r---'N..::.A.:.......+-~~-'N.:..:c'-'[""al'+~~o'""'I""--"5'--+~___:A..::.II:..:N.:.;:O:.......~+--...:..:NA:..:.....-+-~~-'N:..:.c=-[.::a~Jt---=o--'cci-'1::.::;0'-+-~~A:..:I~I N.:.:O=-~+--:..N:A~~~~~N:..:C'-'(a""J-I-~o~I--=10=--~~--'-A"'II ..:..;Nc::.O~~~...:.N""A~-t-~~..:..;N:.::c""[a::.LJJ 

Aroclor-1232 10 2 100 0 I 5 All NO NA NC(a) 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC (a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a] 

Aroclor-1242 10 2 100 O:.....:.I;-"-5~-+~_:_A;;.;.II ..:..:N..:cO~~r--...:.N..::.A.:.......+-~~...:.N.:..:C:...~:(.::..;a]'-t-~=-0-'1~5'--+~___:A..::.II:..:N.:.;:D:._~+--...:..:NA:..:.....-t-~~-'N:..:.C.:..:I.::a~)t---=O--'cci...:1:..:.0;_~~~A:..:;II. NO NA NC [a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a) 
Aroclor-1248 10 2 100 0 I 5 All NO NA NC (a] 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 10 All NO ~~_..:.N:;.A.:.......~~~..:..;N:.::C"'[a2]+-~0::....LI~10:.......-+~_:_A;;.;.II.:..:N..::.O~-t-..:.N.::..A;.__+-~~.:..:Nc::C.>.:[a~) 
Aroclor-1254 10 2 100 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a) 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a) 

Aroclor-1260 10 2 100 5 I 5 0.027 - 0.051 0.040 0.049 N (k] 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a) 5 I 10 0.027 - 0.051 0.021 0.043 NP [d) 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a] 
Aroclor-1262 10 2 100 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a] 

Aroclor-1268 10 2 100 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 5 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a] 
PCBs (Total) 10 2 100 5 I 5 0.027 • 0.051 0.040 0.049 N [k] 0 I 5 All NO NA NC[a] 5 I 10 0.027 - 0.051 0.025 0.043 NP(d] 0 I 10 All NO NA NC{a} 

<;.;\Droc,~-' WSmi..W(Ote\16UI StfiW!P\I.,...,•f\1 '""'',...llltt\\C~I..-.I.Ouckx*\ilO'DfHitlt\ 
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Table P-048 


Comparison ofExposure Point Concentrations t o Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganics (mg/Kg) 

Aluminum 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Iron 

Lead 

Magnesium 

Manganese 

MerCU!Y 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

Silver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

Cyanide 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

40 

200,000 

60 

200 

1,000 

Q-1 ft (1) 

MCPUpper 

MCPS-1 Concentration 

Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

1-3ft (1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

(:ngiKg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3] 

I 
I NS NS 5 I 5 5069 • 6464 5694 6244 

20 300 0 I 5 AIIND NA 

I 20 200 5 I 5 5 - 10.5 7.4 9.6 

1,000 10,000 5 I 5 90.5 - 185 129 167 

1100 2,000 0 I 5 All NO NA 

2 300 1 I 5 0.7 - 0.7 0.32 

NS NS 5 I 5 1802 • 2375 2071 2273 

30 2,000 5 I 5 10 - 14.7 12.9 14.9 

I NS NS 0 I 5 All NO NA 

NS NS 0 I 5 AIIND NA 

NS NS- 5 I 5 8014 - 11919 9517 11046 

300 3,000 5 I 5 461 - 686 554 652 

I NS NS 5 I 5 1082 - 1474 1305 1458 

NS NS 0 I 5 AIIND NA 

20 300 0 I 5 All NO NA 

20 7,000 0 I 5 All NO NA 

NS NS 0 I 5 All NO NA 

400 8,000 0 I 5 All NO NA 

100 2,000 0 I 5 All NO NA 

NS NS 0 I 5 All NO NA 

8 800 0 I 5 All NO NA 

600 10,000 0 I 5 AIIND NA 

2,500 10,000 0 I 5 All NO NA 

100 4,000 0 I 5 All NO NA 

(11One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
(2) A\·erage and 95% UCLvalues are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3) 95% UCLis calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.05). 

N [k] 

NC(a] 

N (k] 

N [k] 

NC[a] 

NC[b] 

N [k) 

N [k] 

NC[a) 

NC[aJ 

N [kJ 

N [k] 

N [k] 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC[a] 

NC [a) 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

NC[aJ 

NC [a) 

NC [a) 

5 I 5 3387 . 5320 4439 5272 N (k] 

0 I 5 All NO NA NC(a] 

5 I 5 2.2 - 7.7 5.2 7.2 N (k) 

5 I 5 67.5 - 198 139 201 N (k] 

0 I 5 AIIND NA NC(a] 

0 I 5 AIIND NA NC(a] 

5 I 5 1001 - 3162 2012 2744 N [k) 

5 I 5 5.6 - 10.7 8.2 10.4 N (kJ 

0 I 5 AIIND NA NC(a] 

0 I 5 AIIND NA NC(aJ 

5 I 5 5809 - 9617 8251 9719 N [k) 

5 I 5 141 - 550 309 473 N [k) 

5 I 5 858 - 1900 1271 1698 N [k] 

0 I 5 All NO NA NC[a) 

0 I 5 AIIND NA NC(a] 

0 I 5 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 5 All NO NA NC(al 

0 I 5 All NO NA NC(a] 

0 I 5 All NO NA NC(a] 

0 I 5 All NO NA NC(a) 

0 I 5 All NO NA NC[a) 

0 I 5 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 5 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 5 AII ND NA NC[a] 

0-3 ft [1, 2) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

10 I 10 3387 • 6464 4858 5290 N [k] 

0 I 10 AIIND NA NC [a) 

10 I 10 2.2 - 10.5 5.9 7.0 N (k] 

10 I 10 67.5 - 198 136 160 N (k] 

0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a] 

1 I 10 0.7 - 0.7 0.23 NC(b] 

10 I 10 1001 - 3162 2032 2303 N [I) 

10 I 10 5.6 - 14.7 9.7 11.2 N [k] 

0 I 10 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 10 AIIND NA NC[a) 

10 I 10 5809 - 11919 8673 9388 N [kJ 

10 I 10 141 - 686 391 475 N [k] 

10 I 10 858 - 1900 1282 1441 N [k] 

0 I 10 AIIND NA NC(a) 

0 I 10 AII ND NA NC[a] 

0 I 10 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a) 

0 I 10 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 10 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 10 AII ND NA NC(a) 

0 I 10 All NO NA NC[a) 

0 I 10 All NO NA NC [a] 

0 I 10 AII ND NA NC[a) 

0 I 10 AII ND NA NC[a] 

3+ ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 

10 I 10 2067 • 6488 4399 

0 I 10 AIIND NA 

5 I 10 1.7 • 15.3 4.3 

10 I 10 9.7 - 890 162 

0 I 10 AIIND NA 

0 I 10 All NO NA 

10 I 10 696 - 4492 2193 

10 I 10 3.3 - 15 9.0 

0 I 10 AIIND NA 

0 I 10 AII ND NA 

10 I 10 2643 - 23016 7729 

10 I 10 ' 3 - 1190 247 

10 I 10 597 - 1631 1073 

0 I 10 AII ND NA 

0 I 10 All NO NA 

0 I 10 All NO NA 

0 I 10 All NO NA 

0 I 10 All NO NA 

0 I 10 All NO NA 

0 I 10 All NO NA 

0 I 10 All NO NA 

0 I 10 All NO NA 

0 I 10 All NO NA 

0 I 10 All NO NA 

95%UCL [3] 

5380 N (k] 

NC[a] 

9.7 NP [d] 

1024 NP[i] 

NC(a) 

NC(a) 

3009 N (k] 

11.1 N [k] 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

12133 G[m] 

1018 G [n) 

1250 N [kJ 

NC [a) 

NC [a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC [a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a) 

NC[a j 

mg/Kg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
NO= Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

NC - Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a) All values non detect [k) 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b) Only one distinct data value was detected (I) 95% Modified·! UCL 

NP - Non-Parametric Distribution G - Gamma Distribution 
[c)95% KM (t) UCL [m) 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
{d)95% KM {Percent Bootstrap) UCL [n) 95% Adjusted Gamma UCL 
[e) 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
Jfl 95% KM (BCA) UCL 
[g]95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
(h]99% KM {Chebyshev) IJCL 
(i)99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 
(jJ 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP 5·1 or MCP UCL Prepared by I Date: BJR 2118111 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker StreetiH Value. Checked by I Date: KJC 2118111 

(:'\Ooc""*'*J. ;met ~U...,\MCOif\I.OCM Sre<! HfiCS\Ttl'r\I)Of•IVJnlwl\ft ~\Cont~I.OUiklok\JlCfDU111~ 
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Commonwealth of M assachusetts 
Execut ive Office of Energy & Environmental A ffairs 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SUWVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

September 16, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief N EW BEDFORD 

Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-049 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Remova l Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on Apri l 26, 2010, the United States Environmenta l Protect ion Agency {USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated Apri l 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicin ity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination w ith Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmenta l Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors col lected so il samples 
from borings instal led at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The so il samples were analyzed for COCs typical ly associated with the PSWS, including 
polych lorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximate ly 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were ana lyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytica l results were received from the laboratory and 
va lidated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedia l action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requ irements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
re leases of oil and/or hazardous materia ls to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk commun ication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

MassDEP is in the process of provid ing USEPA with both a preliminary risk eva luation and a final risk 
eva luation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website· www mass.govtdep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final eva luation was available. Property P-049 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-049 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-049. MassDEP 
uses these resu lts along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk eva luation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the two boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequate ly representative of likely COC 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL eva luation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-049: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the so il located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth for this property. Specifically, for the 0- 3 foot below ground surface interval, the 
actual average and the boring specific concentrations of several PAHs and/or lead in both of the 
borings on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. The MCP 
requires actions to be taken to address this cond ition, which may include removal of this layer of 
soil and replacing it with clean soi l or covering it with an appropriate cap material. No activities 
should occur on this property that will disrupt the soil located from the ground surface to a 
depth of three feet until removal or cover measures are completed. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined not to exist for the soi l located between 
3 feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Specifically, the average concentration of several 
PAHs were above the MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Because this so il is at depth, it does not 
necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the property. If this soi l is 
to remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls defined as a Notice of Activity and Use 
Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to ensure that future 
activities or changes in use do not create the potentia l for humans to be exposed to the soil 
below 3 feet in depth in these areas. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt 
soil located from a depth of 3 - 12 feet unless it is done under the supervision of a Licensed Site 
Professional and performed in accordance with the MCP. 
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• 	 Please note that these f ind ings are based on the data avai lable from on ly two borings because 
the majority of the property is occupied by struct ures and/or covered by impervious surfaces. 
However, although the data set for this property is limited, it is consistent with SAP data 
gathered from surrounding properties. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 

Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet be low the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data avai lable 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other act ions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk eva luations cou ld impact or refine the f indings of t he risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requ irement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentia lly Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the envi ronment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

_ 	 Sincere ly, '{___------­

~nston, Regiona l Director 

J/lm 
Enclosure 

Ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Ch ief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Sect ion- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmai l.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.a lfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 
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mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-049 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

PAHs (~g/Kg) 
2·Methylnaphthal~ 

Acenaphthe.!:!_~ 

Acenae_hthylene 
Anthracen~ 

Benzo(atanth!_acenl!_ _ 
Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(!?_)fluoranthene _ 

~~,h,i)~lene 

DRAFT 
Recommended Parker 

Street IH Va lue 
(mg/Kg) 

61,000 

MCP Upper 
MCP S-1 Concentration 

Direct Contact limit 
(mg/Kg) {mgfkg) 

300 5,000 

180,oqQ_ 1,000__ ~000 

180,poo - - 1,000 10,000 

920,000 1- ­ 1,_,000= '----1---=­10,000 
160 - - 7 3,00Q__ 
16 
160 

2 300 
__7 ____3,QQO 

~20,000_ _ _ J.,QOO__ ___!9.!00Q 
Benzo(k]fluoranthene __ 1,600 

16,000 
70 10,000 

~sene 

Dibenz(a,h)~nthracene _ __;;;1..:;..6 - - ­ -

70 

0.7 
Fluoranthene ~12""0~,000~---1 - 1,000 
Fluorene 

l ndeno(112,~~!£Y~ _ 
120,000 _hQQO 

160 
Naphthalene ~ 61,000 
Phenanthrene ___gQ,OOO 

7 

100 

500 

10,000 
300--­-­

10,000 
10,000 

- __3,0QQ 
10,000 

10,000 
~rene ___ __ !!.2,QQQ__ ~ l,QQQ.__ 

0-1 ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 

1-3ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

95%UCL[3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

0-3 ft [1, 2) 3+ ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 
Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

9_1_ 2_ 
1 
_ Al!r:!_l2_ _ NA NC[a) 1 I 2 ~5_·_:1:.;.;.5'-----+-___;;1"". 1'--- _ . NC[b] 1 I 4~ 1.5 - 1.5 -~8- NCJJ?_)_--3- I 4 b. -6.8 2.3 --~ 

__O_I_l,_l- ~_!!Q_ NA_ - ­ ~<&) 1 I L H._:_].J - E __NC 1!>1 ~I '!_ 3..:I_ ~-~ 1.7 - !':!_CJl1_ ~ 1_ 4­ 0.27 - 12 H._ NC [b)_ 
0 I 2 All NO NA NC (a] 1 I 2 13 - 13 6.8 NC ~ 1 I 4 13 - 13 _ 4.8 _ NC [!?_) 3 I 4 0.41 - 16 l 6.0 NC [b] 
o__j_l_ All NO NA NC [a] 1 I 2 24 - 24 12.3 _ NC (b) Lf_4 --t-.....;2;;..;.4_ ­_ 24 _ 8.5 NC [b) 3 I 4 0.99 - 54 . 17.1 NC [b) 

_ 1_/ 2__ ~4 - ~.4 1.6 _ NC[bl_ 2 I 2 _ 1.2 - 46 24 NC [b) 3 I 4 1.2 - 46 16.3 58 NP [c) 4 I 4 0.52 - 73 23 NC [b] 
1 I 2 2.2 - 2.2_ 1.5 _ NC[b) ~--~--20=--_- ..._2..,0_ _,_ 1~~ - NC[b] 2 { 4 2.2 - 20 7.4-= 20"'N'P[d) - ­ 3- / 4 0.9 - 25 M NC[b] 

__2_1 2 1.5 - 2.9 _ 2.2 NC [b) 2 I 2 1­ 1.2 - 54 28 _ NC ~ 4 / 4 1.2 - 54 r----19.1 _ 129 NP (~ __4 f.....i_ 0.58 - 80_ 32 j___: NC [b) 

u l _l­ AII.!!Q._ .!'!A NC(~.L 1 12 24 - 24 12.3 __N£ 1!:?1. _ 1 ~ 24 - 24 ~~ Nc;_j!?_)_ 3 I 4 I 0.51 - 2?__ ~ L -'~f.Jl?J 
.2.._1_3_ __A_II NO _ NA NC (a] 1 I 2 11 - 11 5.8 NC [b] 1 I 4 11 - 11 _ 4.!_ NC [b) 3 I 4 0.45 • 28 8.9 NC (b) 

1 I 2 2.1 - 2.1 1.4 NC [b) 1 Ll_ 34 - 34 17.3 NC 1!?_L 2 I 4 2.1 - 34 12.0 88 ~ 3 /...3_ 0.95 - 64 21 NC [b) 
__0 i....l:.. All NO ~A . _ _!i0~) 1 I 2 6.7 6.7 _!L N£[~] !_/_j_ 6.7 -. ~ 2.5 NC[b] ?_~ 3.3 - 10 3.4 NCJJ?_]_ 

2 1 2 3.2 - 4.2 3.7 NC(b] 2 1 2 2.4 -~ 66 NC[b) 4 1 4 .,__2.4 - 130 45 _ 312 NP[eJ 4 I 4 ~.2 - 200 81 NC(b)o1 2 All ND I NA -~fJ& __1_ L 2 9.4 - 9.4 5.0__ NC [bJ 1 1 4 9.4 - 9.4 3.6 NC (bJ LL1. ~S?_ . 17 s.* NC !bl 
0 I 2 All NO I ~ ~-NCJ2] lf_]_ 29 - 29 14.8 .!':!.~JE.I 1 I 4 29 - 29 1~1-- ­ NCJE.l _2 I 4 0.63 - 43 -~:~ - !!fjb) 
0 I 2 - Ail ND NA _ NC(a] 1 I 2 ~ - 3.3_ 2 

6 

. 

6 

0 _ _ NC[!?_L __l_ l 4 3.3 - 3.3 ~ NC(b] 3 I 4 _ 0.58 - 1~ 5.2 NC(b) 

PCBs (mgfKg) -- ­ _ 
Aroclor-1016 

Aroclor-1221 

2_j_~ 3.2 - 3.y 3.3 ~ NC [b) 2 Ll_ 2.2 - 130 _ NC [b) 4 I 4 -f ­ 2.2 - 130 45 NC [b] 4 I 4_ 1 - 230 I~ ~- Nc(t{ 
1_1 ~ 2.4_::_ 3.J 3.1 - NC (b] L/2 - 1.9 · .....:1::.;:;00;...._-+-__;:;5.::.1--t NC [b) 4 L _4 _ 1.9 - 10Q_ 35_ 240 ~ (~) __4_ I 4 __9.86 ....:....1~ ~ ___N£_(~) 

10 - 2 --- ­ 10_0__ 0 I 2 AIIND NA ==­ NC(a] 0 /....1__ - _ AIIND _--1----' ­NA -== NC(a) 0 I 4 -+.'-- AIIND NA NC[a) 0 I 4 ­ AIIND . 

1 

NA __!'i0~1_ 
10 2 __ 100 _ 0 I 2 ~~t!Q___J NA NC(a] 0 I 2 AIIND NA NC(a) .2._/_ 4 J AiiND ~ NC[~) 0 I 4 AIIND _ ~~ NCJ& 

A_r_oc_lo_r-1_2_3_2 ______....;1:.:0_ ___ 2 ____ 100 _ 0 I 2 AIIND I NA ~~)_ 0 I 2 AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND _ NA c- ~al 0 I 4 All NO _ ~- _1!0~-
Aroclor-1242 10 __.::.2_ _ _

1
___;1"-"0.::.0__ 0 I 2 -t- All NO - NA NC (a] 0 Ll_ _ _ All NO -f- NA_ _ NC [a] 0 I 4 All ND _ NA 

1 

_ _ NC [a) 0 I 4 All ND NA NC [a)_ 

Aroclor-124.c.:8:_______
1
___..:;;1c:.O__ t ~ 2 100 0 I 2 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 2 All ND NA NC [a] _ _.::_0 ...!.l---'­4--11 All ND NA NC [_a) 0 I 4 All NO NA NC [a] 

Aroclor-1254 ___..::1c:.O___ _ 2 - l----'1:.:0c::.O__ _ 0 I 2 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 2 All NO NA NC [a] 0_/_3_ All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 4 _ All NO _ N~ _ NC [a) 

Aroclor-1260 10 __ ---'2=-­ _____;;;l ..:c00:;___ 
11 

_....:::..1 -' ­I 2 0.087 - 0.087 0.047 . _ NC (b] 1 I 2 0.032 - 0.032 0.020 _ NC [b) 2 I 4 0.032 - 0.087 0.029 0.087 NP [g) 0 I 4 All ND _ NA NC (a] 

Aroclor-1262 10 _ ~ _ _ 100 _ Q. L 2__ All NO ~ NC (~]_ __0_1 1 All NO NA I _ !::!_C (a) Q_f_4_ All NO ._.!!.A Fc NC[a) 0 I 4 All ND NA R~L 
Aroclor-1268 _ _ 10 __ 2 __1_00_ .2._/_ ~ ~II.!:!.Q_ NA NC [al ~ AiJN12.____ NA l _!::!9<1. .Q ~ 1 All ND NA NC (a] 0 I 4 All ND NA _.!& 
PCBs (Total) 10 2 100 1 I 2 0.087 • 0.087 0.049 NC [b] 1 I 2 0.032 - 0.032 o.Q22l NC [b] 2 I 4 1 0.032 - 0.087 0.031 0.087 NP [g) 0 I 4 All ND NA (a] 

-----­

(:\pO<urntnt~ ~W~dStt1oOICJ\MCOCe\loul Secllnl'l\THnl)t)f~ty II'IC~ rlft\Conltne.OWO.Ok\)ltTOEHitll.\ Page 1 of 2nf.lpc.nous. p.oa, 
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Table P-049 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganics (mg/~) 

Aluminum 

~ntimO!:!Y 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 
Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

----· ­

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mgiKg) 

MCPS-1 

Direct Contact 
(mg/Kg) 

NS 

20 

~---- l-~-2~0~~= 
200,000 1,000 

60 

200 

100 

2 
NS 

30 

NS 

-

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

limit 

(mglkg) 

..!iL_ ­
300 

200 

10,000 
2,000 

300 

NS 

2,0QQ_ 
NS 

0-1 ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

1-3ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of.Detected 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+.ft (1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL {3] 

2 I 2 I 6097 - 6237 1- 6167 - ­ NC[b] 2 I 2 I 4725 - 7938 f c~~, ~ NC {b] _3_/_ 4 I 4725 - 793sl- 6277 Jj 7461 _!i_[l]_] 4 ~ b3755 - 5407 t 4577 r Nflbl 

C}_j_'i,_ AIIND NA ~@)___o_D : ~Q_ ~ !:!f_l~ O_j_ ~ I AIIND I NA _ N_C[a] o L 4 AIIND ~NA ~~ 
2 1 2 4 - 4.1 H 

3 
.1 
7 

NC [bl _ 2 1 2 l 4.2 - 10.5 j 7.4 _ __!'i£_~1 __4 _1_4 4 - 10.s 6.3 9.0 N [iJ _ _1_ _I _4__ 8.-s-:-10.3 7 
9 
. 
4 
4 (--- ~lbl 

2 I 2 83.9 - 191 - J :!£J!?.l_ 2 I 2 129 - 303 216 - NCJ!?.! 4 ~ I. 8~03 - i9o t 267 N [h] 4 I 4 34.3 - 193 NC [b)_ 

9._f_j_ All ND T_NA_ _ l:!f.l& 0 I 2 __M_ND ~A NC [a] Q_L<!_ A)! N~ __!:!!~_ NC [a] Q_L3._ -l All ND NA !!£.1.!1 
!!_}_2 AIIND j NA NC[a] ~ AIIND NA _ NC[a] D_· f_ 4__ All NO NA NC(al_ __O_ I.....i_ j AIIND NA ] NC[a] 

2 I 2 2073 - 3027 1 2550 NClli _l_j_ 2 2398 - 7993 5196 NC [b] ~ 4 2073 - 7993 4-~ 7981 G Ul 4 I 4 1709 - 3700 2672 l - NC {b] 

0 I 2 All NO NA ~ 9___f___2 I All NO NA NC [a] 0-~ --r-- All NO _ NA NC (& 0 I 4 NA NC[a]Cobalt 

~0~ 
Iron 

1 
__.:..:.N.::..S__ _ NS 

NS 

_2,000 
NS 

~ 1_2. - _ 1~1__{ 16.6 ~ __!'!£~] l L 2_ I 12.2____:_1:4.2 13] I ~[bl ~ 1..3 __1___!£.2 - 18.1 14.3 16.~ N[h] -­4! 4 l 8.2AII-ND11.4_ 1· -2:!. I_ NC{£)_ 

- -----o;-:;:-­ All ND NA­ - NC (a] __0_ 1 2 MND NA _ NC 12_1~ 0 I 4 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 4 _ All ND __ I NA - NC [a]_ 

LU-nOOO..L- 10368 10187 - ­ ·NC [b] 2 I 2 12373 - 13745 I 13059 NC [b] __4 _j__.3 I 10006 - 13745 12102 13425 N [h] 4 I 4 5489 - 22761 1325U ~1\!1 
Lead 

Magnesium 

Ma_!!ganese 
Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium--­
Selenium 

---­
· ­ -­

·-~· 

NS 

1,000 - .1-- 300 

-
-----­

NS 

NS 

20 
20 
NS 

- ­

-

NS 

2 I 2 259 - 1150 1705 - NC [£)_ - -2~~----=-1630 1116 ~ ~ 4 I 4 j_-2s9 - 1630·-r--979­ 1455 N[h) 4 I 4 -15.2 - 482 2481 NC[b] 

2 I 2 1991 - 2064 j2028 - NC [b] 2 I ~ 1456 - 2047 ~ NC [b) 4~ J. 1456 - 2064 ~ r-l-091 !~.J~L 4 I ~ 599 - 1518 ____!160 .I NC [b] 

_ D_l __?_ A_!!_NO_ I NA NC(a] 0 I 2 All I'JO NA NC@) _Q U._ All ND---=­ ~ NC [a] Q_ I 4 ~ _ _ NA NC[a] 

?_,000 
1 

_ 0 1__1_ _ All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 2 ~ ~ _!:!f_[a] _9 I '!_ All NO NA r- l:!f.l& 0 j ~ All ND _ __t-JA f _ N~_[al_ 

Silver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

300 !Lf 2 i- All ND f NA _ NC [al - 0 I 1:1All NO _ NA f ­ !::!£_[~ ] 2._/ 4 ,_ All NO _ NA NC [aL 0 I 4 All ND NA NC [a] 

NS Q / 2 ~II ND _, NA _ NC [a] Q_ l 2 ~D_ _!;!Ai NC f.al _Q_ l__i . _ All ND _ ~ _ ~~] ~. [ 4 All NO NA NC[a] 
8,000 0 I 2 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 2 All~ NA NC [a] 0 I 4 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 4 All NO NA _ NC [a] 

---------- ­ _ _ _ _ _ _ 2,QOO Q I l AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 2 AIIND NA NC[a] 0 L 4 _ AIIND _ NA _ NCJ& Q_ I~. 1­ AIIND ~T NC[al_ 

_ __ ... NS NS 0 I 2 i­ Allf'J.!?_ I J:!A _ NC~l ~ / 2 J A!.!_ ND _ NA NC[~- 0 I ~ ~N_Q_ NA ~~~ 0 I 1 ~!? NA NC(a] 

400 

100 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

_ ~ _ _ __ ,__.:::.8___
1
__....:8::.:.0.:::.0 __

1
__0"'--'l:-=2­ All ND NA NC [a] ~ I All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 4 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 4 r- All ND -r-- NA NC [a]_ 

--- ­ ----- ­ ___..;;6.;;.00' ­ 10,000 0 I 2 All NO I NA · ­ NC[a] 0 I 2 f All NO _ iRA _-_ ~[~ 0 I 4 All ND Ntf- NC f~ - 0 I ~ All NO NA NC [a] 

Cyanide 

• 2,500 __10,000 0 I 2 All ND NA _ NC(ai­ o/ _ 2_ l- AII_ND _ NA _ NC (a]_ _ ~_j_~ All ND ~ . _ N_£Ja] Q. ( 3_ All NO _ NA NC [a] 

100 4,000 0 I 2 AIIND I NA NC[a) 0 I 2 I AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 l AIIND NA 1-~~ 

mg/Kg=milligrams per kilogram 
NA =Not applicable 
NO = Not detected 
NS = No Standard Available 

(1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
(2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
!3195% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NC - Not Calculated N- Normal Distribution 
[a I All values non detect [h]95% Student's·t UCL 
[b] Dataset too small to calculate UCL Ii i 95% Modified-t UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G · Gamma Distribution 
[c] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL U)95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

[dl 95% KM (BCA) UCL 

[e] 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

[f) 99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

[g]95% KM (% Bootstrap) UCL 


Bold values exceed MCP S·l or MCP UCL Prepared by I Date: BJR OV26Ill 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Checked by I Date: KJC 01127111 

C:\Oownwtlll and SelC~f~CS\MCot•\I.CIUI Sl'l1illp\Tt!m~ry l.ntff"tt fllt1\Cot\ltnU)II!Ioo'\3XTD(HIUI\ Page 2 of 21H fPC·liOUS,P.()4t 



Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

OEVAL L PATRICK RICHARD K SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secrel:8ry 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Govemor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

September 16, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-054 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation -Request for Remova l 

Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmenta l Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 

Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerica l and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data .generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk eva luations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk eva luation and a final risk 
eva luation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final eva luation was available. Property P-054 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-054 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk eva luation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-054. MassDEP 
uses these resu lts along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample resu lts from the soi l samples collected from the four boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were eva luated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-054: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth for this property. Specifically, for the 0- 3 foot below ground surface interval, the 
actual average, and the boring specific concentrations, of lead in three of the borings on the 
property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. The MCP requires actions to 
be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of this layer of soil and replacing 
it w ith clean soi l or covering it with an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur on 
this property that will disrupt the soil located from the ground surface to a depth of three feet 
until removal or cover measures are completed. 

• 	 In addition, a condition ot No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Both the average concentrations and the 95% UCL 
calculated for all COCs are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards and no further 
response actions are necessary for this soi l. 

• 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of al l available data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that the boundary of the fill layer associated with the PSWS has been 
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determined to be across Property P-054. No further assessment is required to define the PSWS 
fi ll boundary either northerly or easterly of this property. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP wil l continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additiona l sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk eva luations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by ca lling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions re lated to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportun ity to 
collaborate with you on th is important effort. 

7:y, 
)dJohnston, Regional Director 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

Ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Mi llie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-054 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-054 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT MCPUpper 

Recommended Parker MCP 5-1 Concentration 

Street IH Value Direct Contact 

Parameter (mg/Kg) 

PAHs (mg/Kg) 

2-Methylnaphthalene 61,000 

Acenaphthene 
-

180,000 
Acenaphthylene 180,000 

Anthracene 920,000- -Benzo(a)anthracene 160 
Benzo(a)pyrene 16 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
~ 

160 
Benzo(g,h,l)perylene 120,000 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1,600 

-
Chrysene - - 16,000 
Dlb~nz(a,h)anthracene 16 
Fluoranthene 120,000 

-
Fluorene -­ 120,000 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 160 
Naphthalene 61,000 

Phenanthrene 
~ 

120,000 

Py~ne 92,000 
PCBs (mg/Kg) 

Aroclor-1016 10 
- ~ -

Aroclor-1221 10 

Aroclor-1232 10 
Aroclor-1242 10 

Aroclor-1248 10-
Aroclor-1254 10 

Aroclor-1260 10 
Aroclor-1262 10-­
Aroclor-1268 10 
PCBs (Total) 10 

(mg/Kg) 

300-­
- __1,000 

1,000 . 
1,000 

!_ 
2 

7-­ . -
- _1.~ 

70 
~ ·-

70-­ . 
0.7- . 

__1,000 

1,000-­
7. 

100 

500-­
-­ ]._.000 

2 --· - - -
2-­ - -

: ~ 
2- -­ -
2-­ - -­ -
2 1--­ -----­
2 

~- - -
2 

-­ - 2 
- 1-· 

2-
2 

Limit 

(mg/kg) 

5,000 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 
3,000 

300 

3,000 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

300 

10,000 

10,000 

3,000 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

100 

100 -
100 

-

100 

100 -
100 -
100 -
100 

100 

100 

().1ft (1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations 

o I 4 t AIIND 

o I 4 All NO 

o I 4 All NO 

1 I 4 0.36 • 0.36 
1 I 4 1.1 - 1.1-
1 I 4 I 1.2 • 1.2 

1 I 4 

I 
1.6 - 1.6 

1 I 4 0.95 - 0.95 i1 I 4 j 0.58 • 0.58 

1 I 4 1.2 -1.2 ~0 I 4 All NO 

2 I 4 0.86 - 2.3 

o I 4 All NO 

1 I 4 t 1 - 1 
0 I 4 AIIND 

1 I 4 1.1 - 1.1 

2 I 4 0.84 - 2.1 

0 I 4 

t 
All NO 

0 I 4 All ND 

0 I 4 AIIND -
0 I 4 AIIND 

0 I 4 AIIND 

1 I 4 0.16 - 0.16 

1 I 4 0.19 - 0.19 

0 I 4 All NO 

0 I 4 AIIND 

1 I 4 0.35 - 0.35 

1·3 ft (1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Average 95%UCL(3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3) 

NA NC(a) 0 I 4 

t 
All NO NA ~C(~- -

NA NC[a) o I 4 AIIND NA ___!i_~[aJ 
NA NC(a) o I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 
2.01 - NC(b) 0 I 4 All NO 1 NA N_fJ(I) -2.1 , ­ NC(b) 4 I 4 

1 
0.26 - 0.93 

1 
0.59 ~C[b] 

1--=­2.2 NC[b] 4 I 4 0.27 - 1 0.65 I _ NC[b] 

iU 
__1-JC(b) 4 I 4 

I
0.32 - 1.3 

lo.H NfJbi NC[b) 3 I 4 0.4 • 0.74 0.43 NC[bl_ 

NC[b] 3 I 4 0.25 • 0.51 0.31 _ NC [b] 

2.2 NC[b] 4 I 4 0.28 - 1 0.:._64 N.f_[b] - -
NA NC [a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA __NC:J~ 

t- I l ­2.6 NC[b] 4 I 4 0.46 - 1.6 1.2 NC[b) 

NA NC[a) 0 I 4 All NO NA NC[a] 

2.1 I NC[b) 4 I 4 0.2 - 0.88 0.53 ~_b) 
NA NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a)- -
2.1 NC(b) 3 I 4 0.56 • 0.73 0.52 NC[b] 

2.5 NC(b] 4 I 4 0.4 - 1.5 1.0 N~[.2_) 

- -
NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[~ 
NA NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA _!!£(a) 
NA - NC(a) 0 I 4 All NO NA NC[a) 

NA-­ NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA - ~_@] 
NA _!!C (~) 0- - I 4 AIIND NA NC_la] 

0.060 NC(b] 0 I 4 All NO NA NC[a)- -
0.061 NC[b] 1 I 4 0.094 - 0.094 0.029 - ~)-

NA NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND I NA NC [a)-
NA NC(a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA ~ o.ill NC(b] 1 I 4 0.094 - 0.094 0.032 NC[b] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 
0 I 8 

1 I 8 
5 I 8 

5 I 8 

5 I 8 
4 I 8 

4 I 8 

5 I 8-
0- I 8 

6 I 8 

0 I 8 
5 I 8 

0 I 8 

4 I 8 
6 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 
0 I 8 

0 I 8 

1 I 8 

2 I 8 
0 I 8 

0 I 8 

2 I 8 

().3ft (1, 2 3+ ft (1) 

Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3) 

t- AIIND NA NC(a) o _u_ AIIND I NA NC(a]-
All NO NA NC(a) ~ AIIND NA NC(a] 

AIIND NA NC(a) 1 I 8 0.22 • 0.22 0.15 NC(c) 

0.36 • 0.36 0.73 NC(c) 1 LL 0.28 • 0.28 0.16 NC(c) 

0.26 - 1.1 1.1 0.80 NP[dJ ~ 0.53 - 1 . ..! 0.31 1.2 NP [e) 

I0.27 - 1.2 1.2 0.87 NP[d) 2 I 8 0.55 - 1.3 0.33 0.88 NP [d) 

0.32 - 1.6 I 1.3 1.1 NP[d] L / ~ 0.74 • 1.7 0.40 1.7 NP [e) 

0.4 • 0.95 0.99 0.66 NP [d) 2 1...!._ 0.42 - 0.89 0.26 I 0.89 NP [~] 

0.25 0.58 

t 
0.87 0.46 NP (e) 118 0.66 - 0.66 0.20 J NC [c] 

~NP[d]0.28 - 1.2 1.1 2 I 8 0.6 - 1.4 0.35 I 1.4 NP[e) 

AIIND NA NC[a] 1_}8 0.22 - 0.22 0.099 NC[c] 

I ~ 0.46 - 2.3 1.6 1.6 NPJE1. 4 I 8 0.42 - 2.6 0.66 1.6 NP(e) 

All NO NA _!!C [a) o_j~ AIIND NA NC(a) 

I 0.2 - 1 1.1 0.73 NP (d) 2 I 8 0.47 - 1.1 0.29 0.75 NP[d) 

All NO NA NC[a) 0 I 8 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0.56 - 1.1 1.1 r 0.77 Ni_[d] 2 I 8 0.75 - 1.4 0.37 1.4 NP(e) 

0.4 - 2.1 1.5 1.4 NP(d) 3 I 8 0.47 - 2.2 0.54 1.2 NP[d) 

t 
I --­

AIIND NA NC[a) !}_/_ 8 All NO NA NC[a) 

AIIND NA N<Jal _ o_ j _L 

f 
AIIND NA NC[a) 

All NO NA NC[a] o I 8 AIIND NA NC(a) 
~ 

AIIND NA NC[a] o I 8 All NO NA NC[a] 

All NO NA NC(a] _ o_u_ AIIND NA NC(a] 

0.16 - 0.16 0.028 NC[c] o I 8 All NO NA NC[a) 

0.094 - 0.19 0.040 0.19 N.f (~] __1_/ _§_ 0.035 • 0.035 0.011 - NC[c) 

AIIND NA NC[a) 0 I 8 All NO NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA ~ 0 I 8 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0.094 - 0.35 0.057 0.35 NP [e] 1 I 8 0.035 - 0.035 0.014 NClc) 

C:\Oocuments anod ~u"'"\MCCIC~t«.lf~lh'I'\I•""*""'Y lroJ.,fi'WI J1111"1\(Gtlll'l'll Out~\\f'(10tHIIM\ 
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TableP-054 


Comparison ofExposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganics (mwKg_] _ 

Aluminum 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/Kg) 

-
Antimony ______ _ 

Arsenic 

Barium 

!!eryll iu.!:.:!__ 

Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

- ­ -~- -
---­

--- ­ 1-

40 

200,000 

60 

200 

MCP Upper 

MCP S·1 Concentration 

Direct Cbntact 

(mglkg) 

limit 

(mg/kg) 

~t -- 3: ---·· 
20 200 

1,090 10,000 
__l.Qp____b.Q.QQ_ 

2 300 

N$ NS 
·- ­

30 2,000 

--­ NS~- ___N.:.:S'-- ­
~c:Pe:.:..r_____ _ 

Iron 

Lead 
---· -­

__1,000 

-· NS NS 

NS 

30J -

NS 

3,000 

0·1 ft (1] 1·3 ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

()..3ft (1, 2] 3+ ft (1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

DetectionDetection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Concentrations Average 95%UCL(3] 

4 I 4 t 4570 • 5303 J 5011 NC(b] 4 L 4 1-3591 - 5504 ~ 4N50A6 t- NC l.bl 8 L 8 3591 - 5504 4674 L 5018 N [g]_ - ­ 8 ­ l- 8 I 2912 - 5587 ~08 4703 N {g)_ 

014 1 AIINO · NA N_f_l_& 0_14 _ AIINO _ t l­ NC[a] _ _2_/_ 8_ AIINO NA __!!U~l Q_/8 AIINO _ ~ _ ~C[a] 
1 I 4 ~ • ~ l=f·7 NC [b] 4 (_ 4 4.2 - 5.4 I ~L_L~ (El_ 5 I 8 ~ - 5.4 3.7 4.8. NP I& _ 2_ 1_? 2.8 - 7.6 2.3 ----.7.:.§ N~ 
4 1 4 49.9 • 120 76 __ NC[b] 4 1 4 101 • 237 r~.L NC(b] 8 1 8 49.9 • 237 138 J. 17~gt 8 1 8 H- 1~--w 111 G[h] 

_Q L~4~9 ~ _ .!:!£.[& o.J._j j Al!li.'?_ _tiA 1. _!:lc;@L _Q__/__? ~- ~~Q. NA ~[a] _ Q_/ ~ IND NA JIIC~. 
0 I 4 All NO NA NC @]_ 9__j_ 4 _A'!_~D__ NA N<J~ 0 I 8 All NO NA !:!£.(_~] _jl_ /....:§_ _ .!JilL_ _N~ NC [a] 

4 I 4 1518 -~ 4537 - NC [bl_ 0.. 4 1122 - 5015 2610 - NC (2.1 8 L 8 1122 . 9375 3252 4864 G (h] 8 LL 881 . 3489 1461 - 2105 G (h] 
__4_ 1 4 ~ -_2! _ ~ _ J~C[~l 1 I ~ 5.7 · 11.5 .J!:L __NC[b] ~ /_?_ 1 .22._:_18 13.3 18.8 _Gihl 8 I 8 l 6.9 - 13.1 10.2 12.0 N[g] 

_2_j_ 4 All NO NA _ ~ __o L 4 All NO NA ~~L o 1 8 All NO NA f ~ o 1 8 J AIINo-- NAf NC(aJ 

0 I 4 All NO NA NC [a] 0 1..3_ All NO NA_ _ NC@] 0 ~ All NO NA NC [a] 0 ~ All NO NA NC [a] 

..3._/_i r _7_~8~ · 9637 _ 8521__ _ NC[bl 4 I 4 6095 - y 2g__ 7591 _ ~Cl!>l ?_1_8_ I §.9Jl~ . ~~L f 7~2 853L_ri_lgJ ~ L8_ 3_~27 . 173§..8_ 7568 10813_0!1_ 

4 U 1 1491 • 4994 ~ Nc [bl 4 1 4 832 . 1258 ~ _ NC ~~ 8 1 8 83i . 4994 fl69i_j 3338 NP [fJ 8 1..3_ 999 . 256S 1617 19~1_Magnesium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

Silver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

NS 
--N~ 

- --- ­ ·- ­ ·• - 1-

_ 
1 
___;N.:.:S;.__ 

NS 

4 ..L.i. 118 . 244 ~ - ~lbl 4 I 4 362 - 871 490 NC (b] 8 I 8 -F-18 . 871 381 604 LN UJ 8~ 2.1 . 665 196 1266_2111_ 

o I 4 All NO NA ~(a] Q_J 4 All NO ~ N.f.@l _Q 1 8_ r- All NO J _N~- NC [a] __o_/_~ I ~o -1- N~ _ NC 1& 
0 I 4 _ AIINO _ NA _ NC(a] 0 I 4 _ AIINO _ N~ _ NC(a] _!2__1 8 1­ AIIND NA __ NC[a] __0_ 1 8 AIINO NA _ ~J~l 

--·- 1 ~ 

- ­ 20~ 
20 

- ~~ 
400 

100 
--t 
N~ 
8 

300 

7,000 

NS 

~000 
2,000 

NS 

0 f 4 ~l'iQ _ N_A k~NC [a] __Q I 4 All NO NA _ NC [~ _ o_j_ 8 f- All NO NA _ NC [a] 0 I 8 All NO - NA ~ 
Q I 4 _ All NO i NA NC[a] Q_ I ~ All NO _ NA _N.£[~] 0 U All NO ] ~ N.f.J~J Q. f 8 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 j 4 All NO NA NC[a] 0 I 4 _ All NO _ NA _ NC lal 0 I 8 1-­ All NO _ NA . _ NC [a] 0 I 8 _ All NO NA ~ NC [a] 

0 I 4 All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 4 All NO NA _ ~<:_I~ .9_1 8_ r- All NO j NA NC J~J 0 I 8 All NO NA NC [a] 

-----------­ - 800 

!Q,OOO 
10.!.000. 
4,000 

0 I 4 _ All NO~ NA NC [a] 0 I 4 All NO NA .J':!f.@l 0 1_8__ ~NO NA NC[a] ~8 All NO NA ~1& 

0 / 4 AiiND NA ,- NCiil 0 ~ -- AIIN[i NA NC@J 2_L8 ·f- All NO ~~--= NC[a] o/ 8 .-.=. Ail NO ~NA F=- NNcC=-_{iaa)] 
Vanadium 

Zinc 

Cyanide 

600 --r­
_12.'12 

100 

. 0 I 4 ~ All NO NA NC [a] 0 I 4 All NO NA _ NC {a_] 0 1_8_ All NO NA N_C [_a) 0_1_ 8__ All NO__ N_A 
Q f.. 4 - ~ NA NC[aJ _-_0_ 1_ 4 _1-­ All NO ~. "NA" =NC[~] 0 I 8 - ­ A- liND I-NA NC[_;] 0 I 8 All NO NA NC[a] 

0 I 4 AIINO NA NC[a] 0 I 4 I AIINO NA I NC[a] 0 I 8 AIINO -1 NA 1­~ 0 I 8 AIINO NA ] Nc [a] 

mg/Kg = milligrams per kilogram [1] One-hJif the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 

NA = Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCLvalues are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 

NO =Not detected [3)95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NS =No Standard Available 


NC - Not Calculated N • Normal Distribution 
(a)All values non detect (g} 95% Student'$-! UCL 
(b) Dftaset too small to calculate UCL 

(c] O~ly one distinct data value was detected G • Gamma Distribution 


[hj 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

NP- Non-~arametric Distribution [i} 95% Adjusted Gamma UCL 


[d] 95% KM (t) UCl 

(e)9S% KM (%Bootstrap) UCL LN - log Normal Distribution 

(f] 95%Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL Ul95% H-UCL 


1 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Prepared by I Date: BJR 01126111 

Checked by I Date: KJC 01127111 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office .. 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor 8BC!'l'ltary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Cornmiseioner 

September 16, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 

USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-057 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation -No USEPA Action 

Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010,· to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Roux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12. feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1 _; 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617·292-5751. TDD# 1-866·539-7622 or 1-617-574·6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final evaluation was available. Property P-057 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-057 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-057. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the fifteen 
boring locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either 
potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) values to 
determine if an IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone {0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to show whether the data collected from the property 
in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC distribution 
such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation criteria is not 
applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-057: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet 
in depth. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the soil located between 0 and 3 feet bgs 
is not necessary because the COC concentrations observed on Property R-057 are consistent 
with results from samples taken in the surrounding area. The actual average for COCs at this 
depth interval is below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. No further response 
actions are necessary for this soil. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined not to exist for the soil located between 
3 feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. Specifically, the average concentration of one PAH 
was slightly above the MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Because this soil is at depth, it does not 
necessarily need to be removed to be protective of the current use of the property. If this soil is 
to remain in plpce, land use restrictions and/or controls defined as a Notice of Activity and Use 
Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to ensure that future 
activities or changes in use do not create the potential for humans to be exposed to the soil 
below 3 feet in depth in these areas. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt 
soil located from a depth of 3 - 12 feet unless it is done under the supervision of a Licensed Site 
Professional and performed in accordance with the MCP. 
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USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

Ec: 	 MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: 	Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-057 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com
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Table P-ps7 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parl<er'Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


0-1 ft [1] 
DRAFT 


Recommended Parker 


Street IH Value 


Parameter (mg/Kg) 

mg(Kg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

4,000 

[1] 0, e-halfthe detection limit Is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Ajerage and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3]9 % UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04).

1
NC- ~at Calculated N- Normal Distribution 

I(a] All values non detect [k]95%Student's-t UCL 
~b] Only one or two distinct data values were detected [I] 95% Modified-! UCL 

NP- ~on-Parametric Distribution G- Gamma Distribution 
l[c]95% KM (t) UCL [m] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 
,[d]95% KM (%Bootstrap) UCL 
1 

l

[e] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL LN- log Normal Distribution 

i[f] 95% KM (BCA) UCL [n] 95% H-UCL 

l[g]95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

[h]97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

[i] 99% I<M (Chebyshev) UCL 

[m 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 


I 
Bold l.talues exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Boldjshaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 


Prepared by I Date: 

Checked by I Date: 


BJ R 02101111 

KJC 02102111 
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Qommonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-846-2700 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD I( SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Bscrett1r·y 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor· Commissioner 

September 16, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-067 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action 

Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency {USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection {MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern {COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site {PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 

.USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information aVailable at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information Is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617•292-5751. TDD# 1·866-539-7622 or 1-617·574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all properties sampled during the first phase of SAP implementation. Preliminary 
evaluations were performed without consideration of data from surrounding properties that only 
became available later during SAP implementation, and was included in the final evaluation. Properties 
evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, 
as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary to perform the final evaluation was available. 
Property P-067 was evaluated during the second implementation phase. 

Property P-067 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-067. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the five boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. Both the average concentration 
and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs detected for each 
depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL provides a conservative 
approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited and highly variable. The 
95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 1 properties when data 
from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from surrounding properties is available 
it can be used to show whether the data collected from the property in question is consistent with 
surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC distribution such that there is no need to 
apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk 
Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-067: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for both the current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface 
and 3 feet in depth and for future use of the property for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 
feet below the ground surface. The actual average concentration and the 95% UCL calculated 
for the COCs detected in both soil intervals are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. Several COCs were not detected in either the 0-3 foot bgs interval or the 3 to 12 foot 
interval on this property. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
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the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Sin? " 

"ohnston, Acting Regional Director 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-067 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


Table P-067 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 
New Bedford, Massachusetts 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

DRAFT MCP Upper 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 Concentration 

Parameter 

PAHs (mgli<g) 
2-Methylnaphthalene 

Acenaphthene 

Acenaphthylene 

Street IH Value 

· (mgiKg) 

61,000 

180,000 

180,000 

Direct Contact 

(mgiKg) 

300 

1,000 

1,000 

Limit 

(mglkg) 

5,000 

10,000 

10,000 

Frequency of 

Detection 

0 I s 
0 I 5 

4 I 5 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations 

All ND 

All Nb 

Average 95% UCL [3] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

2 NP [c) 

Frequency of 

Detection 

0 I 5 

0 I 5 

1 I 5 

Range of Detected 

Cpncentrations 

All ND 

All ND 

Q.49 - 0.49 

Average 

NA 

NA 

0.24 

95% UCL [3] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC[b] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations0/mNO
0 I IND 

5 I ·1o o.o9 - 0.49 

Average 

NA 

95% UCL [3] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NP [c] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

o I 1 

o I 1 

o I 1 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations 

All ND 

All ND 

D 

Average 

NA 

NA 

NA 

95% UCL [3] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

Anthracene 920,000 1,000 10,000 s I 5 0.08 - 0.35 0.17 0.27 N [h] 2 I 5 0.1 " 0.61 0.25 . 0.61 NP [d) 1 I 10 0.08 - 0.61 0. P [c] o I 1 All ND NA NC [a] 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)p~rene 

160 

16 

7 

2 

3,000 

300 

5 

5 

Is 
I 5 

0. 

0.33 - 1.2 

0.57 0.92 N [h] 

[h) 

3 

3 
I 
I 

5 

5 

0.1 " 

0.11 " 

2.4 

2 

0.63 

0.55 

2.4 NP [e) 

2.0 NP [e) 

8 

8 
I 
I 10 0.11 - 2 0. 1.3 NP [g) 

o 1 1 

o I 7 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 
. -!!£1& 

NC [a] 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 160 7 3,000 5 I N [h) 3 I 5 0.14 " 2.4 0.66- 2.4 NP [e) 8 I 10 0.14 - 2.4 0.74 1.1 NP [e) 0 I 1 AIIND NA NC [a] 

~enzo(g,h,i)perylene 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 

Chrysene 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 

120,000 

1,600 

16,000 

16 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

10,000 

10,000 

10 000 

300 

5 

5 

5 

5 

I 
I 
I 
I 

5. 

5 

5 

5 I 

0.26 

0.21 

0.38 

o.o8 

- 0.81-
" 0.62 

- 1.4 

- 0.25 

0.42 

0.33 

0.69 
n1? 

0.64 N [h] 

0.49 N [h) 

1.1 N [h) 

0.23 G [I] 

2 

2 

3 

1 

I 
I 
I 
I 

5 

5 

5 

5 

0.17 

0.16 

0.12 

0.42 

" 

" 

" 

" 

1.2 

1.4 

2.2 

0.42 

0.38 

0.42 

0.60 

0.23 

1.2 NP [d) 

2.4 NP [f) 

2.2 NP [e) 

NC [b) 

1 
7 

8 

6 

I 
I 
I 
I 

10 

10 

10 

10 

0.17 ·-· 
0.16 

0.12 

0.08 

" 

" 

" 

" 

1.2 

1.4 

2.2 

0.42 

0.39 

0.39 

0.63 

0.19 

0.58 NP [c) 

0.61 NP [c) 

1.5 NP (g] 

0.23 NP [c) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

I 
I 
I 
I 

7 

7 

7 

7 

AIIND 

All ND 

All ND. 

All ND 

NA NC [a] 

NA NC [a]NA!=iNA 

Fluoranthene 120,000 1,000 10,000 5 I 5 0.63 - 2.8 1.3 2.1 N [h] 4 i 5 0.1 - 4.4 1.1 4.8 NP [g) 9 I 10 0.1-4.~ 2.8 NP [g] 0 I 7 All ND NA NC [a] 

Fluorene -­ 120,000 1,000 10,000 1 Is 0.09 - 0.09-­ 0.17 NC [b) 1 I 5 NC[b] 2 I 10 0.09 " 0.1 0.17 0.14 NP [c] 0 I 7 All ND NA NC [a] 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 

Naphthalene 

Phenanthrene 

160 

61,000 

120,000 

7 

100 

500 

3,000 . 

10,000 

10,000 

5 

1 

5 

I 
I 
I 

5 

5 

5 

0.24 

0.21 

0.3 

- 0.76 

- 0.21 

- 1.5 

0.38 

0.20 

0.66 

0.70 G [I] 

NC [b] 

1.1 N [h] 

2 I 
o I 
3 I 

5 

5 

5 :~ -­
All N 

0.09 - 2 .61-

1.2 NP [d) 

NC [a] 

2.2 NP [e) 

7 

1 

·8 

I 
I 
I 

10 

10 

10 

O . .L" 
0.21 

0.09 

- .l." 
- 0.21 

- 2.2 

. 
0.18 

0.62 

0.56 NP [c] ·­NC [b] 

1.5 NP [g) 

0 

0 

0 

I 
I 
I 

7 

7 

7 

All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC[a] 

Pyrene 92,000 1,000 10,000 5 I 5 0.6 " 2.3. 1.1 1.8 N [h] 4 I 5 0.09 - 3.7 .92 4.1 NP [g] 9 I ·1o 0.09 - 3.7 0.99 2.4 NP [g] 0 I 7 All ND NA NC [a] 

PCBs (mgiKg) 
lrnrlnr-1016 

Arorlnr-1 ??1 

Aroclor-1232 

Aroclor-1242 

Aroclor-1248 

Aroclor-1254 
-· 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

b I 
o I 
o I 
o I 
o I 
o I 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

All ND 

All ND 

All ND 

AIIND 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

HA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
0 I 
o I 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

- AIIN~All ND 

All N 

All N 

All ND NA 

All ND NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

0 I 10 All ND

O/mr0 I All ND 

0 I I ND 

0 I 10 I ND 

0 I 10 I ND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

~A 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

0 I 
0 I 
o I 
o I 
o I 
o I 

7 

7 

1 
1 

7 

7 

All ND 

AIIND_,_ 

All ND 

All ND 

PND 
IND 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA 

-

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

Aroclor-1260 10 2 100 5 I 5 0.072 " 0.13 0.10 0.12 N [h] o I 5 All ND NA NC [a] 5 I 10 o.o12 - o.13 0.11 NP [e) o I 7 All ND I NA NC [a] 

Arocl0r-1 ?F;? 

Aroclor-1268 

10 

10 

2 

2 

100 

100 -
o 

o 

I 
I 

5 

5 AIIN~==~rAll N NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

o I 
o I 

5 

5 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

0 

0 
I 
I 

10 

10 

All ND 

IND ~ NC [a] 

NC [a] 

o I 
o I 

7 

7 

All ND 

All ND 

NA 

NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

PCBs (Total) 10 2 100 .5 I 5 0.072 - 0.13 0.10 0.12 N [h) o I 5 All ND NA NC [a] 5 I 10 I o.o12 - o.13 0.046 0.11 NP [e) o I 7 All ND NA NC [a] 
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Table R-067 


Comparison of Exposure Point Conce«trations to Imminent Hazard Lev~ls. 


mgll<g =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND =Not detected 
NS = No Standard Available 

N- Normal Distribution
i [a] All values non detect [h] 95% Student's-t UCL

I [b] Only one distinct data value was detected 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker MCP S-1 
Street IH Value Di ect Contact 

Parameter (rngiKg) (mgiKg) 

MCP Upper 
Concentration 

Limit 
(mglkg) 

Frequency of 
Detection 

Parker Street 

New Bedford, ~assachusetts 

0-1 ft [1] 1-3ft [1] 

Range of Detected Frequency of Rarige of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection C~ncentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 
Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL (3] 

Frequency of 
Detection 

3+ ft [1] 

Range of Detected 
Concentrations Average .95% UCL [3] 

l"-~""'
0

u""rmg.:::~lln,;.:;ln'~;::.cms'-(-m_gi_K_g_)_____
11
_______________+--f--'N..:::S,____

1
______:.N.:::_S_____+--=-5L-:::I5'---t-__:::;;61::;::3:::..3_-__:_.77:.::8:::1-+·---'7=03::.:5:..--lf--'7c.::6.:::88::._;N~[h"'-]+ 5 I 5 ~~~ 7158 N [h] 10 I 10 __4::;1_0-::.;7:___·__;_;;78:::1:::..3

4 
___::_6=::19:.::1_-+____::_6_:.:,_78:::::9:-.,N.:_I["'hlL-]

1
____:7__'-;--'l7'----:-t---=3.:::c16::.:.7~-_:6:,;:6..:::45,__1-_4_;0:::2=-9-+--'-49:.:7.:;3_G'-'[:"-i]:-l 

1.:.:A::.:=ntim~o::l:.:Jinv_·_______--l-------- --t-'--"2=0__1____3o_0:.::_0___4 __0"--'-I--'5'----t---·-..:.A.;;.;II.:.,;,N;:_D---1-L--'~--A ,__ NC [a] 0 I 5 ! ~=+~ __;_;N_.::_C"'-'[a],_+-·.__::O;,_,__I-:1,;:;,.__0_1____.::.;;_AII;.,;,;NJOI;;..,_____,I-----'N··,;;,A.:..._+--------,;.;,.NC""_[=al],+_ __;;0_'--1..:_7--+-----'--A~IIND NA NC [a] 

1
.:.A=rsenc;,;_;;_ic_______

1
______4;,:;;__0_____

1
__ r__;;2:;:0______1----_;;;;,20,:,;:0_-'-+-,;.:;5;_~15,__-+--'2:::::.8::.._-_~5=.9 4.1 5.2 N (h] 1 I 5 ·85 - 85 25 NC [b] 6 I 1n 2.8 - 85 3.0 <:;? NP fF>l 0 I 7 All ND NA NC [a] 

Barium 200,000 ,___.:;1,c:::O;:.:oo,__~___;;1:.::0.c;;;,o:::..ooc___1___..:5:..."-l--'5'----+-___::3~3-:.:.;,.4_-..:1= [h] 5 I 5 1 20 - 111 55 98 N [h] 10 I 10 20 - 136 62 88 G [i] 7 I 7 10.9 - 20.4 r----~~---+--18.1_Jilbl_ 
~B=~~I,;;,Iiu::,;.m~____4 ______4~~-~1~~-+-~~~=00~-+-_;;;_0I;_~5~-~A~II~N~D__ NC~] 015 : ~IND"-· ~ NC~] Ol IND j ~_4___:N~C~~l·l~__::O;_~I7_4_~A~II~ND::..__1 ~ NC~] 
~~~~=um~-----+--~ID~--4~~2~-~-~~~-+-.:::c1~1~~5-+-~1=.1_-~1=.1~ ~~ 115 i~2-~2 Q~ NC[W 2IW L1-U ~ UNP~-~-~01~7~~-~A~IIN~D~-- ~ NC~] 
F~:lll=dLum~----~+-------+-~N~S_4_~~~-+-~5~I5~-+-W®-4m nB ~ N[h] 5/5 ~-~~ M~ ll~1 GW WIW_~-·~3~%~·-8~5~0~5~~M~0~0~~3~%~~-~G~[i~]~-7~I-~7~~~3~TI~-~ ~ ~ N~] 
~~~ro~~uum~---~--l~---~w::;::~o--~-~-~~~~~~-~~~oo=o~-+~~5I~5~~~8=B~- M.4 .3 [hl 515 _ 5~- ~J 9.2 u.s N~ w 1 w 5~- ~J __~ID2 uo-Gm 717 5.4- ID1 ~8 9.2 N[hl 

~~~~~~~-~------~~--------~~--~NS__~_ __;.,;N~S----1-~0~I-~5-~-~A=II NC~] 0 I 5 - ~IND ~- NC~] 0 I w ~IND NA NC~] 0 I 7 ~IND NA NC~] 
Copper NS NS 0 I 5 All _ NA NC [a] ~) 5__ !--· All ND _ NA NC [a] 0 I 10------ D NA NC [a] 0 I 7 All NDijNA NC [a] 

l"lr-=-om~'----------l-------------l·--r'--'Nc:.;:;_S--+----'N.:.;:,_S--I--:5_L.I..::5'---+-_:_:7-2=0"-9----=1=1:,;::;;_+..::8:.:._75=5~4~:;;10::..:4=02;:;__;N~[h"'-l-l---=-5 1 s __ 4821 - W075 7569 9859 N [h] 10 1 10 21 - 11683 7964 8927 N [h] 7 I 7 3792 - 72 5506 6335 N [h] 

~L=~=d------~~-~1=~~--++-=~~-4-~3~~~o=o-+-~5~l-=5'---+___::1=8~4_-~n=z~--~ ~~ 37~- ~-m ~ mNP~ 8IW -m m mNP~ oj7 ~IND ~ NCW 
~~==~~UI~Im____+-------+~~~~-4-~~~-+--=-5~lc.::5~-+__:::;;W:;,.:4~0--__::W::_:5~5-t~1~~~8~~1:;;;8~~~~~ lli-~ ~ ~N~--~~-lli-~ ~ ~N[~ 717 m-n ~ ~N~] 
~~~~~ ~~-~A~II~N~D-~~N~A- NCW 015 ~liND ~ NC~ OIW..-~.~---~~-----~~~~~-~-~~~~~-~-~OOII~5 ~IND ~ ~~! 017 ~IND ~ NC~] 
~N~~IQ:;;;u~•Y-------+-------I-~L~U--~~--~~uu'--·~-1----~~~--~---~A~II~N~D--+-5 NA NC~] 0 I 5 ~IND NA NC~] 0 I 10 ~IND NA N~~J 0 I 7 ~IND NA NC~] 
I"-N::.:::.:.:icke""~ll--------l-----------l--·-1

20 __-l-__,7~7,,0_::.;:;:.00____ _-:_0:::...ci~5~--+----'-A::':II.:.:N::..D__4__:N:.::A:___~----'Nc.:.:C::..!["'-'a] 0 I 5 All ND NA NC [a] o_...L.J:Q___r·-.:;:;;_ 1 __ ~----'A:.::II-""'Nc::..D__ f----'-'N::...:A_I--------'-'N:.::C~[a':-]I----"-O·--'I---'"7---+----'-A·II ND NA NC [a] 

I:..P=otas::::sii:.:::,lcU:.:.;,_m____~---1--·-·--·-----t----N""'S'---I NS 0 I 5 AIIND ___L~~ NC[a] 0 I 5 AIIND ·--~---~-- 0 I 10 AIIN-"--D--f-·-..:.N.;.;,..A'---r------· NC[a] 0 I 7 AIIND NA NC[a] 
Selenium 400 8,000 0 I ·5 All I NA NC [a] 0 I 5 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 10 D NA NC [a] 0 I 7 All ND NA NC [a] 

~S~ilv:e~lr~~~==========·ll-·==========~~----+f------~:::1;;;..0:;;;0:~~--l-....:;;;t.2,"-'00;,;;.0__+-· 0 I 5 ---~A NC [a] 0 I 5 All ND NA- NC [a] -- 0 / D NA · NC [a] 0 I 7 All ND NC(a] 

1
Thallium _8=-.--+--..:8:,;::;;_00___1~-""--0I":--""--5---t-~.:.::::.:.;; NC [a] 0 i 5 ___ All ND NA NC [a] __.Q_1_!9::.._+_ _:A:.::II..:..N~D-~_;.;,N~A-~_____;_:N~C.c:[a-'-]I--·--""-'OI-:-..:7_~----'A_;:I:.:.IN.:::D·---+----'-'N:.:.A---------t----'---_:..:.NC.;:;.;[""a],_,1 

-=s~od::::.i::::um.::.__________1__________1-+-"N,;,;;S;____1____N:.:.::_S____1__0::.....tl,---::5___+·--- NC[a] 0 I 5 ---r~t:J.Q._-1----.!:!A_r------_____!iUaj__ _ 0 I 10___ __...;..A;;.;.II""'N""D---t---...;.N.c..A-'---~----~N~C...:[a::!.]_I--0::.....;1__:_.7__+----'A;;::II_~N:::D~-+--:..: NC [a] 

:~V~aml~a~di~uum===========·~=====·-------~~~-~~--!-J---...:.-6.;c00.;.,..,.,._1---__;;:,.;;.:.,10,0~00_+____;:o_,__ 0 / 5 All ND NA NC [a] ___..;;;.O'""'I;,_.:;10"'-'----+----'A.,;;.I;.;,INo;;.D 7 ____;A:.,::I~IN:::D~-----1~-'N:.:_A_-1~----'-N'.:::C_._,[a'-'--]1_~5--+----___;,.;.;;.;;.,;,;;_,___t---,.;_.:_;_,_t----·-......:..N:.::C'""""[al_ __t----..:.cN::..:A__t--------.....:..Nco.C-'-'[a;.:..ll----__:::.0_~1:.....:_____1 
__.;::c1l10"'-,0-:.::0.:::0.__1~Z"-'in::..c-,.--------·------l----!-::t.2,.::::50:.::0___1 _~-..::0;_~15;__-+_ ___:.::AI::..:IN~D:____-1-_;_N:.:.;A:......-1--__:_N:..:::..C_[a] 0 I 5 All ND NA NC (a] -~0~1.::1:.::..0_~·-:.:.AI::...:IN.:.:D;____.:._t_;_:;NA:.:__+---~NJ'C:::..""-[al,__]]I---::.....LOI:-.:__7-+-......;,A_:;;II..:..N~D-~----.:..:.NA:_;,___ __ NC [a] 

Cyanide 100 4,000 0 I 5 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 5 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 10 All ND NA NC [a] 0 I 7 All ND NA NC [a] 

I 
[1] <)lne-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2]4verage and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 
[3] !l5% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.05). 

NC -i Not Calculated 

G·Gamma Distribution 

NP ·I Non-Parametric Distribution · [i] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 


\ [c] 95% KM (t) UCL 


I
[d] 95% KM (BCA) UCL 

[e]95% KM (Percent Bootstrap) UCL 


1 [f] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 

· [g] 95% I<M (Chebyshev) UCL 


Boll values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL Prepared by I Date: BJR 2116111
Bol~-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Checked by I Date: KJC 2118111 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL. PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 

Governor Secretary 

TIMOll-IY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02847 • 508-946-2700 

October 12, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief RE: NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-022 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation- No USEPA 

Action Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford; in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in .310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 

· releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time and was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the 
purpose of typology chart development and risk communication with property owners. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866"539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
· MassDEP Website: www.mass.govldep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.govldep
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Property P-022 Preliminary Risk Evaluation and Typology Chart Development Guidance: Enclosed is a 
copy of the results from the preliminary risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property 
identified as P-022. These results were the basis for MassDEP's communication with you regarding 
typology chart development for this property. This preliminary evaluation compared the sample results 
from the soil samples collected from the nineteen boring locations on this property to the MCP category 
S-1 soil standards and to either potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific 
Imminent Hazard (I H) values. Given that each property was evaluated separately, without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that could inform whether the data was adequately representative 
of site conditions, and because additional sampling was not planned as part of this effort, both the 
average concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of 
COCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. If either the average concentration or the 95% UCL for a given depth zone exceeded 
the applicable S-1 soil standard or IH value, then the communication was made, for the purpose of 
developing the typology chart for the property, that an IH existed and/or a Condition of No Significant 
Risk did not exist. For property P-022, MassDEP provided you the follo~.Ying preliminary determinations: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, was determined not to exist for 
current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet in depth. 
Specifically, the average concentration of one PAH, detected in samples collected from the top 3 
feet is above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, and the 95% UCL calculated for a 
few of the PAHs, cadmium and lead is above the applicable standard. The MCP requires actions 
to be taken to address this condition, which may include removal of part or all of this soil layer 
and replacing it with clean soil or covering part, or all, of this soil layer with an appropriate cap 
material. No activities should occur at the property that will disrupt soil located from the 
ground surface to a depth of 3 feet until removal or cover measures are complete. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was not determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. This is because, although the average concentration of all COCs, 
including all of the PAHs and lead, which were calculated based on the analytical data from soils 
collected from greater than 3 feet bgs, were below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standard, the 95% UCL calculated for one PAHs, cadmium and lead for this interval were above 
the applicable standard. · Because this soil is C!t depth, it does not necessarily need to be 
removed to be protective of the current use of the property. 

Property P-022 Final Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: For the purpose of 
making final risk evaluation determinations, MassDEP evaluated data from individual properties along 
with data from surrounding properties so that data consistency and COC distribution could be taken into 
account to determine whether it was necessary to apply the 95% UCL as part of the final risk evaluation. 
In cases where MassDEP determined the data from individual properties was consistent with data from 
surrounding properties and was adequately representative of likely COC distribution on the property· in 
question, the 95% UCL was not applied for final risk evaluation decision-making. For Property P-022, in 
addition to the SAP data from the nineteen borings on the property, MassDEP also took into 
consideration the soil boring analytical data generated by the City of New Bedford as part of the City's 
assessment on this property. Data from a total of seventy-one samples were evaluated for the 0- 3 
foot interval and a total of 98 samples were evaluated for the 3 - 12 foot interval. A copy of the final 
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risk evaluation prepared by MACTEC is also enclosed. Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has 
determined the following for Property P-022: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 feet 
in depth. The actual average for COCs at this depth interval is below the applicable MCP 
Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of the soil located 
between 0 and 3 feet bgs does not result in a determination that the soil at this depth requires 
additional response actions. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

• 	 Furthermore, MassDEP has verified that a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as 
defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future use of the property was determined not to exist for 
the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet below the ground surface. The actual average and 
the 95% UCL calculated for some of the COCs at this depth interval are slightly above the 
applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, If the soil in the greater than 3 foot interval is to 
remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls may be necessary for the property to 
ensure that future activities or changes in use do not create the potential for humans to. be 
exposed to the soil below 3 feet in depth. Soil from this depth interval should not be disrupted 
unless it is done under oversight of a Licensed Site Professional and in accordance with the MCP. 

• 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of all available data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that Property P-022 defines the boundary of the fill deposition 
associated with the PSWS in this vicinity. No further assessment is required to define the PSWS 
boundary westerly of P-022. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related . 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M;G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 
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Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

}~~ 
Voavid Johnston, Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director-Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-022 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


TableP-022 


Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

MCP S-1 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Frequency of Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations 
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Table P-022 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT MCP Upper 

MCP S-1 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Frequency of Frequency of Frequency of 

Detection 

mg/Kg ~milligrams per kilogram [1] One-half the d.etection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 

NA ~ Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 

ND ~Not detected [3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 

NS ~ No Standard Available 


NC- Not Calculated N - Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect [I] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Only one distinct data value was detected [m] 95% Modified-t UCL 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution G - Gamma Distribution 

[c]95% KM (t) UCL [n] 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

[d]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 

[e] 95% KM (BCA) UCL LN- Log Normal Distribution 
[f] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [o] 95% Chebyshev (MVUE) UCL 
[g] 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [p]95% H-UCL 
[h] 99% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
[i]95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 
U]97.5% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL Prepared by I Date: BJR 07120110 
[k] 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL Checked by I Date: KJC 07120110 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 

Bold-shaded values exceed the DRAFT Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 


P:\Documents\SITES\PSWS NEW BEDFORD\Supplement81 Assessment\Results & Communication\ 
Evaluatlonsasof092010,P-022 Page 2 of 2 



Table P-022 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels- S-1 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

Parameter (mg/kg) 

PAHs(mg/k) 
2-Methylnaehthalene 61,000 

Acenaphthene 180,000 

Acena hth lene 180,000 

920,000 

160 

16 

160 

120,000 

1,600 

16,000 
16. 

Fluoranthene 120,000 

Fluorene 120,000 
-~---

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 160 

Na hthalene 61,000 

Phenanthrene 120,000 

Pyrene 92,000 

PCBs (mgfkg) 
Aroclor-1016 10 

Aroclor-1221 10 

Aroclor-1232 10 

Aroclor-1242 10 

Aroclor-1248 10 

Aroclor-1254 10 

Aroclor-1260 10 

Aroclor-1262 10 

Aroclor-1268 10 

PCBs (Total) 10 

MCP S-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/kg) 

300 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

100 

500 
1,000 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0-1 ft [1] 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 

0 All ND 

3,000 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

300 

10,000 

10,000 

3000 

10,000 

10,000 

10,000 

100 0 I 
100 0 I 
100 0 I 
100 0 I 
100 0 I 
100 12 I 
100 

100 0 I NA 

100 3 I - 0.097 0.013 

100 18 I 0.16 

1-3ft [1] 0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Frequencypf Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] 

7 52 0.18 0.33 0.52 7 71 0.18 0.88 

52 0.2 0.69 1.8 12 71 0. 2.8 

0.64 22 71 0.2 0.56 

33 3.2 

2.4 7.7 4.9 

2.0 6.1 
2.4 7.3 0.3 

1.1 3.3 0.23 

3.2 

1.2 3.8 

0.36 0.92 

6.0 29 

4.4 14.9 

NC[a] NA 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC [a] 

NC[a] 

0.095 NP [d] 0.03 - 2.91 
0.17 NP [f] 0.02 - 0.79 

NC [a] 0 19 AIIND 

0.097 NP [d] 1 19 0.231 - 0.231 0 AIIND NA 

0.33 NP [f] 37 52 0.031 - 8.149 55 28 0.19 0.28 

C:\Documents and Settings\MCote\Local Settings\Temporary Internet Flles\Content.Outlook\3XTDEHRR\ Page 1 of 2 
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Table P-022 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels- S-1 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganics (m 
Aluminum 

Antimon 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

(mg/kg) 

40 

200,000 

60 

200 

MCP S-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/kg) 

20 

20 

1,000 

100 

NS 

NS 

NS 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit 

(mg/kg) 

300 

200 

2,000 

NS 

NS 
~-~--

NS 

Frequency of 

Detection 

19 19 

0 

0-1 ft [1] 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

1-3ft [1] 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

3+ ft [1] 

Range of Detected 

Concentrations 95% UCL[3] 

20 

NS 
~"~7,00_5L_ 

NS 

400 8,000 

2,000 

NS NS 

8 800 

600 10,000 0 

2,500 10,000 0 19 All ND NA 

Cyanide 100 4,000 0 19 All ND NA 

mg/kg =milligrams per kilogram [1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 


NA =Not applicable [2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 


NO= Not detected [3]95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00.04). 


NS = No Standard Available 


NC- Not Calculated G - Gamma Distribution 

[a] All values non-detects [i]95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

[b] Only one value detected 


N- Normal Distribution 


NP - Non-Parametric Distribution Ul 95% Student's-t UCL 


[c]95% KM (t) UCL [k] 95% Modified-t UCL 


[d) 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 


[e]95% KM (BCA) UCL LN - Log Normal Distribution 


[f] 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [I] 95% H-UCL 


[g]97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 


[h] 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 

Prepared by I Date: EYM 9128111 

Bold values exceed MCP 5-1 or MCP UCL. Checked by I Date: BJ R 1015111 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy &Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL. PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLiVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOfHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02847 • 508-946-2700 

October 26, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-050 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action 

Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department ofEnvironmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site {PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings ,were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface(bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant .Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This Information is available In alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.govfdep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 

www.mass.govfdep
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all properties sampled during the first phase of SAP implementation. Preliminary 
evaluations were performed without consideration of data from surrounding properties that only 
became available later during SAP implementation, and was included in the final evaluation. Properties 
evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, 
as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary to perform the final evaluation was available. 
Property P-050 was evaluated during the second implementation phase. 

Property P-050 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-050. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the thirteen 
boring locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil s~andards and to either 
potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific lmniir)ent Hazard (IH) values to 
determine if an IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to show whether the data collected from the property 
in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC distribution 
such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation criteria is not 
applicali-letotfiellnal Risk EvaluatiOns or-Phas-e 2 properties.-­

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-050: 

• 	 _A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for both the current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface 
and 3 feet in depth and for future use of the property for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 
feetbelow the ground surface. Both the average concentration and the 95%UCL calculated for 
all COCs for both soil inte~vals are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards. No 
further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

• 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of all available data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that the boundary of the fill layer associated with the PSWS has been 
determined in the vicinity of P-050. No further assessment is required to define the fill 
boundary southerly of P-050. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
'Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 
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The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

ohnston, Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP-""-SERO 
Attn: Millie Gar~ia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director...., Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-050 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


TableP-050 

Comparison ofExposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

Parameter (mg/Kg) 

PAHs (mg/Kg) 
2-Methylnaphthalene 61,000 

Acenaphthene 180,000 

Acenaphthylene 180,000 

Anthracene 920,000 

Benzo(a)anthracene 160 

Benzo(a)pyrene 16 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 160 

Benzo(~h,i)perylene 120,000 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1,600 

Chrysene 16,000 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 16 

Fluoranthene 120,000 

Fluorene 120,000 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 160 

Naphthalene 61,000 

Phenanthrene 120,000 

Pyrene 92,000 

PCBs (mg/Kg) 
Aroclorc1016 10 

Aroclor-1221 10 

Aroclor-1232 10 

Aroclor-1242 -­ -­ 10 

Aroclor-1248 10 

Aroclor-1254 10 

Aroclor-1260 10 

Aroclor-1262 10 
.. 

Aroclor-1268 10 

PCBs (Total) 10 

MCP S-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

300 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

100 

500 

1,000 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0-1 ft [1] 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/kg) Detection Concentrations 

5,000 0 I 13 AIIND 

10,000 0 I 13 AIIND 

10,000 2 I 13 0.5 - 4.2 

10,000 3 I 13 0.31 - 3.8 

3,000 9 I 13 0.37 - 11 
300 10 I 13 0.38 - 16 

3,000 9 I 13 0.4 - 12 
10,000 6 I 13 0.27 - 9.8 

10,000 10 I 13 0.36 - 7.8 

10,000 11 I 13 0.38 - 12 

300 4 I 13 0.16 - 2.7 
10,000 13 I 13 0.36 - 19 

10,000 0 I 13 AIIND 

3,000 5 I 13 0.25 - 9 
10,000 1 I 13 0.56 - 0.56 

10,000 9 I 13 0.44 - 8.7 

10,000 12 I 13 0.37 - 20 

100 0 I 13 AIIND 

100 0 I 13 AIIND 

100 0 I 13 AIIND 

100 0 I 13 AIIND 

100 0 I 13 AIIND 

100 3 I 13 0.038 - 0.05 

100 11 I 13 0.016 - O.Q78 

100 0 I 13 AIIND 

lCiO b I 13 AIIND 

100 11 I 13 0.016 - 0.084 

Average 

NA 

NA 

0.49 

0.49 

1.4 

i 1.8 

1.4 

1.1 

1.1 

1.5 

0.34 

2.6 

NA 

1.0 

0.19 

1.3 

2.5 

NA 

NA 

NA 

NA -

NA 

0.021 

0.030 

NA 

NA 

0.042 

1-3ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] 

NC[a] 0 I 13 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 2 I 13 0.26 - 0.46 0.17 0.46 NP [d] 

3.2 NP [c] 2 I 13 0.34 - 0.69 0.20 0.69 NP [d] 

3.8 NP [d] 6 I 13 0.26 - 1 0.34 0.62 NP [d] 

6.6 NP [c) 8 I 13 0.33 - 2.3 0.86 1.3 NP [d] 

9.3 NP [c] 8 I 13 0.32 - 2.3 0.84 1.3 NP [d] 

7.1 NP [c] 8 I 13 0.29 - 2.2 0.82 1.3 NP [d] 

3.3 NP[e] 8 I 13 0.2 - 2 0.65 1.0 NP [d] 

2.3 NP[e] 8 I 13 0.28 - 2 0.80 1.3 NP [d] 

7.1 NP [c] 8 I 13 0.32 - 2.4 0.89 1.4 NP [d) 

0.77 NP [f) 5 I 13 0.14 - 0.55 i 0.18 0.40 NP [d) 

8.7 NP [g] .8 I 13 0.62 - 5.4 1.9 p [d) 

NC[a] 1 I 13 0.29 - 0.29 0.15 NC[b] 

2.3 NP [f) 8 I 13 0.19 - 1.7 0.61 p [d] 

NC[b] 0 I 13 AIIND NA NC[a] 

2.6 NP [e) 8 I 13 0.27 - 4.4 1 [d) 

11.8 NP [c] 8 I 13 0.51 - 4.6. 1.6 p [d] 

NC [a] 0 I 13 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 13 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC [a] 0 I 13 AIIND NA NC[a] 

. NC[a] 0 I 13 .. AIIND NA. NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 13 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0.050 NP [d] 0 I 13 AIIND ,NA. NC[a] 

0.040 NP [e] 0 I 13 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC [a] 0 I 13 AIIND NA~· NC[a] 

NC [a] 0 I i3 AIIND . NA NC[a] 

0.055 NP [f] 0 I 13 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

0 I 26 AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC[a] 

2 I 26 0.26 - 0.46 0.17 0.28 NP [f) 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC[a] 

4 I 26 0.34 - 4.2 0.30 0.76 NP [d) 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC[a] 

9 I 26 0.26 - 3.8 0.39 0.63 NP [d] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC [a] 

11 I 26 0.33 - 11 1.0 1.7 NP-[d] 4 I 26 0.22 - 1.3 0.16 0.39 NP [d] 

181~16 1.2 2.1 NP [e] 3 I 26 0.19 - 1.3 0.16 1.3 NP [d] 

17 I 12 1.0 1.7 NP [e] 4 I 26 0.2 - 1.3 0.16 0.37 NP [d] 

14 I 26 0.2 - 9.8 0.80 1.3 NP [e) 1 I 26 0.93 - 0.93 0.13 NC[b] 

18 I 26 0.28 - 7.8 0.90 1.3 NP[d] 4 I 26 0.2 - 1.3 0.16 0.41 NP [d) 

19 I 26 0.32 - 12 1.1 1.7 NP [d] 4 I 26 0.24 - 1.5 0.17 0.43 NP [d) 

9 I 26 0.14 - 2.7 0.23 0.40 NP [d] 1 I 26 0.3 - 0.3 0.070 NC[b] 

.. 21 I 2& ,, 0.30 - 19 . 2.1 3.0 NP [d] 7 I 26 = 0.21 - 2.&­ 0.2>8­ ·0.63 . NP[d] 

1 I 26 0.29 - 0.29 0.16 NC[b] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC [a] 

13 I 26 0.19 - 9 0.74 1.2 NP [d) 1 I 26 0.9 - 0.9 0.13 NC[b] 

1 I 26 0.56 - 0.56 0.15 NC[b] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC [a] 

17 I 26~27 - 8.7 1.3 1.8 NP [d] 5 I 26 0.17 - 1.4 0.18 0.33 NP [f] 

20 I 26 .37 - 20 1.9 2.9 NP [d] 5 I 26 0.26 - 2.2 0.23 0.57 NP [d] 

0 I 26 AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 26 AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC [a] 

0 I 26 AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC [a] 

.0 I 26 . AIIND NA . NC[a] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 26 AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC [a] 

3 I 26 0.038 - 0.05 0.014 0.050 NP [d] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC [a] 

11 I 26 0.016 - 0.078 0.015 0.024 NP [f] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC [a] 

0 "t 26 
.. 

AIIND NC[a] 0 I 26 AIIND NC [a]NA NA 

I 
.. 

AIIND 
.. 

NA 
. -

NC[aj I 26 AiiND0 26 0 NA NC[a] 

11 I 26 0.016 - 0.084 0.021 0.032 NP [d] 0 I 26 AIIND NA NC[a] 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOfHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 


October 26, 2011 

Steven R.Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 

Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-056 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation -Request for Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. ·.·~·· 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.govfdep 

Printed on~ecycled Paper 

www.mass.govfdep
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of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final evaluation was available. Property P-056 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P~Os6 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-056. MassDEP · 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the eleven 
boring locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either 
potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) values to 
determine if an IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the 
average concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of 
COCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. Wheri data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used· to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation; MassDEP has determined the following for Property P~056: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth for a portion of the property. Specifically, for the 0 - 3 foot bgs interval, the 
average concentration of lead and the boring-specific concentrations of lead in all of the borings 
on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. The MCP requires 
actions to be taken to address this condition on this property in the 0- 3 foot bgs interval. This 
may include removal of all or a portion of this layer of soil and replacing it with clean soil or 
covering it with an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur on this property that 
will disrupt the soil located from the ground surface to a depth of three feet until removal or 
cover measures are completed. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined not to exist for the soil located between 
3 feet and 12 feet bgs. The average concentration calculated for lead from samples collected at 
this interval and the boring-specific concentration of lead in six of the borings, specifically in the 
"C" samples, are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Based on a review of 
the soil boring logs for this property, the "C" samples were collected from the 3-5 foot bgs 
interval. If this soil is to remain in place, land use restrictions and/or controls, defined as a 
Notice of Activity & Use Limitation (or AUL) in the MCP, may be necessary for the property to 
ensure that future activities or changes in use do not create the potential for humans to be 
exposed to the soil below 3 feet in depth. The soil at this interval should not be disturbed unless 
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it is under the direction of a Licensed Site Professional (LSP) and performed in accordance with 
the MCP. 

• 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of all available data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that the boundary of the fill layer associated with the PSWS has been 
determined in the vicinity of P-056. No further assessment is required to define the boundary 
easterly of P-056. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA~ 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they inany way constitute a release from any liability; obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Res-ponsibleParty fa perform~ iny-respo-nse action aufhorized-oy-M.G.L c. 2fEwnki1MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

//7/ 
Uvid Johnston, Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 
Enclosure 
Ec: MassDEP- SERO 

Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Len Pinaud,Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 
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Ec: 	 CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: 	 Owner, Property P-056 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com




Table P-056 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

MCP S-1 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

·~ -·-·· 

Frequency of 

Detection 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[21 AVerage and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a viil!ighted average due tci depth. 
[3] 95% UCL is calculated using ProUCL software (V. 4.00,05). 

Frequency of 

Detection 

Frequency of Frequency of 

Detection 

- -· -- ---·- -· 
mg/Kg = milligrams per kilogram 
NA"' Not applicable 
NO = Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

NC - Not Calculated G- Gamma Distribution 
[a] All values non detect OJ 95% Approximate Gamma UCL 

[bj Only one distinct data value was detected 


N - Normal Distribution 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution [kj 95% Student's-t UCL 

[cj 95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL [lj 95% Modified-t UCL 
[dj 95% KM (t) UCL 
[ej 95% KM (BCA) UCL LN - Log Normal Distribution 
[fj 95% KM (Chebyshev) UCL [mj 95% H-UCL 
[gj 97.5% KM (Chebyshev) UCL 
[hj 95% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL 
[ij 99% Chebyshev (Mean, Sd) UCL Prepared by I Date: BJR 2123111 

Checked by I Date: KJC 2124111 
Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. 
Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL. PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 


October 26, 2011 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number4-00;L5685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-070 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - Request for Removal Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April Z010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs) . .The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

MassDEP is in the protess of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 

This Information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866·539-7622 or 1-617·574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 
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of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final evaluation. Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final evaluation was available. Property P-070 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-070 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-070. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the ten boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence. limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or J>hase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-070: 

• 	 A condition o_f No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for.the soil located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth for a portion of the property. Specifically, for the 0 - 3 foot bgs interval, the 
average concentration of lead and the boring-specific concentrations of lead in seven of the 
borings on the property are above the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. The MCP 
requires actions to be taken to address this condition on this property in the 0 - 3 foot bgs 
interval. This may include removal of all or a portion of this layer of soil and replacing it with 
clean soil or covering it with an appropriate cap material. No activities should occur on this 
property that will disrupt the soil located from the ground surface to a depth of three feet until 
removal or cover measures are completed. 

• 	 Furthermore, a condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for 
foreseeable future use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 
feet and 12 feet bgs. Applying the 95% UCL for data evaluation of soil located greater than 3 
feet bgs is not necessary on Property P-070 for this soil interval. The actual average for COCs at 
this depth interval is below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. As such, a Condition 
of No Significant Risk exists on this property for the soil located between 3 and 12 feet, and no 
further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

• 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of all available data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that the boundary of the fill layer associated with the PSWS has been 
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determined to be across Property P-070. No further assessment is required to define the PSWS 
fill boundary to the northerly or easterly of P-070. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally; these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort.--- ­

Sin~~¥"i) } __.----~· 

/) /~ 
/:~avid Johnston, Regional Director 

J/MC/Im 

Enclosure 

Ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-070 

mailto:scott.alfonse@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com






Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL. PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMffiHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

January 20, 2012 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-063 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action 

Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP); dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium ·and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and ri* communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
· MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on Recycled Paper 
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all properties sampled during the first phase of SAP implementation. Preliminary 
evaluations were performed without consideration of data from surrounding properties that only 
became available later during SAP implementation, and was included in the final evaluation. Properties 
evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, 
as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary to perform the final evaluation was available. 
Property P-063 was evaluated during the second implementation phase. 

Property P-063 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-063. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the four boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. Both the average concentration 
and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs detected for each 
depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL provides a conservative 
approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited and highly variable. The 
95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 1 properties when data 
from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from surrounding properties is available 
it can be used to show whether the data collected from the property in question is consistent with 
surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC distribution such that there is no need to 
apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk 
Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. · 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-063: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for both the current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface 
and 3 feet in depth and for future use of the property for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 
feet below the ground surface. The actual average concentration and the 95% UCL calculated 
for the COCs detected in both soil intervals are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil . 
standards. Several COCs were not detected in either the 0-3 foot bgs interval or the 3 to 12 foot 
interval on this property. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

• 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of all available data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that the boundary of the fill layer associated with the PSWS has been 
determined to be northerly and easterly of P-063. No further assessment is required to define 
the fill boundary southerly or westerly of P-063. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
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Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 

·part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Sincerely, ./7

. ·/Z-----­
d.vid Johnston · 


Regional Director 

J/lm 


Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section~ Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship chervl.henlin@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-063 

mailto:chervl.henlin@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com






Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

January 20, 2012 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-065 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action 

Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in· 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 ..:.1' bgs, 1-3' bgs, and .3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 

·contingency Plan (the MCP). ·The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the ·purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication wit_h property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
· MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all properties sampled during the first phase of SAP implementation. Preliminary 
evaluations were performed without consideration of data from surrounding properties that only 
became available later during SAP implementation, and was included in the final evaluation. Properties 
evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, 
as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary to perform the final evaluation was available. 
Property P-065 was evaluated during the second implementation phase. 

Property P-065 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-065. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the four boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. Both the average concentration 
and the 95% upper confidence limit Of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs detected for each 
depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL provides a conservative 
approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited and highly variable. The 
95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 1 properties when data 
from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from surrounding properties is available 
it can be used to show whether the data collected from the property in question is consistent with 
surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC distribution s-uch that there is no need to 
apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk 
Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-065: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for both the current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface 
and 3 feet in depth and for future use of the property for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 
feet below the ground surface. The actual average concentration and the 95% UCL calculated 
for the COCs detected in both soil intervals are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. Several COCs were not detected in either the 0-3 foot bgs interval or the 3 to 12 foot 
interval on this property. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

• 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of all available data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that the boundary of the fill layer associated with the PSWS has been 
determined in the vicinity of P-065. No further assessment is required to define the fill 
boundary southerly of P-065. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
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Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

?/~ 
aavid Johnston 

Regional Director 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

ec: iVIassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship chervl.henlin@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-065 

mailto:chervl.henlin@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com


TableP-065 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street IH Value 

Parameter (mg/Kg) 

PAHs (mg/Kg) 
2-Methvlnaphthalene 61,000 

Acenaphthene 180,000 

Acenaphthylene 180,000 

Anthracene 920,000 

Benzo(a)anthracene 160 

Benzo(a)pyrene 16 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 160 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 120,000 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 1,600 

Chrysene 16,000 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 16 

Fluoranthene 120,000 

Fluorene 120,000 

lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 160 

Naphthalene 61,000 

Phenanthrene 120,000 

Pyrene 92,000 
PCBS (mg/Kg) 
Aroclor-1016 10 

Aroclor-1221 10 

Aroclor-1232 10 

Aroclor-1242 10 

Aroclor-1248 10 

Aroclor-1254 10 

Aroclor-1260 10 

Aroclor-1262 10 

Aroclor-1268 10 

PCBs (Total) 10 

MCP S-1 

Direct Contact 

(mg/Kg) 

300 

1,000 

1,000 

1,000 

7 

2 

7 

1,000 

70 

70 

0.7 
1,000 

1,000 

7 

100 

500 

1,000 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

0-1 ft [1] 

MCP Upper 

Concentration 

Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 

5,000 0 I 4 AIIN'D NA 

10,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

10,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

10,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

3,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

300 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

3,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

10,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

10,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

10,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

300 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

10,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

10,000 0 I 4 All ND ~ NA 

3,000 0 I 4 AIIND =H10,000 0 I 4 AIIND 

10,000 0 I 4 AIIND 

10,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 4 All ND NA 

100 1 I 4 0.03 - 0.03 0.015 

100 4 I 4 1 o.o23 - o.o61 0.038 

100 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 4 I 4 0.023 - 0.061 0.045 

1-3ft [1] 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

95%UCL[3] Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL[3] 

NC [a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC [a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] o I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 
OIH 

AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] o I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] o I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIJND NA NC [a] 
NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA . NC [a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a] 

NC [a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[b] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[b] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC [aJ 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC [a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

NC[b] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a] 

Frequency of 

Detection 

0 I 8 
0 I 8 
0 I 8 
0 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 
0 I 8 
0 I 8 
0 I 8 
0 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 

0 I 8 
0 I 8 
0 I 8 
1 I 8 
4 I 8 
0 I 8 
0 I 8 
4 I 8 

0-3 ft [1, 2] 3+ ft [1] 

Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3] Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC [a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a]
.. 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 
AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 
AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

All ND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 All ND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND 

~ 
NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NC[a] 0 I 4 All ND NA NC [a] 
AIIND NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 
AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

All ND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0.03 - 0.03 0.012 NC[c] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0.023 - 0.061 0.017 0.040 NP[d] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

AIIND NA '• NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0.023 - 0.061 0.022 0.061 NP [d] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

P:\Documents\SITES\PSWS NEW BEOFORO\Supplemental Assessment\Results & Communication\ 
Phase 1l MACTEC EVALS.Kisx, P-065 Page 1 of 2 



TableP-065 

Comparison of Exposure Point Concentrations to Imminent Hazard Levels 


Parker Street 

New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Parameter 

lnorganics (mg/Kg) 
Aluminum 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Iron 

Lead 
Magnesium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

Silver 

Sodium 

Thallium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

Cyanide 

DRAFT 

Recommended Parker 

Street I H VaI ue 

(mgJKg) 

40 

200,000 

GO 

200 

1,000 

0-1 ft [1) 

MCP Upper 

MCP S-1 Concentration 

Direct Contact Limit Frequency of Range of Detected 

1-3ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected 

(mg/Kg) (mg/kg) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL [3) Detection Concentrations Average 95%UCL[3) 

NS NS 4 I 4 3096 - G877 4918 

20 300 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

20 200 4 I 4 1.4 - 3.1 2.0 

1,000 10,000 4 I 4 12.1 - 25.7 19.3 

100 2,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

2 300 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

NS : NS 4 I 4 482 - 878 G92 

30 2,000 4 I 4 7.3 - 17 12.3 

NS '· NS 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

NS NS 0 lA AIIND NA 

NS NS 4 I 4 6639 - 13822 9G93 

300 3,000 4 I 4 18.1 - 192 78 

NS 
.•. 

NS 4 I 4 1339 - 2675 1928 

NS NS 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

20 300 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

20 7,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

NS NS 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

400 8,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 2,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

NS NS 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

8 800 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

GOO 10,000 0 14 AIIND NA 

2,500 10,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

100 4,000 0 I 4 AIIND NA 

NC[b] 

NC[a) 

NC[b) 

NC[b) 

NC[a) 

NC[a] 

NC[b) 

NC[b] 

NC[a) 

NC[a] 

NC[b] 

NC[b) 

NC[b) 

NC[a] 

NC[a) 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a) 

NC[a] 

NC[a] 

NC[a) 

NC[a] 

NC[a) 

NC[a) 

4 I 4 2908 - 5707 4011 NC[b) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a) 

1 I 4 1.3 - 1.3 0.73 NC[b) 

4 lA 6.9 - 18 11.3 NC[b) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

4 I 4 401 - 5G8 485 NC[b) 

4 I 4 5.5 - 13.7 7.8 NC[b] 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

4 I 4 435G - 70G4 5496 NC[b) 

4 I 4 l.G - 13.6 G.1 NC[b) 

4 I 4 1052 - 1824 1315 NC[b) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0-3 ft [1, 2) 3+ ft [1) 

Frequency of Range of Detected Frequency of Range of Detected 

Detection Concentrations Average 95% UCL [3) D~tection Concentrations Average . 95%UCL[3) 

8 I 8 2908 - 6877 4313 4989 N [f) 4 I 4 2003 - 5015 3229 NC[b) 

0 I 8 AIIND NA NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

5 I 8 1.3 - 3.1 1.1 1.8 NP[e) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

8 I 8 G.9 - 25.7 14.0 17.4 N [f) 4 I 4 5.5 - 15.4 10.0 NC[bl 

0 I 8 AIIND NA NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 8 AIIND NA NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIN~ NC[a) 

8 I 8 401 - 878 554 G28 N[f) 4 I 4 417 - NC[b) 

8 I 8 

55 "B -;: 
N[e:) 4 I 4 3.9­ 10.1 ~ NC[b) 

0 I 8 AIIND NC[al 0 I 4 AIIND NC[a) 

0 I 8 AIIND NC[a) 0 I 4 All ND NA NC[a] 

8 I 8 4356 - 13822 8401 G [h) 4 I 4 3235 - G458 4777 NC[b] 

8 I a 1.6 - 192 70 G fhl 4 I 4 1.2 - 2.1 1.7 NC[b) 

8 1'•8 1052 - 2675 G [h) 4 I 4 796 - 2000 1356 NC[b) 

0 I 8 AIIND NA NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a) 

0 I 8 AIIND 

~ 
NC[al 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 8 AIIND NC[a] 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 8 AIIND :-.-;1 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a] 

0 I 8 AIIND NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

b I 8 AIIND NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 8 AIIND NA NC [a) o I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

0 I 8 AIIND NA NC[al 0 l 4 All ND NA NC[a) 

0 I 8 All ND NA NC [a) 0 I 4 All ND NA NC [a] 

0 I 8 AIIND NA NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC [a) 

0 I 8 Ail ND NA NC[a) 0 I 4 AIIND NA NC[a) 

mg/Kg =milligrams per kilogram 
NA = Not applicable 
ND =Not detected 
NS =No Standard Available 

[1] One-half the detection limit is used for all non-detects for all average calculations. 
[2] Average and 95% UCL values are calculated based on a weighted average due to depth. 

·[3j-95% UCL is calculated using ProUCLsoftware (V. 4.00.05). 

NC- Not Calculated 	 N - Normal Distribution 
[a] All values non detect 	 [f] 95% Student's-t UCL 
[b] Dataset too small to calculate UCL 	 [g] 95% Modified-t UCL 
[c] Only one distinct data value was detected 


G - Gamma Distribution 

NP- Non-Parametric Distribution 	 [h]95%Approximate Gamma UCL 

[d]95% KM (Percentile Bootstrap) UCL 
[e] 95% KM (t) UCL 

Bold values exceed MCP S-1 or MCP UCL. Prepared by I Date: BJR 2122111 

Bold-shaded values exceed the Draft Recommended Parker Street IH Value. Checked by I Date: KJC 2124111 

P:\Documents\SITES\PSWS NEW BEDFORD\Supp!emental Assessment\Results &Communication\ Page 2 of 2 
Phase II MAcrEC EVALS.xlsx, P-065 



Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy &Environmental Affairs 

OEVAL L PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMCITHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

January 20, 2012 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-071 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation -No USEPA Action 

Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This Information is available in alternate format. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on. Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all properties sampled during the first phase of SAP implementation. Preliminary 
evaluations were performed without consideration of data from surrounding properties that· only 
became available later during SAP implementation, and was included in the final evaluation. Properties 
evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, 
as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary to perform the final evaluation was available. 
Property P-071 was evaluated during the second implementation phase. 

Property P-071 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-071. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results .from the soil samples collected from the seven 
· boring locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards arid to either 
. potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) values to 
determine if an IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. Both the average 
concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs 
detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3 ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to show whether the data collected from the property 
in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC distribution 
such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation criteria is not 
applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-071: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for both the current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface 
and 3 feet in depth and for future use of the property for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 
feet below the ground surface. The actual average concentration and the 95% UCL calculated 
for the COCs detected in both soil intervals are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. Several COCs were notdetected in either the 0-3 foot bgs interval or the 3 to 12 foot 
interval on this property. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

• 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of all available data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that the boundary of the fill layer associated with the PSWS has been 
determined in the vicinity of P-071. No further assessment is required to define the fill 
boundary in easterly of P-071. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
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Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS ~OC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP'sfindings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

?7---­
tlo.vid Johnston 

Regional Director 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Ga.rcia-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship cheryl.henlin@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-071 







Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Executive Office of Energy & Environmental Affairs 

DEVALL PATRICK RICHARD K. SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

February 1, 2012 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-~64 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation - No USEPA Action 

Recommended 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (CDCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. a~d E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described iri the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed 
laboratories. The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead .. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained in 310 CMR 40.0000, the. Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August :1,9,2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property, by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available in alternate format. can Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TOO# 1-866:539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed on..Recycled Paper 

www.mass.gov/dep
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all properties sampled during the first phase of SAP implementation. Preliminary 
evaluations were performed without consideration of data from surrounding properties that only 
became available later during SAP implementation, and was included in the final evaluation. Properties 
evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, 
as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary to perform the final evaluation was available. 
Property P-064 was evaluated during the second implementation phase. 

Property P-064 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-064. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the four boring 
locations on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either potential 
Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (I H) values to determine if an 
IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. Both the average concentration 
and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of COCs detected for each 
depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL provides a conservative 
approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited and highly variable. The 
95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 1 properties when data 
from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from surrounding properties is available 
it can be used to show whether the data collected from the property in question is consistent with 
surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC distribution such that there is no need to 
apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk 
Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-064: 

+ 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined to 
exist for both the current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface 
and 3 feet in depth and for future use of the property for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 
feet below the ground surface. The actual average concentration and the 95% UCL calculated 
for the COCs detected in both soil intervals are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil 
standards. Several COCs were not detected in either the 0-3 foot bgs interval or the 3 to 12 foot 
interval on this property. No further response actions are necessary for this soil. 

+ 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of relevant data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that property P-064 is located outside the boundary of the fill layer 
associated with the PSWS, which has been determined to be northerly and easterly of P-064. 
No further assessment is required to define the fill boundary in the vicinity of P-064. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
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Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Sine~~,~ 

D~~ Johnston, Regional Director 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship cheryl.henlin@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-064 

mailto:cheryl.henlin@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com
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OEVAL L. PATRICK RICHARD K SULLIVAN JR. 
Governor Secretary 

TIMOTHY P. MURRAY KENNETH L. KIMMELL 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

Department of Environmental Protection 
Southeast Regional Office • 20 Riverside Drive, Lakeville MA 02347 • 508-946-2700 

February 1, 2012 

Steven R. Novick, Chief NEW BEDFORD 
Emergency Response & Removal Release Tracking Number 4-0015685 
USEPA Region 1 Parker Street Waste Site 
5 Post Office Square Property P-069 
Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 SAP Data Risk Evaluation -Request for Removal 

Action 

Dear Mr. Novick: 

As you are aware, on April 26, 2010, the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA), in 
coordination with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP), began field 
implementation of a Sampling and Analysis Plan (the SAP), dated April 2010, to determine if 
contaminants of concern (COCs) associated with the Parker Street Waste Site (PSWS) were present on 
approximately 71 privately owned properties in the vicinity of the PSWS. The SAP was prepared jointly 
by the USEPA, MassDEP and the City of New Bedford, in coordination with Raux Associates, Inc. and E2 

Inc. c/o Citizen's Leading Environmental Action Network and Weston Solutions. 

As described in the SAP, the USEPA, MassDEP and their environmental contractors collected soil samples 
from borings installed at the 71 properties and submitted the soil samples for analysis at fixed · 
laboratories~ The soil samples were analyzed for COCs typically associated with the PSWS, including 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), arsenic, barium, cadmium, 
chromium and lead. Soil borings were advanced to a depth of approximately 12 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). The following vertical horizons were analyzed: 0 -1' bgs, 1- 3' bgs, and 3 -12' bgs. 

PSWS SAP Data Evaluation: As the SAP analytical results were received from the laboratory and 
validated, MassDEP and its Site Assessment Remediation Support Services (SARSS) contractor MACTEC 
have been performing evaluations of the data to determine whether remedial action is required under 
the MassDEP Waste Site Cleanup requirements contained· in 310 CMR 40.0000, the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (the MCP). The MCP establishes numerical and performance standards for addressing 
releases of oil and/or hazardous materials to the environment. On August 19, 2010, MassDEP requested 
USEPA assistance to address properties where an Imminent Hazard may exist and/or where COC 
concentrations in the top 3 feet of soil exceeded the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards, 
meaning a Condition of No Significant Risk did not exist. This request was made based on the 
information available at the time from data generated during the first phase of SAP implementation and 
was followed-up with property by property risk evaluations for the purpose of typology chart 
development and risk communication with property owners of Phase I properties. 

This information is available in alternate form;~t. Call Michelle Waters-Ekanem, Diversity Director, at 617-292-5751. TDD# 1-866-539-7622 or 1-617-574-6868 
MassDEP Website: www.mass.gov/dep 

Printed oi}Recycied Paper 
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MassDEP is in the process of providing USEPA with both a preliminary risk evaluation and a final risk 
evaluation for all Phase I properties. The preliminary evaluation was performed without consideration 
of data from surrounding properties that was not available until later during SAP implementation for 
inclusion in the final evaluation~ Properties evaluated in all subsequent SAP implementation phases 
receive only one (final) risk evaluation because, as SAP implementation progressed, the data necessary 
to perform the final evaluation was available. Property P-069 was evaluated during the second 
implementation phase. 

Property P-069 Risk Evaluation and Response Action Recommendations: Enclosed is a copy of the 
results from the risk evaluation conducted by MACTEC for the property identified as P-069. MassDEP 
uses these results along with information related to the boring logs, the nature of COCs observed, the 
property use and other pertinent information to complete its risk evaluation and make a response 
action recommendation. 

MassDEP's evaluation compared the sample results from the soil samples collected from the eight 
boring locations .on this property to the MCP Method 1 category S-1 soil standards and to either. 
potential Imminent Hazard values listed in the MCP or site-specific Imminent Hazard (IH) values to 
determine if an IH may exist and/or if a Condition of No Significant Risk did or did not exist. Both the 
average concentration and the 95% upper confidence limit of the average concentration (95% UCL) of 
COCs detected for each depth zone (0-1 ft. bgs, 0-3 ft. bgs and >3ft. bgs) were evaluated. The 95% UCL 
provides a conservative approach to estimating the average concentration when the data set is limited 
and highly variable. The 95% UCL evaluation criteria was used for Preliminary Risk Evaluations of Phase 
1 properties when data from surrounding properties was not yet available. When data from 
surrounding properties is available it can be used to determine whether the data collected from the 
property in question is consistent with surrounding data and adequately representative of likely COC 
distribution such that there is no need to apply the 95% UCL. In most cases, the 95% UCL evaluation 
criteria is not applicable to the Final Risk Evaluations or Phase 2 properties. 

Based on this evaluation, MassDEP has determined the following for Property P-069: 

• 	 A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, was determined not 
to exist for current use of the property for the soil located between the ground surface and 3 
feet in depth for a portion of the property. Specifically, for the 0- 3 foot below ground surface 
interval, four of the borings on the northern portion of the property contained contaminated fill 
that is consistent in description and contaminant concentrations with fill that has been observed 
at other properties evaluated as part ofthe SAP. These borings are identified as P-069-SB-02, P­
069-SB-03, P-069-SB-06 and P-069~SB-08, and are described as containing ash, coal and/or slag, 
or exhibit elevated concentrations of lead that have also been observed at other properties 
evaluated as part of the SAP, The remainder of Property P-069 appears to be outside the 
boundary of the PSWS. The actual average for lead in the borings at this depth interval is above 
the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standard. Additional response actions are necessary for 
this soil, specifically in the vicinity of the four borings identified above. 

• 	 ·A condition of No Significant Risk to human health, as defined in the MCP, for foreseeable future 
use of the property was determined to exist for the soil located between 3 feet and 12 feet 
below the ground surface. Both the average concentrations and the 95% UCL calculated for all 
COCs are below the applicable MCP Method 1 S-1 soil standards and no further response actions 
are necessary for this soil. 



Request for USEPAAssistance: P-069 	 Page 3 of3 

• 	 Based on the findings above, and after a careful review of all available data and information, 
MassDEP is of the opinion that the boundary of the fill layer associated with the PSWS has been 
determined to be across Property P-069. No further assessment is required to define the PSWS 
southerly of P-069. 

USEPA has informed MassDEP that the determinations and recommendations provided in this letter will 
be used for response action decision-making as the USEPA works with the Potentially Responsible 
Parties, MassDEP and landowners in planning and conducting appropriate removal actions when 
necessary to address COC contamination related to the PSWS. MassDEP will continue to coordinate 
with USEPA throughout the response action alternative review process and will also work with the 
Potentially Responsible Parties and land owners to address conditions associated with PSWS COC 
contamination present at a depth greater than 3 feet below the ground surface not addressed by EPA. 

The information and determinations contained herein are based solely on review of the data available 
from SAP implementation and do not apply to any other actions or aspects of the PSWS not reviewed as 
part of the SAP. Additional sampling or inclusion of existing sample data generated by others as part of 
the risk evaluations could impact or refine the findings of the risk-based analysis performed by MassDEP 
and MACTEC. 

· MassDEP's findings do not preclude future audits and/or review of past, current, or future actions related 
to the PSWS nor do they in any way constitute a release from any liability, obligation, action or penalty 
under M.G.L. c. 21E, 310 CMR 40.0000, or any other law, regulation, or requirement. Finally, these 
findings do not limit MassDEP's authority to take or arrange, or to require any Responsible Party or 
Potentially Responsible Party to perform, any response action authorized by M.G.L. c. 21E which MassDEP 
deems necessary to protect health, safety, public welfare, or the environment 

Please feel free to contact me at the letterhead address, or by calling 508.946.2708 if you have any 
questions related to the information provided herein. MassDEP appreciates the opportunity to 
collaborate with you on this important effort. 

Si~cerely~

i/0 
lrfavid Johnston, Regional Director 

J/lm 

Enclosure 

Ec: MassDEP- SERO 
Attn: Millie Garda-Serrano, Deputy Regional Director- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 

Len Pinaud, Chief, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Molly Cote, State & Federal Site Management Section- Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup 
Lara Goodine, Data Entry 

CLEAN, Vice President- Tom Derosier cputom@gmail.com 

City of New Bedford, Office of Environmental Stewardship cheryl.henlin@newbedford-ma.gov 

cc: Owner, Property P-069 

mailto:cheryl.henlin@newbedford-ma.gov
mailto:cputom@gmail.com
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I. JURISDICTION AND GENERAL PROVISIONS 

1. This Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent ("Settlement 
Agreement" is entered into voluntarily by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency ("EPA") and C.P. Properties, LLC ("Respondent"). This Settlement Agreement 
provides for the performance ofa removal action by Respondent and the reimbursement 
ofcertain costs incurred by the United States at or in connection with 169 Hunter Street, 
owned by Respondent C.P. Properties, LLC. This property is located within the Parker 
Street Waste Site, in New Bedford, Massachusetts. 

2. This Settlement Agreement is issued under the authority vested in the President of 
the United States by Sections 104, 106(a), 107 and 122 of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604, 
9606(a), 9607 and 9622, as amended ("CERCLA"). 

3. EPA has notified the Commonwealth of Massachusetts (the "Commonwealth") of 
this action pursuant to Section 106(a) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606(a). 

4. EPA and Respondent recognize that this Settlement Agreement has been 
negotiated in good faith and that the actions undertaken by Respondent in accordance 
with this Settlement Agreement do not constitute an admission ofany liability. 
Respondent does not admit, and retains the right to controvert in any subsequent 
proceedings other than proceedings to implement or enforce this Settlement Agreement, 
the validity of the findings offacts, conclusions of law, and determinations in Sections IV 
and V of this Settlement Agreement. Respondent agrees to comply with and be bound by 
the terms of this Settlement Agreement and further agrees that it will not contest the basis 
or validity of this Settlement Agreement or its terms. 

II. PARTIES BOUND 

5. This Settlement Agreement applies to and is binding upon EPA and upon 
Respondent and its heirs, successors and assigns. Any change in ownership or corporate 
status ofRespondent including, but not limited to, any transfer ofassets or real or 
personal property shall not alter such Respondent's responsibilities under this Settlement 
Agreement. 

6. Respondent is jointly and severally liable for carrying out all activities required by 
this Settlement Agreement. 

7. Respondent shall ensure that its contractors, subcontractors, and representatives 
receive a copy of this Settlement Agreement and comply with this Settlement Agreement. 
Respondent shall be responsible for any noncompliance with this Settlement Agreement. 

Ill. DEFINITIONS 
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8. Unless otherwise expressly provided in this Settlement Agreement, terms used in 
this Settlement Agreement which are defined in CERCLA or 'in regulations promulgated 
under CERCLA shall have the meaning assigned to them in CERCLA or in such 
regulations. Whenever terms listed below are used in this Settlement Agreement or in the 
appendices attached hereto and incorporated hereunder, the following definitions shall 
apply: 

a. "Action Memorandum" shall mean the EPA Action Memorandum relating 
to the Site signed on August 26, 2010, by the Regional Administrator, EPA Region 1, or 
his delegate, and all attachments thereto. The Action Memorandum is attached as 
Appendix A. 

b. "CERCLA" shall mean the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601, et seq. 

c. "Commonwealth" shall mean the Commonwealth ofMassachusetts. 

d. "Day" shall mean a calendar day. In computing any period of time under 
this Settlement Agreement, where the last day would fall on a Saturday, Sunday, or 
Federal holiday, the period shall run until the close ofbusiness of the next working day. 

e. "Effective Date" shall be the effective date of this Settlement Agreement 
as provided in Section XXXI. 

f. "EPA" shall mean the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
and any successor departments or agencies of the United States. 

g. "Future Response Costs" shall mean all costs, including, but not limited 
to, direct and indirect costs, that the United States incurs in reviewing or developing 
plans, reports and other items pursuant to this Settlement Agreement, verifying the Work, 
or otherwise implementing, overseeing, or enforcing this Settlement Agreement, 
including but not limited to, payroll costs, contractor costs, travel costs, laboratory costs, 
the costs incurred pursuant to Paragraph 26 (costs and attorneys fees and any monies paid 
to secure access, including the amount ofjust compensation), Paragraph 35 (emergency 
response) or Paragraph 59 (work takeover). 

h. "Interest" shall mean interest at the rate specified for interest on 
investments ofthe EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund established by 26 U.S.C. § 
9507, compounded annually on October 1 ofeach year, in accordance with 42 U.S.C. § 
9607(a). The applicable rate of interest shall be the rate in effect at the time the interest 
accrues. The rate of interest is subject to change on October 1 of each year. 

i. "MassDEP" shall mean the Massachusetts Department ofEnvironmental 
Protection and any successor departments or agencies ofthe Commonwealth. 



Administrative Settlement and Order on Consent for a Removal Action 
Parker Street Waste Site: C.P. Properties, LLC 
Page 5 of30 

j. ''National Contingency Plan" or ''NCP" shall mean the National Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan promulgated pursuant to Section 105 
ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9605, codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, and any amendments 
thereto. 

k. "Settlement Agreement" shall mean this Administrative Settlement 
Agreement and Order on Consent and all appendices attached hereto (listed in Section 
XXX). In the event ofconflict between this Settlement Agreement and any appendix, 
this Settlement Agreement shall control. 

I. "Paragraph" shall mean a portion of this Settlement Agreement identified 
by an Arabic numeral. 

m. "Parties" shall mean EPA and Respondent. 

n. "RCRA" shall mean the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 
§§ 6901, et seq. (also known as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act). 

o. "Respondent" shall mean C.P. Properties, LLC and its successors and 
assigns. 

p. "Section" shall mean a portion of this Settlement Agreement identified by 
a Roman numeral. 

q. "Site" shall mean property located at 169 Hunter Street, identified as Map 
63, Lot 19, in New Bedford, Massachusetts, which is a portion of the Parker Street Waste 
Site, depicted generally on the map attached as Appendix B. 

r. "Statement ofWork" or "SOW" shall mean the statement ofwork for 
implementation of the removal action at the Site, as set forth in Appendix C to this 
Settlement Agreement, and any modifications made thereto in accordance with this 
Settlement Agreement. 

s. "Waste Material" shall mean 1) any "hazardous substance" under Section 
101(14) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14); 2) any pollutant or contaminant under 
Section 101(33) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(33); and 3) any "solid waste" under 
Section 1004(27) ofRCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6903(27). 

t. "Work" shall mean all activities Respondent is required to perform under 
this Settlement Agreement. 

IV. FINDINGS OF FACT 

9. Respondent. 
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a. Respondent C.P. Properties, LLC is a Massachusetts Limited Liability 
Company, managed by Antonio J. Pereira, with its usual place ofbusiness at 169 Hunter 
Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts. 

b. By a letter dated September 29, 2010, EPA notified C.P. Properties, LLC 
of its status as potentially responsible party ("PRP"), as a current owner of the Site, and 
afforded it the opportunity to perform or finance necessary removal actions. 

c. By a letter dated October 15, 2010, Respondent informed EPA that it may 
be willing to undertake removal activities at the Site. 

10. Site Description. 

a. The Site owned by Respondent C.P. Properties, LLC is a residential 
apartment complex located at 169 Hunter Street, identified in the Assessors Office for the 
City ofNew Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts as Map 63, Lot 19. 

11. Site History. 

a. The Parker Street Waste Site includes the property owned by C.P. 
Properties, LLC, as well as additional municipal, commercial, and residential properties. 
The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based upon data generated to date, 
is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by Liberty Street and 
the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by Hillman Street, and to the west by Summit 
Street. 

b. Since the early 1900s, the City ofNew Bedford owned and/or operated a 
dump at the Parker Street Waste Site where ash, refuse, and other waste materials from 
New Bedford and the surrounding areas were disposed. 

c. EPA and MassDEP mobilized to the Parker Street Waste Site on April19, 
2010. Field sampling activities for the preliminary assessment/site investigation 
("PA/SI") began on April26, 2010 and concluded in early June 2010. The investigation 
of the property owned by the Respondent identified polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, 
barium, chromium, and lead, one or more ofwhich hazardous substances was determined 
by EPA and MassDEP to pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. 

d. The P A/SI was concluded and a time-critical removal action was 
recommended in the Parker Street Waste Site Investigation Closure Memorandum dated 
August 19, 2010. Additional residential and commercial properties are scheduled to be 
sampled to determine whether there is an immediate threat present to human health 
and/or the environment, and to define the extent of the Parker Street Waste Site 
boundaries. 
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e. On August 26, 2010, EPA issued an Action Memorandum (Appendix A) 
which is incorporated herein. 

f. By letter dated September 29, 2010, EPA notified C.P. Properties, LLC of 
its status as potentially responsible party ("PRP"), as a current owner of the Site, and 
afforded it the opportunity to perform or fmance necessary removal actions. 

g. Respondent, with the approval ofEPA and MassDEP, previously 
performed initial response actions to mitigate an imminent and substantial endangerment 
determined to exist at the Site. 

V. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DETERMINATIONS 

12. Based on the Findings of Fact set forth above, and the Administrative Record 
supporting this removal action, EPA has determined that: 

a. The C.P. Properties, LLC apartment complex located at 169 Hunter Street 
in New Bedford, Massachusetts is a "facility" as defined by Section 101(9) ofCERCLA, 
42 u.s.c. § 9601(9). 

b. The contamination found at the Site, as identified in the Findings ofFact 
above, includes "hazardous substances" as defined by Section 101(14) ofCERCLA, 42 
u.s.c. § 9601(14). 

c. Respondent is a "person" as defined by Section 101(21) ofCERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9601(21). 

d. Respondent is a responsible party under Section 107(a) ofCERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9607(a), and is jointly and severally liable for performance of response action 
and for response costs incurred and to be incurred at the Site. 

i. Respondent C.P. Properties, LLC is the "owner" and/or "operator 
of a facility, as defined by Section 101(20) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(20), and 
within the meaning of Section 107(a)(l) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a)(l ). 

e. The conditions described in the Action Memorandum constitute an actual 
or threatened "release" ofa hazardous substance from the facility as defined by Section 
101(22) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(22). 

f. The removal action required by this Settlement Agreement is necessary to 
protect the public health, welfare, or the environment and, if carried out in compliance 
with the terms of this Settlement Agreement, will be consistent with the NCP, as 
provided in Section 300.700(c)(3)(ii) of the NCP. 

VI. SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND ORDER 
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Based upon the foregoing Findings ofFact, Conclusions ofLaw, Determinations, and 
the Administrative Record for this Site, it is hereby Ordered and Agreed that Respondent 
shall comply with all provisions of this Settlement Agreement, including, but not limited 
to, all attachments to this Settlement Agreement and all documents incorporated by 
reference into this Settlement Agreement. 

VII. 	 DESIGNATION OF CONTRACTOR, PROJECT COORDINATOR, AND 
ON-SCENE COORDINATOR 

13. Respondent shall retain one or more contractors to perform the Work and shall 
notify EPA ofthe name(s) and qualifications of such contractor(s) within 10 days of the 
Effective Date. Respondent shall also notify EPA of the name(s) and qualification(s) of 
any other contractor(s) or subcontractor(s) retained to perform the Work at least 7 days 
prior to commencement ofsuch Work. EPA retains the right to disapprove of any or all 
of the contractors and/or subcontractors retained by Respondent. IfEPA disapproves of a 
selected contractor, Respondent shall retain a different contractor and shall notify EPA of 
that contractor's name and qualifications within 7 days ofEPA's disapproval. 

14. Within 10 days after the Effective Date, Respondent shall designate a Project 
Coordinator who shall be responsible for administration ofall actions by Respondent 
required by this Settlement Agreement and shall submit to EPA the designated Project 
Coordinator's name, address, telephone number, and qualifications. To the greatest 
extent possible, the Project Coordinator shall be present on Site or readily available 
during Site work. EPA retains the right to disapprove of the designated Project 
Coordinator. IfEPA disapproves of the designated Project Coordinator, Respondent 
shall retain a different Project Coordinator and shall notify EPA of that person's name, 
address, telephone number, and qualifications within 7 days following EPA's 
disapproval. Receipt by Respondent's Project Coordinator ofany notice or 
communication from EPA relating to this Settlement Agreement shall constitute receipt 
by Respondent. 

15. EPA has designated Mia Pasquerella of the Emergency Planning and Response 
Branch, Region 1, as its On-Scene Coordinator ("OSC"). Except as otherwise provided 
in this Settlement Agreement, Respondent shall direct all submissions required by this 
Settlement Agreement to the OSC at the following address: 

Mia Pasquerella 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 


Emergency Response and Removal Section II 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100 


Mail Code OSRRR02-2 

Boston, MA 02109-3912 


TEL (617) 918-1120 

FAX ( 617) 918-0120 
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Email: pasquerella.mia@epa.gov 

16. EPA and Respondent shall have the right, subject to Paragraph 14, to change its 
respective designated OSC or Project Coordinator. Respondent shall notify EPA seven 
days before such a change is made. The initial notification may be made orally, but shall 
be promptly followed by a written notice. 

VID. WORK TO BE PERFORMED 

17. Respondent shall perform, at a minimum, all actions necessary to implement the 
Statement ofWork as it relates to the Site. The actions to be implemented generally 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

a. Site preparation; 

b. Providing security measures to prevent unauthorized access onto areas of 
the Site that are subject to the removal action for the duration of the removal action; 

c. Addressing contaminated soils, including, if deemed necessary, excavating 
and disposing ofcontaminated soils at an EPA-approved disposal facility; 

d. Installing monitoring and/or engineering controls; and 

e. Restoring the Site, including backfilling, grading, andre-vegetating. 

All work performed by the Respondent shall be conducted in accordance with 
CERCLA, the NCP, applicable guidance documents provided by EPA, and the provisions 
of this Settlement Agreement including any standards, specifications, and time schedules 
contained in the Statement ofWork or specified by the OSC. 

18. Work Plan and Implementation. 

a. Within 14 days after the Effective Date, Respondent shall submit to EPA 
for approval a draft Work Plan for performing the removal action generally described in 
Paragraph 17 above. The draft Work Plan shall provide a description of, and an 
expeditious schedule for, the actions required by this Settlement Agreement. 

b. EPA may approve, disapprove, require revisions to, or modify the draft 
Work Plan in whole or in part. IfEPA requires revisions, Respondent shall submit a 
revised draft Work Plan within 7 days of receipt ofEPA's notification of the required 
revisions. Respondent shall implement the Work Plan as approved in writing by EPA in 
accordance with the schedule approved by EPA. Once approved, or approved with 
modifications, the Work Plan, the schedule, and any subsequent modifications shall be 
incorporated into and become fully enforceable under this Settlement Agreement. 

mailto:pasquerella.mia@epa.gov
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c. Respondent shall not commence any Work except in conformance with 
the terms of this Settlement Agreement. Respondent shall not commence implementation 
of the Work Plan developed hereunder until receiving written EPA approval pursuant to 
Paragraph 18(b ). 

19. Health and Safety Plan. Within 30 days after the Effective Date, Respondent 
shall submit for EPA review and comment a plan that ensures the protection of the public 
health and safety during performance of on-Site work under this Settlement Agreement. 
This plan shall be prepared in accordance with EPA's Standard Operating Safety Guide 
(PUB 9285.1-03, PB 92-963414, June 1992). In addition, the plan shall comply with all 
currently applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration ("OSHA") 
regulations found at 29 C.F.R. Part 1910. IfEPA determines that it is appropriate, the 

. plan shall also include contingency planning. Respondent shall incorporate all changes to 
the plan recommended by EPA and shall implement the plan during the pendency of the 
removal action. 

20. Quality Assurance and Sampling. 

a. All sampling and analyses performed pursuant to this Settlement 
Agreement shall conform to EPA direction, approval, and guidance regarding sampling, 
quality assurance/quality control ("QA/QC"), data validation, and chain of custody 
procedures. Respondent shall ensure that the laboratory used to perform the analyses 
participates in a QA/QC program that complies with the appropriate EPA guidance. 
Respondent shall follow, as appropriate, "Quality Assurance/Quality Control Guidance 
for Removal Activities: Sampling QA/QC Plan and Data Vabdation Procedures" 
(OSWER Directive No. 9360.4-01, April1, 1990), as guidance for QA/QC and sampling. 
Respondent shall only use laboratories that have a documented Quality System that 
complies with ANSI/ASQC E-4 1994, "Specifications and Guidelines for Quality 
Systems for Environmental Data Collection and Environmental Technology Programs" 
(American National Standard, January 5, 1995), and "EPA Requirements for Quality 
Management Plans (QA/R-2) (EPA/240/B-01/002, March 2001)," or equivalent 
documentation as determined by EPA. EPA may consider laboratories accredited under 
the National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program ("NELAP") as meeting 
the Quality System requirements. 

b. Upon request by EPA, Respondent shall have such a laboratory analyze 

samples submitted by EPA for QA monitoring. Respondent shall provide to EPA the 

QA/QC procedures followed by all sampling teams and laboratories performing data 

collection and/or analysis. 


c. Upon request by EPA, Respondent shall allow EPA or its authorized 
representatives to take split and/or duplicate samples. Respondent shall notify EPA not 
less than 7 days in advance of any sample collection activity, unless shorter notice is 
agreed to by EPA. EPA shall have the right to take any additional samples that EPA 
deems necessary. Upon request, EPA shall allow Respondent to take split or duplicate 
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samples ofany samples it takes as part of its oversight ofRespondent's implementation 
of the Work. 

21. Post-Removal Site Control. In accordance with the Work Plan schedule, or as 
otherwise directed by EPA, Respondent shall submit a proposal for post-removal site 
control consistent with Section 300.415(1) of the NCP and OSWER Directive No. 
9360.2-02. Upon EPA approval, Respondent shall implement such controls and shall 
provide EPA with documentation of all post-removal site control arrangements. 

22. Reporting. 

a. Respondent shall submit a written progress report to EPA concerning 
actions undertaken pursuant to this Settlement Agreement every 30th day after the date of 
receipt ofEPA's approval of the Work Plan until termination of this Settlement 
Agreement, unless otherwise directed in writing by the OSC. These reports shall 
describe all significant developments during the preceding period, including the actions 
performed and any problems encountered, analytical data received during the reporting 
period, and the developments anticipated during the next reporting period, including a 
schedule ofactions to be performed, anticipated problems, and planned resolutions of 
past or anticipated problems. 

b. Respondent shall submit 2 copies ofall plans, reports or other submissions 
required by this Settlement Agreement, the Statement ofWork, or any approved work 
plan. Respondent shall submit a copy ofsuch documents in electronic form. 

c. Any Respondent who owns or controls property at the Site shall, at least 
30 days prior to the conveyance ofany interest in real property at the Site, give written 
notice to the transferee that the property is subject to this Settlement Agreement and 
written notice to EPA and the State of the proposed conveyance, including the name and 
address of the transferee. Respondent who owns or controls property at the Site also 
agrees to require that its successors comply with the immediately preceding sentence and 
Sections IX (Site Access) and X (Access to Information). 

23. Final Report. Within 60 days after completion ofall Work required by this 
Settlement Agreement, Respondent shall submit for EPA review and approval a final 
report summarizing the actions taken to comply with this Settlement Agreement. The 
final report shall conform, at a minimum, with the requirements set forth in Section 
300.165 of the NCP entitled "OSC Reports." The final report shall include a good faith 
estimate of total costs or a statement of actual costs incurred in complying with the 
Settlement Agreement, a listing ofquantities and types of materials removed off-Site or 
handled on-Site, a discussion ofremoval and disposal options considered for those 
materials, a listing of the ultimate destination(s) ofthose materials, a presentation of the 
analytical results ofall sampling and analyses performed, and accompanying appendices 
containing all relevant documentation generated during the removal action (e.g., · 
manifests, invoices, bills, contracts, and permits). The final report shall also include the 



Administrative Settlement and Order on Consent for a Removal Action 
Parker Street Waste Site: C.P. Properties, LLC 
Page 12 of30 

following certification signed by a person who supervised or directed the preparation of 
that report: 

"Under penalty of law, I certify that to the best ofmy knowledge, after appropriate 
inquiries ofall relevant persons involved in the preparation of the report, the information 
submitted is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties 
for submitting false information, including the possibility offine and imprisonment for 
knowing violations." 

24. Off-Site Shipments. 

a. Respondent shall, prior to any off-Site shipment ofWaste Material from 
the Site to an out-of-state waste management facility, provide written notification ofsuch 
shipment ofWaste Material to the appropriate state environmental official in the 
receiving facility's state and to the On-Scene Coordinator. However, this notification 
requirement shall not apply to any off-Site shipments when the total volume ofall such 
shipments will not exceed 10 cubic yards. 

i. Respondent shall include in the written notification the following 
information: 1) the name and location of the facility to which the Waste Material is to be 
shipped; 2) the type and quantity of the Waste Material to be shipped; 3) the expected 
schedule for the shipment of the Waste Material; and 4) the method of transportation. 
Respondent shall notify the state in which the planned receiving facility is located of 
major changes in the shipment plan, such as a decision to ship the Waste Material to 
another facility within the same state, or to a facility in another state. 

ii. The identity of the receiving facility and state will be determined 
by Respondent following the award of the contract for the removal action. Respondent 
shall provide the information required by Paragraph 24(a) and 24(b) as soon as 
practicable after the award of the contract and before the Waste Material is actually 
shipped. 

b. Before shipping any hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants 
from the Site to an off-site location, Respondent shall obtain EPA's certification that the 
proposed receiving facility is operating in compliance with the requirements of 
CERCLA Section l2l(d)(3), 42 U.S.C. § 962l(d)(3), and 40 C.F.R. § 300.440. 
Respondent shall only send hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants from the 
Site to an off-site facility that complies with the requirements of the statutory provision 
and regulation cited in the preceding sentence. 

IX. SITE ACCESS 

25. If the Site, or any other property where access is needed to implement this 
Settlement Agreement, is owned or controlled by Respondent, Respondent shall, 
commencing on the Effective Date, provide EPA, the Commonwealth ofMassachusetts, 
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and their representatives, including contractors, with access at all reasonable times to the 
Site, or such other property, for the purpose ofconducting any activity related to this 
Settlement Agreement. 

26. Where any action under this Settlement Agreement is to be performed in areas 
owned by or in possession of someone other than Respondent, Respondent shall use its 
best efforts to obtain all necessary access agreements within 21 days after the Effective 
Date, or as otherwise specified in writing by the OSC. Respondent shall immediately 
notify EPA ifafter using its best efforts it is unable to obtain such agreements. For 
purposes of this Paragraph, "best efforts" includes the payment of reasonable sums of 
money in consideration of access. Respondent shall describe in writing its efforts to 
obtain access. EPA may then assist Respondent in gaining access, to the extent necessary 
to effectuate the response actions described in this Settlement Agreement, using such 
means as EPA deems appropriate. Respondent shall reimburse EPA for all costs and 
attorney's fees incurred by the United States in obtaining such access, in accordance with 
the procedures in Section XV (Payment ofResponse Costs). 

27. Notwithstanding any provision of this Settlement Agreement, EPA and the 
Commonwealth retain all of their access authorities and rights, as well as all of their 
rights to require land/water use restrictions, including enforcement authorities related 
thereto, under CERCLA, RCRA, and any other applicable statutes or regulations. 

X. ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

28. Respondent shall provide to EPA and the Commonwealth, upon request, copies of 
all documents and information within its possession or control or that of its contractors or 
agents relating to activities at the Site or to the implementation of this Settlement 
Agreement, including, but not limited to, sampling, analysis, chain of custody records, 
manifests, trucking logs, receipts, reports, sample traffic routing, correspondence, or 
other documents or information related to the Work. Respondent shall also make 
available to EPA and the Commonwealth, for purposes of investigation, information 
gathering, or testimony, its employees, agents, or representatives with knowledge of 
relevant facts concerning the performance of the Work. 

29. Respondent may assert business confidentiality claims covering part or all of the 
documents or information submitted to EPA and the Commonwealth under this 
Settlement Agreement to the extent permitted by and in accordance with Section 
104(e)(7) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9604(e)(7), and 40 C.F.R. § 2.203(b). Documents or 
information determined to be confidential by EPA will be afforded the protection 
specified in 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B. Ifno claim ofconfidentiality accompanies 
documents or information when they are submitted to EPA and the Commonwealth, or if 
EPA has notified Respondent that the documents or information are not confidential 
under the standards of Section 104(e)(7) ofCERCLA or 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B, the 
public may be given access to such documents or information without further notice to 
Respondent. 
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30. Respondent may assert that certain documents, records and other information are 
privileged under the attorney-client privilege or any other privilege recognized by federal 
law. If the Respondent asserts such a privilege in lieu ofproviding documents, it shall 
provide EPA and the Commonwealth with the following: 1) the title of the document, 
record, or information; 2) the date of the document, record, or information; 3) the name 
and title of the author of the document, record, or information; 4) the name and title of 
each addressee and recipient; 5) a description of the contents of the document, record, or 
information; and 6) the privilege ~sserted by Respondent. However, no documents, 
reports or other information created or generated pursuant to the requirements of this 
Settlement Agreement shall be withheld on the grounds that they are privileged. 

31. No claim of confidentiality shall be made with respect to any data, including, but 
not limited to, all sampling, analytical, monitoring, hydrogeologic, scientific, chemical, 
or engineering data, or any other documents or information evidencing conditions at or 
around the Site. 

XI. RECORD RETENTION 

32. UntillO years after Respondent's receipt ofEPA's notification pursuant to 
Section XXIX (Notice of Completion ofWork), Respondent shall preserve and retain all 
non-identical copies of records and documents (including records or documents in 
electronic form) now in its possession or control or which come into its possession or 
control that relate in any manner to the performance of the Work or the liability of any 
person under CERCLA with respect to the Site, regardless of any corporate retention 
policy to the contrary. UntillO years after Respondent's receipt ofEPA's notification 
pursuant to Section XXIX (Notice of Completion ofWork), Respondent shall also 
instruct its contractors and agents to preserve all documents, records, and information of 
whatever kind, nature or description relating to performance of the Work. 

33. At the conclusion of this document retention period, Respondent shall notify EPA 
and the Commonwealth at least 90 days prior to the destruction ofany such records or 
documents, and, upon request by EPA or the Commonwealth, Respondent shall deliver 
any such records or documents to EPA or the Commonwealth. Respondent may assert 
that certain documents, records and other information are privileged under the attorney­
client privilege or any other privilege recognized by federal law. IfRespondent asserts 
such a privilege, it shall provide EPA or the Commonwealth with the following: 1) the 
title of the document, record, or information; 2) the date of the document, record, or 
information; 3) the name and title of the author ofthe document, record, or information; 
4) the name and title ofeach addressee and recipient; 5) a description of the subject of the 
document, record, or information; and 6) the privilege asserted by Respondent. However, 
no documents, reports or other information created or generated pursuant to the 
requirements of this Settlement Agreement shall be withheld on the grounds that they are 
privileged. 
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34. Respondent hereby certifies individually that to the best of its knowledge and 
belief, after thorough inquiry, it has not altered, mutilated, discarded, destroyed or 
otherwise disposed of any records, documents or other information (other than identical 
copies) relating to its potential liability regarding the Site since notification ofpotential 
liability by EPA or the State or the filing of suit against it regarding the Site and that it 
has fully complied with any and all EPA requests for information pursuant to Sections 
104(e) and 122(e) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604(e) and 9622(c), and Section 3007 of 
RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6927. 

Xll. COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER .LAWS 

Respondent shall perform all actions required pursuant to this Settlement Agreement in 
accordance with all applicable state and federal laws and regulations except as provided 
in Section l21(e) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 692l(e), and 40 C.F.R. §§ 300.400(e) and 
300.415(j). In accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 300.415(j), all on-Site actions required 
pursuant to this Settlement Agreement shall, to the extent practicable, as determined by 
EPA, considering the exigencies of the situation, attain applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirements ("ARARs") under federal environmental or state environmental 
or facility siting laws. 

Xlll. EMERGENCY RESPONSE AND NOTIFICATION OF RELEASE 

3 5. In the event of any action or occurrence during performance of the Work which 
causes or threatens a release ofWaste Material from the Site that constitutes an 
emergency situation or may present an immediate threat to public health or welfare or the 
environment, Respondent shall immediately take all appropriate action. Respondent shall 
take these actions in accordance with all applicable provisions of this Settlement 
Agreement, including, but not limited to, the Health and Safety Plan, in order to prevent, 
abate or minimize such release or endangerment caused or threatened by the release. 
Respondent shall also immediately notify the OSC or, in the event ofhis/her 
unavailability, shall notify the National Response Center, by telephone at (800) 424-8802 
and/or call the 24-hour Emergency OSC telephone number (617) 723-8928 of the 
incident or Site conditions. In the event that Respondent fails to take appropriate 
response action as required by this Paragraph, and EPA takes such action instead, 
Respondent shall reimburse EPA all costs of the response action not inconsistent with the 
NCP pursuant to Section XV (Payment ofResponse Costs). 

36. In addition, in the event of any release ofa hazardous substance from the Site, 
Respondent shall immediately notify the OSC at 617-918-1120 and the National 
Response Center at (800) 424-8802. Respondent shall submit a written report to EPA 
within 7 days after each release, setting forth the events that occurred and the measures 
taken or to be taken to mitigate any release or endangerment caused or threatened by the 
release and to prevent the reoccurrence of such a release. This reporting requirement is in 
addition to, and not in lieu of, reporting under Section 103(c) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 
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9603( c), and Section 304 of the Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know 
Act of 1986, 42 U.S.C. § 11004, et seq. 

XIV. AUTHORITY OF ON-SCENE COORDINATOR 

37. The OSC shall be responsible for overseeing Respondent's implementation of this 
Settlement Agreement. The OSC shall have the authority vested in an OSC by the NCP, 
including the authority to halt, conduct, or direct any Work required by this Settlement 
Agreement, or to direct any other removal action undertaken at the Site. Absence of the 
OSC from the Site shall not be cause for stoppage ofwork unless specifically directed by 
the OSC. 

XV. PAYMENT OF FUTURE RESPONSE COSTS 

38. Respondent shall pay EPA for all Future Response Costs not inconsistent with the 
NCP. On a periodic basis, EPA will send Respondent a bill requiring payment that 
includes direct and indirect costs incurred by EPA and its contractors. Respondent shall 
make all payments within forty-five (45) days ofreceipt of each bill requiring payment, 
except as otherwise provided in Paragraph 39 ofthis Settlement Agreement. 

a. Respondent shall make all payments required by this Paragraph by a 
certified cashier' s check, electronic funds transfer, or checks payable to "EPA Hazardous 
Superfund," referencing the name and address of the party(ies) making payment and EPA 
Site/Spill ID number OlGB. Respondent shall send the check(s) to: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Superfund Payments 

Cincinnati Finance Center 

P.O. Box 979076 

StLouis, MO 63197-9000 


Electronic funds transfers should be directed to the Federal Reserve Bank ofNew York 
at: 

New York, NY 10045 

ABA No.: 021030004 

Account No. : 68010727 

SWIFT address: FRNYUS33 

Field Tag 4200 of the Fedwire message should read: 

D 68010727 Environmental Protection Agency" 


Any electronic funds transfers received at the EPA lockbox bank after 10:30 
A.M. (Eastern Standard Time) will be credited to the next business day. Payment shall 
be accompanied by a statement identifying the names and addresses ofthe Settling 
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Parties, the Site Name, EPA Region 1 and Site/Spill ID Number OlGB, and the EPA 
docket number for this action. 

b. At the time ofpayment, Respondent shall send notice that such payment 
has been made to: 

Ann Gardner 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 1 00 

Boston, MA 02109-3912 


c. In the event that the payments for Future Response Costs are not made 
within 45 days ofRespondent's receipt ofa bill, Respondent shall pay Interest on the 
unpaid balance. The Interest on Future Response Costs shall begin to accrue on the date 
of the bill and shall continue to accrue until the date ofpayment. Payments oflnterest 
made under this Paragraph shall be in addition to such other remedies or sanctions 
available to the United States by virtue ofRespondent's failure to make timely payments 
under this Section, including but not limited to, payment of stipulated penalties pursuant 
to Section XVIII. 

39. Respondent may dispute all or part ofa bill for Future Response Costs submitted 
under this Settlement Agreement, ifRespondent alleges that EPA has made an 
accounting error, or ifRespondent alleges that a cost item is inconsistent with the NCP. 
Ifany dispute over costs is resolved before payment is due, the amount due will be 
adjusted as necessary. If the dispute is not resolved before payment is due, Respondent 
shall pay the full amount ofthe uncontested costs to EPA as specified in Paragraph 38 on 
or before the due date. Within the same time period, Respondent shall pay the full 
amount of the contested costs into an interest-bearing escrow account. Respondent shall 
simultaneously transmit a copy ofboth checks to the persons listed in Paragraph 38(b) 
above. Respondent shall ensure that the prevailing party or parties in the dispute shall 
receive the amount upon which they prevailed from the escrow funds plus interest within 
fourteen (14) days after the dispute is resolved. 

XVI. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

40. Unless otherwise expressly provided for in this Settlement Agreement, the dispute 
resolution procedures of this Section shall be the exclusive mechanism for resolving 
disputes arising under this Settlement Agreement. The Parties shall attempt to resolve 
any disagreements concerning this Settlement Agreement expeditiously and informally. 

41. If Respondent objects to any EPA action taken pursuant to this Settlement 
Agreement, including billings for Future Response Costs, it shall notify EPA in writing 
of its objcction(s) within five (5) working days ofsuch action, unless the objection(s) 
has/have been resolved informally. EPA and Respondent shall have five (5) working 
days from EPA's receipt ofRespondent's written objection(s) to resolve the dispute 
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through formal negotiations (the "Negotiation Period"). The Negotiation Period may be 
extended at the sole discretion ofEPA. 

42. Any agreement reached by the parties pursuant to this Section shall be in writing 
and shall, upon signature by both parties, be incorporated into and become an enforceable 
part of this Settlement Agreement. If the Parties are unable to reach an agreement within 
the Negotiation Period, an EPA management official at the Branch Chief level or higher 
will issue a written decision on the dispute to Respondent. EPA's decision shall be 
incorporated into and become an enforceable part of this Settlement Agreement. 
Respondent's obligations und.er this Settlement Agreement shall not be tolled by 
submission ofany objection for dispute resolution under this Section. Following 
resolution of the dispute, as provided by this Section, Respondent shall fulfill the 
requirement that was the subject of the dispute in accordance with the agreement reached 
or with EPA's decision, whichever occurs. 

XVII. FORCE MAJEURE 

43. Respondent agrees to perform all requirements of this Settlement Agreement 
within the time limits established under this Settlement Agreement, unless the 
performance is delayed by a force majeure. For purposes of this Settlement Agreement, a 
force majeure is defined as any event arising from causes beyond the control of 
Respondent, or ofany entity controlled by Respondent, including but not limited to its 
contractors and subcontractors, which delays or prevents performance ofany obligation 
under this Settlement Agreement despite Respondent's best efforts to fulfill the 
obligation. Force majeure does not include financial inability to complete the Work or 
increased cost ofperformance or a failure to attain performance standards/action levels 
set forth in the Action Memorandum. 

44. If any event occurs or has occurred that may delay the performance ofany 
obligation under this Settlement Agreement, whether or not caused by a force majeure 
event, Respondent shall notify EPA orally within 48 hours ofwhen Respondent first 
knew that the event might cause a delay. Within two (2) days thereafter, Respondent 
shall provide to EPA in writing an explanation and description ofthe reasons for the 
delay; the anticipated duration of the delay; all actions taken or to be taken to prevent or 
minimize the delay; a schedule for implementation ofany measures to be taken to prevent 
or mitigate the delay or the effect of the delay; Respondent's rationale for attributing such 
delay to a force majeure event if it intends to assert such a claim; and a statement as to 
whether, in the opinion ofRespondent, such event may cause or contribute to an 
endangerment to public health, welfare or the environment. Failure to comply with the · 
above requirements shall preclude Respondent from asserting any claim offorce majeure 
for that event for the period of time ofsuch failure to comply and for any additional delay 
caused by such failure. 

45. IfEPA agrees that the delay or anticipated delay is attributable to aforce majeure 
event, the time for performance of the obligations under this Settlement Agreement that 
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are affected by the force majeure event will be extended by EPA for such time as is 
necessary to complete those obligations. An extension of the time for performance of the 
obligations affected by the force majeure event shall not, of itself, extend the time for 
performance ofany other obligation. IfEPA does not agree that the delay or anticipated 
delay has been or will be caused by aforce majeure event, EPA will notify Respondent in 
writing of its decision. IfEPA agrees that the delay is attributable to a force majeure 
event, EPA will notify Respondent in writing of the length of the extension, ifany, for 
performance of the obligations affected by the force majeure event. 

XVTII. STIPULATED PENALTIES 

46. Respondent shall be liable to EPA for stipulated penalties in the amounts set forth 
in Paragraphs 47 and 48 for failure to comply with the requirements of this Settlement 
Agreement specified below, unless excused under Section XVII (Force Majeure). 
"Compliance" by Respondent shall include completion of the activities under this 
Settlement Agreement or any work plan or other plan approved under this Settlement 
Agreement identified below in accordance with all applicable requirements oflaw, this 
Settlement Agreement, the SOW, and any plans or other documents approved by EPA 
pursuant to this Settlement Agreement and within the specified time schedules 
established by and approved under this Settlement Agreement. 

47. Stipulated Penalty Amounts- Work. 

a. The following stipulated penalties shall accrue per violation per day for 
any noncompliance identified in Paragraph 47(b): 

Penalty Per Violation Per Day Period ofNoncompliance 
$100.00 1st through 14th day 
$175.00 15th through 30th day 
$250.00 31st day and beyond 

48. Stipulated Penalty Amounts - Reports. The following stipulated penalties shall 
accrue per violation per day for failure to submit timely or adequate reports [or other 
written documents] pursuant to Paragraphs 22 and 23: 

Penalty Per Violation Per Day Period ofNoncornpliance 
$100.00 1st through 14th day 
$175.00 15th through 30th day 
$250.00 31st day and beyond 

49. In the event that EPA assumes performance ofa portion or all of the Work 
pursuant to Paragraph 59 (Work Takeover) of Section XX, Respondent shall be liable for 
a stipulated penalty in the amount of$15,000. 
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50. All penalties shall begin to accrue on the day after the complete performance is 
due or the day a violation occurs, and shall continue to accrue through the final day of the 
correction of the noncompliance or completion of the activity. However, stipulated 
penalties shall not accrue: 1) with respect to a deficient submission under Section VIII 
(Work to be Performed), dur-ing the period, ifany, beginning on the 31st day after EPA's 
receipt ofsuch submission until the date that EPA notifies Respondent ofany deficiency; 
and 2) with respect to a decision by the EPA Management Official at the branch level or 
higher, under Paragraph 42 of Section XVI (Dispute Resolution), during the period, if 
any, beginning on the 21st day after the Negotiation Period begins until the date that the 
EPA management official issues a final decision regarding such dispute. Nothing in this 
Settlement Agreement shall prevent the simultaneous accrual ofseparate penalties for 
separate violations of this Settlement Agreement. 

51. Following EPA's determination that Respondent has failed to comply with a 
requirement of this Settlement Agreement, EPA may give Respondent written 
notification of the failure and describe the noncompliance. EPA may send Respondent a 
written demand for payment ofthe penalties. However, penalties shall accrue as 
provided in the preceding Paragraph regardless ofwhether EPA has notified Respondent 
ofa violation. 

52. All penalties accruing under this Section shall be due and payable to EPA within 
30 days ofRespondent's receipt from EPA ofa demand for payment of the penalties, 
unless Respondent invokes the dispute resolution procedures under Section XVI (Dispute 
Resolution). All payments to EPA under this Section shall be paid by certified or 
cashier's check(s) made payable to "EPA Hazardous Substances Superfund," shall be 
mailed to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Superfund Payments, Cincinnati 
Finance Center, P.O. Box 979076, St. Louis, Missouri 63197-9000, shall indicate that the 
payment is for stipulated penalties, and shall reference the EPA Region and Site/Spill ID 
Number 01GB, the EPA Docket Number CERCLA-01-2011-0044, and the name and 
address of the party(ies) making payment. Copies ofcheck(s) paid pursuant to this 
Section, and any accompanying transmittalletter(s), shall be sent to EPA as provided in 
Paragraph 38. 

53. The payment ofpenalties shall not alter in any way Respondent's obligation to 
complete performance of the Work required under this Settlement Agreement. 

54. Penalties shall continue to accrue during any dispute resolution period, but need 
not be paid until15 days after the dispute is resolved by agreement or by receipt of 
EPA's decision. 

55. IfRespondent fails to pay stipulated penalties when due, EPA may institute 
proceedings to collect the penalties, as well as Interest. Respondent shall pay Interest on 
the unpaid balance, which shall begin to accrue on the date ofdemand made pursuant to 
Paragraph 52. Nothing in this Settlement Agreement shall be construed as prohibiting, 
altering, or in any way limiting the ability ofEPA to seek any other remedies or sanctions 
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available by virtue ofRespondent's violation of this Settlement Agreement or of the 
statutes and regulations upon which it is based, including, but not limited to, penalties 
pursuant to Sections 106(b) and 122(1) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(b) and 9622(1), 
and punitive damages pursuant to Section 107(c)(3) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(c)(3). 
Provided, however, that EPA shall not seek civil penalties pursuant to Section 106(b) or 
122(1) ofCERCLA or punitive damages pursuant to Section 107(c)(3) ofCERCLA for 
any violation for which a stipulated penalty is provided in this Section, except in the case 
ofa willful violation of this Settlement Agreement or in the event that EPA assumes 
performance of a portion or all of the Work pursuant to Section XX, Paragraph 59 (Work 
Takeover). Notwithstanding any other provision ofthis Section, EPA may, in its 
unreviewable discretion, waive any portion ofstipulated penalties that have accrued 
pursuant to this Settlement Agreement. 

XIX. COVENANT NOT TO SUE BY EPA 

56. In consideration of the actions that will be performed and the payments that will 
be made by Respondent under the terms of this Settlement Agreement, and except as 
otherwise specifically provided in this Settlement Agreement, EPA covenants not to sue 
or to take administrative action against Respondent pursuant to Sections 106 and 107(a) 
ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606 and 9607(a), for the Work and Future Response Costs. 
This covenant not to sue shall take effect upon the Effective Date and is conditioned upon 
the complete and satisfactory performance by Respondent ofall obligations under this 
Settlement Agreement, including, but not limited to, payment ofFuture Response Costs 
pursuant to Section XV. This covenant not to sue extends only to Respondent and does 
not extend to any other person. 

XX. RESERVATIONS OF RIGHTS BY EPA 

57. Except as specifically provided in this Settlement Agreement, nothing in this 
Settlement Agreement shall limit the power and authority ofEPA or the United States to 
take, direct, or order all actions necessary to protect public health, welfare, or the 
environment or to prevent, abate, or minimize an actual or threatened release of 
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants, or hazardous or solid waste on, at, or 
from the Site. Further, nothing in this Settlement Agreement shall prevent EPA from 
seeking legal or equitable relief to enforce the terms of this Settlement Agreement, from 
taking other legal or equitable action as it deems appropriate and necessary, or from 
requiring Respondents in the future to perform additional activities pursuant to CERCLA 
or any other applicable law. 

58. The covenant not to sue set forth in Section XIX above does not pertain to any 
matters other than those expressly identified therein. EPA reserves, and this Settlement 
Agreement is without prejudice to, all rights against Respondent with respect to all other 
matters, including, but not limited to: 
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a. claims based on a failure by Respondent to meet a requirement ofthis 
Settlement Agreement; 

b. liability for costs not included within the definition Future Response 
Costs; 

c. liability for performance of response action other than the Work; 

d. criminalliability; 

e. liability for damages for injury to, destruction of, or loss ofnatural 
resources, and for the costs of any natural resource damage assessments; 

f. liability arising from the past, present, or future disposal, release or threat 
ofrelease ofWaste Materials outside of the Site; and 

g. liability for costs incurred or to be incurred by the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry related to the Site. 

59. Work Takeover. In the event EPA determines that Respondent has ceased 
implementation ofany portion of the Work, are seriously or repeatedly deficient or late in 
its performance of the Work, or are implementing the Work in a manner which may 
cause an endangerment to human health or the environment, EPA may assume the 
performance ofall or any portion ofthe Work as EPA determines necessary. Respondent 
may invoke the procedures set forth in Section XVI (Dispute Resolution) to dispute 
EPA's determination that takeover of the Work is warranted under this Paragraph. Costs 
incurred by the United States in performing the Work pursuant to this Paragraph shall be 
considered Future Response Costs that Respondents shall pay pursuant to Section XV 
(Payment of Future Response Costs). Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Settlement Agreement, EPA retains all authority and reserves all rights to take any and all 
response actions authorized by law. 

XXI. COVENANT NOT TO SUE BY RESPONDENT 

60. Respondent covenants not to sue and agrees not to assert any claims or causes of 
action against the United States, or its contractors or employees, with respect to the 
Work, Response Costs, or this Settlement Agreement, including, but not limited to: 

a. any direct or indirect claim for reimbursement from the Hazardous 
Substance Superfund established by 26 U.S.C. § 9507, based on Sections 106(b)(2), 107, 
111, 112, or 113 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(b)(2), 9607, 9611, 9612, or 9613, or 
any other provision of law; 

b. any claim arising out of response actions at or in connection with the Site, 
including any claim under the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the 
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Commonwealth, the Tucker Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1491, the Equal Access to Justice Act, 28 
U.S.C. § 2412, as amended, or at common law; or 

c. any claim against the United States pursuant to Sections 107 and 113 of 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9607 and 9613, relating to the Work, or Response Costs. 

61. Nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed to constitute approval or 
preauthorization ofa claim within the meaning ofSection 111 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S. C. § 
9611, or 40 C.F.R. § 300.700(d). 

62. Respondent agrees not to assert any claims and to waive all claims or causes of 
action that it may have for all matters relating to the Site, including for contribution, 
against any person where the person's liability to Respondent with respect to the Site is 
based solely on having arranged for disposal or treatment, or for transport for disposal or 
treatment, ofhazardous substances at the Site, or having accepted for transport for 
disposal or treatment of hazardous substances at the Site, if all or part of the disposal, 
treatment, or transport occurred before April 1, 2001, and the total amount ofmaterial 
containing hazardous substances contributed by such person to the Site was less than 110 
gallons of liquid materials or 200 pounds ofsolid materials. 

63. The waiver in Paragraph 62 shall not apply with respect to any defense, claim, or 
cause ofaction that a Respondent may have against any person meeting the above criteria 
ifsuch person asserts a claim or cause ofaction relating to the Site against such 
Respondent. This waiver also shall not apply to any claim or cause of action against any 
person meeting the above criteria ifEPA determines: 

a. that such person has failed to comply with any EPA requests for 
information or administrative subpoenas issued pursuant to Section 104(e) or 122(e) of 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604(e) or 9622(e), or Section 3007 of the Solid Waste Disposal 
Act (also known as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act or "RCRA"), 42 U.S.C. 
§ 6972, or has impeded or is impeding, through action or inaction, the performance of a 
response action or natural resource restoration with respect to the Site, or has been 
convicted ofa criminal violation for the conduct to which this waiver would apply and 
that conviction has not been vitiated on appeal or otherwise; or 

b. that the materials containing hazardous substances contributed to the Site 
by such person have contributed significantly, or could contribute significantly, either 
individually or in the aggregate, to the cost of response action or natural resource 
restoration at the Site. 

XXII. OTHER CLAIMS 

64. By issuance of this Settlement Agreement, the United States and EPA assume no 
liability for injuries or damages to persons or property resulting from any acts or 
omissions of Respondent. The United States or EPA shall not be deemed a party to any 
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contract entered into by Respondent or its directors, officers, employees, agents, 
successors, representatives, assigns, contractors, or consultants in carrying out actions 
pursuant to this Settlement Agreement. 

65. Except as expressly provided in Section XIX (Covenant Not to Sue by EPA), 
nothing in this Settlement Agreement constitutes a satisfaction ofor release from any 
claim or cause ofaction against Respondent or any person not a party to this Settlement 
Agreement, for any liability such person may have under CERCLA, other statutes, or 
common law, including but not limited to any claims of the United States for costs, 
damages and interest under Sections 106 and 107 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606 and 
9607. 

66. No action or decision by EPA pursuant to this Settlement Agreement shall give 
rise to any right to judicial review, except as set forth in Section 113(h) of CERCLA, 42 
u.s.c. § 9613(h). 

XXIll. CONTRIBUTION 

67. Contribution. 

a. The Parties agree that this Settlement Agreement constitutes an 
administrative settlement for purposes ofSection 113(f)(2) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 
9613(f)(2), and that Respondent is entitled, as of the Effective Date, to protection from 
contribution actions or claims as provided by Sections 113(f)(2) and 122(h)(4) of 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9613(f)(2) and 9622(h)(4), for "matters addressed" in this 
Settlement Agreement. The "matters addressed" in this Settlement Agreement are the 
Work and Response Costs. 

b. The Parties agree that this Settlement Agreement constitutes an 
administrative settlement for purposes ofSection 113(f)(3)(B) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 
9613(f)(3)(B), pursuant to which Respondent has, as of the Effective Date, resolved its 
liability to the United States for the Work and Future Response Costs. 

XXIV. INDEMNIFICATION 

68. Respondent shall indemnify, save and hold harmless the United States, its 
officials, agents, contractors, subcontractors, employees and representatives from any and 
all claims or causes ofaction arising from, or on account of, negligent or other wrongful 
acts or omissions ofRespondent, its officers, directors, employees, agents, contractors, or 
subcontractors, in carrying out actions pursuant to this Settlement Agreement. In 
addition, Respondent agrees to pay the United States all costs incurred by the United 
States, including but not limited to attorneys fees and other expenses of litigation and 
settlement, arising from or on account ofclaims made against the United States based on 
negligent or other wrongful acts or omissions ofRespondent, its officers, directors, 
employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors and any persons acting on its behalfor 
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under its control, in carrying out activities pursuant to this Settlement Agreement. The 
United States shall not be held out as a party to any contract entered into by or on behalf 
ofRespondent in carrying out activities pursuant to this Settlement Agreement. Neither 
Respondent nor any such contractor shall be considered an agent of the United States. 

69. The United States shall give Respondent notice of any claim for which the United 
States plans to seek indemnification pursuant to this Section and shall consult with 
Respondent prior to settling such claim. 

70. Respondent waives all claims against the United States for damages or 
reimbursement or for set-offofany payments made or to be made to the United States, 
arising from or on account ofany contract, agreement, or arrangement between 
Respondent and any person for performance ofWork on or relating to the Site, including, 
but not limited to, claims on account ofconstruction delays. In addition, Respondent 
shall indemnify and hold hannless the United States with respect to any and all claims for 
damages or reimbursement arising from or on account ofany contract, agreement, or 
arrangement between Respondent and any person for performance ofWork on or relating 
to the Site, including, but not limited to, claims on account ofconstruction delays. 

XXV. INSURANCE 

71. At least 7 days prior to commencing any on-Site work under this Settlement 
Agreement, Respondent shall secure, and shall maintain for the duration of this 
Settlement Agreement, comprehensive general liability insurance and automobile 
insurance with limits ofone million dollars, combined single limit, naming EPA as an 
additional insured. Within the same time period, Respondent shall provide EPA with 
certificates of such insurance and a copy ofeach insurance policy. Respondent shall 
submit such certificates and copies ofpolicies each year on the anniversary of the 
Effective Date. In addition, for the duration of the Settlement Agreement, Respondent 
shall satisfy, or shall ensure that its contractors or subcontractors satisfy, all applicable 
laws and regulations regarding the provision of worker's compensation insurance for all 
persons performing the Work on behalfofRespondent in furtherance of this Settlement 
Agreement. IfRespondent demonstrates by evidence satisfactory to EPA that any 
contractor or subcontractor maintains insurance equivalent to that described above, or 
insurance covering some or all of the same risks but in an equal or lesser amount, then 
Respondent needs to provide only that portion of the insurance described above which is 
not maintained by such contractor or subcontractor. 

XXVI. FINANCIAL ASSURANCE 

72. Within 90 days of the Effective Date, Respondent shall establish and maintain 
financial security for the benefit ofEPA in the amount of$ 80,000 in one or more of the 
following forms, in order to secure the full and final completion ofWork by Respondent: 
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a. a surety bond unconditionally guaranteeing payment and/or performance 
ofthe Work; 

b. one or more irrevocable letters ofcredit, payable to or at the direction of 
EPA, issued by financial institution(s) acceptable in all respects to EPA; 

c. a trust fund administered by a trustee acceptable in all respects to EPA; 

d. a policy of insurance issued by an insurance carrier acceptable in all 
respects to EPA, which ensures the payment and/or performance of the Work; 

e. a written guarantee to pay for or perform the Work provided by one or 
more parent companies of Respondent, or by one or more unrelated companies that have 
a substantial business relationship with Respondent; including a demonstration that any 
such guarantor company satisfies the financial test requirements of40 C.F.R. Part 
264.143(f); and/or 

f. a demonstration of sufficient financial resources to l?ay for the Work made 
by Respondent, which shall consist of a demonstration that Respondent satisfies the 
requirements of40 C.F.R. Part 264.143(f). 

73. Any and all financial assurance instruments provided pursuant to this Section 
shall be in form and substance satisfactory to EPA, determined in EPA's sole discretion. 
In the event that EPA determines at any time that the financial assurances provided 
pursuant to this Section (including, without limitation, the instrument(s) evidencing such 
assurances) are inadequate, Respondent shall, within 30 days of receipt ofnotice of 
EPA's determination, obtain and present to EPA for approval one of the other forms of 
financial assurance listed in Paragraph 72, above. In addition, ifat any time EPA notifies 
Respondent that the anticipated cost of completing the Work has increased, then, within 
30 days ofsuch notification, Respondent shall obtain and present to EPA for approval a 
revised form of financial assurance (otherwise acceptable under this Section) that reflects 
such cost increase. Respondent's inability to demonstrate financial ability to complete 
the Work shall in no way excuse performance ofany activities required under this 
Settlement Agreement. 

74. If Respondent seeks to ensure completion ofthe Work through a guarantee 
pursuant to Subparagraph 72.e) or 72.f) of this Settlement Agreement, Respondent shall 
(i) demonstrate to EPA's satisfaction that the guarantor satisfies the requirements of40 
C.F.R. Part 264.143(f); and (ii) resubmit sworn statements conveying the information 
required by 40 C.F.R. Part 264.143(f) annually, on the anniversary ofthe Effective Date 
or such other date as agreed by EPA, to EPA. For the purposes of this Settlement 
Agreement, wherever 40 C.F.R. Part 264.143(f) references "sum ofcurrent closure and 
post-closure costs estimates and the current plugging and abandonment costs estimates," 
the dollar amount to be used in the relevant financial test calculations shall be the current 
cost estimate of $80,000 for the Work at the Site plus any other RCRA, CERCLA, 
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TSCA, or other federal environmental obligations financially assured by Respondent or 
guarantor to EPA by means ofpassing a fmancial test. 

75. If, after the Effective Date, Respondent can show that the estimated cost to 
complete the remaining Work has diminished below the amount set forth in Paragraph 72 
of this Section, Respondent may, on any anniversary date of the Effective Date, or at any 
other time agreed to by the Parties, reduce the amount ofthe financial security provided 
under this Section to the estimated cost ofthe remaining Work to be performed. 
Respondent shall submit a proposal for such reduction to EPA, in accordance with the 
requirements of this Section, and may reduce the amount of the security after receiving 
written approval from EPA. In the event of a dispute, Respondent may seek dispute 
resolution pursuant to Section XVI (Dispute Resolution). Respondent may reduce the 
amount ofsecurity in accordance with EPA's written decision resolving the dispute. 

76. Respondent may change the form offinancial assurance provided under this 
Section at any time, upon notice to and prior written approval by EPA, provided that EPA 
determines that the new form ofassurance meets the requirements of this Section. In the 
event ofa dispute, Respondent may change the form of the financial assurance only in 
accordance with the written decision resolving the dispute. 

XXVII. MODIFICATIONS 

77. The OSC may make modifications to any plan or schedule or Statement ofWork 
in writing or by oral direction. Any oral modification will be memorialized in writing by 
EPA promptly, but shall have as its effective date the date of the OSC's oral direction. 
Any other requirements of this Settlement Agreement may be modified in writing by 
mutual agreement of the parties. 

78. IfRespondent seeks permission to deviate from any approved work plan or 
schedule or Statement ofWork, Respondent's Project Coordinator shall submit a written 
request to EPA for approval outlining the proposed modification and its basis. 
Respondent may not proceed with the requested deviation until receiving oral or written 
approval from the OSC pursuant to Paragraph 77. 

79. No informal advice, guidance, suggestion, or comment by the OSC or other EPA 
representatives regarding reports, plans, specifications, schedules, or any other writing 
submitted by Respondent shall relieve Respondent of its obligation to obtain any formal 
approval required by this Settlement Agreement, or to comply with all requirements of 
this Settlement Agreement, unless it is formally modified. 

XXVID. ADDITIONAL REMOVAL ACTIONS 

80. IfEPA determines that additional removal actions not included in an approved 
plan are necessary to protect public health, welfare, or the environment, EPA will notify 
Respondent of that determination. Unless otherwise stated by EPA, within 30 days of 
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receipt ofnotice from EPA that additional removal actions are necessary to protect public 
health, welfare, or the environment, Respondent shall submit for approval by EPA a 
Work Plan for the additional removal actions. The plan shall conform to the applicable 
requirements ofSection Vill (Work to Be Performed) of this Settlement Agreement. 
Upon EPA's approval of the plan pursuant to Section VIII, Respondent shall implement 
the plan for additional removal actions in accordance with the provisions and schedule 
contained therein. This Section does not alter or diminish the OSC's authority to make 
oral modifications to any plan or schedule pursuant to Section XXVII (Modifications). 

XXIX. NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF WORK 

81. When EPA determines, after EPA's review of the Final Report, that all Work has 
been fully performed in accordance with this Settlement Agreement, with the exception 
ofany continuing obligations required by this Settlement Agreement, including post­
removal site controls, retention of records, and payment of Future Response Costs, EPA 
will provide written notice to Respondent. IfEPA determines that any such Work has not 
been completed in accordance with this Settlement Agreement, EPA will notify 
Respondent, provide a list of the deficiencies, and require that Respondent modifies the 
Work Plan ifappropriate in order to correct such deficiencies. Respondent shall 
implement the modified and approved Work Plan and shall submit a modified Final 
Report in accordance with the EPA notice: Failure by Respondent to implement the 
approved modified Work Plan shall be a violation of this Settlement Agreement. 

XXX. INTEGRATION/APPENDICES 

82. This Settlement Agreement and its appendices constitute the final, complete and 
exclusive agreement and understanding among the Parties with respect to the settlement 
embodied in this Settlement Agreement. The parties acknowledge that there are no 
representations, agreements or understandings relating to the settlement other than those 
expressly contained in this Settlement Agreement. The following appendices are 
attached to and incorporated into this Settlement Agreement: Action Memorandum 
(Appendix A); Site Map (Appendix B); and Scope ofWork (Appendix C). 

XXXI. EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Settlement Agreement shall become effective on July 11, 2011 or 3 days after the 
Settlement Agreement is signed by the Regional Administrator or his/her delegate, 
whichever is later. 

The undersigned representative(s) ofRespondent certify(ies) that it (they) is (are) fully 
authorized to enter into the terms and conditions of this Settlement Agreement and to 
bind the party(ies) it (they) represent(s) to this document. 

Agreed this ___ day of___, 2011. 
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For Respondent C.P. Properties, LLC 

By~J/~ 
• 

Titte{d~nlj / h C'.?. J?r'f't'~~J ,L-L C 

• 


• 




ames T. Owens, III, Director 
Office ofSite Remediation & Restoration 
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It is so ORDERED and Agreed this 2.~p.yof~2011. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

EFFECTIVE DATE: July 11 , 2011 
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APPENDIXC 

STATEMENT OF WORK 


C.P. Properties, LLC 


Parker Street Waste Site 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Pursuant to the 


Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent 

to Perfonn a Removal Action 


Docket No. CERCLA-01-2011-0044 
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INTRODUCTION 

This Statement ofWork ("SOW") identifies the components ofwork required of the Respondent 
pursuant to the Settlement Agreement and Administrative Order on Consent for Removal Action 
("Agreement") (Docket No. CERCLA-01-2011-0044) to perform a removal action at 169 Hunter 
Street ("the Site") located in New Bedford, Massachusetts, which is a portion of the Parker Street 
Waste Site. Under this SOW, C.P. Properties, LLC ("Respondent") shall prepare and submit to 
the On-Scene Coordinator ("OSC") for approval the items identified below. The OSC will 
consult and coordinate with the MassDEP Site Manager prior to approving the items identified 
below. The removal action conducted pursuant to the Agreement and SOW shall abate the 
potential danger to public health or welfare or the environment, which may otherwise result from 
the actual or threatened release ofhazardous substances at or from the Site. 

I. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

A. This SOW is designed to address the cleanup of the top three feet of soils at the 
Site, which are contaminated with polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons ("PAHs"), barium, 
chromium, and lead. Available data indicate that the contaminated surface soils are 
located at grade, and therefore pose a threat ofdirect contact. 

B. Respondent shall establish and maintain physical access to the area of the Site 
where contaminated soils are located. Such access shall be provided for all personnel, 
equipment, and supplies~ including the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
("EPA"), EPA's contractors and representatives, and the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection, Bureau ofWaste Site Cleanup ("MassDEP"). 

C. Respondent shall communicate freely with the OSC prior to and during 
development ofall work plans and deliverables required by the Agreement and the SOW, 
and shall continue to communicate freely with the OSC throughout implementation of all 
approved work plans. Open and routine communication will result in the most effective 
and efficient cleanup. Draft documents may be submitted by Respondent to EPA and 
MassDEP for consideration prior to submission offinal documents required to be 
submitted by a specific date. 

D. All actions taken by Respondent under the Agreement and the SOW shall be 
conducted in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended ("CERCLA"), the National Oil 
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan ("NCP") promulgated pursuant to 
Section 105 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9605, codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, and any 
amendments thereto, applicable guidance documents provided by EPA, and the 
provisions of this Agreement, including any standards, specifications, and time schedules 
contained in the approved SOW or as specified by the OSC. 
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E. Each deliverable generated by Respondent pursuant to the specific requirements 
ofthe Agreement and the SOW must be approved by the OSC prior to implementation by 
Respondent. 

F. The OSC may require Respondent to alter or expand upon work plans required by 
the Agreement and SOW after EPA approval, based on new information, changed Site 
conditions, or identified deficiencies. 

G. By telephone or otherwise, Respondent shall inform the OSC ofany field activity 
not less than five work days prior to the event. 

In conducting all activities under this SOW, Respondent shall: 

A. Comply with Section 300.150 of the NCP, which references the standards 
promulgated by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, Hazardous Waste 
Operations and Emergency Response, 29 C.F.R. § 1910.120, including development and 
implementation ofa health and safety program. This health and safety program shall 
include the steps that will be taken to protect on-site workers and the general public from 
hazards associated with any open excavations, hazardous substances brought to the 
surface during site activities, or any other hazards associated with on-site activities. 

B. Provide the OSC, upon request, all quality assurance/quality control procedures 
followed by the supervising contractor and its laboratory(s) pertaining to all sampling and 
analytical work performed pursuant to the Agreement and the SOW. 

II. 	 WORKTASKS 

EACH DUE THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTER NOTIFYING EPA OF THE NAME AND 
QUALIFICATIONS OF THE SUPERVISING CONTRACTOR 

A. 	 DESIGNATION OF THE CONTRACTOR AND PROJECT 

COORDINATOR 


The Respondent shall propose an environmental consulting services contractor or an 
environmental services cleanup contractor for the purpose ofperforming and/or 
supervising the work required by this Agreement in accordance with the terms and 
conditions of the Agreement and shall notify EPA and MassDEP of the name(s) and 
qualifications of such contractor(s) within seven (7) days of the Effective Date. The 
supervising contractor must employ or retain by contract a Licensed Site Professional, 
holding a valid and current license to practice in Massachusetts who will provide 
oversight of the work to be performed. Respondent shall also notify EPA and MassDEP 
of the name(s) and qualification(s) ofany other contractor(s) or subcontractor(s) retained 
to perform the Work under this Settlement Agreement at least seven (7) days prior to 
commencement ofsuch Work. The supervising contractor shall provide a written 
Removal Work Plan that outlines the work to be performed under this Agreement and 
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sow. 

Within seven (7) days after the Effective Date, Respondent shall designate a Project 
Coordinator who shall be responsible for administration of all actions by Respondent 
required by this Settlement Agreement and shall submit to EPA and MassDEP the 
designated Project Coordinator's name, address, telephone number, and qualifications. 
To the greatest extent possible, the Project Coordinator shall be present on Site or readily 
available during Site work. EPA retains the right to disapprove of the designated Project 
Coordinator. IfEPA disapproves of the designated Project Coordinator, Respondent 
shall retain a different Project Coordinator and shall notify EPA and MassDEP of that 
person's name, address, telephone number, and qualifications within 7 days following 
EPA's disapproval. Receipt by Respondent's Project Coordinator ofany notice or 
communication from EPA relating to this Settlement Agreement shall constitute receipt 
by Respondent. 

B. SITE SECURITY 

The Respondent shall take necessary precautions to properly prevent unauthorized access 
onto the areas of the Site subject to the removal action for the duration ofthe removal 
action. This includes, but is not limited to, the following: fencing, geo-textile barriers, 
and signage. If, in the judgment of the OSC, these precautions are not preventing 
unauthorized access to these areas of the Site, the Respondent will institute additional 
security measures, which may include 24 hour security, until the removal actions are 
completed. 

C. GENERATION OF WORK PLAN AND ASSOCIATED PLANS 

Respondent shall submit to EPA for approval, a technically sound Removal Action Work 
Plan for addressing contaminated surface soils at the Site. 

The Removal Action Work Plan submitted by Respondent for EPA approval must: 

1. 	 Address the following applicable criteria as found in Section 300.415(b)(2) of the 
NCP: 

• 	 "(i) Actual or potential exposure to nearby human populations, 
animals, or the food chain from hazardous substances or pollutants 
or contaminants"; 

• 	 "(iv) High levels ofhazardous substances or pollutants or 
contaminants in soils largely at or near the surface, that may 
migrate". 

2. 	 Include a presentation and discussion ofany additional planned soil sampling 
investigation. 
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3. 	 Address specific cleanup actions necessary, in accordance with 40 C.F.R. Section 
300.415(e)(l-9), to address the contaminated soils at the Site to eliminate the 
conditions that necessitate the removal under Section 300.415(b )(2) of the National 
Contingency Plan, as described in the Action Memorandum for this Site. The Work 
Plan shall identify all contractors involved in cleanup activities as well as details of 
excavation and removal ofcontaminated surface soils and capping ofany 
contaminated soils remaining at depth. 

4. 	 Propose soil cleanup levels, based on applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements ("ARARs"). 

5. 	 Specify how (through additional sampling or other action) it will be documented that 
cleanup levels have been attained. The Work Plan shall also include the names of 
laboratories to be used and the EPA standard methods to be used for analysis. The 
Work Plan shall describe how all waste streams involving hazardous substances will 
be packaged, staged, and prepared for disposal (with applicable name, address, and 
RCRA identification number of the proposed disposal facility). 

6. 	 Outline maintenance and post-removal site control (ifapplicable) and how it will be 
carried out; 

7. 	 Provide for any excavation and off-site disposal, if deemed necessary, to address the 
conditions that necessitate the removal action; 

8. 	 Specify the type ofequipment to be used. 

9. 	 Include restoration plans that include backfilling, grading, andre-vegetating. 

10. 	 Include the name, address, and RCRA identification number of the proposed disposal 
facility(s). 

11. 	 Include a detailed project time line which provides time frames associated with each 
activity stated in the EPA-approved Removal Action Work Plan, including, but not 
limited to, the maximum amount of time that any hazardous substance shall remain 
on-site once it bas been excavated. 

12. 	 Describe the monitoring, engineering controls and other actions to be employed, 
which will demonstrate that the persons at adjacent properties will not be exposed to 
contaminants present at the Site as a result of implementing required actions. Air 
monitoring to address the off-site migration of airborne contaminants must be 
specifically addressed in the Work Plan, the Health and Safety Plan (described 
below), or in a separate, stand-alone plan. 
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a. "Monitoring" means to collect and analyze air samples to identify the 
concentration of airborne contaminants. Monitoring data will provide the basis for 
determining ifadditional engineering controls or other actions are necessary to 
achieve the goal ofprotection ofpersons other than Site workers. On-site 
monitoring data used to assure worker protection in accordance with OSHA can be 
used to meet the requirement in the above paragraph, but must be augmented where 
such information alone does not demonstrate that off-site exposures are not 
occurnng. 

b. Examples of"engineering controls" include but are not limited to covering 
soil stockpiles, wetting, limiting the area of excavation, capturing and treating air 
emissions, and providing a temporary structure over the excavation area. "Other 
actions" include but are not limited to, posting warning signs, posting a security 
guard, installing additional permanent or temporary fencing, or any combination of 
these. 

13. 	 Include a Community Relations Plan ("CRP") that identifies how the Site 
management will interact with, and convey information to, residents and businesses 
abutting or adjacent to the Site, government officials, and general community. 

Generate the plans associated with the Work Plan for EPA review: 

DUE THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTER NOTIFYING EPA OF THE NAME AND 

QUALIFICATIONS OF THE SUPERVISING CONTRACTOR 


1. 	 A Health and Safety Plan ("HASP"). As required by NCP §300.150, an OSHA­
compliant, site-specific HASP shall be developed and implemented for the duration of 
field activities. All private employers are responsible for the health and safety of their 
own employees. Nothing in the Agreement or the SOW or any approved work plans 
shall relieve Respondent of its liability in this regard. 

2. 	 Description ofhow soil remaining in place will be sampled and covered by a cap to 
assure that proposed cleanup standards are being met; A Quality Assurance Project Plan 
("QAPP") shall be developed for the purpose ofassuring that all analytical results 
generated during the removal activities are ofknown quality. The QAPP shall include 
the name of the laboratory Respondent proposes to use to analyze samples, and shall also 
include EPA's standard method for the analysis (maximum 2-week turnaround time on 
sample analysis). 

3. 	 Provide a comprehensive Sampling and Analysis Plan ("SAP") for the purpose of 
assuring that all analytical results generated during the removal activities are ofknown 
quality and consistent with EPA Region I's QAPP. 
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D. 	 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REMOVAL ACTION WORK PLAN: 

Upon Respondent's receipt ofEPA's approval of the Removal Action Work Plan, 
Respondent shall implement the plan in accordance with the schedule contained 
in the approved plan. 

E. 	 WITHIN 45 DAYS AFTER RESPONDENT BELIEVES IT HAS 
COMPLETED ALL OF THE WORK REQUIRED UNDER THE 
AGREEMENT AND THE SOW, RESPONDENT SHALL SUBMIT A 
COMPLETION OF WORK REPORT TO EPA FOR REVIEW AND 
APPROVAL, AS DESCRIBED BELOW: 

The Completion ofWork Report shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

1. 	 An estimate of the costs Respondent incurred in performing the removal 
action. 

2. 	 A list ofall activities required by the Agreement and the SOW, and 
certification that each has been completed in accordance with the Agreement, 
the SOW and the approved work plans. 

3. 	 Photographic documentation ofthe pre-removal condition of the site as well 
as photographic documentation ofpertinent site activities. This includes any 
and all media used to document the progression of the site cleanup. 

4. 	 Tabular summary of all analytical results ofsoil samples in a format that is 
consistent with the Work Plan. 

5. 	 Site sketches showing initial conditions, completion ofwork at interim 
milestones, and final site conditions. 

6. 	 A legible copy ofshipping papers for all shipments ofhazardous materials. 

7. 	 Tabular summary ofall waste shipped or treated, noting at a minimum, for 
each calendar month, the Department ofTransportation shipping name, waste 
codes (if any), the number ofunits shipped (i.e., drums, roll-offs), and the 
weight (where available). 
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I. JURISDICTION AND GENERAL PROVISIONS 

1. This Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent ("Settlement 
Agreement" is entered into voluntarily by the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency ("EPA") and M.P. Properties, LLC ("Respondent"). This Settlement Agreement 
provides for the perfonnancc ofa removal action by Respondent and the reimbursement 
ofcertain costs incurred by the United States at or in connection with 157/159 Hunter 
Street, owned by Respondent M.P. Properties, LLC. This property is located within the 
Parker Street Waste Site, in New Bedford, Massachusetts. 

2. This Settlement Agreement is issued under the authority vested in the President of 
the United States by Sections 104, 106(a), 107 and 122 of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980,42 U.S.C. §§ 9604, 
9606(a), 9607 and 9622, as amended ("CERCLA"). 

3. EPA has notified the Commonwealth ofMassachusetts (the "Commonwealth") of 
this action pursuant to Section 106(a) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606(a). 

4. EPA and Respondent recognize that this Settlement Agreement bas been 
negotiated in good faith and that the actions undertaken by Respondent in accordance 
with this Settlement Agreement do not constitute an admission ofany liability. 
Respondent docs not admit, and retains the right to controvert in any subsequent 
proceedings other than proceedings to implement or enforce this Settlement Agreement, 
the validity of the findings offacts, conclusions oflaw, and detenninations in Sections IV 
and V of this Settlement Agreement. Respondent agrees to comply with and be bound by 
the tenns of this Settlement Agreement and further agrees that it will not contest the basis 
or validity of this Settlement Agreement or its terms. 

II. PARTIES BOUND 

5. This Settlement Agreement applies to and is binding upon EPA and upon 
Respondent and its heirs, successors and assigns. Any change in ownership or corporate 
status ofRespondent including, but not limited to, any transfer ofassets or real or 
personal property shall not alter such Respondent's responsibilities under this Settlement 
Agreement. 

6. Respondent is jointly and severally liable for carrying out all activities required by 
this Settlement Agreement. 

7. Respondent shall ensure that its contractors, subcontractors, and representatives 
receive a copy of this Settlement Agreement and comply with this Settlement Agreement. 
Respondent shall be responsible for any noncompliance with this Settlement Agreement. 

III. DEFINITIONS 
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8. Unless otherwise expressly provided in this Settlement Agreement, terms used in 
this Settlement Agreement which are defined in CERCLA or in regulations promulgated 
under CERCLA shall have the meaning assigned to them in CERCLA or in such 
regulations. Whenever terms listed below are used in this Settlement Agreement or in the 
appendices attached hereto and incorporated hereunder, the following definitions shall 
apply: 

a. "Action Memorandum" shall mean the EPA Action Memorandum relating 
to the Site signed on August 26, 2010, by the Regional Administrator, EPA Region 1, or 
his delegate, and all attachments thereto. The Action Memorandum is attached as 
Appendix A. 

b. "CERCLA" shall mean the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601, et seq. 

c. "Commonwealth" shall mean the Commonwealth ofMassachusetts. 

d. "Day" shall mean a calendar day. In computing any period of time under 
this Settlement Agreement, where the last day would fall on a Saturday, Sunday, or 
Federal holiday, the period shall run until the close ofbusiness of the next working day. 

e. ''Effective Date" shall be the effective date of this Settlement Agreement 
as provided in Section XXXI. 

f. "EPA" shall mean the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
and any successor departments or agencies of the United States. 

g. "Future Response Costs" shall mean all costs, including, but not limited 
to, direct and indirect costs, that the United States incurs in reviewing or developing 
plans, reports and other items pursuant to this Settlement Agreement, verifying the Work, 
or otherwise implementing, overseeing, or enforcing this Settlement Agreement, 
including but not limited to, payroll costs, contractor costs, travel costs, laboratory costs, 
the costs incurred pursuant to Paragraph 26 (costs and attorneys fees and any monies paid 
to secure access, including the amount ofjust compensation), Paragraph 35 (emergency 
response) or Paragraph 59 (work takeover). 

h. "Interest" shall mean interest at the rate specified for interest on 
investments of the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund established by 26 U.S.C. § 
9507, compounded annually on October 1 ofeach year, in accordance with 42 U.S.C. § 
9607(a). The applicable rate of interest shall be the rate in effect at the time the interest 
accrues. The rate of interest is subject to change on October 1 of each year. 

i. "MassDEP" shall mean the Massachusetts Department ofEnvironmental 
Protection and any successor departments or agencies of the Commonwealth. 
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j. "National Contingency Plan" or ''NCP" shall mean the National Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan promulgated pursuant to Section 105 
ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9605, codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, and any amendments 
thereto. 

k. "Settlement Agreement" shall mean this Administrative Settlement 
Agreement and Order on Consent and all appendices attached hereto (listed in Section 
XXX). In the event ofconflict between this Settlement Agreement and any appendix, 
this Settlement Agreement shall contr~l. 

1. "Paragraph" shall mean a portion of this Settlement Agreement identified 
by an Arabic numeral. 

m. "Parties" shall mean EPA and Respondent. 

n. "RCRA" shall mean the Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 
§§ 6901, et seq. (also known as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act). 

o. "Respondent" shall mean M.P. Properties, LLC and its successors and 
assigns. 

p. "Section" shall mean a portion ofthis Settlement Agreement identified by 
a Roman numeral. 

q. "Site" shall mean property located at 157/59 Hunter Street, identified as 
Map 63, Lot 102, in New Bedford, Massachusetts, which is a portion of the Parker Street 
Waste Site, depicted generally on the map attached as Appendix B. 

r. "Statement ofWork" or "SOW" shall mean the statement ofwork for 
implementation of the removal action at the Site, as set forth in Appendix C to this 
Settlement Agreement, and any modifications made thereto in accordance with this 
Settlement Agreement. 

s. "Waste Material" shall mean 1) any "hazardous substance" under Section 
101(14) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14); 2) any pollutant or contaminant under 
Section 101(33) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(33); and 3) any "solid waste" under 
Section 1004(27) ofRCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6903(27). 

t. "Work" shall mean all activities Respondent is required to perform under 
this Settlement Agreement. 

IV. FINDINGS OF FACT 

9. Respondent. 
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a. Respondent M.P. Properties, LLC is a Massachusetts Limited Liability 
Company, managed by Antonio J. Pereira, with its usual place ofbusiness at 1571159 
Hunter Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts. 

b. By a letter dated September 29, 2010, EPA notified M.P. Properties, LLC 
of its status as potentially responsible party ("PRP"), as a current owner of the Site, and 
afforded it the opportunity to perform or finance necessary removal actions. 

c. By a letter dated October 15, 2010, Respondent informed EPA that it may 
be willing to undertake removal activities at the Site. 

I0. Site Description. 

a. The Site owned by Respondent M.P. Properties, LLC is a residential 
apartment complex located at 157/159 Hunter Street, identified in the Assessors Office 
for the City ofNew Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts as Map 63, Lot 102. 

11. Site History. 

a. The Parker Street Waste Site includes the property owned by M.P. 
Properties, LLC, as well as additional municipal, commercial, and residential properties. 
The estimated extent of the Parker Street Waste Site, based upon data generated to date, 
is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by Liberty Street and 
the Oak Grove Cemetery, to the south by Hillman Street, and to the west by Summit 
Street. 

b. Since the early 1900s, the City ofNew Bedford owned and/or operated a 
dump at the Parker Street Waste Site where ash, refuse, and other waste materials from 
New Bedford and the surrounding areas were disposed. 

c. EPA and MassDEP mobilized to the Parker Street Waste Site on April 19, 
2010. Field sampling activities for the preliminary assessment/site investigation 
("PAIS!") began on April26, 2010 and concluded in early June 2010. The investigation 
of the property owned by the Respondent identified polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, 
barium, chromium, and lead, one or more ofwhich hazardous substances was determined 
by EPA and MassDEP to pose an imminent and substantial endangerment to public 
health. 

d. The P A/SI was concluded and a time-critical removal action was 
recommended in the Parker Street Waste Site Investigation Closure Memorandum dated 
August 19, 2010. Additional residential and commercial properties are scheduled to be 
sampled to determine whether there is an immediate threat present to human health 
and/or the environment, and to define the extent of the Parker Street Waste Site 
boundaries. 
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e. On August 26,2010, EPA issued an Action Memorandum (Appendix A) 
which is incorporated herein. 

f. By letter dated September 29, 2010, EPA notified M.P. Properties, LLC 
of its status as potentially responsible party ("PRP"), as a current owner of the Site, and 
afforded it the opportunity to perform or finance necessary removal actions. 

g. Respondent, with the approval ofEPA and MassDEP, previously 
performed initial response actions to mitigate an imminent and substantial endangerment 
determined to exist at the Site. 

V. CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND DETERMINATIONS 

12. Based on the Findings ofFact set forth above, and the Administrative Record 
supporting this removal action, EPA has determined that: 

a. The M.P. Properties, LLC apartment complex located at 157/159 Hunter 
Street in New Bedford, Massachusetts is a "facility" as defined by Section 101(9) of 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9). 

b. The contamination found at the Site, as identified in the Findings ofFact 
above, includes "hazardous substances" as defined by Section 101(14) ofCERCLA, 42 
u.s.c. § 9601(14). 

c. Respondent is a "person" as defined by Section 101(21) ofCERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9601(21). 

d. Respondent is a responsible party under Section 107(a) ofCERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9607(a), and is jointly and severally liable for performance of response action 
and for response costs incurred and to be incurred at the Site. 

i. Respondent M.P. Properties, LLC is the "owner" and/or "operator 
ofa facility, as defined by Section 101(20) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(20), and 
within the meaning of Section 107(a)(l) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a)(l). 

e. The conditions described in the Action Memorandum constitute an actual 
or threatened "release" ofa hazardous substance from the facility as defined by Section 
101(22) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(22). 

f. The removal action required by this Settlement Agreement is necessary to 
protect the public health, welfare, or the environment and, if carried out in compliance 
with the terms ofthis Settlement Agreement, will be consistent with the NCP, as 
provided in Section 300.700(c)(3)(ii) of the NCP. 

VI. SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT AND ORDER 
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Based upon the foregoing Findings ofFact, Conclusions ofLaw, Determinations, and 
the Administrative Record for this Site, it is hereby Ordered and Agreed that Respondent 
shall comply with all provisions of this Settlement Agreement, including, but not limited 
to, all attachments to this Settlement Agreement and all documents incorporated by 
reference into this Settlement Agreement. 

VII. 	 DESIGNATION OF CONTRACTOR, PROJECT COORDINATOR, AND 
ON-SCENE COORDINATOR 

13. Respondent shall retain one or more contractors to perform the Work and shall 
notify EPA of the name( s) and qualifications ofsuch contractor( s) within 1 0 days of the 
Effective Date. Respondent shall also notify EPA of the name(s) and qualification(s) of 
any other contractor(s) or subcontractor(s) retained to perform the Work at least 7 days 
prior to commencement ofsuch Work. EPA retains the right to disapprove ofany or all 
ofthe contractors and/or subcontractors retained by Respondent. IfEPA disapproves ofa 
selected contractor, Respondent shall retain a different contractor and shall notify EPA of 
that contractor's name and qualifications within 7 days ofEPA's disapproval. 

14. Within 10 days after the Effective Date, Respondent shall designate a Project 
Coordinator who shall be responsible for administration ofall actions by Respondent 
required by this Settlement Agreement and shall submit to EPA the designated Project 
Coordinator's name, address, telephone number, and qualifications. To the greatest 
extent possible, the Project Coordinator shall be present on Site or readily available 
during Site work. EPA retains the right to disapprove of the designated Project 
Coordinator. IfEPA disapproves of the designated Project Coordinator, Respondent 
shall retain a different Project Coordinator and shall notify EPA of that person's name, 
address, telephone number, and qualifications within 7 days following EPA's 
disapproval. Receipt by Respondent's Project Coordinator ofany notice or 
communication from EPA relating to this Settlement Agreement shall constitute receipt 
by Respondent. 

15. EPA has designated Mia Pasquerella of the Emergency Planning and Response 
Branch, Region 1, as its On-Scene Coordinator ("OSC"). Except as otherwise provided 
in this Settlement Agreement, Respondent shall direct all submissions required by this 
Settlement Agreement to the OSC at the following address: 

Mia Pasquerella 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1 


Emergency Response and Removal Section II 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100 


Mail Code OSRRR02-2 

Boston, MA 02109-3912 


TEL ( 617) 918-1120 

FAX (617) 918-0120 
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Email: pasqucrella.mia@epa.gov 

16. EPA and Respondent shall have the right, subject to Paragraph 14, to change its 
respective designated OSC or Project Coordinator. Respondent shall notify EPA seven 
days before such a change is made. The initial notification may be made orally, but shall 
be promptly followed by a written notice. 

VID. WORK TO BE PERFORMED 

17. Respondent shall perform, at a minimum, all actions necessary to implement the 
Statement ofWork as it relates to the Site. The actions to be implemented generally 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 

a. Site preparation; 

b. Providing security measures to prevent unauthorized access onto areas of 
the Site that arc subject to the removal action for the duration of the removal action; 

c. Addressing contaminated soils, including, ifdeemed necessary, excavating 
and disposing ofcontaminated soils at an EPA -approved disposal facility; 

d. Installing monitoring and/or engineering controls; and 

e. Restoring the Site, including backfilling, grading, andre-vegetating. 

All work performed by the Respondent shall be conducted in accordance with 
CERCLA, the NCP, applicable guidance documents provided by EPA, and the provisions 
of this Settlement Agreement including any standards, specifications, and time schedules 
contained in the Statement ofWork or specified by the OSC. 

18. Work Plan and Implementation. 

a. Within 14 days after the Effective Date, Respondent shall submit to EPA 
for approval a draft Work Plan for performing the removal action generally described in 
Paragraph 17 above. The draft Work Plan shall provide a description of, and an 
expeditious schedule for, the actions required by this Settlement Agreement. 

b. EPA may approve, disapprove, require revisions to, or modify the draft 
Work Plan in whole or in part. IfEPA requires revisions, Respondent shall submit a 
revised draft Work Plan within 7 days of receipt ofEPA's notification of the required 
revisions. Respondent shall implement the Work Plan as approved in writing by EPA in 
accordance with the schedule approved by EPA. Once approved, or approved with 
modifications, the Work Plan, the schedule, and any subsequent modifications shall be 
incorporated into and become fully enforceable under this Settlement Agreement. 

mailto:pasqucrella.mia@epa.gov
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c. Respondent shall not commence any Work except in conformance with 
the terms of this Settlement Agreement. Respondent shall not commence implementation 
of the Work Plan developed hereunder until receiving written EPA appro,val pursuant to 
Paragraph 18(b ). 

19. Health and Safety Plan. Within 30 days after the Effective Date, Respondent 
shall submit for EPA review and comment a plan that ensures the protection of the public 
health and safety during performance ofon-Site work under this Settlement Agreement. 
This plan shall be prepared in accordance with EPA's Standard Operating Safety Guide 
(PUB 9285.1-03, PB 92-963414, June 1992). In addition, the plan shall comply with all 
currently applicable Occupational Safety and Health Administration ("OSHA") 
regulations found at 29 C.F.R. Part 1910. lfEPA determines that it is appropriate, the 
plan shall also include contingency planning. Respondent shall incorporate all changes to 
the plan recommended by EPA and shall implement the plan during the pendency of the 
removal action. 

20. Quality Assurance and Sampling. 

a. All sampling and analyses performed pursuant to this Settlement 
Agreement shall conform to EPA direction, approval, and guidance regarding sampling, 
quality assurance/quality control ("QA/QC"), data validation, and chain ofcustody 
procedures. Respondent shall ensure that the laboratory used to perform the analyses 
participates in a QA/QC program that complies with the appropriate EPA guidance. 
Respondent shall follow, as appropriate, "Quality Assurance/Quality Control Guidance 
for Removal Activities: Sampling QA/QC Plan and Data Validation Procedures" 
(OSWER Directive No. 9360.4-01, April1, 1990), as guidance for QA/QC and sampling. 
Respondent shall only use laboratories that have a documented Quality System that 
complies with ANSI/ ASQC E-4 1994, "Specifications and Guidelines for Quality 
Systems for Environmental Data Collection and Environmental Technology Programs" 
(American National Standard, January 5, 1995), and "EPA Requirements for Quality 
Management Plans (QA/R-2) (EPA/240/B-01/002, March 2001)," or equivalent 
documentation as determined by EPA. EPA may consider laboratories accredited under 
the National Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (''NELAP") as meeting 
the Quality System requirements. 

b. Upon request by EPA, Respondent shall have such a laboratory analyze 
samples submitted by EPA for QA monitoring. Respondent shall provide to EPA the 
QAIQC procedures followed by all sampling teams and laboratories performing data 
collection and/or analysis. 

c. Upon request by EPA, Respondent shall allow EPA or its authorized 
representatives to take split and/or duplicate samples. Respondent shall notify EPA not 
less than 7 days in advance ofany sample collection activity, unless shorter notice is 
agreed to by EPA. EPA shall have the right to take any additional samples that EPA 
deems necessary. Upon request, EPA shall allow Respondent to take split or duplicate 
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samples ofany samples it takes as part of its oversight ofRespondent's implementation 
of the Work. 

21. Post-Removal Site Control. In accordance with the Work Plan schedule, or as 
otherwise directed by EPA, Respondent shall submit a proposal for post-removal site 
control consistent with Section 300.415(1) of the NCP and OSWER Directive No. 
9360.2-02. Upon EPA approval, Respondent shall implement such controls and shall 
provide EPA with documentation ofall post-removal site control arrangements. 

22. Reporting. 

a. Respondent shall submit a written progress report to EPA concerning 
actions undertaken pursuant to this Settlement Agreement every 30th day after the date of 
receipt ofEPA's approval of the Work Plan until termination of this Settlement 
Agreement, unless otherwise directed in writing by the OSC. These reports shall 
describe all significant developments during the preceding period, including the actions 
performed and any problems encountered, analytical data received during the reporting 
period, and the developments anticipated during the next reporting period, including a 
schedule of actions to be performed, anticipated problems, and planned resolutions of 
past or anticipated problems. 

b. Respondent shall submit 2 copies of all plans, reports or other submissions 
required by this Settlement Agreement, the Statement ofWork, or any approved work 
plan. Respondent shall submit a copy of such documents in electronic form. 

c. Any Respondent who owns or controls property at the Site shall, at least 
30 days prior to the conveyance of any interest in real property at the Site, give written 
notice to the transferee that the property is subject to this Settlement Agreement and 
written notice to EPA and the State of the proposed conveyance, including the name and 
address of the transferee. Respondent who owns or controls property at the Site also 
agrees to require that its successors comply with the immediately preceding sentence and 
Sections IX (Site Access) and X (Access to Information). 

23. Final Report. Within 60 days after completion ofall Work required by this 
Settlement Agreement, Respondent shall submit for EPA review and approval a final 
report summarizing the actions taken to comply with this Settlement Agreement. The 
fmal report shall conform, at a minimum, with the requirements set forth in Section 
300.165 of the NCP entitled "OSC Reports." The final report shall include a good faith 
estimate of total costs or a statement ofactual costs incurred in complying with the 
Settlement Agreement, a listing of quantities and types ofmaterials removed off-Site or 
handled on-Site, a discussion ofremoval and disposal options considered for those 
materials, a listing of the ultimate destination(s) of those materials, a presentation of the 
analytical results of all sampling and analyses performed, and accompanying appendices 
containing all relevant documentation generated during the removal action (e.g. , 
manifests, invoices, bills, contracts, and permits). The final report shall also include the 
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following certification signed by a person who supervised or directed the preparation of 
that report: 

"Under penalty of law, I certify that to the best ofmy knowledge, after appropriate 
inquiries of all relevant persons involved in the preparation of the report, the information 
submitted is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are significant penalties 
for submitting false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for 
knowing violations." 

24. Off-Site Shipments. 

a. Respondent shall, prior to any off-Site shipment ofWaste Material from 
the Site to an out-of-state waste management facility, provide written notification ofsuch 
shipment ofWaste Material to the appropriate state environmental official in the 
receiving facility's state and to the On-Scene Coordinator. However, this notification 
requirement shall not apply to any off-Site shipments when the total volume ofall such 
shipments will not exceed 10 cubic yards. 

i. Respondent shall include in the written notification the following 
information: 1) the name and location of the facility to which the Waste Material is to be 
shipped; 2) the type and quantity of the Waste Material to be shipped; 3) the expected 
schedule for the shipment of the Waste Material; and 4) the method of transportation. 
Respondent shall notify the state in which the planned receiving facility is located of 
major changes in the shipment plan, such as a decision to ship the Waste Material to 
another facility within the same state, or to a facility in another state. 

ii. The identity of the receiving facility and state will be determined 
by Respondent following the award of the contract for the removal action. Respondent 
shall provide the information required by Paragraph 24(a) and 24(b) as soon as 
practicable after the award of the contract and before the Waste Material is actually 
shipped. 

b. Before shipping any hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants 
from the Site to an off-site location, Respondent shall obtain EPA's certification that the 
proposed receiving facility is operating in compliance with the requirements of 
CERCLA Section 12l(d)(3), 42 U.S.C. § 962l(d)(3), and 40 C.F.R. § 300.440. 
Respondent shall only send hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants from the 
Site to an off-site facility that complies with the requirements of the statutory provision 
and regulation cited in the preceding sentence. 

IX. SITE ACCESS 

25. If the Site, or any other property where access is needed to implement this 
Settlement Agreement, is owned or controlled by Respondent, Respondent shall, 
commencing on the Effective Date, provide EPA, the Commonwealth ofMassachusetts, 
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and their representatives, including contractors, with access at all reasonable times to the 
Site, or such other property, for the purpose ofconducting any activity related to this 
Settlement Agreement. 

26. Where any action under this Settlement Agreement is to be performed in areas 
owned by or in possession ofsomeone other than Respondent, Respondent shall use its 
best efforts to obtain all necessary access agreements within 21 days after the Effective 
Date, or as otherwise specified in writing by the OSC. Respondent shall immediately 
notify EPA ifafter using its best efforts it is unable to obtain such agreements. For 
purposes of this Paragraph, "best efforts" includes the payment of reasonable sums of 
money in consideration ofaccess. Respondent shall describe in writing its efforts to 
obtain access. EPA may then assist Respondent in gaining access, to the extent necessary 
to effectuate the response actions described in this Settlement Agreement, using such 
means as EPA deems appropriate. Respondent shall reimburse EPA for all costs and 
attorney' s fees incurred by the United States in obtaining such access, in accordance with 
the procedures in Section XV (Payment ofResponse Costs). 

27. Notwithstanding any provision of this Settlement Agreement, EPA and the 
Commonwealth retain all of their access authorities and rights, as well as all of their 
rights to require land/water use restrictions, including enforcement authorities related 
thereto, under CERCLA, RCRA, and any other applicable statutes or regulations. 

X. ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

28. Respondent shall provide to EPA and the Commonwealth, upon request, copies of 
all documents and information within its possession or control or that of its contractors or 
agents relating to activities at the Site or to the implementation of this Settlement 
Agreement, including, but not limited to, sampling, analysis, chain ofcustody records, 
manifests, trucking logs, receipts, reports, sample traffic routing, correspondence, or 
other documents or information related to the Work. Respondent shall also make 
available to EPA and the Commonwealth, for purposes of investigation, information 
gathering, or testimony, its employees, agents, or representatives with knowledge of 
relevant facts concerning the performance of the Work. 

29. Respondent may assert business confidentiality claims covering part or all of the 
documents or information submitted to EPA and the Commonwealth under this 
Settlement Agreement to the extent permitted by and in accordance with Section 
104(e)(7) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9604(e)(7), and 40 C.F.R. § 2.203(b). Documents or 
information determined to be confidential by EPA will be afforded the protection 
specified in 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B. Ifno claim ofconfidentiality accompanies 
documents or information when they arc submitted to EPA and the Commonwealth, or if 
EPA has notified Respondent that the documents or information are not confidential 
under the standards of Section 104(e)(7) ofCERCLA or 40 C.F.R. Part 2, Subpart B, the 
public may be given access to such documents or information without further notice to 
Respondent. 
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30. Respondent may assert that certain documents, records and other information are 
privileged under the attorney-client privilege or any other privilege recognized by federal 
law. Ifthe Respondent asserts such a privilege in lieu ofproviding documents, it shall 
provide EPA and the Commonwealth with the following: 1) the title of the document, 
record, or information; 2) the date of the document, record, or information; 3) the name 
and title of the author of the document, record, or information; 4) the name and title of 
each addressee and recipient; 5) a description of the contents of the document, record, or 
information; and 6) the privilege asserted by Respondent. However, no documents, 
reports or other information created or generated pursuant to the requirements of this 
Settlement Agreement shall be withheld on the grounds that they are privileged. 

31. No claim ofconfidentiality shall be made with respect to any data, including, but 
not limited to, all sampling, analytical, monitoring, hydrogeologic, scientific, chemical, 
or engineering data, or any other documents or information evidencing conditions at or 
around the Site. 

XI. RECORD RETENTION 

32. UntillO years after Respondent's receipt ofEPA's notification pursuant to 
Section XXIX (Notice of Completion ofWork), Respondent shall preserve and retain all 
non-identical copies of records and documents (including records or documents in 
electronic form) now in its possession or control or which come into its possession or 
control that relate in any manner to the performance of the Work or the liability ofany 
person under CERCLA with respect to the Site, regardless of any corporate retention 
policy to the contrary. UntillO years after Respondent's receipt ofEPA's notification 
pursuant to Section XXIX (Notice of Completion ofWork), Respondent shall also 
instruct its contractors and agents to preserve all documents, records, and information of 
whatever kind, nature or description relating to performance of the Work. 

33. At the conclusion ofthis document retention period, Respondent shall notify EPA 
and the Commonwealth at least 90 days prior to the destruction of any such records or 
documents, and, upon request by EPA or the Commonwealth, Respondent shall deliver 
any such records or documents to EPA or the Commonwealth. Respondent may assert 
that certain documents, records and other information are privileged under the attorney­
client privilege or any other privilege recognized by federal law. IfRespondent asserts 
such a privilege, it shall provide EPA or the Commonwealth with the following: 1) the 
title of the document, record, or information; 2) the date of the document, record, or 
information; 3) the name and title of the author of the document, record, or information; 
4) the name and title of each addressee and recipient; 5) a description of the subject ofthe 
document, record, or information; and 6) the privilege asserted by Respondent. However, 
no documents, reports or other information created or generated pursuant to the 
requirements of this Settlement Agreement shall be withheld on the grounds that they are 
privileged. 
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34. Respondent hereby certifies individually that to the best of its knowledge and 
belief, after thorough inquiry, it has not altered, mutilated, discarded, destroyed or 
otherwise disposed ofany records, documents or other information (other than identical 
copies) relating to its potential liability regarding the Site since notification ofpotential 
liability by EPA or the State or the filing ofsuit against it regarding the Site and that it 
has fully complied with any and all EPA requests for information pursuant to Sections 
104(e) and 122(e) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604(e) and 9622(e), and Section 3007 of 
RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6927. 

XII. COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER LAWS 

Respondent shall perform all actions required pursuant to this Settlement Agreement in 
accordance with all applicable state and federal laws and regulations except as provided 
in Section 121(e) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 6921(e), and 40 C.F.R. §§ 300.400(e) and 
300.415U). In accordance with 40 C.F.R. § 300.415(j), all on-Site actions required 
pursuant to this Settlement Agreement shall, to the extent practicable, as determined by 
EPA, considering the exigencies of the situation, attain applicable or relevant and 
appropriate requirements ("ARARs") under federal environmental or state environmental 
or facility siting laws. 

XIII. EMERGENCY RESPONSE AND NOTIFICATION OF RELEASE 

35. In the event of any action or occurrence during performance of the Work which 
causes or threatens a release ofWaste Material from the Site that constitutes an 
emergency situation or may present an immediate threat to public health or welfare or the 
environment, Respondent shall immediately take all appropriate action. Respondent shall 
take these actions in accordance with all applicable provisions of this Settlement 
Agreement, including, but not limited to, the Health and Safety Plan, in order to prevent, 
abate or minimize such release or endangerment caused or threatened by the release. 
Respondent shall also immediately notify the OSC or, in the event ofhis/her 
unavailability, shall notify the National Response Center, by telephone at (800) 424-8802 
and/or call the 24-hour Emergency OSC telephone number (617) 723-8928 of the 
incident or Site conditions. In the event that Respondent fails to take appropriate 
response action as required by this Paragraph, and EPA takes such action instead, 
Respondent shall reimburse EPA all costs of the response action not inconsistent with the 
NCP pursuant to Section XV (Payment ofResponse Costs). 

36. In addition, in the event ofany release of a hazardous substance from the Site, 
Respondent shall immediately notify the OSC at 617-918-1120 and the National 
Response Center at (800) 424-8802. Respondent shall submit a written report to EPA 
within 7 days after each release, setting forth the events that occurred and the measures 
taken or to be taken to mitigate any release or endangerment caused or threatened by the 
release and to prevent the reoccurrence of such a release. This reporting requirement is in 
addition to, and not in lieu of, reporting under Section 103(c) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 
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9603(c), and Section 304 ofthe Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know 
Act of 1986, 42 U.S.C. § 11004, et seq. 

XIV. AUTHORITY OF ON-SCENE COORDINATOR 

37. The OSC shall be responsible for overseeing Respondent's implementation of this 
Settlement Agreement. The OSC shall have the authority vested in an OSC by the NCP, 
including the authority to halt, conduct, or direct any Work required by this Settlement 
Agreement, or to direct any other removal action undertaken at the Site. Absence of the 
OSC from the Site shall not be cause for stoppage ofwork unless specifically directed by 
the OSC. 

XV. PAYMENT OF FUTURE RESPONSE COSTS 

38. Respondent shall pay EPA for all Future Response Costs not inconsistent with the 
NCP. On a periodic basis, EPA will send Respondent a bill requiring payment that 
includes direct and indirect costs incurred by EPA and its contractors. Respondent shall 
make all payments within forty-five (45) days of receipt ofeach bill requiring payment, 
except as otherwise provided in Paragraph 39 of this Settlement Agreement. 

a. Respondent shall make all payments required by this Paragraph by a 
certified cashier' s check, electronic funds transfer, or checks payable to "EPA Hazardous 
Superfund," referencing the name and address of the party(ies) making payment and EPA 
Site/Spill ID number 01GB. Respondent shall send the check(s) to: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Superfund Payments 

Cincinnati Finance Center 

P.O. Box 979076 

St Louis, MO 63197-9000 


Electronic funds transfers should be directed to the Federal Reserve Bank ofNew York 
at: 

New York, NY 10045 

ABA No.: 021030004 

Account No.: 68010727 

SWIFT address: FRNYUS33 

Field Tag 4200 of the Fedwire message should read: 

D 68010727 Environmental Protection Agency" 


Any electronic funds transfers received at the EPA lockbox bank after 10:30 
A.M. (Eastern Standard Time) will be credited to the next business day. Payment shall 
be accompanied by a statement identifying the names and addresses of the Settling 
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Parties, the Site Name, EPA Region 1 and Site/Spill ID Number 01GB, and the EPA 
docket number for this action. 

b. At the time ofpayment, Respondent shall send notice that such payment 
has been made to: 

Ann Gardner 
U.S: Environmental Protection Agency 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100 

Boston, MA 02109-3912 


c. In the event that the payments for Future Response Costs are not made 
within 45 days ofRespondent's receipt ofa bill, Respondent shall pay Interest on the 
unpaid balance. The Interest on Future Response Costs shall begin to accrue on the date 
of the bill and shall continue to accrue until the date ofpayment. Payments ofInterest 
made under this Paragraph shall be in addition to such other remedies or sanctions 
available to the United States by virtue ofRespondent's failure to make timely payments 
under this Section, including but not limited to, payment of stipulated penalties pursuant 
to Section XVIII. 

39. Respondent may dispute all or part ofa bill for Future Response Costs submitted 
under this Settlement Agreement, if Respondent alleges that EPA has made an 
accounting error, or ifRespondent alleges that a cost item is inconsistent with the NCP. 
Ifany dispute over costs is resolved before payment is due, the amount due will be 
adjusted as necessary. If the dispute is not resolved before payment is due, Respondent 
shall pay the full amount of the uncontested costs to EPA as specified in Paragraph 38 on 
or before the due date. Within the same time period, Respondent shall pay the full 
amount of the contested costs into an interest-bearing escrow account. Respondent shall 
simultaneously transmit a copy ofboth checks to the persons listed in Paragraph 38(b) 
above. Respondent shall ensure that the prevailing party or parties in the dispute shall 
receive the amount upon which they prevailed from the escrow funds plus interest within 
fourteen (14) days after the dispute is resolved. 

XVI. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

40. Unless otherwise expressly provided for in this Settlement Agreement, the dispute 
resolution procedures of this Section shall be the exclusive mechanism for resolving 
disputes arising under this Settlement Agreement. The Parties shall attempt to resolve 
any disagreements concerning this Settlement Agreement expeditiously and informally. 

41. IfRespondent objects to any EPA action taken pursuant to this Settlement 
Agreement, including billings for Future Response Costs, it shall notify EPA in writing 
of its objection(s) within five (5) working days of such action, unless the objection(s) 
has/have been resolved informally. EPA and Respondent shall have five (5) working 
days from EPA's receipt ofRespondent's written objection(s) to resolve the dispute 
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through formal negotiations (the "Negotiation Period"). The Negotiation Period may be 
extended at the sole discretion ofEPA. 

42. Any agreement reached by the parties pursuant to this Section shall be in writing 
and shall, upon signature by both parties, be incorporated into and become an enforceable 
part of this Settlement Agreement. If the Parties are unable to reach an agreement within 
the Negotiation Period, an EPA management official at the Branch Chieflevel or higher 
will issue a written decision on the dispute to Respondent. EPA's decision shall be 
incorporated into and become an enforceable part of this Settlement Agreement. 
Respondent's obligations under this Settlement Agreement shall not be tolled by 
submission of any objection for dispute resolution under this Section. Following 
resolution of the dispute, as provided by this Section, Respondent shall fulfill the 
requirement that was the subject ofthe dispute in accordance with the agreement reached 
or with EPA's decision, whichever occurs. 

XVII. FORCE MAJEURE 

43. Respondent agrees to perform all requirements of this Settlement Agreement 
within the time limits established under this Settlement Agreement, unless the 
performance is delayed by a force majeure. For purposes of this Settlement Agreement, a 
force majeure is defined as any event arising from causes beyond the control of 
Respondent, or ofany entity controlled by Respondent, including but not limited to its 
contractors and subcontractors, which delays or prevents performance ofany obligation 
under this Settlement Agreement despite Respondent's best efforts to fulfill the 
obligation. Force majeure does not include financial inability to complete the Work or 
increased cost ofperformance or a failure to attain performance standards/action levels 
set forth in the Action Memorandum. 

44. If any event occurs or has occurred that may delay the performance ofany 
obligation under this Settlement Agreement, whether or not caused by a force majeure 
event, Respondent shall notify EPA orally within 48 hours of when Respondent first 
knew that the event might cause a delay. Within two (2) days. thereafter, Respondent 
shall provide to EPA in writing an explanation and description of the reasons for the 
delay; the anticipated duration of the delay; all actions taken or to be taken to prevent or 
minimize the delay; a schedule for implementation ofany measures to be taken to prevent 
or mitigate the delay or the effect ofthe delay; Respondent's rationale for attributing such 
delay to a force majeure event if it intends to assert such a claim; and a statement as to 
whether, in the opinion ofRespondent, such event may cause or contribute to an 
endangerment to public health, welfare or the environment. Failure to comply with the 
above requirements shall preclude Respondent from asserting any claim ofjorce majeure 
for that event for the period oftime ofsuch failure to comply and for any additional delay 
caused by such failure. 

45. IfEPA agrees that the delay or anticipated delay is attributable to aforce majeure 
event, the time for performance of the obligations under this Settlement Agreement that 
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are affected by the force majeure event will be extended by EPA for such time as is 
necessary to complete those obligations. An extension of the time for performance of the 
obligations affected by the force majeure event shall not, of itself, extend the time for 
performance ofany other obligation. IfEPA does not agree that the delay or anticipated 
delay has been or will be caused by aforce majeure event, EPA will notify Respondent in 
writing of its decision. IfEPA agrees that the delay is attributable to aforce majeure 
event, EPA will notify Respondent in writing of the length of the extension, ifany, for 
performance of the obligations affected by the force majeure event. 

XVTII. STIPULATED PENALTIES 

46. Respondent shall be liable to EPA for stipulated penalties in the amounts set forth 
in Paragraphs 47 and 48 for failure to comply with the requirements of this Settlement 
Agreement specified below, unless excused under Section XVII (Force Majeure). 
"Compliance" by Respondent shall include completion of the activities under this 
Settlement Agreement or any work plan or other plan approved under this Settlement 
Agreement identified below in accordance with all applicable requirements of law, this 
Settlement Agreement, the SOW, and any plans or other documents approved by EPA 
pursuant to this Settlement Agreement and within the specified time schedules 
established by and approved under this Settlement Agreement. 

47. Stipulated Penalty Amounts- Work. 

a. The following stipulated penalties shall accrue per violation per day for 
any noncompliance identified in Paragraph 47(b): 

Penalty Per Violation Per Day Period ofNoncompliance 
$100.00 1st through 14th day 
$175.00 15th through 30th day 
$250.00 31st day and beyond 

48. Stipulated Penalty Amounts- Reports. The following stipulated penalties shall 
accrue per violation per day for failure to submit timely or adequate reports [or other 
written documents] pursuant to Paragraphs 22 and 23: 

Penalty Per Violation Per Day Period ofNoncompliance 
$100.00 lst through 14th day 
$175.00 15th through 30th day 
$250.00 31st day and beyond 

49. In the event that EPA assumes performance ofa portion or all of the Work 
pursuant to Paragraph 59 (Work Takeover) of Section XX, Respondent shall be liable for 
a stipulated penalty in the amount of$15,000. 
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50. All penalties shall begin to accrue on the day after the complete performance is 
due or the day a violation occurs, and shall continue to accrue through the final day of the 
correction ofthe noncompliance or completion of the activity. However, stipulated 
penalties shall not accrue: 1) with respect to a deficient submission under Section VIII 
(Work to be Performed), during the period, ifany, beginning on the 31st day after EPA's 
receipt of such submission until the date that EPA notifies Respondent ofany deficiency; 
and 2) with respect to a decision by the EPA Management Official at the branch level or 
higher, under Paragraph 42 of Section XVI (Dispute Resolution), during the period, if 
any, beginning on the 21st day after the Negotiation Period begins until the date that the 
EPA management official issues a fmal decision regarding such dispute. Nothing in this 
Settlement Agreement shall prevent the simultaneous accrual of separate penalties for 
separate violations of this Settlement Agreement. 

51 . Fallowing EPA's determination that Respondent has failed to comply with a 
requirement of this Settlement Agreement, EPA may give Respondent written 
notification of the failure and describe the noncompliance. EPA may send Respondent a 
written demand for payment of the penalties. However, penalties shall accrue as 
provided in the preceding Paragraph regardless ofwhether EPA has notified Respondent 
ofa violation. 

52. All penalties accruing under this Section shall be due and payable to EPA within 
30 days ofRespondent's receipt from EPA ofa demand for payment of the penalties, 
unless Respondent invokes the dispute resolution procedures under Section XVI (Dispute 
Resolution). All payments to EPA under this Section shall be paid by certified or 
cashier's check(s) made payable to "EPA Hazardous Substances Superfund," shall be 
mailed to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Superfund Payments, Cincinnati 
Finance Center, P .0. Box 979076, St. Louis, Missouri 63197-9000, shall indicate that the 
payment is for stipulated penalties, and shall reference the EPA Region and Site/Spill ID 
Number 01GB, the EPA Docket Number CERCLA-0 1-2011-0045, and the name and 
address of the party(ies) making payment. Copies ofcheck(s) paid pursuant to this 
Section, and any accompanying transmittalletter(s), shall be sent to EPA as provided in 
Paragraph 38. 

53. The payment ofpenalties shall not alter in any way Respondent's obligation to 
complete performance of the Work required under this Settlement Agreement. 

54. Penalties shall continue to accrue during any dispute resolution period, but need 
not be paid until 15 days after the dispute is resolved by agreement or by receipt of 
EPA's decision. 

55. IfRespondent fails to pay stipulated penalties when due, EPA may institute 
proceedings to collect the penalties, as well as Interest. Respondent shall pay Interest on 
the unpaid balance, which shall begin to accrue on the date ofdemand made pursuant to 
Paragraph 52. Nothing in this Settlement Agreement shall be construed as prohibiting, 
altering, or in any way limiting the ability ofEPA to seek any other remedies or sanctions 
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available by virtue ofRespondent's violation of this Settlement Agreement or of the 
statutes and regulations upon which it is based, including, but not limited to, penalties 
pursuant to Sections 106(b) and 122(1) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(b) and 9622(1), 
and punitive damages pursuant to Section 107(c)(3) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(c)(3). 
Provided, however, that EPA shall not seek civil penalties pursuant to Section 106(b) or 
122(1) ofCERCLA or punitive damages pursuant to Section 107(c)(3) ofCERCLA for 
any violation for which a stipulated penalty is provided in this Section, except in the case 
ofa willful violation of this Settlement Agreement or in the event that EPA assumes 
performance ofa portion or all of the Work pursuant to Section XX, Paragraph 59 (Work 
Takeover). Notwithstanding any other provision of this Section, EPA may, in its 
unreviewable discretion, waive any portion of stipulated penalties that have accrued 
pursuant to this Settlement Agreement. 

XIX. COVENANT NOT TO SUE BY EPA 

56. In consideration of the actions that will be performed and the payments that will 
be made by Respondent under the terms of this Settlement Agreement, and except as 
otherwise specifically provided in this Settlement Agreement, EPA covenants not to sue 
or to take administrative action against Respondent pursuant to Sections 106 and 107(a) 
ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606 and 9607(a), for the Work and Future Response Costs. 
This covenant not to sue shall take effect upon the Effective Date and is conditioned upon 
the complete and satisfactory performance by Respondent of all obligations under this 
Settlement Agreement, including, but not limited to, payment ofFuture Response Costs 
pursuant to Section XV. This covenant not to sue extends only to Respondent and does 
not extend to any other person. 

XX. RESERVATIONS OF RIGHTS BY EPA 

57. Except as specifically provided in this Settlement Agreement, nothing in this 
Settlement Agreement shall limit the power and authority ofEPA or the United States to 
take, direct, or order all actions necessary to protect public health, welfare, or the 
environment or to prevent, abate, or minimize an actual or threatened release of 
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants, or hazardous or solid waste on, at, or 
from the Site. Further, nothing in this Settlement Agreement shall prevent EPA from 
seeking legal or equitable relief to enforce the terms of this Settlement Agreement, from 
taking other legal or equitable action as it deems appropriate and necessary, or from 
requiring Respondents in the future to perform additional activities pursuant to CERCLA 
or any other applicable law. 

58. The covenant not to sue set forth in Section XIX above does not pertain to any 
matters other than those expressly identified therein. EPA reserves, and this Settlement 
Agreement is without prejudice to, all rights against Respondent with respect to all other 
matters, including, but not limited to: 
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a. claims based on a failure by Respondent to meet a requirement of this 
Settlement Agreement; 

b. liability for costs not included within the definition Future Response 
Costs; 

c. liability for performance of response action other than the Work; 

d. criminalliability; 

e. liability for damages for injury to, destruction of, or loss ofnatural 
resources, and for the costs ofany natural resource damage assessments; 

f. liability arising from the past, present, or future disposal, release or threat 
of release ofWaste Materials outside of the Site; and 

g. liability for costs incurred or to be incurred by the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry related to the Site. 

59. Work Takeover. In the event EPA determines that Respondent has ceased 
implementation of any portion of the Work, are seriously or repeatedly deficient or late in 
its performance of the Work, or are implementing the Work in a manner which may 
cause an endangerment to human health or the environment, EPA may assume the 
performance ofall or any portion of the Work as EPA determines necessary. Respondent 
may invoke the procedures set forth in Section XVI (Dispute Resolution) to dispute 
EPA's determination that takeover of the Work is warranted under this Paragraph. Costs 
incurred by the United States in performing the Work pursuant to this Paragraph shall be 
considered Future Response Costs that Respondents shall pay pursuant to Section XV 
(Payment ofFuture Response Costs). Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Settlement Agreement, EPA retains all authority and reserves all rights to take any and all 
response actions authorized by law. 

XXI. COVENANT NOT TO SUE BY RESPONDENT 

60. Respondent covenants not to sue and agrees not to assert any claims or causes of 
action against the United States, or its contractors or employees, with respect to the 
Work, Response Costs, or this Settlement Agreement, including, but not limited to: 

a. any direct or indirect claim for reimbursement from the Hazardous 
Substance Superfund established by 26 U.S.C. § 9507, based on Sections 106(b)(2), 107, 
111, 112, or 113 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606(b)(2), 9607,9611 , 9612, or 9613, or 
any other provision of law; 

b. any claim arising out of response actions at or in connection with the Site, 
including any claim under the United States Constitution, the Constitution of the 
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Commonwealth, the Tucker Act, 28 U.S.C. § 1491, the Equal Access to Justice Act, 28 
U.S.C. § 2412, as amended, or at common law; or 

c. any claim against the United States pursuant to Sections 107 and 113 of 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9607 and 9613, relating to the Work, or Response Costs. 

61. Nothing in this Agreement shall be deemed to constitute approval or 
preauthorization ofa claim within the meaning ofSection 111 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 
9611, or 40 C.F.R. § 300.700(d). 

62. Respondent agrees not to assert any claims and to waive all claims or causes of 
action that it may have for all matters relating to the Site, including for contribution, 
against any person where the person's liability to Respondent with respect to the Site is 
based solely on having arranged for disposal or treatment, or for transport for disposal or 
treatment, ofhazardous substances at the Site, or having accepted for transport for 
disposal or treatment ofhazardous substances at the Site, ifall or part of the disposal, 
treatment, or transport occurred before April 1, 200 1, and the total amount ofmaterial 
containing hazardous substances contributed by such person to the Site was less than 110 
gallons of liquid materials or 200 pounds ofsolid materials. 

63. The waiver in Paragraph 62 shall not apply with respect to any defense, claim, or 
cause of action that a Respondent may have against any person meeting the above criteria 
ifsuch person asserts a claim or cause ofaction relating to tbe Site against such 
Respondent. This waiver also shall not apply to any claim or cause ofaction against any 
person meeting the above criteria ifEPA determines: 

a. that such person has failed to comply with any EPA requests for 
information or administrative subpoenas issued pursuant to Section 1 04( e) or 122( e) of 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9604(e) or 9622(e), or Section 3007 of the Solid Waste Disposal 
Act (also known as the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act or "RCRA"), 42 U.S.C. 
§ 6972, or has impeded or is impeding, through action or inaction, the performance ofa 
response action or natural resource restoration with respect to the Site, or has been 
convicted ofa criminal violation for the conduct to which this waiver would apply and 
that conviction has not been vitiated on appeal or otherwise; or 

b. that the materials containing hazardous substances contributed to the Site 
by such person have contributed significantly, or could contribute significantly, either 
individually or in the aggregate, to the cost of response action or natural resource 
restoration at the Site. 

XXII. OTHER CLAIMS 

64. By issuance of this Settlement Agreement, the United States and EPA assume no 
liability for injuries or damages to persons or property resulting from any acts or 
omissions of Respondent. The United States or EPA shall not be deemed a party to any 
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contract entered into by Respondent or its directors, officers, employees, agents, 
successors, representatives, assigns, contractors, or consultants in carrying out actions 
pursuant to this Settlement Agreement. 

65. Except as expressly provided in Section XIX (Covenant Not to Sue by EPA), 
nothing in this Settlement Agreement constitutes a satisfaction ofor release from any 
claim or cause ofaction against Respondent or any person not a party to this Settlement 
Agreement, for any liability such person may have under CERCLA, other statutes, or 
common law, including but not limited to any claims of the United States for costs, 
damages and interest under Sections 106 and 107 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606 and 
9607. 

66. No action or decision by EPA pursuant to this Settlement Agreement shall give 
rise to any right to judicial review, except as set forth in Section 113(h) of CERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9613(h). 

XXIII. CONTRffiUTION 

67. Contribution. 

a. The Parties agree that this Settlement Agreement constitutes an 
administrative settlement for purposes ofSection 113(f)(2) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 
9613(f)(2), and that Respondent is entitled, as of the Effective Date, to protection from 
contribution actions or claims as provided by Sections 113(f)(2) and 122(h)(4) of 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9613(f)(2) and 9622(b)(4), for "matters addressed" in this 
Settlement Agreement. The "matters addressed" in this Settlement Agreement are the 
Work and Response Costs. 

b. The Parties agree that this Settlement Agreement constitutes an 
administrative settlement for purposes of Section 113(f)(3)(B) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 
9613(f)(3)(B), pursuant to which Respondent has, as of the Effective Date, resolved its 
liability to the United States for the Work and Future Response Costs. 

XXIV. INDEMNIFICATION 

68. Respondent shall indemnify, save and hold harmless the United States, its 
officials, agents, contractors, subcontractors, employees and representatives from any and 
all claims or causes ofaction arising from, or on account of, negligent or other wrongful 
acts or omissions ofRespondent, its officers, directors, employees, agents, contractors, or 
subcontractors, in carrying out actions pursuant to this Settlement Agreement. In 
addition, Respondent agrees to pay the United States all costs incurred by the United 
States, including but not limited to attorneys fees and other expenses of litigation and 
settlement, arising from or on account ofclaims made against the United States based on 
negligent or other wrongful acts or omissions ofRespondent, its officers, directors, 
employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors and any persons acting on its behalfor 



Administrative Settlement and Order on Consentfor a Removal Action 
Parker Street Waste Site: MP. Properties, LLC 
Page 25 of30 

under its control, in carrying out activities pursuant to this Settlement Agreement. The 
United States shall not be held out as a party to any contract entered into by or on behalf 
ofRespondent in carrying out activities pursuant to this Settlement Agreement. Neither 
Respondent nor any such contractor shall be considered an agent of the United States. 

69. The United States shall give Respondent notice ofany claim for which the United 
States plans to seek indemnification pursuant to this Section and shall consult with 
Respondent prior to settling such claim. 

70. Respondent waives all claims against the United States for damages or 
reimbursement or for set-off ofany payments made or to be made to the United States, 
arising from or on account ofany contract, agreement, or arrangement between 
Respondent and any person for performance ofWork on or relating to the Site, including, 
but not limited to, claims on account ofconstruction delays. In addition, Respondent 
shall indemnify and hold harmless the United States with respect to any and all claims for 
damages or reimbursement arising from or on account ofany contract, agreement, or 
arrangement between Respondent and any person for performance ofWork on or relating 
to the Site, including, but not limited to, claims on account of construction delays. 

XXV. INSURANCE 

71. At least 7 days prior to commencing any on-Site work under this Settlement 
Agreement, Respondent shall secure, and shall maintain for the duration of this 
Settlement Agreement, comprehensive general liability insurance and automobile 
insurance with limits of one million dollars, combined single limit, naming EPA as an 
additional insured. Within the same time period, Respondent shall provide EPA with 
certificates ofsuch insurance and a copy ofeach insurance policy. Respondent shall 
submit such certificates and copies ofpolicies each year on the anniversary of the 
Effective Date. In addition. for the duration of the Settlement Agreement, Respondent 
shall satisfy, or shall ensure that its contractors or subcontractors satisfy, all applicable 
laws and regulations regarding the provision of worker's compensation insurance for all 
persons performing the Work on behalfofRespondent in furtherance of this Settlement 
Agreement. If Respondent demonstrates by evidence satisfactory to EPA that any 
contractor or subcontractor maintains insurance equivalent to that described above, or 
insurance covering some or all of the same risks but in an equal or lesser amount, then 
Respondent needs to provide only that portion of the insurance described above which is 
not maintained by such contractor or subcontractor. 

XXVI. FINANCIAL ASSURANCE 

72. Within 90 days of the Effective Date, Respondent shall establish and maintain 
fmancial security for the benefit ofEPA in the amount of$ 80,000 in one or more ofthe 
following forms, in ord~r to secure the full and fmal completion ofWork by Respondent: 
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a. a surety bond unconditionally guaranteeing payment and/or performance 
ofthe Work; 

b. one or more irrevocable letters ofcredit, payable to or at the direction of 
EPA, issued by financial institution(s) acceptable in all respects to EPA; 

c. a trust fund administered by a trustee acceptable in all respects to EPA; 

d. a policy of insurance issued by an insurance carrier acceptable in all 
respects to EPA, which ensures the payment and/or performance of the Work; 

e. a written guarantee to pay for or perform the Work provided by one or 
more parent companies ofRespondent, or by one or more unrelated companies that have 
a substantial business relationship with Respondent; including a demonstration that any 
such guarantor company satisfies the financial test requirements of40 C.F.R. Part 
264.143(f); and/or 

f. a demonstration ofsufficient financial resources to pay for the Work made 
by Respondent, which shall consist of a demonstration that Respondent satisfies the 
requirements of40 C.F.R. Part 264.143(£). 

73. Any and all financial assurance instruments provided pursuant to this Section 
shall be in form and substance satisfactory to EPA, determined in EPA's sole discretion. 
In the event that EPA determines at any time that the fmancial assurances provided 
pursuant to this Section (including, without limitation, the instrument(s) evidencing such 
assurances) are inadequate, Respondent shall, within 30 days ofreceipt ofnotice of 
EPA's determination, obtain and present to EPA for approval one of the other forms of 
financial assurance listed in Paragraph 72, above. In addition, if at any time EPA notifies 
Respondent that the anticipated cost ofcompleting the Work has increased, then, within 
30 days ofsuch notification, Respondent shall obtain and present to EPA for approval a 
revised form offinancial assurance (otherwise acceptable under this Section) that reflects 
such cost increase. Respondent's inability to demonstrate financial ability to complete 
the Work shall in no way excuse performance ofany activities required under this 
Settlement Agreement. 

74. IfRespondent seeks to ensure completion of the Work through a guarantee 
pursuant to Subparagraph 72.e) or 72.f) of this Settlement Agreement, Respondent shall 
(i) demonstrate to EPA's satisfaction that the guarantor satisfies the requirements of40 
C.F.R. Part 264.143(f); and (ii) resubmit sworn statements conveying the information 
required by 40 C.F.R. Part 264.143(f) annually, on the anniversary of the Effective Date 
or such other date as agreed by EPA, to EPA. For the purposes ofthis Settlement 
Agreement, wherever 40 C.F.R. Part 264.143(f) references "sum ofcurrent closure and 
post-closure costs estimates and the current plugging and abandonment costs estimates," 
the dollar amount to be used in the relevant financial test calculations shall be the current 
cost estimate of $80,000 for the Work at the Site plus any other RCRA, CERCLA, 
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TSCA, or other federal environmental obligations financially assured by Respondent or 
guarantor to EPA by means ofpassing a financial test. 

75. If, after the Effective Date, Respondent can show that the estimated cost to 
complete the remaining Work has diminished below the amount set forth in Paragraph 72 
of this Section, Respondent may, on any anniversary date of the Effective Date, or at any 
other time agreed to by the Parties, reduce the amount of the financial security provided 
under this Section to the estimated cost of the remaining Work to be performed. 
Respondent shall submit a proposal for such reduction to EPA, in accordance with the 
requirements of this Section, and may reduce the amount of the security after receiving 
written approval from EPA. In the event ofa dispute, Respondent may seek dispute 
resolution pursuant to Section XVI (Dispute Resolution). Respondent may reduce the 
amount ofsecurity in accordance with EPA's written decision resolving the dispute. 

76. Respondent may change the form offinancial assurance provided under this 
Section at any time, upon notice to and prior written approval by EPA, provided that EPA 
determines that the new form ofassurance meets the requirements of this Section. In the 
event of a dispute, Respondent may change the form of the financial assurance only in 
accordance with the written decision resolving the dispute. 

XXVII. MODIFICATIONS 

77. The OSC may make modifications to any plan or schedule or Statement ofWork 
in writing or by oral direction. Any oral modification will be memorialized in writing by 
EPA promptly, but shall have as its effective date the date of the OSC's oral direction. 
Any other requirements of this Settlement Agreement may be modified in writing by 
mutual agreement of the parties. 

78. IfRespondent seeks permission to deviate from any approved work plan or 
schedule or Statement ofWork, Respondent's Project Coordinator shall submit a written 
request to EPA for approval outlining the proposed modification and its basis. 
Respondent may not proceed with the requested deviation until receiving oral or written 
approval from the OSC pursuant to Paragraph 77. 

79. No informal advice, guidance, suggestion, or comment by the OSC or other EPA 
representatives regarding reports, plans, specifications, schedules, or any other writing 
submitted by Respondent shall relieve Respondent of its obligation to obtain any formal 
approval required by this Settlement Agreement, or to comply with all requirements of 
this Settlement Agreement, unless it is formally modified. 

XXVIII. ADDITIONAL REMOVAL ACTIONS 

80. IfEPA determines that additional removal actions not included in an approved 
plan are necessary to protect public health, welfare, or the environment, EPA will notify 
Respondent of that determination. Unless otherwise stated by EPA, within 30 days of 
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receipt ofnotice from EPA that additional removal actions are necessary to protect public 
health, welfare, or the environment, Respondent shall submit for approval by EPA a 
Work Plan for the additional removal actions. The plan shall conform to the applicable 
requirements of Section VIII (ylork to Be Performed) of this Settlement Agreement. 
Upon EPA's approval of the plan pursuant to Section VIII, Respondent shall implement 
the plan for additional removal actions in accordance with the provisions and schedule 
contained therein. This Section does not alter or diminish the OSC's authority to make 
oral modifications to any plan or schedule pursuant to Section XXVII (Modifications). 

XXIX. NOTICE OF COMPLETION OF WORK 

81. When EPA determines, after EPA's review of the Final Report, that all Work has 
been fully performed in accordance with this Settlement Agreement, with the exception 
of any continuing obligations required by this Settlement Agreement, including post­
removal site controls, retention of records, and payment ofFuture Response Costs, EPA 
will provide written notice to Respondent. IfEPA determines that any such Work has not 
been completed in accordance with this Settlement Agreement, EPA will notify 
Respondent, provide a list of the deficiencies, and require that Respondent modifies the 
Work Plan ifappropriate in order to correct such deficiencies. Respondent shall 
implement the modified and approved Work Plan and shall submit a modified Final 
Report in accordance with the EPA notice. Failure by Respondent to implement the 
approved modified Work Plan shall be a violation of this Settlement Agreement. 

XXX. INTEGRATION/APPENDICES 

82. This Settlement Agreement and its appendices constitute the final, complete and 
exclusive agreement and understanding among the Parties with respect to the settlement 
embodied in this Settlement Agreement. The parties acknowledge that there are no 
representations, agreements or understandings relating to the settlement other than those 
expressly contained in this Settlement Agreement. The following appendices are 
attached to and incorporated into this Settlement Agreement: Action Memorandum 
(Appendix A); Site Map (Appendix B); and Scope ofWork (Appendix C). 

XXXI. EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Settlement Agreement shall become effective on July 11 , 2011 or 3 days after the 
Settlement Agreement is signed by the Regional Administrator or his/her delegate, 
whichever is later. 

The undersigned representative(s) ofRespondent certify(ies) that it (they) is (are) fully 
authorized to enter into the terms and conditions ofthis Settlement Agreement and to 
bind the party(ies) it (they) represent(s) to this document. 

Agreed this ___day of.____ , 2011. 
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For Respondent M.P. Properties, LLC 

By4f:~ 
Title ~a/-& lt..P. &rrh;f / ~L.c. 

• 
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It is so ORDERED and Agreed this 2.8'J\.- day o~ 201 1. 

s T. Owens, ill, Director 
tee of Site Remediation & Restoration 

.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

EFFECTIVE DATE: July 11,2011 
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APPENDIXC 

STATEMENT OF WORK 


M.P. Properties, LLC 


Parker Street Waste Site 


New Bedford, Massachusetts 


Pursuant to the 


Administrative Settlement Agreement and Order on Consent 

to Perform a Removal Action 


Docket No. CERCLA-01-2011-0045 




INTRODUCTION 

This Statement ofWork ("SOW") identifies the components ofwork required of the Respondent 
pursuant to the Settlement Agreement and Administrative Order on Consent for Removal Action 
("Agreement") (Docket No. CERCLA-01-2011-0045) to perform a removal action at 157/159 
Hunter Street ("the Site") located in New Bedford, Massachusetts, which is a portion of the 
Parker Street Waste Site. Under this SOW, M.P. Properties, LLC ("Respondent") shall prepare 
and submit to the On-Scene Coordinator ("OSC") for approval the items identified below. The 
OSC will consult and coordinate with the MassDEP Site Manager prior to approving the items 
identified below. The removal action conducted pursuant to the Agreement and SOW shall abate 
the potential danger to public health or welfare or the environment, which may otherwise result 
from the actual or threatened release ofhazardous substances at or from the Site. 

I. GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 

A. This SOW is designed to address the cleanup of the top three feet of soils at the 
Site, which are contaminated with polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons ("PAHs"), barium, 
chromium, and lead. Available data indicate that the contaminated surface soils are 
located at grade, and therefore pose a threat ofdirect contact. 

B. Respondent shall establish and maintain physical access to the area of the Site 
where contaminated soils are located. Such access shall be provided for all personnel, 
equipment, and supplies, including the United States Environmental Protection Agency 
("EPA"), EPA's contractors and representatives, and the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection, Bureau ofWaste Site Cleanup ("MassDEP"). 

C. Respondent shall communicate freely with the OSC prior to and during 
development of all work plans and deliverables required by the Agreement and the SOW, 
and shall continue to communicate freely with the OSC throughout implementation ofall 
approved work plans. Open and routine communication will result in the most effective 
and efficient cleanup. Draft documents may be submitted by Respondent to EPA and 
MassDEP for consideration prior to submission of final documents required to be 
submitted by a specific date. 

D. All actions taken by Respondent under the Agreement and the SOW shall be 
conducted in accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended ("CERCLA"), the National Oil 
and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan ("NCP") promulgated pursuant to 
Section 105 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9605, codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, and any 
amendments thereto, applicable guidance documents provided by EPA, and the 
provisions of this Agreement, including any standards, specifications, and time schedules 
contained in the approved SOW or as specified by the OSC. 
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E. Each deliverable generated by Respondent pursuant to the specific requirements 
of the Agreement and the SOW must be approved by the OSC prior to implementation by 
Respondent. 

F. The OSC may require Respondent to alter or expand upon work plans required by 
the Agreement and SOW after EPA approval, based on new information, changed Site 
conditions, or identified deficiencies. 

G. By telephone or otherwise, Respondent shall inform the OSC of any field activity 
not less than five work days prior to the event. 

In conducting all activities under this SOW, Respondent shall: 

A. Comply with Section 300.150 of the NCP, which references the standards 
promulgated by the Occupational Safety and Health Administration, Hazardous Waste 
Operations and Emergency Response, 29 C.F.R. § 1910.120, including development and 
implementation ofa health and safety program. This health and safety program shall 
include the steps that will be taken to protect on-site workers and the general public from 
hazards associated with any open excavations, hazardous substances brought to the 
surface during site activities, or any other hazards associated with on-site activities. 

B. Provide the OSC, upon request, all quality assurance/quality control procedures 
followed by the supervising contractor and its laboratory(s) pertaining to all sampling and 
analytical work performed pursuant to the Agreement and the SOW. 

II. 	 WORK TASKS 

EACH DUE THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTER NOTIFYING EPA OF THE NAME AND 
QUALIFICATIONS OF THE SUPERVISING CONTRACTOR 

A. 	 DESIGNATION OF THE CONTRACTOR AND PROJECT 

COORDINATOR 


The Respondent shall propose an environmental consulting services contractor or an 
environmental services cleanup contractor for the purpose ofperforming and/or 
supervising the work required by this Agreement in accordance with the terms and 
conditions ofthe Agreement and shall notify EPA and MassDEP ofthe name(s) and 
qualifications of such contractor(s) within seven (7) days ofthe Effective Date. The 
supervising contractor must employ or retain by contract a Licensed Site Professional, 
holding a valid and current license to practice in Massachusetts who will provide 
oversight of the work to be performed. Respondent shall also notify EPA and MassDEP 
ofthe name(s) and qualification(s) ofany other contractor(s) or subcontractor(s) retained 
to perform the Work under this Settlement Agreement at least seven (7) days prior to 
commencement ofsuch Work. The supervising contractor shall provide a written 
Removal Work Plan that outlines the work to be performed under this Agreement and 
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sow. 

Within seven (7) days after the Effective Date, Respondent shall designate a Project 
Coordinator who shall be responsible for administration ofall actions by Respondent 
required by this Settlement Agreement and shall submit to EPA and MassDEP the 
designated Project Coordinator's name, address, telephone number, and qualifications. 
To the greatest extent possible, the Project Coordinator shall be present on Site or readily 
available during Site work. EPA retains the right to disapprove of the designated Project 
Coordinator. IfEPA disapproves ofthe designated Project Coordinator, Respondent 
shall retain a different Project Coordinator and shall notify EPA and MassDEP ofthat 
person's name, address, telephone number, and qualifications within 7 days following 
EPA's disapproval. Receipt by Respondent's Project Coordinator ofany notice or 
communication from EPA relating to this Settlement Agreement shall constitute receipt 
by Respondent. 

B. SITE SECURITY 

The Respondent shall take necessary precautions to properly prevent unauthorized access 
onto the areas of the Site subject to the removal action for the duration of the removal 
action. This includes, but is not limited to, the following: fencing, geo-textile barriers, 
and signage. If, in the judgment of the OSC, these precautions are not preventing 
unauthorized access to these areas of the Site, the Respondent will institute additional 
security measures, which may include 24 hour security, until the removal actions are 
completed. 

C. GENERATION OF WORK PLAN AND ASSOCIATED PLANS 

Respondent shall submit to EPA for approval, a technically sound Removal Action Work 
Plan for addressing contaminated surface soils at the Site. 

The Removal Action Work Plan submitted by Respondent for EPA approval must: 

1. 	 Address the following applicable criteria as found in Section 300.415(b )(2) of the 
NCP: 

• 	 "(i) Actual or potential exposure to nearby human populations, 
animals, or the food chain from hazardous substances or pollutants 
or contaminants"; 

• 	 "(iv) High levels ofhazardous substances or pollutants or 
contaminants in soils largely at or near the surface, that may 
migrate". 

2. 	 Include a presentation and discussion ofany additional planned soil sampling 
investigation. 
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3. 	 Address specific cleanup actions necessary, in accordance with 40 C.F.R. Section 
300.415( e )(1-9), to address the contaminated soils at the Site to eliminate the 
conditions that necessitate the removal under Section 300.415(b)(2) of the National 
Contingency Plan, as described in the Action Memorandum for this Site. The Work 
Plan shall identify all contractors involved in cleanup activities as well as details of 
excavation and removal ofcontaminated surface soils and capping ofany 
contaminated soils remaining at depth. 

4. 	 Propose soil cleanup levels, based on applicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements ("ARARs"). 

5. 	 Specify how (through additional sampling or other action) it will be documented that 
cleanup levels have been attained. The Work Plan shall also include the names of 
laboratories to be used and the EPA standard methods to be used for analysis. The 
Work Plan shall describe bow all waste streams involving hazardous substances will 
be packaged, staged, and prepared for disposal (with applicable name, address, and 
RCRA identification number ofthe proposed disposal facility). 

6. 	 Outline maintenance and post-removal site control (ifapplicable) and how it will be 
carried out; 

7. 	 Provide for any excavation and off-site disposal, ifdeemed necessary, to address the 
conditions that necessitate the removal action; 

8. 	 Specify the type of equipment to be used. 

9. 	 Include restoration plans that include backfilling, grading, andre-vegetating. 

10. Include the name, address, and RCRA identification number of the proposed disposal 
facility(s). · 

11. 	 Include a detailed project time line which provides time frames associated with each 
activity stated in the EPA-approved Removal Action Work Plan, including, but not 
limited to, the maximum amount of time that any hazardous substance shall remain 
on-site once it has been excavated. 

12. Describe the monitoring, engineering controls and other actions to be employed, 
which will demonstrate that the persons at adjacent properties will not be exposed to 
contaminants present at the Site as a result of implementing required actions. Air 
monitoring to address the off-site migration ofairborne contaminants must be 
specifically addressed in the Work Plan, the Health and Safety Plan (described 
below), or in a separate, stand-alone plan. 
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a. "Monitoring" means to collect and analyze air samples to identify the 
concentration of airborne contaminants. Monitoring data will provide the basis for 
determining if additional engineering controls or other actions are necessary to 
achieve the goal ofprotection ofpersons other than Site workers. On-site 
monitoring data used to assure worker protection in accordance with OSHA can be 
used to meet the requirement in the above paragraph, but must be augmented where 
such information alone does not demonstrate that off-site exposures are not 
occurring. 

b. Examples of "engineering controls" include but are not limited to covering 
soil stockpiles, wetting, limiting the area of excavation, capturing and treating air 
emissions, and providing a temporary structure over the excavation area. "Other 
actions" include but are not limited to, posting warning signs, posting a security 
guard, installing additional permanent or temporary fencing, or any combination of 
these. 

13. 	 Include a Community Relations Plan ("CRP") that identifies how the Site 
management will interact with, and convey information to, residents and businesses 
abutting or adjacent to the Site, government officials, and general community. 

Generate the plans associated with the Work Plan for EPA review: 

DUE THIRTY (30) DAYS AFTER NOTIFYING EPA OF THE NAME AND 

QUALIFICATIONS OF THE SUPERVISING CONTRACTOR 


1. 	 A Health and Safety Plan ("HASP"). As required by NCP §300.150, an OSHA­
compliant, site-specific HASP shall be developed and implemented for the duration of 
field activities. All private employers are responsible for the health and safety of their 
own employees. Nothing in the Agreement or the SOW or any approved work plans 
shall relieve Respondent of its liability in this regard. 

2. 	 Description ofhow soil remaining in place will be sampled and covered by a cap to 
assure that proposed cleanup standards are being met; A Quality Assurance Project Plan 
("QAPP") shall be developed for the purpose of assuring that all analytical results 
generated during the removal activities are ofknown quality. The QAPP shall include 
the name of the laboratory Respondent proposes to use to analyze samples, and shall also 
include EPA's standard method for the analysis (maximum 2-week turnaround time on 
sample analysis). 

3. 	 Provide a comprehensive Sampling and Analysis Plan ("SAP") for the purpose of 
assuring that all analytical results generated during the removal activities are ofknown 
quality and consistent with EPA Region I's QAPP. 
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D. 	 IMPLEMENTATION OF THE REMOVAL ACTION WORK PLAN: 

Upon Respondent's receipt ofEPA's approval of the Removal Action Work Plan, 
Respondent shall implement the plan in accordance with the schedule contained 
in the approved plan. 

E. 	 WITHIN 45 DAYS AFTER RESPONDENT BELIEVES IT HAS 
COMPLETED ALL OF THE WORK REQUIRED UNDER THE 
AGREEMENT AND THE SOW, RESPONDENT SHALL SUBMIT A 
COMPLETION OF WORK REPORT TO EPA FOR REVIEW AND 
APPROVAL, AS DESCRIBED BELOW: 

The Completion ofWork Report shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

I. 	 An estimate of the costs Respondent incurred in performing the removal 
action. 

2. 	 A list ofall activities required by the Agreement and the SOW, and 
certification that each has been completed in accordance with the Agreement, 
the SOW and the approved work plans. 

3. 	 Photographic documentation of the pre-removal condition of the site as well 
as photographic documentation ofpertinent site activities. This includes any 
and all media used to document the progression of the site cleanup. 

4. 	 Tabular summary of all analytical results of soil samples in a format that is 
consistent with the Work Plan. 

5. 	 Site sketches showing initial conditions, completion ofwork at interim 
milestones, and final site conditions. 

6. 	 A legible copy of shipping papers for all shipments ofhazardous materials. 

7. 	 Tabular summary of all waste shipped or treated, noting at a minimum, for 
each calendar month, the Department ofTransportation shipping name, waste 
codes (ifany), the number of units shipped (i.e., drums, roll-offs), and the 
weight (where available). 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 1 


5 POST OFFICE SQUARE, SUITE 100 

BOSTON, MA 02109-3912 


VIA CERTIFIED MAIL-RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
AND VIA EMAIL 

January 30, 2012 

Antonio J. Pereira, Manager 
C.P. Properties, LLC 
M.P. Properties, LLC 
P.O. Box 2062 
New Bedford, MA 02741 

Re: C.P. Properties, LLC, 169 Hunter Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts 
Parker Street Waste Site 
Administrative Order on Consent for Removal Action 
Docket Nwnber: CERCLA-01-2011-0044 

M.P. Properties, LLC, 1571159 Hunter Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts 
Parker Street Waste Site 
Administrative Order on Consent for Removal Action 
Docket Number: CERCLA-01-2011-0045 

Dear Mr. Pereira: 

I have received a report entitled, "Removal Action Completion Report," dated November 16, 
2011, prepared by SITEC Environmental on behalf ofC.P. Properties, LLC and M.P. Properties, 
LLC ("Respondents") pursuant to the above-referenced Administrative Settlement Agreements 
and Orders on Consent ("Settlement Agreements"). I have found the report to be an adequate 
docwnentation ofsite activities performed under the Settlement Agreements, and I fmd that no 
further revisions are necessary. The removal provisions within the Settlement Agreements have 
been met, and the Respondents have no further removal obligations under the Settlement 
Agreements, with the exception of any post-removal site controls (e.g., activity and use 
limitations) which must be coordinated with the Massachusetts Department of Environmental 
Protection. 

Please be advised that this determination does not constitute a release from liability, covenant not 
to sue, or waiver of any claims, which EPA may have against the Respondents. In addition, be 
advised that this determination does not limit EPA's authority under CERCLA or any other law 
to take future response actions at the sites. 

Toll Free • 1 -888·372-7341 


Internet Address (URL) • http://www.epa.gov/region1 

Recycled/Recyclable • Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (Minlmum 30% Postconsumer) 
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EPA reserves all rights with respect to the sites, including, but not limited to, the right to initiate 
judicial or administrative enforcement actions, the right to undertake further response actions and 
recover the costs of such actions from the Respondents or any other responsible parties, and the 
right to recover costs incurred by the United States in connection with the sites as described in 
the Settlement Agreements. 

Please note that pursuant to Section XV of the Settlement Agreements, entitled Payment of 
Future Response Costs, EPA will be sending Respondents a bill requiring payment that includes 
direct and indirect costs incurred by EPA and its contractors. The bill will include an itemized 
summary relating to those costs incurred by EPA pursuant to the terms of the Settlement 
Agreements. 

If you have any questions please contact me at (617) 918-1120. Thank you for your cooperation. 

M.a Pasquerella, EPA On-Scene Coordinator 

Sent by Electronic Mail 

cc: 	 Maximilian Boal, EPA Enforcement Counsel 
Rebecca Tobin, Massachusetts Department ofEnvironmental Protection 
Molly Cote, Massachusetts Department ofEnvironmental Protection 
Stephen Gioiosa, President of SITEC Environmental, Inc. 
Craig Campbell, Esq. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 1 


5 POST OFFICE SQUARE, SUITE 100 

BOSTON. MA 02109-3912 


URGENT LEGAL MATTER- PROMPT REPLY NECESSARY 
OVERNIGHT DELIVERY 

September 29, 2010 

City ofNew Bedford 
Attn: Irene Schall, Esq. 
City Solicitor 
100 gth Street 
New Bedford, MA 02740 

Re: Notice ofPotential Liability and Invitation to Perform or Finance Proposed 
Cleanup Activities for the Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, MA 

Dear Ms. Schall: 

This letter serves to notify the City ofNew Bedford (the City) ofpotential liability regarding the 
Parker Street Waste Site, ("Site"), as defined by Section 107(a) of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act ("CERCLA"), commonly known as 
the federal "Superfund" law. This letter also notifies the City ofplanned removal activities at the 
Site which the City is invited to perform or finance and which the City may be ordered to 
perform at a later date. 

Under CERCLA, EPA is responsible for responding to the release or threat ofrelease of 
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants into the environment- that is, for stopping 
further contamination from occurring and for cleaning up or otherwise addressing any 
contamination that has already occurred. EPA has documented that such a release has occurred 
at the Site located in New Bedford, MA. Based on information presently available to EPA, EPA 
has determined that the City is potentially liable under CERCLA for the cleanup of the Site or 
costs EPA has incurred in cleaning up the Site, which the City is invited to perform or finance 
and which the City may be ordered to perform at a later date. 

EPA has documented the release or threatened release ofhazardous substances or pollutants or 
contaminants at the Site, which is located on a previously estimated 1 04-acre area, intersected by 
Parker Street, in New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts. The estimated extent of the Site 
is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by Liberty Street and the Oak 
Grove Cemetery, to the south by Hillman Street, and to the west by Summit Street. Located 
within the bounds of the Site is the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School, 
the Hetland Memorial Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, 
residential properties, New Bedford Housing Authority properties, Carabiner's Indoor Climbing 
Facility, and two privately-owned apartment complexes. Hazardous substances involved in the 

Toll Free •1 -888·372-7341 

Internet Address (URL) • http./lwww epa gov/reg1on1 
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release or threat of release at the Site include, but are not limited to: polychlorinated biphenyls 
("PCBs"), arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium, lead, benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, 
b enzo(b )fluoranthene, benzo(k )tluoranthene, chrysene, indeno( 1 ,2 ,3 -cd)pyrene, 
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, phenanthrene and pyrene. 

EPA has spent public funds and is considering spending additional public funds to investigate 
and address the releases and/or threatened release(s) at the Site. Unless a potentially responsible 
party ("PRP") or parties commit to properly performing or financing such actions, EPA will 
perform these actions pursuant to Section 104 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9604. 

EXPLANATION OF POTENTIAL LIABILITY 

Under CERCLA, specifically Sections 106(a) and 107(a), 42 U.S.C. §§9606(a) and 9607(a), 
Section 7003 of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act ("RCRA"), 42 U.S.C. § 6973, and 
other laws, PRPs may be required to implement cleanup actions deemed necessary by EPA to 
protect public health, welfare, or the environment. PRPs may also be responsible for all costs 
incurred by the Government in responding to any release or threatened release at the Site, unless 
the PRP can show divisibility or any of the other statutory defenses. Such actions and costs may 
include, but are not limited to: expenditures for investigations, planning, response, oversight, 
and enforcement activities. 

PRPs include current and former owners and operators ofa Site, as well as persons who arranged 
for treatment and/or disposal ofany hazardous substances found at the Site, and persons who 
accepted hazardous substances for transport and selected the Site to which the hazardous 
substances were delivered. 

Based on information gathered during investigations of the Site, EPA believes that the City is a 
PRP under Section 107(a) ofCERCLA with respect to the Site. Specifically, EPA has reason to 
believe that the City either owned or operated all or portions of the Site during the time of 
disposal. 

OUTLINE OF SITE RESPONSE ACTIVITIES 

To date, EPA has taken the following response actions at the Site under the authority of 
the Superfund Program: 

• 	 A Preliminary Assessment ("P A") and Site Investigation ("SI") at additional 
properties in order to gain a basic understanding ofany risks posed to human 
health and/or the environment by releases or threatened releases from the Site. 

Due to the presence ofhazardous substances at the Site, and in light ofother conditions, EPA has 
determined that there is an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or 
the environment at certain parcels located on this Site. In response. EPA plans to conduct the 
following immediate removal activities at certain properties located on the Site where an 
imminent hazard or a substantial risk has been identified: 
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1) Document existing property conditions for subsequent restoration. 
2) Remove, to the extent practicable, interference for excavation such as shrubbery, trees, 

outbuildings, playground equipment, or other items as required. 
3) Remove and dispose ofcontaminated soil as necessary. 
4) Take other actions related to the investigation and removal of contaminated soils. 
5) Install a visual marker to delineate contaminated soils (if any) which may remain at depth 

(beyond 3 feet below surface grade) or which cannot otherwise be excavated. 
6) Implement erosion control measures as determined necessary. 
7) Conduct air monitoring and implement dust control measures as appropriate. 
8) Conduct extent of contamination sampling to determine the extent of landfill material to 

be removed; and conduct confirmation sampling as determined necessary by the EPA 
osc. 

9) Perform response actions or oversee the response actions. 
1 0) Take or evaluate the need to take other response actions. 
11) Repair response related damages, including backfilling with clean fill material, grading, 

and re-establishing vegetation in areas affected by response related activities. 

INVITATION TO PERFORM SITE RESPONSE ACTIVITIES 

Before EPA spends public funds to undertake the removal action at the Site, EPA urges the City 
to participate in removal activities or finance all the removal activities outlined above. Any such 
work performed by the City in its capacity as a PRP may be conducted pursuant to administrative 
order and an EPA-approved workplan, in consultation with the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection, as authorized by Section 106(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606(a). 
Prior to final issuance of such an order, a draft order would be sent to the City and its 
representative for review and comment. Enclosed is a copy of a summary of a generic Scope of 
Work. This document should provide an understanding of the types ofplans and activities 
typically required by such an Order. 

Be advised that even if the City does not indicate a willingness to perform or finance necessary 
response actions, EPA explicitly reserves any rights it may have to order the City to undertake 
such actions under Section 106 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606. Failure to comply with a Section 
106(a) administrative order may result in a fine ofup to $37,500 per day under Section 106(b) or 
imposition of treble damages under Section 1 07(c)(3) ofCERCLA. Further, the City may be 
held liable under Section 1 07(a) for the cost of the response activities EPA performs at the Site 
and for any damages to natural resources. In addition, by virtue ofSection 113 ofCERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9613, other PRPs who agree to perform the necessary response action may seek 
contribution protection. 

FINANCIAL CONCERNS/ABILITY TO PAY SETTLEMENTS 

EPA is aware that the financial ability of some PRPs to contribute toward the payment of 
response costs at a Site may be substantially limited. If the City believes, and can document, that 
it falls within that category, please contact Senior Enforcement Counsel Michelle Lauterback 
listed below for information on "Ability to Pay Settlements." In response, the City will receive a 
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package ofinformation about the potential for such settlements. The City will be asked to fill 
out forms about its finances and to submit financial records. 

PRP RESPONSE AND EPA CONTACT 

You should contact EPA within ten (10) business days after receipt of this letter to indicate the 
City's willingness to perform or finance the response activities outlined above. If EPA does not 
receive a response within that time, EPA will assume that the City does not wish to negotiate a 
resolution of its liabilities in connection with the response and that the City has declined any 
involvement in performing response activities. Be advised, however, that liability under 
CERCLA is joint and several; therefore, each PRP is potentially liable for undertaking all 
response actions or reimbursing the Government for the entire amount of its response costs. 

Please provide the name, address, and telephone number of a designated contact for future 
communications. Your written response, including any technical comments or questions 
concerning the proposed response activities, should be directed to the EPA On-Scene 
Coordinator ("OSC") or the Enforcement Coordinator ("EC") for the Site: 

OSC Wing Chau 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


Emergency Response and Removal Section II 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Mail Code OSRR02-2 


Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

(617) 918-1254 


EC Sharon Fennelly 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


Emergency Response and Removal Section II 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Mail Code OSRR02-2 


Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

(617) 918-1263 


Legal questions and all communications from counsel should be directed to: 

Michelle Lauterback, Senior Enforcement Counsel 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


Office of Environmental Stewardship (SES) 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Mail Code OSRR02-2 


Boston, Massachusetts 021 09-3 9l2 

( 617) 918-177 4 


DECISION NOT TO USE SPECIAL NOTICE 

Under Section 122(e) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(e), EPA has the discretionary authority to 
invoke special notice procedures to formally negotiate the terms of an agreement between EPA 
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and the PRPs to conduct or finance response activities. The use of special notice procedures 
triggers a moratorium on certain EPA activities at the Site while formal negotiations between 
EPA and the PRPs are conducted. 

Due to the exigencies posed by conditions present at the Site, removal activities must be 
conducted as expeditiously as possible. EPA has therefore decided not to invoke the Section 
122(e) special notice procedures with respect to CERCLA removal actions at this Site. 
Nonetheless, EPA is willing to discuss settlement opportunities without invoking a moratorium, 
but EPA will continue the response action as planned unless such discussions lead expeditiously 
to a settlement. 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

Pursuant to Section 113(k) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613(k), EPA will establish an 
administrative record containing documents that serve as the basis of EPA's decision on the 
selection of a cleanup action for the Site. The Administrative Record files may be inspected and 
comments may be submitted by contacting the OSC for the Site, Wing Chau, at the above 
address. 

The Administrative Record Files with corresponding index should be available for inspection at 
a repository near the Site within sixty (60) days of initiation of on-site removal activities, as well 
as the Superfund Records Center, U.S.E.P.A. 5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, (617) 918-1414. 

SITE ACTIVITY OUTSIDE EPA ACTIONS 

If the City is already involved in discussions with state or other local authorities or involved in a 
lawsuit regarding this Site, the City should continue such activities as it sees fit. This letter is not 
intended to advise or direct the City to restrict or discontinue any such activities. However, the 
City is advised to report the status ofany such discussions or actions in its response to this letter 
and to provide a copy ofits response to any other parties involved in those discussions or actions. 

RESOURCES AND INFORMATION FOR SMALL BUSINESSES 

As you may be aware, on January 11 , 2002, President Bush signed into law the Superfund Small 
Business Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act. This Act contains several 
exemptions and defenses to CERCLA liability, which we suggest that all parties evaluate. You 
may obtain a copy of the law via the Internet at http://www.epa.gov/swerosps/bf/sblrbra.htm 
and review EPA guidance documents regarding these exemptions at 
http://www .epa.gov/ compliance/ resources/policies/ cleanup/superfund . .,. 

EPA has created a number ofhelpful resources for small businesses. EPA has established the 
National Compliance Assistance Clearinghouse as well as Compliance Assistance Centers which 
offer various forms ofresources to small businesses. You may inquire about these resources at 
www.epa.gov. In addition, the EPA Small Business Ombudsman may be contacted at 
www.epa.gov/sbo. Finally, EPA developed a fact sheet about the Small Business Regulatory 
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Enforcement Fairness Act ("SBREF A"), which is enclosed with this letter. 

PURPOSE AND USE OF THIS NOTICE 

The factual and legal discussions contained in this letter are intended solely to provide notice and 
information. Such discussions are not intended to be, and cannot be, relied upon as EPA's final 
position on any matter set forth herein. 

Please give these matters your immediate attention. If you have any questions regarding this 
letter, please contact Senior Enforcement Counsel Michelle Lauterback at (617) 918-1774. 
Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

By copy of this letter, EPA is notifying the Commonwealth ofMassachusetts and the Natural 
Resources Trustees of EPA's intent to perform, or to enter into negotiations for the performance 
or financing of, response actions at the Site. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Arthur V. Jon s , III, Chief 
Emergency Planning and Response Branch 

Enclosures 

cc: 	 Wing Chau, EPA On-Scene Coordinator - OSRR 
Sharon Fennelly, EPA Enforcement Coordinator- OSRR 
Michelle Lauterback, EPA Senior Enforcement Counsel 
Rebecca Tobin, Counsel, MassDEP 
David Johnston, MassDEP 
Andrew Raddant, Regional Environmental Officer- U.S. DOl 
Ken Finkelstein, National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration - NOAA 
Patti Ludwig, CERCUS Coordinator- OSRR 
John Carlson, Contracts Management- HBS 
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SUMMARY OF GENERIC SCOPE OF WORK 


This summary of the Generic Scope of Work is provided for informational purposes only. More 
detailed provisions will be set forth in the site-specific Scope of Work. Provisions may vary from 
site to site. 

When EPA determines that a Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) has. the ability to promptly and properly 
prevent, mitigate, or eliminate the threats posed by hazardous substances at the Site, EPA may issue an 
Administrative Order (Order) to such party (the Respondent) with an attached Scope ofWork (SOW). 
The Order and SOW, among other things, compel the Respondent to develop a plan to clean up the Site. 
The components ofthe plan (also called a "deliverable") must be submitted to EPA for approval before 
implementation. Detailed instructions for generating each component shall be provided in the SOW. The 
plan shall consist of the components listed below. 

1) Site Security - The Respondent shall provide on-site security service. Site security shall be maintained 
until EPA determines the threats posed by conditions at the Site are eliminated or substantially mitigated. 

2) Notification of Contractor Selection -The Respondent shall notify EPA of the proposed cleanup 
contractor selected to perform work required under the Order. 

3) Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP) - The Respondent shall develop and implement a 
HASP for all activities to be conducted at the Site. The HASP shall be developed to protect all on-site 
personnel and must comply with all applicable health and safety regulations. 

4) Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) -The Respondent shall develop a QAP to be utilized in conducting all 
field and laboratory analysis. The QAP shall ensure that analytical results generated are ofknown 
quality. 

5) Site Assessment Plan (SAP) - The Respondent shall develop a SAP specifying the overall strategy of 
the field investigative work necessary to characterize site contamination. 

6) Site Assessment- A Site Assessment shall be conducted following EPA approval of the SAP. 

7) Site Assessment Report and Cleanup Plan (SAR/CP) - Following completion of the Site 
Assessment, the Respondent shall develop a SAR/CP that summarizes the Site Assessment and proposes 
cleanup methods necessary to substantially mitigate and/or eliminate the threats posed by hazardous 
substances present at the Site. 

8) Site Cleanup - The Site Cleanup shall be conducted according to the EPA approved Cleanup Plan. 

9) Completion of Work Report (CWR) -Upon completion of the Site Cleanup, the Respondent shall 
submit a CWR summarizing the work performed under the Order and SOW and outlining any remaining 
contamination. 

At any time prior to or after the completion of the work specified in this SOW, EPA may determine that 
additional tasks are necessary in order to achieve the objectives of the Order, the SOW and CERCLA. 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 1 


5 POST OFFICE SQUARE, SUITE 100 

BOSTON, MA 02109-3912 


URGENT LEGAL MATTER- PROMPT REPLY NECESSARY 
OVERNIGHT DELIVERY 

September 29, 2010 

New Bedford Housing Authority 
ATTN: Steven A. Beauregard, Acting Executive Director 
P. 0. Box 2081 
New Bedford, MA 02741 

Re: 	 Notice ofPotential Liability and Invitation to Perform or Finance Proposed 
Cleanup Activities for the Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, MA 

Dear Mr. Beauregard: 

This letter serves to notify the New Bedford Housing Authority's Westlawn properties 
("NBHA") located at Map 64, Lot 101; Map 57, Lot 1; Map 56, Lot 28; Map 63, Lot 63 of 
potential liability regarding a portion of the Parker Street Waste Site ("Site"), as defined by 
Section 107(a) ofthe Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
("CERCLA"), corrunonly known as the federal "Superfund" law. This letter also notifies the 
NBHA ofplanned removal activities at the Site which the NBHA is invited to perform or finance 
at Westlawn and which the NBHA may be ordered to perform at a later date. 

Under CERCLA, EPA is responsible for responding to the release or threat ofrelease of 
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants into the environment - that is, for stopping 
further contamination from occurring and for cleaning up or otherwise addressing any 
contamination that has already occurred. EPA has documented that such a release has occurred 
at the Site located in New Bedford, MA. Based on information presently available to EPA, EPA 
has determined that the NBHA is potentially liable under CERCLA for the cleanup ofa portion 
of the Site located at Westlawn or costs EPA has incurred in cleaning up the Site, which the 
NBHA is invited to perform or finance and which the NBHA may be ordered to perform at a 
later date. 

EPA has documented the release or threatened release ofhazardous substances or pollutants or 
contaminants at the Site, which is located on a previously estimated 1 04-acre area, intersected by 
Parker Street, in New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts. The estimated extent of the Site 
is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by Liberty Street and the Oak 
Grove Cemetery, to the south by Hillman Street, and to the west by Summit Street. Located 
within the bounds of the Site is the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School, 
the Hetland Memorial Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, 
residential properties, New Bedford Housing Authority properties, Carabiner's Indoor Climbing 

Toll Free • 1-888-372-7341 

lntemet Address (URL) • http:llwww.epa.gov/reg1on1 


Recycled/Recyclable • Printed wl1h Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (M inimum 30"4 Postconsumer) 
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Facility, and two privately-owned apartment complexes. Hazardous substances involved in the 
release or threat ofrelease at the Site include, but are not limited to: chromium, lead, and 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons ("PAHs")~ 

EPA has spent public funds and is considering spending additional public funds to investigate 
and address the releases and/or threatened release(s) at the Site. Unless a potentially responsible 
party ("PRP") or parties commit to properly performing or financing such actions, EPA will 
perform these actions pursuant to Section 104 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9604. 

EXPLANATION OF POTENTIAL LIABILITY 

Under CERCLA, specifically Sections 106(a) and 107(a), 42 U.S.C. §§9606(a) and 9607(a), 
Section 7003 of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act ("RCRA"), 42 U.S.C. § 6973, and 
other laws, PRPs may be required to implement cleanup actions deemed necessary by EPA to 
protect public health, welfare, or the environment. PRPs may also be responsible for all costs 
incurred by the Government in responding to any release or threatened release at the Site, unless 
the PRP can show divisibility or any of the other statutory defenses. Such actions and costs may 
include, but are not limited to: expenditures for investigations, planning, response, oversight and 
enforcement activities. 

PRPs include current and former owners and operators ofa Site, as well as persons who arranged 
for treatment and/or disposal ofany hazardous substances found at the Site, and persons who 
accepted hazardous substances for transport and selected the Site to which the hazardous 
substances were delivered. 

Based on information gathered during investigations of the Site, EPA believes that the NBHA is 
a PRP under Section 107(a) ofCERCLA with respect to the Site. Specifically, EPA has reason 
to believe that the NBHA is the current owner of a portion of the Site. 

OUTLINE OF SITE RESPONSE ACTIVITIES 

To date, EPA has taken the following response actions at the Site under the autholity of the 
Superfund Program including: 

• 	 A Preliminary Assessment ("P A") and Site Investigation ("SI") at additional 
properties in order to gain a basic understanding of any risks posed to human 
health and/or the environment by releases or threatened releases from the Site. 

Due to the presence ofhazardous substances at the Site, and in light ofother conditions, EPA has 
determined that there is an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or 
the environment. In response, EPA plans to conduct the following removal activities at 
Westlawn: 

1) · Meet with the property owner and tenants to discuss the scope of this proposed removal 
action. 
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2) Document existing property conditions for subsequent restoration. 
3) Remove, to the extent practicable, interference for excavation such as shrubbery, trees, 

outbuildings, playground equipment, or other items as required. 
4) Remove and dispose of contaminated soil as necessary. 
5) Take other actions related to the investigation and removal ofcontaminated soils. 
6) Install a visual marker to delineate contaminated soils (if any) which may remain at depth 

(beyond 3 feet below surface grade) or which cannot otherwise be excavated. 
7) Implement erosion control measures as determined necessary. 
8) Conduct air monitoring and implement dust control measures as appropriate. 
9) Conduct extent ofcontamination sampling to determine the extent of land fill material to 

be removed; and conduct confirmation sampling as determined necessary by the EPA 
osc. 

1 0) Perform response actions or oversee the response actions. 
11) Take or evaluate the need to take other response actions. 
12) Repair response related damages, including backfilling with clean fill material, grading, 

and re-establishing vegetation in areas affected by response related activities. 

INVITATION TO PERFORM SITE RESPONSE ACTIVITIES 

Before EPA spends public funds to undertake the removal action at the Site, EPA urges the 
NBHA to participate in removal activities or finance all the removal activities outlined above. 
Any such work performed by the NBHA in its capacity as a PRP may be conducted pursuant to 
administrative order and an EPA-approved workplan, in consultation with the Massachusetts 
Department ofEnvironmental Protection, as authorized by Section 106(a) ofCERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9606(a). Prior to final issuance of such an order, a draft order would be sent to the 
NBHA and its representative for review and comment. Enclosed is a copy ofa summary of a 
generic Scope ofWork. This document should provide an understanding of the types ofplans 
and activities typically required by such an Order. 

Be advised that if the NBHA does not indicate a willingness to perform or finance necessary 
response actions, EPA explicitly reserves any rights it may have to order the NBHA to undertake 
such actions under Section 106 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606. Failure to comply with a Section 
106(a) administrative order may result in a fine ofup to $37,500 per day under Section 106(b) or 
imposition of treble damages under Section 1 07( c) (3) of CERCLA. Further, the NBHA may be 
held liable under Section 1 07(a) for the cost of the response activities EPA perfonns at the Site 
and for any damages to natural resources. In addition, by virtue ofSection 113 ofCERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9613, other PRPs who agree to perform the necessary response action may seek 
contribution protection. 

FINANCIAL CONCERNS/ABILITY TO PAY SETTLEMENTS 

EPA is aware that the financial ability of some PRPs to contribute toward the payment of 
response costs at a Site may be substantially limited. Ifthe NBHA believes, and can document, 
that it falls within that category, please contact Senior Enforcement Counsel Michelle 
Lauterback listed below for information on "Ability to Pay Settlements." In response, the NBHA 
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will receive a package ofinformation about the potential for such settlements. l11e NBHA will 
be asked to fill out forms about its finances and to submit fmancial records. 

PRP RESPONSE AND EPA CONTACT 

You should contact EPA within thirty (30) business days after receipt of this letter to indicate 
NBHA's willingness to perform or finance the response activities outlined above. IfEPA does 
not receive a response within thanime, EPA will assume that the NBHA does not wish to 
negotiate a resolution ofits liabilities in connection with the response and that the NBHA has 
declined any involvement in performing response activities. Be advised, however, that liability 
under CERCLA is joint and several; therefore, each PRP is potentially liable for undertaking all 
response actions or reimbursing the Government for the entire amount ofits response costs. 

Please provide the name, address, and telephone number ofa designated contact for future 
communications. Your written response, including any technical comments or questions 
concerning the proposed response activities, should be directed to the EPA On-Scene 
Coordinator ("OSC") or the Enforcement Coordinator ("EC") for the Site: 

OSC Wing Chau 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


Emergency Response and Removal Section II 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Mail Code OSRR02-2 


Boston, Massachusetts 021 09-3 912 

(61 7) 918-1254 

EC Sharon Fennelly 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


Emergency Response and Removal Section II 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Mail Code OSRR02-2 


Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

(617) 918-1263 

Legal questions and all communications from counsel should be directed to: 

Michelle Lauterback, Senior Enforcement Counsel 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


Office ofEnvironmental Stewardship {SES) 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Mail Code OSRR02-2 


Boston, Massachusetts 021 09-3 91 2 

(617) 918-1774 


DECISION NOT TO USE SPECIAL NOTICE 

Under Section 122(e) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(e), EPA has the discretionary authority to 
invoke special notice procedures to formally negotiate the terms of an agreement between EPA 
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and the PRPs to conduct or finance response activities. The use of special notice procedures 
triggers a moratorium on certain EPA activities at the Site while formal negotiations between 
EPA and the PRPs are conducted. 

Due to the exigencies posed by conditions present at the Site, removal activities must be 
conducted as expeditiously as possible. EPA has, therefore decided not to invoke the Section 
122(e) special notice procedures with respect to CERCLA removal actions at this Site. 
Nonetheless, EPA is willing to discuss settlement opportunities without invoking a moratorium, 
but will continue the response action as planned unless such discussions lead expeditiously to a 
settlement. 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

Pursuant to Section 113(k)"ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613(k), EPA will establish an 
administrative record containing documents that serve as the basis ofEPA's decision on the 
selection of a cleanup action for the Site. The Administrative Record files may be inspected and 
comments may be submitted by contacting the OSC for the Site, Wing Chau, at the above 
address. 

The Administrative Record Files with corresponding index should be available for inspection at 
a repository near the Site within sixty (60) days of initiation ofon-site removal activities, as well 
as the Superfund Records Center, U.S.E.P.A. 5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, (617) 918-1414. 

SITE ACTIVITY OUTSIDE EPA ACTIONS 

If the NBHA is already involved in discussions with state or other local authorities or involved in 
a lawsuit regarding this Site, the NBHA should continue such activities as it sees fit. This letter 
is not intended to advise or direct the NBHA to restrict or discontinue any such activities. 
However, the NBHA is advised to report the status ofany such discussions or actions in its 
response to this letter and to provide a copy ofits response to any other parties involved in those 
discussions or actions. 

CONSENT TO ACCESS 

EPA requests written access to the Site, to perform or oversee the response actions discussed 
above. This request is enclosed. 

RESOURCES AND INFORMATION FOR SMALL BUSINESSES 

As you may be aware, on January 11, 2002, President Bush signed into law the Superfund Small 
Business Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act. This Act contains several 
exemptions and defenses to CERCLA liability, which we suggest that all parties evaluate. You 
may obtain a copy of the law via the Internet at http://www.epa.gov/swerosps/bf/sblrbra.htm 
and review EPA guidance documents regarding these exemptions at 
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ resources/policies/cleanup/superfund. 
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EPA has created a number ofhelpful resources for small businesses. EPA has established the 
National Compliance Assistance Clearinghouse as well as Compliance Assistance Centers which 
offer various forms ofresources to small businesses. You may inquire about these resources at 
www.epa.gov. In addition, the EPA Small Business Ombudsman may be contacted at 
www .epa.gov/sbo. Finally, EPA developed a fact sheet about the Small Business Regulatory 
Enforcement Fairness Act ("SBREF A"), which is enclosed with this letter. 

PURPOSE AND USE OF THIS NOTICE 

The factual and legal discussions contained in this letter are intended solely to provide notice and 
information. Such discussions are not intended to be, and cannot be, relied upon as EPA's final 
position on any matter set forth herein. 

Please give these matters your immediate attention. If you have any questions regarding this 
letter, please contact Senior Enforcement Counsel Michelle Lauterback at (617) 918-1774. 
Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

By copy of this letter, EPA is notifying the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and the Natural 
Resources Trustees of EPA's intent to perform, or to enter into negotiations for the performance 
or financing of, response actions at the Site. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Enclosures 

cc: 	 Wing Chau, EPA On-Scene Coordinator - OSRR 
Sharon Fennelly, EPA Enforcement Coordinator - OSRR 
Michelle Lauterback, EPA Senior Enforcement Counsel, OES 
Rebecca Tobin, Counsel, MassDEP 
David Johnston, MassDEP 
Andrew Raddant, Regional Environmental Officer- U.S. DOl 
Ken Finkelstein, National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration- NOAA 
Patti Ludwig, CERCUS Coordinator - OSRR 
John Carlson, Contracts Management - OSRR 
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SUMMARY OF GENERIC SCOPE OF WORK 


This summary of the Generic Scope of Work is provided for informational purposes only. More 
detailed provisions will be set forth in the site-specific Scope ofWork. Provisions may vary from 
site to site. 

When EPA determines that a Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) has the ability to promptly and properly 
prevent, mitigate, or eliminate the threats posed by hazardous substances at the Site, EPA may issue an 
Administrative Order (Order) to such party (the Respondent) with an attached Scope ofWork (SOW). 
The Order and SOW, among other things, compel the Respondent to develop a plan to clean up the Site. 
The components of the plan (also called a "deliverable") must be submitted to EPA for approval before 
implementation. Detailed instructions for generating each component shall be provided in the SOW. The 
plan shall consist of the components listed below. 

1) Site Security- The Respondent shall provide on-site security service. Site security shall be maintained 
until EPA determines the threats posed by conditions at the Site are eliminated or substantially mitigated. 

2) Notification of Contractor Selection - The Respondent shall notify EPA of the proposed cleanup 
contractor selected to perform work required under the Order. 

3) Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP) - The Respondent shall develop and implement a 
HASP for all activities to be conducted at the Site. The HASP shall be developed to protect all on-site 
personnel and must comply with all applicable health and safety regulations. 

4) Quality Assurance Plan (QAP)- The Respondent shall develop a QAP to be utilized in conducting all 
field and laboratory analysis. The QAP shall ensure that analytical results generated are ofknown 
quality. 

5) Site Assessment Plan (SAP) - The Respondent shall develop a SAP specifying the overall strategy of 
the field investigative work necessary to characterize site contamination. 

6) Site Assessment- A Site Assessment shall be conducted following EPA approval of the SAP. 

7) Site Assessment Report and Cleanup Plan (SAR/CP)- Following completion of the Site 
Assessment, the Respondent shall develop a SAR/CP that summarizes the Site Assessment and proposes 
cleanup methods necessary to substantially mitigate and/or eliminate the threats posed by hazardous 
substances present at the Site. 

8) Site Cleanup - The Site Cleanup shall be conducted according to the EPA approved Cleanup Plan. 

9) Completion of Work Report (CWR) - Upon completion of the Site Cleanup, the Respondent shall 
submit a CWR summarizing the work performed under the Order and SOW and outlining any remaining 
contamination. 

At any time prior to or after the completion of the work specified in this SOW, EPA may determine that 
additional tasks are necessary in order to achieve the objectives of the Order, the SOW and CERCLA. 
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Request for Access: Parker Street Waste Site 
NBHA- Westlawn 

Site Name: 

CONSENT FOR ACCESS TO PROPERTY 

Parker Street Waste Site 
New Bedford Housing Authority- Westlawn 

Site Address: 
191 -195 Liberty Street; 197 Liberty Street; 199 - 205 Liberty Street; 207 - 213 
Liberty Street; and 217 - 223 Liberty Street, 447 - 447C Maxfield Street, 439 ­
445 Maxfield Street; 451 - 451C Maxfield Street, 455- 455C Maxfield Street, 
463 - 463C Maxfield Street, 461 - 461C Maxfield Street; 471 - 471C Maxfield 
Street; and 473 - 473C Maxfield Street; 318 - 318C Smith Street; 316 - 316C 
Smith Street; 320- 320C Smith Street; 322 - 322C Smith Street; 302 - 306 
Smith Street; 308 - 308C Smith Street; 330 - 330C Smith Street; and 332 ­
332C Smith Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts, Map 64, Lot 101 

283 - 289 Hillman Street; 293 - 299 Hillman Street; 305 - 311 Hillman Street; 
157 - 163 Liberty Street; 165 - 169 Liberty Street; 440 - 446 Maxfield Street; 
448 - 448C Maxfield Street, 450 - 450C Maxfield Street; 452 - 452B Maxfield 
Street; 456- 456C Maxfield Street; 458 - 458C Maxfield Street; 462 - 462C 
Maxfield Street; and 464 - 464B Maxfield Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts, 
Map 57, Lot 1 

317 - 323 Hillman Street; 470 - 470C Maxfield Street; 472 - 472B Maxfield 
Street; 480 - 480C Maxfield Street; 482 - 482C Maxfield Street; 490 - 490C 
Maxfield Street; and 492 - 492B Maxfield Street, New Bedford, Massachusetts, 
Map 56, Lot 28 

220 - 226 Lindsey Street; 228 - 232 Lindsey Street; 481 - 481 C Maxfield Street; 
483 - 483C Maxfield Street; 491 - 491 C Maxfield Street; 493 - 493C Maxfield 
Street; 501 Maxfield Street; 340 - 340C Smith Street; 342 - 342C Smith Street; 
350 - 350C Smith Street; and 352 - 352C Smith Street, New Bedford, 
Massachusetts, Map 63, Lot 63 

I consent to the officers, employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, consultants, and other 
authorized representatives of the United States Envirorunental Protection Agency ("EPA") 
entering and having continued access to the above-referenced property for the following 
purposes: 

• 	 Meet with the property owner and tenants to discuss the scope of this proposed 
removal action. 

• 	 Document existing property conditions for subsequent restoration. 
• 	 Remove, to the extent practicable, interference for excavation such as shrubbery, 

trees, outbuildings, playground equipment, or other items as required. 
• 	 Remove and dispose ofcontaminated soil as necessary. 
• 	 Take other actions related to the investigation and removal ofcontanlinated soils. 
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Request for Access: Parker Street Waste Site 
NBHA- Westlawn 

• 	 Install a visual marker to delineate contaminated soils (if any) which may remain at 
depth (beyond 3 feet below surface grade) or which cannot otherwise be excavated. 

• 	 Implement erosion control measures as determined necessary. 
• 	 Conduct air monitoring and implement dust control measures as appropriate. 
• 	 Conduct extent ofcontamination sampling to determine the extent of landfill 

material to be removed; and conduct confirmation sampling as determined 
necessary by the EPA OSC. 

• 	 Perform response actions or oversee the response actions. 
• 	 Take or evaluate the need to take other response actions. 
• 	 Repair response related damages, including backfilling with clean fill material, 
• 	 grading, and re-establishing vegetation in areas affected by response related 

activities. 

I realize that these actions by EPA are undertaken pursuant to EPA's response and enforcement 
authorities under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §9601 et seg. and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 
42 U.S.C. §6901 et seg. 

I give this written permission voluntarily with knowledge ofmy right to refuse w1thout threats or 
promise of any kind. 

Date 	 Signature ofProperty Owner or 
Owner's Authorized Representative 

Name: 

Title: 

Address: 

Phone: 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

REGION 1 


5 POST OFFICE SQUARE, SUITE 100 

BOSTON, MA 02109-3912 


URGENT LEGAL MATTER- PROMPT REPLY NECESSARY 
OVERNIGHT DELIVERY 

September 29, 2010 

C.P. Properties, LLC 
M.P. Properties, LLC 
c/o Craig H. Campbell, Attorney-at-Law 
60 State Street 
Suite 700 
Boston, MA 02109 

Re: 	 Notice ofPotential Liability and Invitation to Perform or Finance Proposed 
Cleanup Activities for the Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, MA 

Dear Mr. Campbell: 

This letter serves to notify C.P. Properties, LLC ("CP") located at 316- -324 Parker Street and 
M.P. Properties, LLC ("MP") located at 157- 159 Hunter Street ofpotential liability regarding a 
portion of the Parker Street Waste Site, ("Site"), as defined by Section 107(a) of the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act ("CERCLA"), 
commonly known as the federal "Superfund" law. This letter also notifies CP and MP of 
planned removal activities at the Site which CP and MP are invited to perform or finance and 
which CP and MP may be ordered to perform at a later date. 

Under CERCLA, EPA is responsible for responding to the release or threat ofrelease of 
hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants into the environment - that is, for stopping 
further contamination from occurring and for cleaning up or otherwise addressing any 
contamination that has already occurred. EPA has documented that such a release has occurred 
at the Parker Street Waste Site ("the Site") located in New Bedford, MA. Based on information 
presently available to EPA, EPA has determined that CP and MP are potentially liable under 
CERCLA for the cleanup ofa portion of the Site or costs EPA has incurred in cleaning up the 
Site, which CP and MP are invited to perform or finance and which CP and MP may be ordered 
to perform at a later date. 

EPA has documented the release or threatened release ofhazardous substances or pollutants or 
contaminants at the Site, which is located on a previously estimated 1 04-acre area, intersected by 
Parker Street, in New Bedford, Bristol County, Massachusetts. The estimated extent of the Site 
is believed to be bounded to the north by Durfee Street, to the east by Liberty Street and the Oak 
Grove Cemetery, to the south by Hillman Street, and to the west by Summit Street. Located 
within the bounds of the Site is the New Bedford High School campus, the Keith Middle School, 
the Hetland Memorial Skating Rink property, Walsh Field, the new Andre McCoy Field, 
residential properties_, New Bedford Housing Authority properties, Carabiner's Indoor Climbing 

Toll Free • 1-888-372-7341 

Internet Address (URL) • http tlwww epa.gov/reg1on 1 


Recycled/Recyclable • Pnnted with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on Recycled Paper (M lnlmum 30•1. Postconsumer) 




Facility, and two privately-owned apartment complexes. Hazardous substances involved in the 
release or threat of release at the Site include, but are not limited to: barium, chromium, lead, and 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons ("P AHs"). 

EPA has spent public funds and is considering spending additional public funds to investigate 
and address the releases and/or threatened release(s) at the Site. Unless a potentially responsible 
party ("PRP") or parties commit to properly performing or financing such actions, EPA will 
perform these actions pursuant to Section 104 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. §9604. 

EXPLANATION OF POTENTIAL LIABILITY 

Under CERCLA, specifically Sections 106(a) and 107(a), 42 U.S.C. §§9606(a) and 9607(a), 
Section 7003 of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act ("RCRA"), 42 U.S.C. § 6973, and 
other laws, PRPs may be required to implement cleanup actions deemed necessary by EPA to 
protect public health, welfare, or the environment. PRPs may also be responsible for all costs 
incurred by the Government in responding to any release or threatened release at the Site, unless 
the PRP can show divisibility or any of the other statutory defenses. Such actions and costs may 
include, but are not limited to: expenditures for investigations, planning, response, oversight and 
enforcement activities. 

PRPs include current and former owners and operators ofa Site, as well as persons who arranged 
for treatment and/or disposal of any hazardous substances found at the Site, and persons who 
accepted hazardous substances for transport and selected the Site to which the hazardous 
substances were delivered. 

Based on information gathered during investigations of the Site, EPA believes that CP and MP 
are PRPs under Section 1 07(a) ofCERCLA with respect to the Site. Specifically, EPA has 
reason to believe that CP and MP are the current owners of a portion of the Site. 

OUTLINE OF SITE RESPONSE ACTIVITIES 

TQ date, EPA has taken the following response actions at the Site under the authority of the 
Superfund Program including: 

• 	 A Preliminary Assessment ("P A") and Site Investigation ("SI") at additional 
properties in order to gain a basic understanding ofany risks posed to human 
health and/or the environment by releases or threatened releases from the Site. 

Due to the presence ofhazardous substances at the Site, and in light ofother conditions, EPA has 
determined that there is an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or 
the environment. In response. EPA plans to conduct the following immediate removal activities 
atCP andMP: 

1) 	 Meet with the property owner and tenants to discuss the scope of this proposed removal 
action. 
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2) Document existing property conditions for subsequent restoration. 
3) Remove, to the extent practicable, interference for excavation such as shrubbery, trees, 

outbuildings, playground equipment, or other items as required. 
4) Remove and dispose of contaminated soil as necessary. 
5) Take other actions related to the investigation and removal ofcontaminated soils. 
6) Install a visual marker to delineate contaminated soils (ifany) which may remain at depth 

(beyond 3 feet below surface grade) or which cannot otherwise be excavated. 
7) Implement erosion control measures as determined necessary. 
8) Conduct air monitoring and implement dust control measures as appropriate. 
9) Conduct extent ofcontamination sampling to determine the extent of landfill material to 

be removed; and conduct confirmation sampling as determined necessary by the EPA 
osc. 

10) Perform response actions or oversee the response actions. 
11)Take or evaluate the need to take other response actions. 
12) Repair response related damages, including backfilling with clean fill material, grading, 

and re-establishing vegetation in areas affected by response related activities. 

INVITATION TO PERFORM SITE RESPONSE ACTIVITIES 

Before EPA spends public funds to undertake the removal action at the Site, EPA urges CP and 
MP to participate in removal activities or finance all the removal activities outlined above. Any 
such work performed by CP and MP in their capacities as PRPs may be conducted pursuant to 
administrative order and an EPA-approved workplan, in consultation with the Massachusetts 
Department ofEnvironmental Protection, as authorized by Section 106(a) ofCERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9606(a). Prior to final issuance of such an order, a draft order would be sent to CP and 
MP and their representative for review and comment. Enclosed is a copy ofa summary ofa 
generic Scope ofWork. This document should provide an understanding ofthe types ofplans 
and activities typically required by such an Order. 

Be advised that ifCP and/or MP do not indicate a willingness to perform or finance necessary 
response actions, EPA explicitly reserves any rights it may have to order CP and/or MP to 
undertake such actions under Section 106 ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9606. Failure to comply 
with a Section 106(a) administrative order may result in a fine ofup to $37,500 per day under 
Section 106(b) or imposition of treble damages under Section 107(c) (3) ofCERCLA. Further, 
CP and MP may be held liable under Section 1 07(a) for the cost of the response activities EPA 
performs at the Site and for any damages to natural resources. In addition, by virtue of Section 
113 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613, other PRPs who agree to perform the necessary response 
action may seek contribution protection. 

FINANCIAL CONCERNS/ABILITY TO PAY SETTLEMENTS 

EPA is aware that the financial ability of some PRPs to contribute toward the payment of 
response costs at a Site may be substantially limited. IfCP and MP believe, and can document, 
that they fall within that category, please contact Senior Enforcement Counsel Michelle 
Lauterback listed below for information on "Ability to Pay Settlements." In response, CP and 
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MP will receive a package ofinfonnation about the potential for such settlements. CP and MP 
will be asked to fill out forms about their finances and to submit financial records. 

PRP RESPONSE AND EPA CONTACT 

You should contact EPA within ten (10) business days after receipt of this letter to indicate CP' s 
and MP's willingness to perfonn or finance the response activities outlined above. IfEPA does 
not receive a response within that time, EPA will assume that the CP and/or MP do not wish to 
negotiate a resolution ofits liabilities in connection with the response and that CP and/or MP 
have declined any involvement in perfonning response activities. Be advised, however, that 
liability under CERCLA is joint and several; therefore, each PRP is potentially liable for 
undertaking all response actions or reimbursing the Government for the entire amount of its 
response costs. 

Please provide the name, address, and telephone number ofa designated contact for future 
communications. Your written response, including any technical comments or questions 
concerning the proposed response activities, should be directed to the EPA On-Scene 
Coordinator ("OSC") or the Enforcement Coordinator ("EC") for the Site: 

OSC Wing Chau 

U.S. Envirorunental Protection Agency 


Emergency Response and Removal Section II 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Mail Code OSRR02-2 


Boston, Massachusetts 021 09-39]2 

(617) 918-1254 

EC Sharon Fennelly 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


Emergency Response and Removal Section II 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Mail Code OSRR02-2 


Boston, Massachusetts 02109-3912 

(617) 918-1263 


Legal questions and all communications from counsel should be directed to: 

Michelle Lauterback, Senior Enforcement Counsel 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


Office of Environmental Stewardship (SES) 

5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Mail Code OSRR02-2 


Boston, Massachusetts 021 09-3 912 

(617) 918-1774 


DECISION NOT TO USE SPECIAL NOTICE 

Under Section 122(e) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(e), EPA has the discretionary authority to 
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invoke special notice procedures to formally negotiate the terms ofan agreement between EPA 
and the PRPs to conduct or finance response activities. The use of special notice procedures 
triggers a moratorium on certain EPA activities at the Site while formal negotiations between 
EPA and the PRPs are conducted. 

Due to the exigencies posed by conditions present at the Site, removal activities must be 
conducted as expeditiously as possible. EPA has, therefore decided not to invoke the Section 
122(e) special notice procedures with respect to CERCLA removal actions at this Site. 
Nonetheless, EPA is willing to discuss settlement opportunities without invoking a moratorium, 
but will continue the response action as planned unless such discussions lead expeditiously to a 
settlement. 

ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 

Pursuant to Section 113(k) ofCERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9613(k), EPA will establish an 
administrative record containing documents that serve as the basis of EPA's decision on the 
selection ofa cleanup action for the Site. The Administrative Record files may be inspected and 
comments may be submitted by contacting the OSC for the Site, Wing Chau, at the above 
address. 

The Administrative Record Files with corresponding index should be available for inspection at 
a repository near the Site within sixty (60) days of initiation ofon-site removal activities, as well 
as the Superfund Records Center, U.S.E.P.A. 5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, (617) 918-1414. 

SITE ACTIVITY OUTSIDE EPA ACTIONS 

IfCP and/or MP are already involved in discussions with state or other local authorities or 
involved in a lawsuit regarding this Site, CP and/or MP should continue such activities as they 
see fit. This letter is not intended to advise or direct CP and MP to restrict or discontinue any 
such activities. However, CP and MP are advised to report the status of any such discussions or 
actions in its response to this letter and to provide a copy of their responses to any other parties 
involved in those discussions or actions. 

CONSENT TO ACCESS 

EPA requests written access to the Site, to perform or oversee the response actions discussed 
above. This request is enclosed. 

RESOURCES AND INFORMATION FOR SMALL BUSINESSES 

As you may be aware, on January 11 , 2002, President Bush signed into law the Superfund Small 
Business Liability Relief and Brownfields Revitalization Act. This Act contains several 
exemptions and defenses to CERCLA liability, which we suggest that all parties evaluate. You 
may obtain a copy of the law via the Internet at http://www.epa.gov/swerospslbf/sblrbra.htm 
and review EPA guidance documents regarding these exemptions at 
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http://www.epa.gov/compliance/ resources/policies/cleanup/superfund. 

EPA has created a number ofhelpful resources for small businesses. EPA has established the 
National Compliance Assistance Clearinghouse as well as Compliance Assistance Centers which 
offer various forms ofresources to small businesses. You may inquire about these resources at 
www.epa.gov. In addition, the EPA Small Business Ombudsman may be contacted at 
www.epa.gov/sbo. Finally, EPA developed a fact sheet about the Small Business Regulatory 
Enforcement Fairness Act ("SBREF A"), which is enclosed with this letter. 

PURPOSE AND USE OF THIS NOTICE 

The factual and legal discussions contained in this letter are intended solely to provide notice and 
information. Such discussions are not intended to be, and cannot be, relied upon as EPA's final 
position on any matter set forth herein. 

Please give these matters your immediate attention. If you have any questions regarding this 
letter, please contact Senior Enforcement Counsel Michelle Lauterback at (617) 918-1774. 
Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

By copy ofthis letter, EPA is notifying the Commonwealth ofMassachusetts and the Natural 
Resources Trustees ofEPA's intent to perform, or to enter into negotiations for the performance 
or financing of, response actions at the Site. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

, III, Chief 
Emergency Planning and Response Branch 

Enclosures 

cc: 	 Wing Chau, EPA On-Scene Coordinator - OSRR 
Sharon Fennelly, EPA Enforcement Coordinator- OSRR 
Michelle Lauterback, EPA Senior Enforcement Counsel, OES 
Rebecca Tobin, Counsel, MassDEP 
David Johnston, MassDEP 
Andrew Raddant, Regional Envirorunental Officer - U.S. DOl 
Ken Finkelstein, National Oceanic & Atmospheric Administration- NOAA 
Patti Ludwig, CERCLIS Coordinator - OSRR 
John Carlson, Contracts Management - OSRR 
Antonio J. Pereira, C.P. Properties, LLC and M.P. Properties, LLC 
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SUMMARY OF GENERIC SCOPE OF WORK 


This summary of the Generic Scope of Work is provided for informational purposes only. More 
detailed provisions will be set forth in the site-specific Scope ofWork. Provisions may vary from 
site to site. 

When EPA determines that a Potentially Responsible Party (PRP) has the ability to promptly and properly 
prevent, mitigate, or eliminate the threats posed by hazardous substances at the Site, EPA may issue an 
Administrative Order (Order) to such party (the Respondent) with an attached Scope ofWork (SOW). 
The Order and SOW, among other things, compel the Respondent to develop a plan to clean up the Site. 
The components of the plan (also called a "deliverable") must be submitted to EPA for approval before 
implementation. Detailed instructions for generating each component shall be provided in the SOW. The 
plan shall consist of the components listed below. 

1) Site Security - The Respondent shall provide on-site security service. Site security shall be maintained 
until EPA determines the threats posed by conditions at the Site are eliminated or substantially mitigated. 

2) N~tification of Contractor Selection - The Respondent shall notify EPA ofthe proposed cleanup 
contractor selected to perform work required under the Order. 

3) Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP) - The Respondent shall develop and implement a 
HASP for all activities to be conducted at the Site. The HASP shall be developed to protect all on-site 
personnel and must comply with all applicable health and safety regulations. 

4) Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) - The Respondent shall develop a QAP to be utilized in conducting all 
field and laboratory analysis. The QAP shall ensure that analytical results generated are of known 
quality. 

5) Site Assessment Plan (SAP) - The Respondent shall develop a SAP specifying the overall strategy of 
the field investigative work necessary to characterize site contamination. 

6) Site Assessment- A Site Assessment shall be conducted following EPA approval of the SAP. 

7) Site Assessment Report and Cleanup Plan (SAR/CP)- Following completion of the Site 
Assessment, the Respondent shall develop a SARJCP that summarizes the Site Assessment and proposes 
cleanup methods necessary to substantially mitigate and/or eliminate the threats posed by hazardous 
substances present at the Site. 

8) Site Cleanup - The Site Cleanup shall be conducted according to the EPA approved Cleanup Plan. 

9) Completion of Work Report (CWR) -Upon completion of the Site Cleanup, the Respondent shall 
submit a CWR summarizing the work performed under the Order and SOW and outlining any remaining 
contamination. 

At any time prior to or after the completion of the work specified in this SOW, EPA may determine that 
additional tasks are necessary in order to achieve the objectives of the Order, the SOW and CERCLA. 
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Request for Access: Parker Street Waste Site 
CP Properties, LLC 

CONSENT FOR ACCESS TO PROPERTY 

Site Name: 	 Parker Street Waste Site 
C.P. Properties, LLC 

Site Address: 	 316- 324 Parker Street 
169 Hunter Street 
Map 63, Lot 19 
Map 63- Lot 102 

I consent to the officers, employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, consultants, and other 
authorized representatives of the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") 
entering and having continued access to the above-referenced property for the following 
purposes: 

• 	 Meet with the property owner and tenants to discuss the scope of this proposed 
removal action. 

• 	 Document existing property conditions for subsequent restoration. 
• 	 Remove, to the extent practicable, interference for excavation such as shrubbery, 

trees, outbuildings, playground equipment, or other items as required. 
• 	 Remove and dispose ofcontaminated soil as necessary. 
• 	 Take other actions related to the investigation and removal ofcontaminated soils. 
• 	 Install a visual marker to delineate contaminated soils (if any) which may remain at 

depth (beyond 3 feet below surface grade) or which cannot otherwise be excavated. 
• 	 Implement erosion control measures as determined necessary. 
• 	 Conduct air monitoring and implement dust control measures as appropriate. 
• 	 Conduct extent ofcontamination sampling to determine the extent of landfill 

material to be removed; and conduct confirmation sampling as determined 
necessary by the EPA OSC. 

• 	 Perform response actions or oversee the response actions. 
• 	 Take or evaluate the need to take other response actions. 
• 	 Repair response related damages, including backfilling with clean fill material, 

grading, and re-establishing vegetation in areas affected by response related 
activities. 

I realize that these actions by EPA are undertaken pursuant to EPA's response and enforcement 
authorities under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §9601 ~and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 
42 U.S.C. §6901 et seq. 

I give this written permission voluntarily with knowledge ofmy right to refuse without threats or 
promise ofany kind. 
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Request for Access: Parker Street Waste Site 
CP Properties, LLC 

Date 

Name: 

Title: 

Address: 

Signature of Property Owner or 
Owner's Authorized Representative 

Phone: 
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Request for Access: Parker Street Waste Site 
MP Properties, LLC 

CONSENT FOR ACCESS TO PROPERTY 

Site Name: 	 Parker Street Waste Site 
M.P. Properties, LLC 

Site Address: 	 157 - 159 Hunter Street 
Map 63, Lot 19 

I consent to the officers, employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, consultants, and other 
authorized representatives of the United States Envirorunental Protection Agency ("EPA") 
entering and having continued access to the above-referenced property for the following 
purposes: 

• 	 Meet with the property owner and tenants to discuss the scope of this proposed 
removal action. 

• 	 Document existing property conditions for subsequent restoration. 
• 	 Remove, to the extent practicable, interference for excavation such as shrubbery, 

trees, outbuildings, playground equipment, or other items as required. 
• 	 Remove and dispose of contaminated soil as necessary. 
• 	 Take other actions related to the investigation and removal ofcontaminated soils. 
• 	 Install a visual marker to delineate contaminated soils (if any) which may remain at 

depth (beyond 3 feet below surface grade) or which cannot otherwise be excavated. 
• 	 Implement erosion control measures as determined necessary. 
• 	 Conduct air monitoring and implement dust control measures as appropriate. 
• 	 Conduct extent of contamination sampling to determine the extent of landfill 

material to be removed; and conduct confirmation sampling as determined 
necessary by the EPA OSC. 

• 	 Perform response actions or oversee the response actions. 
• 	 Take or evaluate the need to take other response actions. 
• 	 Repair response related damages, including backfilling with clean fill material, 

grading, and re-establishing vegetation in areas affected by response related 
acti viti es. 

I realize that these actions by EPA are undertaken pursuant to EPA's response and enforcement 
authorities under the Comprehensive Envirorunental Response, Compensation and Liability Act 
of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. §9601 et seq. and the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, 
42 U.S.C. §6901 et seq. 

I give this written permission voluntarily with knowledge ofmy right to refuse without threats or 
promise ofany kind. 
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Request for Access: Parker Street Waste Site 
MP Properties, LLC 

Date Signature ofProperty Owner or 
Owner's Authorized Representative 

Name: 

Title: 

Address: 

Phone: 
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EPA: United States Environmental
News Releases from Region 1 

Protection Agency 
A-Z index 

EPA Begins Clean Up at the Parker Street Waste 
Site in New Bedford, Mass. 

Release date: 11/17/2010 

Contact Information: Jim Murphy, (617) 918-1028 

(Boston, Mass. – Nov. 17, 2010) – Last week, EPA began site mobilization for a soil removal action at the Parker Street 
Waste Site in New Bedford. The work to remove contaminated soil from several residential properties is expected to 
continue through December. 

Work began at the site last week to prepare EPA’s command post and equipment staging areas and to meet with 
homeowners to discuss property specific plans. Preliminary tree and brush clearing activities have begun as well. 

General work hours for clearing areas for soil removal, removing contaminated soil, and replacing it with clean soil will 
occur on Monday through Friday from 8:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m. 

During the excavation activities, work crews handling the contaminated soil will be dressed in protective clothing as a 
routine precautionary measure, including white tyvek coveralls and hard hats. Throughout the clean up, EPA staff and 
contractors will take measures to ensure that conditions are not harmful for people in the surrounding area, such as 
conducting area air monitoring and taking precautions to limit dust. Furthermore, to minimize its impacts to local traffic 
during the peak periods in which school buses are transporting students, EPA will reduce its response related traffic during 
those time periods. 

Late last year, in response to concerns from the community over the scope and pace of environmental assessment and 
cleanup activities, EPA and the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) developed a sampling 
and analysis plan to confirm the perimeter of the site boundaries and evaluate potential soil contamination.   In developing 
this plan, EPA and MassDEP sought input from the community and the City of New Bedford. 

EPA and MassDEP completed the initial phase of the site assessment on 47 properties this past summer. Five properties 
were identified with higher levels of contamination at or near the surface which exceed Massachusetts environmental 
standards for residential properties.  These properties are being addressed during this construction season. EPA will plan 
and implement clean up activities next spring on additional properties with contamination identified in the top three feet of 
soil. 

A team of representatives from EPA, MassDEP, the U.S. Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR) and 
the Massachusetts Department of Public Health, Bureau of Environmental Health (MDPH/BEH) presented the sampling 
results to individual property owners and residents in home visits and availability sessions in September and October. The 
government representatives attended each meeting to explain the analytical results, discuss any health concerns of the 
residents, and talk with property owners about the next steps necessary to address contamination at individual parcels. 

http://yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/6d651d23f5a91b768525735900400c28/0684d8877... 11/23/2010 

http://yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/6d651d23f5a91b768525735900400c28/0684d8877


 

 

 
 

     

       
  

  

  
 

 
  

  

  

 

 

 

   

  
  

 

  

 

 

11/17/2010: EPA Begins Clean Up at the Parker Street Waste Site in New Bedford, Mass. Page 2 of 2 

EPA and MassDEP completed a second round of soil samples in October. The second phase of sampling included 24 

additional properties along the southern and southeastern perimeters of the Parker Street Waste Site.
 

A Parker Street Waste Site Community Update regarding site activities was recently distributed to owners and tenants at all 
properties within the Parker Street area as well as to the Keith Middle School, New Bedford High School, Boys and Girls 
Club, and the town library. EPA and MassDEP plan to hold a public meeting in mid-December to review the soil sampling 
results and EPA’s ongoing cleanup actions and to answer any questions or concerns of community members. 

More information on EPA’s Emergency Response program in New England
 
(http://www.epa.gov/region1/superfund/er/index.html)
 

# # # 

Follow EPA New England on Twitter: http://twitter.com/epanewengland 

Search This Collection | Search All Collections 

Get Region 1 news releases by email 

z Region 1 newsroom 
z Region 1 home 

Recent additions 

11/23/2010	 Town of West Warwick, Rhode Island Industrial Pretreatment Program Recognized for 
Excellence 

11/23/2010	 Town of Mansfield, Massachusetts Industrial Pretreatment Program Recognized for 
Excellence 

11/23/2010	 Town of Merrimack, New Hampshire Industrial Pretreatment Program Recognized for 
Excellence 

11/22/2010	 With Cooler Weather, Advice to New Englanders for Safer, Cleaner Wood-Burning 

11/19/2010	 Unilateral Administrative Order Issued Regarding Mottolo Superfund Site in Raymond, 
N.H. 

http://yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/6d651d23f5a91b768525735900400c28/0684d8877... 11/23/2010 

http://yosemite.epa.gov/opa/admpress.nsf/6d651d23f5a91b768525735900400c28/0684d8877
http://twitter.com/epanewengland
http://www.epa.gov/region1/superfund/er/index.html


 

 

 

 
 

 

 

  

 

 

Administrative Record File Available for the Parker Street Waste Site Removal Action 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announces that the Administrative Record File 
for the removal action at the Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, MA, is available for review.  
EPA seeks to inform the public of the availability of the Administrative Record File and to 
encourage the public to review and comment on it. Removal activities include, but are not limited to, 
the following: documenting existing property conditions for subsequent restoration; excavating 
polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and/or metals-
contaminated surface soils, and removing and disposing of contaminated surface soil as determined 
necessary by EPA; installing a geotextile fabric as a visual marker to delineate contaminated soils (if 
any) which may remain at depth (beyond 3 feet below surface grade) or which cannot otherwise be 
excavated; conducting extent-of-contamination sampling to determine the extent of landfill material 
to be removed, and confirmation sampling as determined necessary by the EPA On-Scene 
Coordinator (OSC); packaging, documenting, and shipping cleanup-generated wastestreams off site 
for disposal at EPA/Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP)-approved 
facilities; and repairing response-related damages, including backfilling with clean fill material, 
grading, and re-establishing vegetation in areas affected by response-related activities.  The extent of 
the removal action will achieve cleanup standards to eliminate Imminent Hazard conditions and 
attain a level of No Significant Risk within the 0- to 3-foot depth, as defined in the Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan (MCP). The site will be referred to MassDEP for any long-term remedial 
measures (including institutional controls and long-term operation and maintenance of any cap that 
is constructed) which may be required to address remaining site risks.  

The Administrative Record File is the collection of documents that formed the basis for the selection 
of a removal action at the site.  Documents in the Administrative Record File include the Action 
Memorandum and the Site Investigation Closure Memorandum. 

The Administrative Record File is available for review at the: 

•	 U.S. EPA Records Center, 5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Boston, Massachusetts, 02109-
3912, (617) 918-1440, by appointment. 

•	 New Bedford Free Public Library, 613 Pleasant Street, New Bedford, MA, 02740, 
(508) 991-6275. 

Written comments on the Administrative Record File should be sent to: On-Scene Coordinator Wing 
Chau, Mail Code OSRR02-2, U.S. EPA Region I, 5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Boston, MA, 
02109-3912. Comments should be sent to the On-Scene Coordinator within 30 days of this 
announcement.  



 

 

 

 

  

 

 

Amended Administrative Record File Available 
for the Parker Street Waste Site Removal Action 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announces that the amended Administrative 
Record File for the removal action at the Parker Street Waste Site, New Bedford, MA, is available 
for review.  EPA seeks to inform the public of the availability of the Administrative Record File and 
to encourage the public to review and comment on it. Under an Action Memorandum Addendum, 
signed on 23 September 2011, the goals of the removal action remain the same as those described in 
the original Action Memorandum, signed on 26 August 2010: to conduct sampling to define the full 
extent of the boundaries of the Site and to remove contaminated surface soils from properties at the 
Site. However, objectives specific to this Addendum include the following: addressing surface soils 
contaminated with hazardous substances within the top foot of soil at the New Bedford Housing 
Authority’s (NBHA)'s Westlawn property, which has activity and use limitations imposed it by 
NBHA, through response actions consistent with the National Contingency Plan (NCP); conducting 
additional sampling, as necessary, to define the boundaries of the Site; removing surface soils 
contaminated with elevated levels of hazardous substances from additional properties; restoring 
properties to pre-excavation conditions to the extent practicable; and transporting and disposing of 
all contaminated material.  

The Administrative Record File is the collection of documents that formed the basis for the selection 
of a removal action at the site.  Documents in the Administrative Record File include the Action 
Memorandum and Addendum, signed 26 August 2010 and 23 September 2011, respectively.  

The Administrative Record File is available for review at the: 

	 U.S. EPA Records Center, 5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Boston, Massachusetts, 02109-
3912, (617) 918-1440, by appointment. 

	 New Bedford Free Public Library, 613 Pleasant Street, New Bedford, MA, 02740, 
(508) 991-6275. 

Written comments on the Administrative Record File should be sent to: On-Scene Coordinator Wing 
Chau, Mail Code OSRR02-2, U.S. EPA Region I, 5 Post Office Square, Suite 100, Boston, MA, 
02109-3912. Comments should be sent to the On-Scene Coordinator within 30 days of this 
announcement.  
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