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I. BACKGROUND
 

A. The United States of America (“United States”), on behalf of the Administrator of the 
United States Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”), filed a complaint in this matter 
pursuant to Sections 106 and 107 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (“CERCLA”), 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606, 9607. 

B. The United States in its complaint seeks, inter alia: (1) reimbursement of costs incurred 
by EPA and the Department of Justice for response actions at the Industri-plex Superfund Site 
(“Site”) in Woburn, Massachusetts, together with accrued interest; and (2) performance of 
studies and response work by the defendants at Operable Unit 2 of the Site consistent with the 
National Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. Part 300 (as amended) (“NCP”). 

C. In accordance with the NCP and Section 121(f)(1)(F) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 
9621(f)(1)(F), EPA notified the Commonwealth of Massachusetts (the “Commonwealth”) on 
March 30, 2006, of negotiations with potentially responsible parties regarding the 
implementation of the remedial design and remedial action for Operable Unit 2, and EPA has 
provided the Commonwealth with an opportunity to participate in such negotiations and be a 
party to this Consent Decree. 

D. In accordance with Section 122(j)(1) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(j)(1), EPA notified 
the Federal natural resource trustees on June 8, 2006 of negotiations with potentially responsible 
parties regarding the release of hazardous substances that may have resulted in injury to the 
natural resources under Federal trusteeship and encouraged the trustees to participate in the 
negotiation of this Consent Decree. 

E. EPA notified the Commonwealth’s natural resource trustee on June 8, 2006 of 
negotiations with potentially responsible parties regarding the release of hazardous substances 
that may have resulted in injury to the natural resources under Commonwealth trusteeship and 
encouraged the trustees to participate in the negotiation of this Consent Decree. 

F. The defendants that have entered into this Consent Decree (“Settling Defendants”) do not 
admit any liability to the Plaintiff arising out of the transactions or occurrences alleged in the 
complaints, nor do they acknowledge that the release or threatened release of hazardous 
substance(s) at or from Operable Unit 2 constitutes an imminent or substantial endangerment to 
the public health or welfare or the environment.  

G. Pursuant to Section 105 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9605, EPA placed the Site on the 
National Priorities List, set forth at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, Appendix B, by publication in the 
Federal Register on September 8, 1983, 48 Fed. Reg. 40658 – 40673. 

H. EPA has divided the remediation of the Industri-plex Site into two discrete actions, or 
Operable Units, as defined in 40 C.F.R. § 300.5.  

I. A Consent Decree governing Operable Unit-1 (OU 1) was entered by the United States 
District Court for the District of Massachusetts on April 24, 1989.  The remediation of OU 1 was 
focused principally on the remediation of contaminated soils, and also called for an interim 
groundwater remedy and the further study of surface and groundwater contamination at the Site.  

- 1 -




          

 

 
   

 

 

 

 

Case 1:08-cv-10325-MLW Document 11 Filed 11/24/2008 Page 5 of 58 

Settling Defendants, among others, were parties to the OU 1 Consent Decree.   

J. In June, 2005, EPA issued the final Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (“RI/FS”) 
for Operable Unit 2 at the Site. Operable Unit 2 focuses on the remediation of groundwater, 
surface water, sediment, and soil contamination within the second operable unit at the Site 
identified in EPA’s Record of Decision dated January 31, 2006.  The RI/FS for the Industri-plex 
Site OU 2 incorporates, among other things, investigations performed with respect to Operable 
Unit 3 at the Wells G&H Site.  The Wells G&H Site, located in Woburn, Massachusetts, was 
placed on EPA’s National Priorities List on September 8, 1983, 48 Fed. Reg. 40658 – 40673. 

K. Pursuant to Section 117 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9617, EPA published notice of the 
completion of the FS and of the proposed plan for remedial action for Industri-Plex Site 
Operable Unit 2 on June 29, 2005, in a major local newspaper of general circulation.  EPA 
provided an opportunity for written and oral comments from the public on the proposed plan for 
remedial action.  A copy of the transcript of the public meetings is available to the public as part 
of the administrative record upon which the Regional Administrator based the selection of the 
response action. 

L. The decision by EPA on the Remedial Action to be implemented at Operable Unit 2 is 
embodied in a final Record of Decision (“ROD”), executed on January 31, 2006, on which the 
Commonwealth has given its concurrence.  The ROD includes a responsiveness summary to the 
public comments.  Notice of the final plan was published in accordance with Section 117(b) of 
CERCLA. 

M. Based on the information presently available to EPA, EPA believes that the Work will be 
properly and promptly conducted by the Settling Defendants if conducted in accordance with the 
requirements of this Consent Decree and its appendices. 

N. Solely for the purposes of Section 113(j) of CERCLA, the Remedial Action selected by 
the ROD and the Work to be performed by the Settling Defendants shall constitute a response 
action taken or ordered by the President. 

O. The Parties recognize, and the Court by entering this Consent Decree finds, that this 
Consent Decree has been negotiated by the Parties in good faith, and implementation of this 
Consent Decree will expedite the cleanup of Operable Unit 2 and will avoid prolonged and 
complicated litigation between the Parties, and that this Consent Decree is fair, reasonable, and 
in the public interest. 

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby Ordered, Adjudged, and Decreed: 

II. JURISDICTION 

1. This Court has jurisdiction over the subject matter of this action pursuant to 28 
U.S.C. §§ 1331 and 1345, and 42 U.S.C. §§ 9606, 9607, and 9613(b).  This Court also has 
personal jurisdiction over the Settling Defendants.  Solely for the purposes of this Consent 
Decree and the underlying complaint, Settling Defendants waive all objections and defenses that 
they may have to jurisdiction of the Court or to venue in this District.  Settling Defendants shall 
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not challenge the terms of this Consent Decree or this Court’s jurisdiction to enter and enforce 
this Consent Decree. 

III. PARTIES BOUND 

2. This Consent Decree applies to and is binding upon the United States and upon 
Settling Defendants and their successors and assigns.  Any change in ownership or corporate 
status of a Settling Defendant including, but not limited to, any transfer of assets or real or 
personal property, shall in no way alter such Settling Defendant’s responsibilities under this 
Consent Decree. 

3. Settling Defendants shall provide a copy of this Consent Decree to each 
contractor hired to perform the Work (as defined below) required by this Consent Decree and to 
each person representing any Settling Defendant with respect to Operable Unit 2 or the Work 
and shall condition all contracts entered into hereunder upon performance of the Work in 
conformity with the terms of this Consent Decree.  Settling Defendants or their contractors shall 
provide written notice of the Consent Decree to all subcontractors hired to perform any portion 
of the Work required by this Consent Decree.  Settling Defendants shall nonetheless be 
responsible for ensuring that their contractors and subcontractors perform the Work 
contemplated herein in accordance with this Consent Decree.  With regard to the activities 
undertaken pursuant to this Consent Decree, each contractor and subcontractor shall be deemed 
to be in a contractual relationship with the Settling Defendants within the meaning of Section 
107(b)(3) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607(b)(3). 

IV. DEFINITIONS 

4. Unless otherwise expressly provided herein, terms used in this Consent Decree 
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 Consent Decree or in the appendices attached hereto and incorporated hereunder, the 
following definitions shall apply: 

“CERCLA” shall mean the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and 
Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 9601 et seq. 

“Commonwealth” shall mean the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

“Consent Decree” shall mean this Decree and all appendices attached hereto (listed in 
Section XXIX). In the event of conflict between this Decree and any appendix, this Decree shall 
control. 

“Day” shall mean a calendar day unless expressly stated to be a working day.  “Working 
day” shall mean a day other than a Saturday, Sunday, or Federal holiday.  In computing any 
period of time under this Consent Decree, where the last day would fall on a Saturday, Sunday, 
or Federal holiday, the period shall run until the close of business of the next working day. 

“MassDEP” shall mean the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection and 
any successor departments or agencies of the Commonwealth. 
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“Effective Date” shall be the effective date of this Consent Decree as provided in 
Paragraph 112. 

“EPA” shall mean the United States Environmental Protection Agency and any successor 
departments or agencies of the United States. 

“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 Consent Decree, verifying the Work, or otherwise implementing, 
overseeing, or enforcing this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to, payroll costs, 
contractor costs, travel costs, laboratory costs, the costs incurred pursuant to Sections IX 
(including, but not limited to, the cost of attorney time and any monies to be paid to secure 
access and/or to secure, implement, or administer institutional controls including, but not limited 
to, the amount of just compensation, and costs incurred in the management or administration of 
Institutional Controls following implementation), XV, and XVI.  Future Response Costs shall 
also include all Interim Response Costs, and all Interest on the Past Response Costs that Settling 
Defendants have agreed to pay that has accrued pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a) during the 
period from September 30, 2005 to the effective date of this Consent Decree.   

“Institutional Controls” shall mean those aspects of the remedy involving legal and 
administrative measures, but not engineering controls, that ensure the long-term effectiveness 
and protectiveness of response actions performed at the Site, as set forth in Section IX. 

“Interim Response Costs” shall mean all costs, including direct and indirect costs, (a) 
paid by the United States in connection with Operable Unit 2 including Wells G&H Superfund 
Site Operable Unit 3 between September 30, 2005, and the Effective Date, or (b) incurred by the 
United States prior to the Effective Date but paid after that date.  

“Interest” shall mean:  for payments owed to the United States in accordance with 42 
U.S.C. § 9607(a), 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 of 
each year. The applicable rate of interest shall be the rate in effect at the time the interest 
accrues. The rate of interest for payments owed to the United States is subject to change on 
October 1 of each year. 

“Massachusetts Contingency Plan” or “MCP” shall mean the regulations promulgated 
pursuant to M.G.L. c. 21E, codified at 310 C.M.R. 40.0000, et seq., and any amendments thereto. 

“M.G.L. c. 21C” shall mean the Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Management Act, as 
amended. 

“M.G.L. c. 21E” or “Chapter 21E” shall mean the Massachusetts Oil and Hazardous 
Materials Release Prevention and Response Act, as amended. 

“National Contingency Plan” or “NCP” shall mean the National Oil and Hazardous 
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan promulgated pursuant to Section 105 of CERCLA, 42 
U.S.C. § 9605, codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 300, and any amendments thereto. 

- 4 -



          

 

 
   

 

Case 1:08-cv-10325-MLW Document 11 Filed 11/24/2008 Page 8 of 58 

“Operation and Maintenance” or “O & M” shall mean all operation and maintenance 
activities required to maintain the effectiveness of the Remedial Action as required under the 
Operation and Maintenance Plan approved or developed by EPA pursuant to this Consent Decree 
and the Statement of Work (SOW) including, without limitation, the IC Inspection and 
Monitoring Plan. 

“Operable Unit 1” or “OU1” shall mean the first operable unit at the Site identified in 
EPA’s Record of Decision dated September 30, 1986.  A map showing the area encompassed by 
OU 1 is attached as Appendix A to this Consent Decree. 

“Operable Unit 2” or “OU2” shall mean the second operable unit at the Site identified in 
EPA’s Record of Decision dated January 31, 2006.  A map showing the area encompassed by 
OU 2 is attached as Appendix B to this Consent Decree. 

“Paragraph” shall mean a portion of this Consent Decree identified by an Arabic numeral 
or an upper case letter. 

“Parties” shall mean the United States, and the Settling Defendants. 

“Past Response Costs” shall mean all costs, including, but not limited to, direct and 
indirect costs, that the United States paid at or in connection with Operable Unit 2, including 
Wells G&H Superfund Site Operable Unit 3 through September 30, 2005, plus Interest on all 
such costs which has accrued pursuant to 42 U.S.C. § 9607(a), through such date. 

“Performance Standards” shall mean the cleanup standards and other measures of 
achievement of the goals of the Remedial Action, set forth in Section L of the ROD and Section 
IV of the SOW. 

“Plaintiff” shall mean the United States. 

“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). 

“Record of Decision” or “ROD” shall mean the EPA Record of Decision relating to OU2 
at the Site entitled “Industri-plex Superfund Site Operable Unit-2 (and including Wells G&H 
Superfund Site Operable Unit 3), ”signed on January 31, 2006, by the Regional Administrator,  
EPA Region 1-New England, or his delegate, and all attachments thereto.  The ROD is attached 
as Appendix C. 

“Remedial Action” shall mean those activities, except for Operation and Maintenance, 
required to implement the ROD, in accordance with the SOW and the final Remedial Design and 
Remedial Action Work Plans and other plans approved by EPA.   

“Remedial Action Work Plan” shall mean the document developed pursuant to Paragraph 
11 of this Consent Decree and approved by EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and 
comment by the Commonwealth, and any amendments thereto. 
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“Remedial Design” shall mean those activities to be undertaken by the Settling 
Defendants to develop the final plans and specifications for the Remedial Action pursuant to the 
Remedial Design Work Plan. 

“Remedial Design Work Plan” shall mean the document developed pursuant to Paragraph 
11 of this Consent Decree and approved by EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and 
comment by the Commonwealth, and any amendments thereto. 

“Section” shall mean a portion of this Consent Decree identified by a roman numeral. 

“Settling Defendants” shall mean Bayer CropScience Inc. and Pharmacia Corporation. 

“Site” shall mean OU 1 and OU 2 of the Industri-plex Superfund Site.  

“State” shall mean the Commonwealth of Massachusetts. 

“Statement of Work” or “SOW” shall mean the statement of work for implementation of 
the Remedial Design, Remedial Action, and Operation and Maintenance at Operable Unit 2, as 
set forth in Appendix D to this Consent Decree and any modifications made in accordance with 
this Consent Decree. 

“Supervising Contractor” shall mean the principal contractor retained by the Settling 
Defendants to supervise and direct the implementation of the Work under this Consent Decree. 

“United States” shall mean the United States of America. 

“Waste Material” shall mean (1) any “hazardous substance” under Section 101(14) of 
CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9601(14); (2) any pollutant or contaminant under Section 101(33), 42 
U.S.C. § 9601(33); (3) any “solid waste” under Section 1004(27) of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 
6903(27); and (4) any “hazardous material” or “oil” under the Massachusetts Oil and Hazardous 
Release Prevention and Response Act, M.G.L. c. 21E, 2; and (5) any “hazardous waste” under 
the Massachusetts Hazardous Waste Management Act, M.G.L. c. 21C, 2. 

“Work” shall mean all activities Settling Defendants are required to perform under this 
Consent Decree, including all Operation and Maintenance, except those required by Section 
XXV (Retention of Records). 

V. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

5. Objectives of the Parties.  The objectives of the Parties in entering into this 
Consent Decree are to protect public health or welfare or the environment at Operable Unit 2 by 
the design and implementation of response actions for Operable Unit 2 by the Settling 
Defendants, to reimburse response costs of the Plaintiff, and to resolve the claims of Plaintiff 
against Settling Defendants as provided in this Consent Decree. 

6. Commitments by Settling Defendants. 

(a) Settling Defendants shall finance and perform the Work in accordance with this 
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Consent Decree, the ROD, the SOW, and all work plans and other plans, 
standards, specifications, and schedules set forth herein or developed by Settling 
Defendants and approved by EPA, pursuant to this Consent Decree.  Settling 
Defendants shall also reimburse the United States for Past Response Costs and 
Future Response Costs as provided in this Consent Decree. 

(b)	 The obligations of Settling Defendants to finance and perform the Work, and to 
pay amounts owed the United States under this Consent Decree are joint and 
several. In the event of the insolvency or other failure of any one or more Settling 
Defendants to implement the requirements of this Consent Decree, the remaining 
Settling Defendants shall complete all such requirements.  

7. Compliance With Applicable Law. All activities undertaken by Settling 
Defendants pursuant to this Consent Decree shall be performed in accordance with the 
requirements of all applicable federal and state laws and regulations.  Settling Defendants must 
also comply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of all Federal and State 
environmental laws as set forth in the ROD and the SOW (“ARARs”).  The activities conducted 
pursuant to this Consent Decree, if approved by EPA, shall be considered to be consistent with 
the NCP. 

8.	 Permits. 

(a)	 As provided in Section 121(e) of CERCLA and Section 300.400(e) of the NCP, 
no permit shall be required for any portion of the Work conducted entirely on-Site 
(i.e., within the areal extent of contamination or in very close proximity to the 
contamination and necessary for implementation of the Work).  Where any 
portion of the Work that is not on-Site requires a federal or state permit or 
approval, Settling Defendants shall submit timely and complete applications and 
take all other actions necessary to obtain all such permits or approvals. 

(b)	 The Settling Defendants may seek relief under the provisions of Section XVIII 
(Force Majeure) of this Consent Decree for any delay in the performance of the 
Work resulting from a failure to obtain, or a delay in obtaining, any permit 
required for the Work. 

(c)	 This Consent Decree is not, and shall not be construed to be, a permit issued 
pursuant to any federal or State statute or regulation. 

VI. PERFORMANCE OF THE WORK BY SETTLING DEFENDANTS 

9. The Settling Defendants shall perform the Work at Operable Unit 2 as described 
in this Consent Decree, in the Record of Decision attached as Appendix C, and in the Statement 
of Work, which the Parties agree is consistent with the ROD, attached as Appendix D.  The 
ROD, the SOW, and all modifications to the SOW are hereby incorporated by reference and 
made a part of this Decree. 
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10.	 Selection of Supervising Contractor. 

(a)	 All aspects of the Work to be performed by Settling Defendants pursuant to 
Sections VI (Performance of the Work by Settling Defendants), VII (Remedy 
Review), VIII (Quality Assurance, Sampling, and Data Analysis), and XV 
(Emergency Response) of this Consent Decree shall be under the direction and 
supervision of the Supervising Contractor, the selection of which shall be subject 
to disapproval by EPA. Within thirty (30) days after the lodging of this Consent 
Decree, Settling Defendants shall notify EPA and the Commonwealth in writing 
of the name, title, and qualifications of any contractor proposed to be the 
Supervising Contractor. With respect to any contractor proposed to be 
Supervising Contractor, Settling Defendants shall demonstrate that the proposed 
contractor has a quality system that complies with ANSI/ASQC E4-1994, 
“Specifications and Guidelines for Quality Systems for Environmental Data 
Collection and Environmental Technology Programs,” (American National 
Standard, January 5, 1995), by submitting a copy of the proposed contractor’s 
Quality Management Plan (QMP). The QMP should be prepared in accordance 
with “EPA Requirements for Quality Management Plans (QA/R-2)” (EPA/240/B-
01/002, March 2001) or equivalent documentation as determined by EPA.  EPA 
will issue a notice of disapproval or an authorization to proceed.  If at any time 
thereafter, Settling Defendants propose to change a Supervising Contractor, 
Settling Defendants shall give such notice to EPA and the Commonwealth and 
must obtain an authorization to proceed from EPA, before the new Supervising 
Contractor performs, directs, or supervises any Work under this Consent Decree. 

(b)	 If EPA disapproves a proposed Supervising Contractor, EPA will notify Settling 
Defendants in writing. Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA and the 
Commonwealth a list of contractors, including the qualifications of each 
contractor, that would be acceptable to them within thirty (30) days of receipt of 
EPA’s disapproval of the contractor previously proposed.  EPA will provide 
written notice of the names of any contractor(s) that it disapproves and an 
authorization to proceed with respect to any of the other contractors.  Settling 
Defendants may select any contractor from that list that is not disapproved and 
shall notify EPA and the Commonwealth of the name of the contractor selected 
within twenty-one (21) days of EPA’s authorization to proceed. 

(c)	 If EPA fails to provide written notice of its authorization to proceed or 
disapproval as provided in this Paragraph, and this failure prevents the Settling 
Defendants from meeting one or more deadlines in a plan approved by the EPA 
pursuant to this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants may seek relief under the 
provisions of Section XVIII (Force Majeure) hereof. 

11.	 Remedial Design. 

(a)	 Settling Defendants shall submit a Design schedule pursuant to Sections V.A and 
V.B of the SOW attached as Appendix D, and a work plan for the design of the 
Remedial Action at Operable Unit 2 (“Remedial Design Work Plan” or “RD 
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Work Plan”) in accordance with Section V.B of the SOW attached as Appendix 
D, for EPA review and approval or modification or disapproval.  The Remedial 
Design Work Plan shall provide for the design of the remedy set forth in the ROD 
and this Consent Decree, in accordance with the SOW, and for achievement of the 
Performance Standards and other requirements set forth in the ROD, this Consent 
Decree and/or the SOW.  Upon its approval by EPA, the Remedial Design Work 
Plan and all other plans, submittals, and deliverables under Section V of the 
SOW, shall be incorporated into and become enforceable under this Consent 
Decree. The Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA for approval, a Health and 
Safety Plan for field design activities, including field design activities conducted 
pursuant to Paragraph 11(c), below, which conforms to the applicable 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration and EPA requirements including, 
but not limited to, 29 C.F.R. § 1910.120, and all other Remedial Design plans, 
submittals and deliverables described in the SOW, in accordance with the 
approved Design schedule. 

(b)	 Upon approval of the Remedial Design Work Plan by EPA, and submittal of the 
Health and Safety Plan for all field activities to EPA and the Commonwealth, 
Settling Defendants shall implement the Remedial Design Work Plan. The 
Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA and the Commonwealth all plans, 
submittals and other deliverables required under the approved Remedial Design 
Work Plan in accordance with the approved schedule for review and approval 
pursuant to Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans and Other Submissions). Unless 
otherwise directed by EPA, Settling Defendants shall not commence further 
Remedial Design activities at Operable Unit 2 prior to approval of the Remedial 
Design Work Plan.  Upon approval by EPA of the other Remedial Design 
deliverables required under the SOW, Settling Defendants shall implement the 
activities required by such deliverables. 

(c)	 In addition to the Remedial Design activities set forth in Paragraphs 11(a) & (b), 
above, Settling Defendants will be permitted to simultaneously perform studies to 
formulate an alternative approach to performing a remedial action in the HBHA 
Pond. Settling Defendants may choose to submit a work plan for these studies to 
EPA for review and comment and EPA shall determine, in its sole discretion, 
whether to review and comment on such work plan.  Any such review and 
comment by EPA will be subject to the provisions of Paragraph 57 (Payments for 
Future Response Costs). After conducting such studies, if Settling Defendants 
propose that EPA adopt an alternative remedy for the HBHA Pond, EPA shall 
consider, in view of the Performance Standards, any of the other objectives of the 
ROD and in accordance with the NCP, after a reasonable opportunity for review 
and comment by the Commonwealth, whether to adopt such an alternative 
remedy.  However, EPA shall be required to consider whether to adopt such an 
alternative remedy only if the Settling Defendants submit their proposed 
alternative remedy to EPA, with all backup information, on or before the time 
when the 30% Design Submission is due under the SOW.  If EPA approves an 
alternative remedy proposed by the Settling Defendants for the HBHA Pond, in 
accordance with CERCLA and the NCP, Settling Defendants shall implement it.  
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EPA’s determination as to whether to adopt any such alternative remedy shall be 
subject to the dispute resolution procedures set forth at Paragraph 74(d).  This 
shall be the Settling Defendants’ sole administrative or judicial process in relation 
to such alternative remedy. 

12.	 Remedial Action. 

(a)	 Within thirty (30) days after the approval of the final design submittal, Settling 
Defendants shall submit to EPA and the Commonwealth a work plan for the 
performance of the Remedial Action at Operable Unit 2 (“Remedial Action Work 
Plan”). The Remedial Action Work Plan shall provide for construction and 
implementation of the remedy set forth in the ROD and achievement of the 
Performance Standards, in accordance with this Consent Decree, the ROD, the 
SOW, and the design plans and specifications developed in accordance with the 
Remedial Design Work Plan approved by EPA pursuant to Paragraph 11(a).  
Upon its approval by EPA, the Remedial Action Work Plan, and all other plans, 
submittals and deliverables under Section VI of the SOW, shall be incorporated 
into and become enforceable under this Consent Decree.  At the same time as they 
submit the Remedial Action Work Plan, Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA 
and the Commonwealth a Health and Safety Plan for field activities required by 
the Remedial Action Work Plan which conforms to the applicable Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration and EPA requirements including, but not 
limited to, 29 C.F.R. § 1910.120.  The Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA 
for approval all other Remedial Action plans, submittals and deliverables 
described in the SOW, in accordance with the schedule set forth in the SOW and 
the approved Remedial Action Work Plan. 

(b)	 Upon approval of the Remedial Action Work Plan by EPA, Settling Defendants 
shall implement the activities required under the Remedial Action Work Plan.  
The Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA and the Commonwealth all plans, 
submittals, or other deliverables required under the approved Remedial Action 
Work Plan in accordance with the approved schedule for review and approval 
pursuant to Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans and Other Submissions). Unless 
otherwise directed by EPA, Settling Defendants shall not commence physical 
Remedial Action activities at Operable Unit 2 prior to approval of the Remedial 
Action Work Plan.  Upon approval by EPA of the other Remedial Action 
deliverables required under the SOW, Settling Defendants shall implement the 
activities required by such deliverables. 

(c)	 The Settling Defendants shall continue to implement the Remedial Action and 
O&M until the Performance Standards are achieved and for so long thereafter as 
is otherwise required under this Consent Decree.   

13. Modification of the SOW or Related Work Plans. If EPA determines that 
modification to the work specified in the SOW and/or in work plans developed pursuant to the 
SOW is necessary to achieve and maintain the Performance Standards or to carry out and 
maintain the effectiveness of the remedy set forth in the ROD, EPA may require that such 
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modification be incorporated in the SOW and/or such work plans.  Provided, however, that a 
modification may only be required pursuant to this Paragraph to the extent that it is consistent 
with the scope of the remedy selected in the ROD. 

(a)	 For the purposes of this Paragraph 13, the “scope of the remedy selected in the 
ROD” is defined as the remedial actions required to address the unacceptable 
risks present in OU 2, as described in Section L of the ROD. Generally, these 
remedial actions consist of: dredging and off-Site disposal of contaminated 
sediments; use of the northern portion of HBHA Pond as a treatment and 
sediment retention area; construction of permeable and impermeable caps to 
prevent contaminated groundwater plumes from discharging into surface water 
and the downstream migration of contaminants; establishing Institutional Controls 
to restrict contact with soils, groundwater, or deeper interior wetland sediments 
with concentrations above Performance Standards, protection of the selected 
remedy, and long-term inspection and monitoring of the Institutional Controls; 
compensation of any loss of wetland functions associated with the selected 
remedy; in-situ enhanced bioremediation of groundwater plumes, if selected by 
EPA, consistent with the SOW; and long-term monitoring of the groundwater, 
surface water, and sediments. 

(b)	 If Settling Defendants object to any modification determined by EPA to be 
necessary pursuant to this Paragraph, they may seek dispute resolution pursuant to 
Section XIX (Dispute Resolution), Paragraph 74 (record review).  The SOW 
and/or related work plans shall be modified in accordance with final resolution of 
the dispute. 

(c)	 Settling Defendants shall implement any work required by any modifications 
incorporated in the SOW and/or in work plans developed pursuant to the SOW in 
accordance with this Paragraph. 

(d)	 Nothing in this Paragraph shall be construed to limit EPA’s authority to require 
performance of further response actions as otherwise provided in this Consent 
Decree. 

14. Settling Defendants acknowledge and agree that nothing in this Consent Decree, 
the SOW, or the Remedial Design, or Remedial Action Work Plans constitutes a warranty or 
representation of any kind by Plaintiff that compliance with the work requirements set forth in 
the SOW and the Work Plans will achieve the Performance Standards. 

15. Settling Defendants shall, prior to any off-Site shipment of Waste Material from 
Operable Unit 2 to an out-of-state waste management facility, provide written notification to the 
appropriate state environmental official in the receiving facility’s state and to the EPA Project 
Coordinator of such shipment of Waste Material.  However, this notification requirement shall 
not apply to any off-Site shipments when the total volume of all such shipments will not exceed 
10 cubic yards. 
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(a)	 The Settling Defendants shall include in the written notification the following 
information, where available: (i) the name and location of the facility to which the 
Waste Material is to be shipped; (ii) the type and quantity of the Waste Material 
to be shipped; (iii) the expected schedule for the shipment of the Waste Material; 
and (iv) the method of transportation. The Settling Defendants 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. 

(b)	 The identity of the receiving facility and state will be determined by the Settling 
Defendants following the award of the contract for Remedial Action construction.  
The Settling Defendants shall provide the information required by Paragraph 
15(a) as soon as practicable after the award of the contract and before the Waste 
Material is actually shipped. 

(c)	 Before shipping any hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants from the 
Site to an off-site location, Settling Defendants shall obtain EPA’s certification 
that the proposed receiving facility is operating in compliance with the 
requirements of CERCLA Section 121(d)(3) and 40 C.F.R. § 300.440.  Settling 
Defendants 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 regulations cited in the preceding sentence. 

VII. REMEDY REVIEW 

16. Periodic Review. Settling Defendants shall conduct any studies and 
investigations as requested by EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by 
the Commonwealth, in order to permit EPA to conduct reviews of whether the Remedial Action 
is protective of human health and the environment at least every five years as required by Section 
121(c) of CERCLA and any applicable regulations. 

17. EPA Selection of Further Response Actions. If EPA determines, at any time, that 
the Remedial Action is not protective of human health and the environment, EPA may select 
further response actions for the Site, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by 
the Commonwealth, in accordance with the requirements of CERCLA and the NCP. 

18. Opportunity To Comment. Settling Defendants and, if required by Sections 
113(k)(2) or 117 of CERCLA, the public, will be provided with an opportunity to comment on 
any further response actions proposed by EPA as a result of the review conducted pursuant to 
Section 121(c) of CERCLA and to submit written comments for the record during the comment 
period. 

19. Settling Defendants’ Obligation To Perform Further Response Actions. If EPA 
selects further response actions for the Site, after a reasonable opportunity for review and 
comment by the Commonwealth, the Settling Defendants shall undertake such further response 
actions to the extent that the reopener conditions in Paragraph 91 or Paragraph 92 (United States’ 
reservations of liability based on unknown conditions or new information) are satisfied.  Settling 
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Defendants may invoke the procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) to dispute 
(i) EPA’s determination that the reopener conditions of Paragraph 91 or Paragraph 92 of Section 
XXI (Covenants Not To Sue by Plaintiff) are satisfied; (ii) EPA’s determination that the 
Remedial Action is not protective of human health and the environment; or (ii) EPA’s selection, 
after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the Commonwealth, of the further 
response actions. Disputes pertaining to whether the Remedial Action is protective or to EPA’s 
selection of further response actions shall be resolved pursuant to Paragraph 74 (record review).  

20. Submissions of Plans. If Settling Defendants are required to perform the further 
response actions pursuant to Paragraph 19, they shall submit a plan for such work to EPA and the 
Commonwealth for approval in accordance with the procedures set forth in Section VI 
(Performance of the Work by Settling Defendants) and shall implement the plan approved by 
EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the Commonwealth, in 
accordance with the provisions of this Decree. 

VIII. QUALITY ASSURANCE, SAMPLING, AND DATA ANALYSIS 

21. Settling Defendants shall use quality assurance, quality control, and chain of 
custody procedures for all samples in accordance with “EPA Requirements for Quality 
Assurance Project Plans (QA/R5)” (EPA/240/B-01/003, March 2001), “Region I, EPA-New 
England Compendium of Quality Assurance Project Plan Requirements and Guidance,” (U.S. 
EPA-New England Region I Quality Assurance Unit Staff, Office of Environmental 
Measurement and Evaluation; October 1999 Final), “Guidance for Quality Assurance Project 
Plans (QA/G-5)” (EPA/240/R-02/009, December 2002), and subsequent amendments to such 
guidelines upon notification by EPA to Settling Defendants of such amendment.  Amended 
guidelines shall apply only to procedures conducted after such notification.  Prior to the 
commencement of any sampling or monitoring project under this Consent Decree, Settling 
Defendants shall submit to EPA for approval, after a reasonable opportunity for review and 
comment by the Commonwealth, a Sampling Analysis Plan (“SAP”) which includes, among 
other things, a Quality Assurance Project Plan (“QAPP”), that is consistent with the SOW, the 
NCP, and applicable guidance documents.  If relevant to the proceeding, the Parties agree that 
validated sampling data generated in accordance with the QAPP(s) and reviewed and approved 
by EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the Commonwealth, shall be 
admissible as evidence, without objection, in any proceeding under this Decree.  Settling 
Defendants shall ensure that EPA and Commonwealth personnel and their authorized 
representatives are allowed access at reasonable times to all laboratories utilized by Settling 
Defendants in implementing this Consent Decree. In addition, Settling Defendants shall ensure 
that such laboratories shall analyze all samples submitted by EPA pursuant to the QAPP for 
quality assurance monitoring.  Settling Defendants shall ensure that the laboratories they utilize 
for the analysis of samples taken pursuant to this Decree perform all analyses according to 
accepted EPA methods.  Accepted EPA methods consist of those methods which are documented 
in the “Contract Lab Program Statement of Work for Inorganic Analysis” and the “Contract Lab 
Program Statement of Work for Organic Analysis,” dated February 1988, and any amendments 
made thereto during the course of the implementation of this Decree; however, upon approval by 
EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the Commonwealth, the Settling 
Defendants may use other analytical methods which are as stringent as or more stringent than the 
CLP-approved methods.  Settling Defendants shall ensure that all laboratories they use for 
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analysis of samples taken pursuant to this Consent Decree participate in an EPA or EPA-
equivalent QA/QC program.  Settling Defendants shall only use laboratories that have a 
documented Quality System which complies with ANSI/ASQC E4-1994, “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.  Settling Defendants shall ensure that all field methodologies utilized in 
collecting samples for subsequent analysis pursuant to this Decree will be conducted in 
accordance with the procedures set forth in the QAPP approved by EPA. 

22. Upon request, the Settling Defendants shall allow split or duplicate samples to be 
taken by EPA and MassDEP or their authorized representatives.  Settling Defendants shall notify 
EPA and MassDEP not less than twenty-eight (28) days in advance of any sample collection 
activity unless shorter notice is agreed to by EPA and MassDEP.  In addition, EPA and 
MassDEP shall have the right to take any additional samples that EPA or MassDEP deems 
necessary. Upon request, EPA and MassDEP shall allow the Settling Defendants to take split or 
duplicate samples of any samples it takes as part of the Plaintiff’s oversight of the Settling 
Defendants’ implementation of the Work. 

23. Settling Defendants shall submit five (5) copies to EPA and two (2) copies to the 
Commonwealth of the results of all sampling and/or tests or other data obtained or generated by 
or on behalf of Settling Defendants with respect to Operable Unit 2 and/or the implementation of 
this Consent Decree unless EPA agrees otherwise. 

24. Notwithstanding any provision of this Consent Decree, the United States hereby 
retains all of its information gathering and inspection authorities and rights, including 
enforcement actions related thereto, under CERCLA, RCRA, and any other applicable Federal 
statutes or regulations. 

IX. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS 

25. If the property addressed by Operable Unit 2 where access and/or land/water use 
restrictions are needed to implement this Consent Decree, or any other property where access 
and/or land/water use restrictions are needed to implement this Consent Decree, is owned or 
controlled by any of the Settling Defendants, such Settling Defendant shall: 

(a)	 commencing on the date of lodging of this Consent Decree, provide the United 
States, the Commonwealth, and their representatives, including EPA, MassDEP, 
and their contractors, with access at all reasonable times to the property addressed 
by Operable Unit 2, or such other property, for the purpose of conducting any 
activity related to this Consent Decree including, but not limited to, the following 
activities: 

(i)	 Monitoring the Work; 
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(ii)	 Verifying any data or information submitted to the United States and the 
Commonwealth; 

(iii)	 Conducting investigations relating to contamination at or near Operable 
Unit 2; 

(iv)	 Obtaining samples; 

(v)	 Assessing the need for, planning, or implementing additional response 
actions at or near Operable Unit 2; 

(vi)	 Assessing implementation of quality assurance and quality control 
practices as defined in the approved Quality Assurance Project Plans; 

(vii)	 Implementing the Work pursuant to the conditions set forth in Section VI 
of this Consent Decree; 

(viii)	 Inspecting and copying records, operating logs, contracts, or other 
documents maintained or generated by Settling Defendants or their agents, 
consistent with Section XXIV (Access to Information);   

(ix)	 Assessing Settling Defendants’ compliance with this Consent Decree; and 

(x)	 Determining whether the property addressed by Operable Unit 2 or other 
property is being used in a manner that is prohibited or restricted, or that 
may need to be prohibited or restricted, by or pursuant to this Consent 
Decree; 

(b)	 commencing on the date of lodging of this Consent Decree, refrain from using the 
property addressed by Operable Unit 2 where land/water use restrictions are 
needed to implement this Consent Decree, or such other property where 
land/water use restrictions are needed to implement this Consent Decree, in any 
manner that would interfere with or adversely affect the integrity or 
protectiveness of the remedial measures to be implemented pursuant to this 
Consent Decree or cause unacceptable risk to human health.  Such restrictions 
include, but are not limited to: 

(i)	 there shall be no disturbance of the surface or subsurface of that portion of 
the property within Operable Unit 2 approximately depicted on ROD 
Figure J-6 as requiring Cap Protection Institutional Controls, including, 
but not limited to, by filling, drilling, excavating, removing topsoil, rock 
or minerals, plowing, planting or cultivating, or changing the topography 
in any manner that would adversely affect the integrity of the Remedial 
Action; 

(ii)	 there shall be no disturbance of the surface or subsurface of that portion of 
the property within Operable Unit 2 approximately depicted on ROD 
Figures J-1 and J-2 as requiring Soil Exposure Institutional Controls, 
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including, but not limited to, by filling, drilling, excavating, removing 
topsoil, rock or minerals, plowing, planting or cultivating, that would 
cause unacceptable risk to human health;  

(iii)	 there shall be no disturbance of sediments on that portion of the property 
within Operable Unit 2 approximately depicted on ROD Figure J-9 as 
requiring Sediment Exposure Institutional Controls, including, but not 
limited to, by filling, drilling, excavation, removal of topsoil, rock or 
minerals, plowing, planting or cultivating, that would cause unacceptable 
risk to human health;  

(iv)	 there shall be no use of groundwater on that portion of the property within 
Operable Unit 2 approximately depicted on ROD Figure J-3 as requiring 
Groundwater Exposure Institutional Controls;  

(v)	 there shall be no other activity or use which would disturb the Remedial 
Action; 

(vi)	 Response actions, undertaken or approved by EPA or MassDEP, shall not 
be subject to the restrictions established pursuant to this Consent Decree. 

(c)	 For property addressed by Operable Unit 2 where access and/or land/water use 
restrictions are needed to implement this Consent Decree, or such other property 
where access and/or land/water use restrictions are needed to implement this 
Consent Decree, if EPA determines, in accordance with the SOW, that such 
access rights and/or restrictions should be in the form of easements running with 
the land, each such Settling Defendant shall execute and record in the Middlesex 
South Registry of Deeds or Land Registration Office, as applicable, an easement, 
running with the land, that (i) grants a right of access for the purpose of 
conducting any activity related to this Consent Decree including, but not limited 
to, those activities listed in Paragraph 25(a) of this Consent Decree, and (ii) grants 
the right to enforce the land/water use restrictions listed in Paragraph 25(b) of this 
Consent Decree, or other restrictions that EPA determines are necessary to 
implement, ensure non-interference with, or ensure the protectiveness of the 
remedial measures to be performed pursuant to this Consent Decree.  Such 
Settling Defendant shall grant the access rights and the rights to enforce the 
land/water use restrictions to (i) the United States, on behalf of EPA, and its 
representatives.  Such grant shall be fully assignable, in whole or in part.  No 
grant, or assignment of the grant, to MassDEP shall be recorded without 
MassDEP’s prior written acceptance of such grant or assignment, in accordance 
with the provisions of Massachusetts General Laws c. 21E Section 6, as amended.   
Such Settling Defendants shall, within forty-five (45) days of the date of the 
receipt of written notice from EPA, with a copy to MassDEP, of EPA’s 
determination that such environmental restrictions, as may be specified in such 
notice, are required, submit to EPA and the Commonwealth for review and 
approval with respect to such property: 
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(i)	 a fully executed easement, including legal descriptions of the subject 
property and any separately restricted areas therein, based on the survey 
plans described below; that is enforceable under the laws of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts;  

(ii)	 a survey plan in recordable form (and a sketch plan, if registered land) of 
the subject property and of any separately restricted areas on the subject 
property; 

(iii)	 a current title insurance commitment, or some other evidence of title 
acceptable to EPA and MassDEP, which shows title to the land described 
in the easement to be free and clear of all prior liens and encumbrances 
(except when those liens or encumbrances are approved by EPA, in 
consultation with MassDEP or when, despite best efforts, Settling 
Defendants are unable to obtain release or subordination of such prior 
liens or encumbrances), including a copy of the deed into the Grantor, and 
a copy of any instrument listed in the schedules to the title insurance 
commitment or other form of acceptable evidence of title. 

(iv)	 evidence of the authority of signatories to the easement and to any 
required subordination agreement or discharge of interest in the subject 
property. 

Within fifteen (15) days of EPA’s approval and acceptance of the easement and the title 
evidence, such Settling Defendant shall update the title search and, if it is determined that 
nothing has occurred since the effective date of the commitment or report to affect the title 
adversely, record the easement and survey plan (and sketch plan, if applicable) with the Registry 
of Deeds or other appropriate office of Middlesex County.  Within thirty (30) days of recording 
the easement and survey plan (and sketch plan, if applicable), such Settling Defendant shall 
provide EPA with title evidence updated through the time of recording and a final title insurance 
policy, or other final evidence of title acceptable to EPA, and a certified copy of the original 
recorded easement and survey plan (and sketch plan, if applicable) showing the clerk’s recording 
stamps.  Within sixty (60) days of recording the easement and survey plan (and sketch plan, if 
applicable), or as soon as available thereafter, such Settling Defendant shall provide EPA with a 
copy of the recorded easement and survey plan (and sketch plan, if applicable), evidencing the 
stamped registry book and page numbers or other, final recording information.  The easement 
and title evidence (including final title evidence) shall be prepared in accordance with the U.S. 
Department of Justice Title Standards 2001, and approval of the sufficiency of title must be 
obtained as required by 40 U.S.C. § 3111.  The easement and title evidence (including final title 
evidence) and certificate of title or equivalent shall also satisfy any additional requirements of 
the Massachusetts Contingency Plan ("MCP"), 310 Code of Massachusetts Regulations 40.0000.  
A copy of all submissions to EPA made pursuant to this Paragraph shall concurrently be 
submitted to MassDEP. 

In accordance with the requirements set forth in 310 C.M.R. 40.1403(7), as amended, and within 
thirty (30) days after recording and/or registering the easement, such Settling Defendant shall:  
(i) provide the City of Woburn Municipal Officer, Board of Health, Zoning Official, and 
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Building Code Enforcement Official with copies of such recorded and/or registered easement; 
(ii) publish a legal notice indicating the recording and/or registering of the easement, and 
including the information described in 310 C.M.R. 40.1403(7)(b)(1), in a newspaper which 
circulates in the City of Woburn; and (iii) provide copies of said legal notice to EPA and 
MassDEP within seven (7) days of its publication. 

26. If property included in Operable Unit 2 where access and/or land/water use 
restrictions are needed to implement this Consent Decree, or any other property where access 
and/or land/water use restrictions are needed to implement this Consent Decree, is owned or 
controlled by persons other than either of the Settling Defendants, Settling Defendants shall use 
best efforts to secure from such persons: 

(a)	 an agreement to provide access thereto for Settling Defendants, as well as for the 
United States on behalf of EPA, and the Commonwealth, as well as their 
representatives (including contractors), for the purpose of conducting any activity 
related to this Consent Decree including, but not limited to, those activities listed 
in Paragraph 25(a) of this Consent Decree; 

(b)	 an agreement, enforceable by the Settling Defendants and the United States and 
the Commonwealth, to abide by the obligations and restrictions established by 
Paragraph 25(b) of this Consent Decree, or that are otherwise necessary to 
implement, ensure non-interference with, or ensure the protectiveness of the 
remedial measures to be performed pursuant to this Consent Decree; and 

(c)	 for property addressed by Operable Unit 2 where access and/or land/water use 
restrictions are needed to implement this Consent Decree, or such other property 
where access and/or land/water use restrictions are needed to implement this 
Consent Decree, if EPA determines, in accordance with the SOW, that such 
access rights and/or  restrictions should be in the form of easements running with 
the land, the execution and recordation in the Middlesex South Registry of Deeds 
or Land Registration Office, as applicable, of the Registry of Deeds or other 
appropriate land records office of Middlesex County, Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts, of an easement, running with the land, that (i) grants a right of 
access for the purpose of conducting any activity related to this Consent Decree 
including, but not limited to, those activities listed in Paragraph 25(a) of this 
Consent Decree, and (ii) grants the right to enforce the land/water use restrictions 
listed in Paragraph 25(b) of this Consent Decree, or other restrictions that EPA 
determines are necessary to implement, ensure non-interference with, or ensure 
the protectiveness of the remedial measures to be performed pursuant to this 
Consent Decree. The access rights and/or rights to enforce land/water use 
restrictions shall be granted to (i) the United States, on behalf of EPA, and its 
representatives and (ii) the Settling Defendants and their representatives. Such 
grant shall be fully assignable, in whole or in part.  No grant, or assignment of the 
grant, to MassDEP shall be recorded without MassDEP’s prior written acceptance 
of such grant or assignment, in accordance with the provisions of Massachusetts 
General Laws c. 21E Section 6, as amended.  Settling Defendants shall, within 
forty-five (45) days of the date of the receipt of written notice from EPA, with a 
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copy to MassDEP, of EPA’s determination that such easements, as may be 
specified in such notice, are required, submit to EPA and the Commonwealth for 
review and approval with respect to such property: 

(i)	 a fully executed easement, including legal descriptions of the subject 
property and any separately restricted areas therein, based on the survey 
plans described below; that is enforceable under the laws of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts; 

(ii)	 a survey plan in recordable form (and a sketch plan, if registered land) of 
the subject property and of any separately restricted areas on the subject 
property; 

(iii)	 a current title insurance commitment or some other evidence of title 
acceptable to EPA and MassDEP, which shows title to the land described 
in the easement to be free and clear of all prior liens and encumbrances 
(except when those liens or encumbrances are approved by EPA, in 
consultation with MassDEP), including a copy of the deed into the 
Grantor, and a copy of any instrument listed in the schedules to the title 
insurance commitment or other form of acceptable evidence of title. 

(iv)	 evidence of the authority of signatories to the easement and to any 
required subordination agreement or discharge of interest in the subject 
property. 

27. Within fifteen (15) days of EPA’s approval and acceptance of the easement and 
the title evidence, such Settling Defendant shall update the title search and, if it is determined 
that nothing has occurred since the effective date of the commitment or report to affect the title 
adversely, record the easement and survey plan (and sketch plan, if applicable) with the Registry 
of Deeds or other appropriate office of Middlesex County. Within thirty (30) days of recording 
the easement and survey plan (and sketch plan, if applicable), such Settling Defendant shall 
provide EPA with title evidence updated through the time of recording and a final title insurance 
policy, or other final evidence of title acceptable to EPA, and a certified copy of the original 
recorded easement and survey plan (and sketch plan, if applicable) showing the clerk’s recording 
stamps. Within sixty (60) days of recording the easement and survey plan (and sketch plan, if 
applicable), or as soon as available thereafter, such Settling Defendant shall provide EPA with a 
copy of the recorded easement and survey plan (and sketch plan, if applicable), evidencing the 
stamped registry book and page numbers or other, final recording information. The easement 
and title evidence (including final title evidence) shall be prepared in accordance with the U.S. 
Department of Justice Title Standards 2001, and approval of the sufficiency of title must be 
obtained as required by 40 U.S.C. § 3111. The easement and title evidence (including final title 
evidence) and certificate of title or equivalent shall also satisfy any additional requirements of 
the Massachusetts Contingency Plan, 310 Code of Massachusetts Regulations 40.0000. A copy 
of all submissions to EPA made pursuant to this Paragraph shall concurrently be submitted to 
MassDEP. 
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In accordance with the requirements set forth in 310 C.M.R. 40.1403(7), as amended, and within 
thirty (30) days after recording and/or registering the easement, such Settling Defendant shall: 
(i) provide the City of Woburn Municipal Officer, Board of Health, Zoning Official and Building 
Code Enforcement Official with copies of such recorded and/or registered easement; (ii) publish 
a legal notice indicating the recording and/or registering of the easement, and including the 
information described in 310 C.M.R. 40.1403(7)(b)(1), in a newspaper which circulates in the 
City of Woburn; and (iii) provide copies of said legal notice to EPA and MassDEP within seven 
(7) days of its publication. 

28. Based on such studies and evaluations to be performed pursuant to the SOW, as 
described above, EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by MassDEP, 
may determine that forms of Institutional Controls other than the agreements and easements 
described above, are required. If EPA determines that land use restrictions in the form of state or 
local laws, regulations, ordinances, or other governmental controls are needed to implement the 
remedy selected in the ROD, ensure the integrity and protectiveness thereof, or ensure non-
interference therewith, Settling Defendants shall cooperate with EPA’s and the Commonwealth’s 
efforts to secure such governmental controls, as directed in writing by EPA. If EPA determines, 
in accordance with the SOW, that other forms of land use restrictions should be adopted to 
implement the remedy selected in the ROD, ensure the integrity and protectiveness thereof, or 
ensure non-interference therewith on property owned or controlled by Settling Defendants, 
Settling Defendants shall take such actions as needed to secure such other types of controls 
and/or cooperate with EPA’s and the Commonwealth’s efforts to secure such controls, as 
directed in writing by EPA. If EPA determines, in accordance with the SOW, that other forms of 
land use restrictions should be adopted to implement the remedy selected in the ROD, ensure the 
integrity and protectiveness thereof, or ensure non-interference therewith on property owned or 
controlled by persons other than any of the Settling Defendants, Settling Defendants shall use 
best efforts to implement such other types of controls and/or cooperate with EPA’s and the 
Commonwealth’s efforts to secure such controls, as directed in writing by EPA. 

29. For purposes of Paragraphs 25, 26 and 28 of this Consent Decree, “best efforts” 
includes the payment of reasonable sums of money in consideration of access, access easements, 
land use restrictions, and/or restrictive easements, and/or an agreement to release or subordinate 
a prior lien or encumbrance. If any access or land use restriction agreements required by 
Paragraphs 26(a) or 26(b) of this Consent Decree are not obtained within forty-five (45) days of 
the date of the receipt of written notice from EPA, with a copy to MassDEP, of EPA’s 
determination that such environmental restrictions, as may be specified in such notice, are 
required, or any access easements or restrictive easements required by Paragraph 26(c) of this 
Consent Decree are not submitted to EPA within forty-five (45) days of the date of the receipt of 
written notice from EPA, with a copy to MassDEP, of EPA’s determination that such easements, 
as may be specified in such notice, are required, or Settling Defendants are unable to obtain an 
agreement pursuant to Paragraphs 25(c)(iii) or 26(c)(iii) of this Consent Decree from the holder 
of a prior lien or encumbrance to release such lien or encumbrance or to subordinate such lien or 
encumbrance to the easement being created pursuant to this Consent Decree within forty-five 
(45) days of the date of the receipt of written notice from EPA, with a copy to MassDEP, of 
EPA’s determination that such releases or subordinations, as may be specified in such notice, are 
required, Settling Defendants shall promptly notify the United States and MassDEP in writing, 
and shall include in that notification a summary of the steps that Settling Defendants have taken 
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to attempt to comply with Paragraphs 25, 26 or 28 of this Consent Decree. The United States 
may, as appropriate, assist Settling Defendants in obtaining access or land/water use restrictions, 
either in the form of contractual agreements or in the form of easements running with the land, 
in obtaining the release/subordination of prior liens or encumbrances, or in obtaining any other 
form of land use restriction as may be required by Paragraph 28 (on property owned or 
controlled by persons other than Settling Defendants). Settling Defendants shall reimburse the 
United States, in accordance with the procedures in Section XVI (Payments for Response Costs), 
for all costs incurred, direct or indirect, by the United States in obtaining such access and/or 
land/water use restrictions and/or the release/subordination of prior liens or encumbrances 
including, but not limited to, the cost of attorney time and the amount of monetary consideration 
paid or just compensation. 

30. Notwithstanding any provision of this Consent Decree, the United States retains 
all of its access authorities and rights, as well as all of its rights to require land use restrictions, 
including enforcement authorities related thereto, under CERCLA, RCRA, and any other 
applicable Federal or State statute or regulations. 

X. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

31. In addition to any other requirement of this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants 
shall submit five (5) copies to EPA and two (2) copies to the Commonwealth of written monthly 
progress reports as required in Sections of the SOW attached as Appendix D. Settling 
Defendants shall submit these progress reports to EPA and the Commonwealth by the tenth day 
of every month as required by the SOW, until EPA notifies the Settling Defendants pursuant to 
Paragraph 52(b) of Section XIV (Certification of Completion). If requested by EPA, Settling 
Defendants shall also provide briefings for EPA and the Commonwealth to discuss the progress 
of the Work. 

32. The Settling Defendants shall notify EPA and the Commonwealth of any change 
in the schedule described in the monthly progress report for the performance of any activity, 
including, but not limited to, data collection and implementation of work plans, no later than 
seven (7) days prior to the performance of the activity. 

33. Upon the occurrence of any event during performance of the Work that Settling 
Defendants are required to report pursuant to Section 103 of CERCLA or Section 304 of the 
Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-know Act (EPCRA), Settling Defendants shall 
within 24 hours of the onset of such event orally notify the EPA Project Coordinator or the 
Alternate EPA Project Coordinator (in the event of the unavailability of the EPA Project 
Coordinator), or, in the event that neither the EPA Project Coordinator or Alternate EPA Project 
Coordinator is available, the Emergency Response Section, Region 1-New England, United 
States Environmental Protection Agency. Settling Defendants shall orally notify the MassDEP 
Project Manager within 24 hours of the onset of any event for which notification to the EPA 
Project Coordinator is required as stated above. Settling Defendants shall orally notify the 
MassDEP Project Manager and the EPA Project Coordinator concurrently with any report of any 
release or threat of a release that meets the criteria set forth in 310 CMR § 40.0300 (in addition 
to notifying the MassDEP Northeast Regional Office of Emergency Response Section in 
accordance with the requirements of the MCP). These reporting requirements are in addition to 
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the reporting required by CERCLA Section 103 or EPCRA Section 304. Within twenty (20) days 
of the onset of such an event, Settling Defendants shall furnish to Plaintiff a written report, 
signed by the Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator, setting forth the events which occurred 
and the measures taken, and to be taken, in response thereto.  Within thirty (30) days of the 
conclusion of such an event, Settling Defendants shall submit a report setting forth all actions 
taken in response thereto. 

34. Settling Defendants shall submit five (5) copies of all plans, reports, and data 
required by the SOW, the Remedial Design Work Plan, the Remedial Action Work Plan, or any 
other approved plans to EPA in accordance with the schedules set forth in such plans.  Settling 
Defendants shall simultaneously submit two (2) copies of all such plans, reports and data to the 
Commonwealth.  Alternatively, an electronic copy of each such submittal, if an electronic copy 
is available, can be submitted to EPA and the Commonwealth. 

35. All reports and other documents submitted by Settling Defendants to EPA and/or 
the Commonwealth (other than the monthly progress reports referred to above) which purport to 
document Settling Defendants’ compliance with the terms of this Consent Decree shall be signed 
by an authorized representative of the Settling Defendants. 

36. All plans, reports, and other items required to be submitted to EPA and/or the 
Commonwealth under this Consent Decree may be submitted electronically, if mutually agreed 
to in advance by EPA and the Settling Parties. 

XI. EPA APPROVAL OF PLANS AND OTHER SUBMISSIONS 

37. After review of any plan, report or other item which is required to be submitted 
for approval pursuant to this Consent Decree, EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and 
comment by the Commonwealth, shall:  

(a)	 approve, in whole or in part, the submission;  

(b)	 approve the submission upon specified conditions;  

(c)	 modify the submission to cure the deficiencies;  

(d)	 disapprove, in whole or in part, the submission, directing that the Settling 
Defendants modify the submission; or  

(e)	 any combination of the above. 

However, EPA shall not modify a submission without first providing Settling Defendants at least 
one notice of deficiency and an opportunity to cure within thirty (30) days, except where to do so 
would cause serious disruption to the Work or where previous submission(s) have been 
disapproved due to material defects and the deficiencies in the submission under consideration 
indicate a bad faith lack of effort to submit an acceptable deliverable. 

38. In the event of approval, approval upon conditions, or modification by EPA, 
pursuant to Paragraph 37(a), (b), or (c), Settling Defendants shall proceed to take any action 
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required by the plan, report, or other item, as approved or modified by EPA subject only to their 
right to invoke the Dispute Resolution procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) 
with respect to the modifications or conditions made by EPA.  In the event that EPA modifies the 
submission to cure the deficiencies pursuant to Paragraph 37(c) and the submission has a 
material defect, EPA retains its rights to seek stipulated penalties, as provided in Section XX 
(Stipulated Penalties). 

39.	 Resubmission of Plans. 

(a)	 Upon receipt of a notice of disapproval pursuant to Paragraph 37(d), Settling 
Defendants shall, within fourteen (14) days or such longer time as specified by 
EPA in such notice, correct the deficiencies and resubmit the plan, report, or other 
item for approval.  Any stipulated penalties applicable to the submission, as 
provided in Section XX, shall accrue during the 14-day period or otherwise 
specified period but shall not be payable unless the resubmission is disapproved 
or modified due to a material defect as provided in Paragraphs 41 and 42.  

(b)	 Notwithstanding the receipt of a notice of disapproval pursuant to Paragraph 
37(d), Settling Defendants shall proceed, at the direction of EPA, to take any 
action required by any non-deficient portion of the submission.  Implementation 
of any non-deficient portion of a submission shall not relieve Settling Defendants 
of any liability for stipulated penalties under Section XX (Stipulated Penalties). 

40. In the event that a resubmitted plan, report, or other item, or portion thereof, is 
disapproved by EPA, EPA may again require the Settling Defendants to correct the deficiencies, 
in accordance with the preceding Paragraphs.  EPA also retains the right to modify or develop 
the plan, report, or other item. Settling Defendants shall implement any such plan, report, or item 
as modified or developed by EPA, subject only to their right to invoke the procedures set forth in 
Section XIX (Dispute Resolution). 

41. If upon resubmission, a plan, report, or item is disapproved or modified by EPA 
due to a material defect, Settling Defendants shall be deemed to have failed to submit such plan, 
report, or item timely and adequately unless the Settling Defendants invoke the dispute 
resolution procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) and EPA’s action is 
overturned pursuant to that Section.  The provisions of Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) and 
Section XX (Stipulated Penalties) shall govern the implementation of the Work and accrual and 
payment of any stipulated penalties during Dispute Resolution.  If EPA’s disapproval or 
modification is upheld, stipulated penalties shall accrue for such violation from the date on 
which the initial submission was originally required, as provided in Section XX.   

42. All plans, reports, and other items required to be submitted to EPA under this 
Consent Decree shall, upon approval or modification by EPA, be enforceable under this Consent 
Decree. In the event EPA approves or modifies a portion of a plan, report, or other item required 
to be submitted to EPA under this Consent Decree, the approved or modified portion shall be 
enforceable under this Consent Decree. 
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XII. PROJECT COORDINATORS 

43. Within thirty (30) days of lodging this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants, EPA 
and MassDEP will notify each other, in writing, of the name, address, and telephone number of 
their respective designated Project Coordinators.  If a Project Coordinator initially designated is 
changed, the identity of the successor will be given to the other Parties at least five (5) working 
days before the changes occur, unless impracticable, but in no event later than the actual day the 
change is made.  The Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator shall be subject to disapproval by 
EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the Commonwealth, and shall 
have the technical expertise sufficient to adequately oversee all aspects of the Work.  The 
Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator shall not be an attorney for any of the Settling 
Defendants in this matter.  He or she may assign other representatives, including other 
contractors, to serve as a representative for oversight of performance of daily operations during 
remedial activities. 

44. Plaintiff may designate other representatives, including, but not limited to, EPA 
and Commonwealth employees, and federal and State contractors and consultants, to observe and 
monitor the progress of any activity undertaken pursuant to this Consent Decree.  EPA’s Project 
Coordinator and Alternate Project Coordinator shall have the authority lawfully vested in a 
Remedial Project Manager (RPM) and an On-Scene Coordinator (OSC) by the National 
Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. Part 300. In addition, EPA’s Project Coordinator or Alternate 
Project Coordinator shall have authority, consistent with the National Contingency Plan, to halt 
any Work required by this Consent Decree and to take any necessary response action when s/he 
determines that conditions at Operable Unit 2 constitute an emergency situation or may present 
an immediate threat to public health or welfare or the environment due to release or threatened 
release of Waste Material. 

45. EPA’s Project Coordinator and the Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator will 
meet, at a minimum, on a monthly basis or as more specifically provided for in the SOW.  EPA’s 
Project Coordinator shall provide MassDEP’s Project Coordinator with reasonable advance 
notice of all such meetings.  MassDEP’s Project Coordinator shall have the right to fully 
participate in all such meetings. 

XIII. PERFORMANCE GUARANTEE 

46. In order to ensure the full and final completion of the Work, the Settling 
Defendants shall establish and maintain a Performance Guarantee for the benefit of EPA in the 
amount of $25,700,000 (hereinafter “Estimated Cost of the Work”) in one or more of the 
following forms, which must be satisfactory in form and substance to EPA:  

(a)	 A surety bond unconditionally guaranteeing payment and/or performance of the 
Work, that is issued by a surety company among those listed as acceptable 
sureties on Federal bonds as set forth in Circular 570 of the U.S. Department of 
the Treasury; 

(b)	 One or more irrevocable letters of credit, payable to or at the direction of EPA, 
that is issued by one or more financial institution(s) (i) that has the authority to 
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issue letters of credit and (ii) whose letter-of-credit operations are regulated and 
examined by a U.S. Federal or State agency; 

(c)	 A trust fund in the amount of the total Estimated Cost of the Work, established for 
the benefit of EPA that is administered by a trustee (i) that has the authority to act 
as a trustee and (ii) whose trust operations are regulated and examined by a U.S. 
Federal or State agency; 

(d)	 A policy of insurance in the amount of the total Estimated Cost of the Work that 
(i) provides EPA with acceptable rights as a beneficiary thereof; and (ii) is issued 
by an insurance carrier (a) that has the authority to issue insurance policies in the 
applicable jurisdiction(s) and (b) whose insurance operations are regulated and 
examined by a State agency; 

(e)	 A demonstration by one or more Settling Defendants that each such Settling 
Defendant meets the financial test criteria of 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f) with respect 
to the Estimated Cost of the Work, provided that all other requirements of 40 
C.F.R. § 264.143(f) are satisfied; or 

(f)	 A written guarantee to fund or perform the Work, executed in favor of EPA by 
one or more of the following: (i) a direct or indirect parent company of, the 
Settling Defendants or (ii) a company that has a “substantial business 
relationship” (as defined in 40 C.F.R. § 264.141(h)) with at least one Settling 
Defendant; provided, however, that any company providing such a guarantee 
must demonstrate to the satisfaction of EPA that it satisfies the financial test 
requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f) with respect to the Estimated Cost of the 
Work that it proposes to guarantee hereunder. 

If, at any time, the Settling Defendants are providing more than one Performance Guarantee in 
order to ensure the full and final completion of the Work, the choice of forms of guarantee shall 
be limited to those set forth in Paragraphs 46(a), (b), (c), (d) and/or (f). 

47. Settling Defendants have selected, and EPA has approved, as an initial 
Performance Guarantee, the following two Performance Guarantees: (a) a written guarantee by 
Monsanto Company to fund or perform the Work, up to a capped amount of $12,850,000, 
pursuant to Paragraph 46(f), to be provided in the form attached hereto as Exhibit E and (b) an 
irrevocable letter of credit, to be provided by Bayer CropScience Inc., payable to or at the 
direction of EPA, in the amount of $12,850,000, pursuant to Paragraph 46(b), to be provided in 
the form attached hereto as Exhibit F.  Within ten (10) days after the Effective Date, Settling 
Defendants shall execute or otherwise finalize all instruments or other documents required in 
order to make each of the selected Performance Guarantees legally binding in a form 
substantially identical to the documents attached hereto as Exhibits E and F, and such 
Performance Guarantees shall thereupon be fully effective.  Within thirty (30) days of the 
Effective Date, Settling Defendants shall submit all executed and/or otherwise finalized 
instruments or other documents required in order to make the selected Performance Guarantees 
legally binding to the EPA Regional Financial Management Officer in accordance with Section 
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XXVI (Notices and Submissions) and to the United States and EPA as specified in Section 
XXVI. 

48. If at any time during the effective period of this Consent Decree, any of the 
Settling Defendants provide a Performance Guarantee for completion of the Work by means of a 
demonstration or guarantee pursuant to Paragraph 46(e) or Paragraph 46(f) above, such Settling 
Defendant shall also comply with the other relevant requirements of 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f), 40 
C.F.R. § 264.151(f), and 40 C.F.R. § 264.151(h)(1) relating to these methods unless otherwise 
provided in this Consent Decree, including but not limited to (i) the initial submission of required 
financial reports and statements from the relevant entity’s chief financial officer and independent 
certified public accountant; (ii) the annual re-submission of such reports and statements at such 
time as the entity files its Annual Reports on Form 10K with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission or, if the entity does not file such reports, within ninety (90) days after the close of 
such entity’s fiscal year; and (iii) the notification of EPA within ninety (90) days after the close 
of any fiscal year in which such entity no longer satisfies the financial test requirements set forth 
at 40 C.F.R. § 264.143(f)(1). For purposes of the Performance Guarantee methods specified in 
this Section XIII, references in 40 C.F.R. Part 264, Subpart H, to “closure,” “post-closure,” and 
“plugging and abandonment” shall be deemed to refer to the Work required under this Consent 
Decree for which the Settling Defendants are responsible, and the terms “current closure cost 
estimate”, “current post-closure cost estimate”, and “current plugging and abandonment cost 
estimate” shall be deemed to refer to the Estimated Cost of the Work for which the Settling 
Defendants are responsible. 

49. In the event that EPA determines at any time that a Performance Guarantee 
provided by any Settling Defendant pursuant to this Section is inadequate or otherwise no longer 
satisfies the requirements set forth in this Section, whether due to an increase in the estimated 
cost of completing the Work for which they are responsible or for any other reason, or in the 
event that any Settling Defendant becomes aware of information indicating that a Performance 
Guarantee provided pursuant to this Section is inadequate or otherwise no longer satisfies the 
requirements set forth in this Section, whether due to an increase in the estimated cost of 
completing the Work for which they are responsible, or for any other reason, the Settling 
Defendants, within thirty (30) days of receipt of notice of EPA’s determination or, as the case 
may be, within thirty (30) days of such Settling Defendant becoming aware of such information, 
shall obtain and present to EPA for approval, a proposal for a revised or alternative form of 
Performance Guarantee listed in Paragraph 46 of this Consent Decree that satisfies all 
requirements set forth in this Section XIII.  In seeking approval for a revised or alternative form 
of Performance Guarantee, the Settling Defendants shall follow the procedures set forth in 
Paragraph 51(b)(ii) of this Consent Decree.  No Settling Defendants inability to post a 
Performance Guarantee for completion of the Work shall excuse performance of any other 
requirements of this Consent Decree, including, without limitation, the obligation of such 
Settling Defendants to complete the Work in strict accordance with the terms hereof. 

50. The commencement of any Work Takeover pursuant to Paragraph 94 of this 
Consent Decree shall trigger EPA’s right to receive the benefit of any Performance Guarantee(s) 
provided pursuant to Paragraph 46(a), (b), (c), (d), or (f), and at such time EPA shall have 
immediate access to resources guaranteed under any such Performance Guarantee(s), whether in 
cash or in kind, as needed to continue and complete the Work assumed by EPA under the Work 
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Takeover. If for any reason EPA is unable to promptly secure the resources guaranteed under 
any such Performance Guarantee(s), whether in cash or in kind, necessary to continue and 
complete the Work assumed by EPA under the Work Takeover, or in the event that the 
Performance Guarantee involves a demonstration of satisfaction of the financial test criteria 
pursuant to Paragraph 46(e), the Settling Defendants shall immediately upon written demand 
from EPA deposit into an account specified by EPA, in immediately available funds and without 
setoff, counterclaim, or condition of any kind, a cash amount up to but not exceeding the 
estimated cost of the remaining Work to be performed as of such date, as determined by EPA. 

51.	 Modification of Amount and/or Form of Performance Guarantee. 

(a)	 Reduction of Amount of Performance Guarantee. If the Settling Defendants 
believe that the estimated cost to complete the remaining Work pursuant to 
Schedule A has diminished below the amount set forth in Paragraph 46 above, the 
Settling Defendants may, on any anniversary effective date of this Consent 
Decree, or at any other time agreed to by the Parties, petition EPA in writing to 
request a reduction in the amount of the Performance Guarantee provided 
pursuant to this Section so that the amount of the Performance Guarantee is equal 
to the estimated cost of the remaining Work to be performed.  The Settling 
Defendants shall submit a written proposal for such reduction to EPA that shall 
specify, at a minimum, the cost of the remaining Work to be performed and the 
basis upon which such cost was calculated. In seeking approval for a revised or 
alternative form of Performance Guarantee, the Settling Defendants shall follow 
the procedures set forth in Paragraph 51(b)(ii) of this Consent Decree.  If EPA 
decides to accept such a proposal, EPA shall notify the Settling Defendants of 
such decision in writing.  After receiving EPA’s written acceptance, the Settling 
Defendants may reduce the amount of the Performance Guarantee in accordance 
with and to the extent permitted by such written acceptance.  In the event of a 
dispute, the Settling Defendants may reduce the amount of the Performance 
Guarantee required hereunder only in accordance with a final administrative or 
judicial decision resolving such dispute.  No change to the form or terms of any 
Performance Guarantee provided under this Section, other than a reduction in 
amount, is authorized except as provided in Paragraphs 49 or 52(b) of this 
Consent Decree. 

(b)	 Change of Form of Performance Guarantee. 

(i)	 If, after the effective date of this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants 
desire to change the form or terms of any Performance Guarantee(s) 
provided pursuant to this Section, Settling Defendants may, on any 
anniversary of the effective date of this Consent Decree, or at any other 
time agreed to by the Parties, petition EPA in writing to request a change 
in the form of the Performance Guarantee provided hereunder.  The 
submission of such proposed revised or alternative form of Performance 
Guarantee shall be as provided in Paragraph 51(b)(ii) of this Consent 
Decree. Any decision made by EPA on a petition submitted under this 
subparagraph (b)(i) shall be made in EPA’s sole and unreviewable 
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discretion, and such decision shall not be subject to challenge by the 
Settling Defendants pursuant to the dispute resolution provisions of this 
Consent Decree or in any other forum. 

(ii)	 The Settling Defendants shall submit a written proposal for a revised or 
alternative form of Performance Guarantee to EPA which shall specify, at 
a minimum, the estimated cost of the remaining Work to be performed, the 
basis upon which such cost was calculated, and the proposed revised form 
of Performance Guarantee, including all proposed instruments or other 
documents required in order to make the proposed Performance Guarantee 
legally binding. The proposed revised or alternative form of Performance 
Guarantee must satisfy all requirements set forth or incorporated by 
reference in this Section.  The Settling Defendants shall submit such 
proposed revised or alternative form of Performance Guarantee to the EPA 
Regional Financial Management Officer in accordance with Section XXVI 
(Notices and Submissions) of this Consent Decree.  EPA shall notify the 
Settling Defendants in writing of its decision to accept or reject a revised 
or alternative Performance Guarantee submitted pursuant to this 
subparagraph. Within ten (10) days after receiving a written decision 
approving the proposed revised or alternative Performance Guarantee, the 
Settling Defendants shall execute and/or otherwise finalize all instruments 
or other documents required in order to make the selected Performance 
Guarantee(s) legally binding in a form substantially identical to the 
documents submitted to EPA as part of the proposal, and such 
Performance Guarantee(s) shall thereupon be fully effective.  The Settling 
Defendants shall submit all executed and/or otherwise finalized 
instruments or other documents required in order to make the selected 
Performance Guarantee(s) legally binding to the EPA Regional Financial 
Management Officer within thirty (30) days of receiving a written decision 
approving the proposed revised or alternative Performance Guarantee in 
accordance with Section XXVI (Notices and Submissions) of this Consent 
Decree, with a copy to and to the United States and EPA and the 
Commonwealth as specified in Section XXVI. 

(c)	 Release of Performance Guarantee. 

(i)	 If the Settling Defendants receive written notice from EPA in accordance 
with Paragraph 52 hereof that the Work for which it/they are responsible 
has been fully and finally completed in accordance with the terms of this 
Consent Decree, or if EPA otherwise so notifies Settling Defendants in 
writing, Settling Defendants may thereafter release, cancel, or discontinue 
the Performance Guarantee(s) provided pursuant to this Section.  The 
Settling Defendants shall not release, cancel, or discontinue any 
Performance Guarantee provided pursuant to this Section except as 
provided in this subparagraph. In the event of a dispute, Settling 
Defendants may release, cancel, or discontinue the Performance 
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Guarantee(s) required hereunder only in accordance with a final 
administrative or judicial decision resolving such dispute. 

XIV. CERTIFICATION OF COMPLETION 

52.	 Completion of the Remedial Action. 

(a)	 Within ninety (90) days after Settling Defendants conclude that the Remedial 
Action has been fully performed and the Performance Standards have been 
attained, Settling Defendants shall schedule and conduct a pre-certification 
inspection to be attended by Settling Defendants, EPA, and the Commonwealth.  
If, after the pre-certification inspection, the Settling Defendants still believe that 
the Remedial Action has been fully performed and the Performance Standards 
have been attained, they shall submit a written report requesting certification to 
EPA for approval, with a copy to the Commonwealth, pursuant to Section XI 
(EPA Approval of Plans and Other Submissions) within thirty (30) days of the 
inspection. In the report, a registered professional engineer and the Settling 
Defendants’ Project Coordinator shall state that the Remedial Action has been 
completed in full satisfaction of the requirements of this Consent Decree.  The 
written report shall include as-built drawings signed and stamped by a 
professional engineer registered in the Commonwealth. The report shall contain 
the following statement, signed by a responsible corporate official of a Settling 
Defendant or the Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator: 

To the best of my knowledge, after thorough investigation, I certify 
that the information contained in or accompanying this submission 
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. 

If, after completion of the pre-certification inspection and receipt and review of 
the written report, EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment 
by the Commonwealth, determines that the Remedial Action or any portion 
thereof has not been completed in accordance with this Consent Decree or that the 
Performance Standards have not been achieved, EPA, with a copy to the 
Commonwealth, will notify Settling Defendants in writing of the activities that 
must be undertaken by Settling Defendants pursuant to this Consent Decree to 
complete the Remedial Action and achieve the Performance Standards, provided, 
however, that EPA may only require Settling Defendants to perform such 
activities pursuant to this Paragraph to the extent that such activities are consistent 
with the “scope of the remedy selected in the ROD,” as that term is defined in 
Paragraph 13(a). EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by 
the Commonwealth, will set forth in the notice a schedule for performance of such 
activities consistent with the Consent Decree and the SOW or require the Settling 
Defendants to submit a schedule to EPA for approval pursuant to Section XI 
(EPA Approval of Plans and Other Submissions).  Settling Defendants shall 
perform all activities described in the notice in accordance with the specifications 
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and schedules established pursuant to this Paragraph, subject to their right to 
invoke the dispute resolution procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute 
Resolution). 

(b)	 If EPA concludes, based on the initial or any subsequent report requesting 
Certification of Completion and after a reasonable opportunity for review and 
comment by the Commonwealth, that the Remedial Action has been performed in 
accordance with this Consent Decree and that the Performance Standards have 
been achieved, EPA, with a copy to the Commonwealth, will so certify in writing 
to Settling Defendants.  This certification shall constitute the Certification of 
Completion of the Remedial Action for purposes of this Consent Decree, 
including, but not limited to, Section XXI (Covenants Not to Sue by Plaintiff).  
Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action shall not affect Settling 
Defendants’ obligations under this Consent Decree. 

53.	 Completion of the Work. 

(a)	 Within ninety (90) days after Settling Defendants conclude that all phases of the 
Work (including O & M), have been fully performed, Settling Defendants shall 
schedule and conduct a pre-certification inspection to be attended by Settling 
Defendants, EPA and the Commonwealth.  If, after the pre-certification 
inspection, the Settling Defendants still believe that the Work has been fully 
performed, Settling Defendants shall submit a written report by a professional 
engineer registered in the Commonwealth, stating that the Work has been 
completed in full satisfaction of the requirements of this Consent Decree.  The 
report shall contain the following statement, signed by a responsible corporate 
official of a Settling Defendant or the Settling Defendants’ Project Coordinator: 

To the best of my knowledge, after thorough investigation, I certify 
that the information contained in or accompanying this submission 
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. 

If, after review of the written report, EPA determines, after a reasonable 
opportunity for review and comment by the Commonwealth, that any portion of 
the Work has not been completed in accordance with this Consent Decree, EPA, 
after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the Commonwealth, 
with a copy to the Commonwealth, will notify Settling Defendants in writing of 
the activities that must be undertaken by Settling Defendants pursuant to this 
Consent Decree to complete the Work. Provided, however, that EPA may only 
require Settling Defendants to perform such activities pursuant to this Paragraph 
to the extent that such activities are consistent with the “scope of the remedy 
selected in the ROD,” as that term is defined in Paragraph 13(a).  EPA, after a 
reasonable opportunity for review and comment by the Commonwealth, will set 
forth in the notice a schedule for performance of such activities consistent with 
the Consent Decree and the SOW or require the Settling Defendants to submit a 
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schedule to EPA for approval pursuant to Section XI (EPA Approval of Plans and 
Other Submissions). Settling Defendants shall perform all activities described in 
the notice in accordance with the specifications and schedules established therein, 
subject to their right to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set forth in 
Section XIX (Dispute Resolution). 

(b)	 If EPA concludes, based on the initial or any subsequent request for Certification 
of Completion by Settling Defendants and after a reasonable opportunity for 
review and comment by the Commonwealth, that the Work has been performed in 
accordance with this Consent Decree, EPA will so notify the Settling Defendants 
in writing. 

XV. EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

54. In the event of any action or occurrence during the performance of the Work 
which causes or threatens a release of Waste Material that constitutes an emergency situation or 
may present an immediate threat to public health or welfare or the environment, Settling 
Defendants shall, subject to Paragraph 55, immediately take all appropriate action to prevent, 
abate, or minimize such release or threat of release, and shall immediately notify the EPA’s 
Project Coordinator, or, if the Project Coordinator is unavailable, EPA’s Alternate Project 
Coordinator. If neither of these persons is available, the Settling Defendants shall notify the 
EPA Emergency Response Unit, Region 1-New England.  In such an event, the Settling 
Defendants shall also immediately notify MassDEP’s Project Manager, or if the MassDEP’s 
Project Coordinator is unavailable, MassDEP’s Alternate project Coordinator, and MassDEP’s 
Northeast Regional Office of Emergency Response Section.  Such notification is in addition to 
any other notification requirements under M.G.L. c. 21E and the MCP, including without 
limitation notification for a release set forth in 310 CMR § 40.0300.  Settling Defendants shall 
take such actions in consultation with EPA’s Project Coordinator or other available authorized 
EPA officer and in accordance with all applicable provisions of the Health and Safety Plans, the 
contingency Plans, and any other applicable plans or documents developed pursuant to the SOW. 
In the event that Settling Defendants fail to take appropriate response action as required by this 
Section, and EPA takes such action instead, Settling Defendants shall reimburse EPA all costs of 
the response action not inconsistent with the NCP, pursuant to Section XVI (Payments for 
Response Costs). 

55. Nothing in the preceding Paragraph or in this Consent Decree shall be deemed to 
limit any authority of the United States:  a) to take all appropriate action to protect human health 
and the environment or to prevent, abate, respond to, or minimize an actual or threatened release 
of Waste Material, or b) to direct or order such action, or seek an order from the Court, to protect 
human health and the environment or to prevent, abate, respond to, or minimize an actual or 
threatened release of Waste Material, subject to Section XXI (Covenants Not to Sue by Plaintiff).   
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XVI. PAYMENTS FOR RESPONSE COSTS 

56.	 Payments for Past Response Costs. 

(a)	 Within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date, Settling Defendants shall pay to 
EPA $6,000,000 in payment for Past Response Costs.  Payment shall be made by 
FedWire Electronic Funds Transfer (“EFT”) to the U.S. Department of Justice 
account in accordance with current EFT procedures, referencing USAO File 
Number 2007Z00674, EPA Site/Spill ID Numbers 01-07 and 01-46, and DOJ 
Case Numbers 90-11-2-228/6 and 90-11-3-194.  Payment shall be made in 
accordance with instructions provided to the Settling Defendants by the Financial 
Litigation Unit of the United States Attorney’s Office for the District of 
Massachusetts following lodging of the Consent Decree.  Any payments received 
by the Department of Justice after 4:00 p.m. (Eastern Time) will be credited on 
the next business day. 

(b)	 At the time of payment, Settling Defendants shall send notice that payment has 
been made to the United States, to EPA, and to the EPA Financial Management 
Office, in accordance with Section XXVI (Notices and Submissions). 

(c)	 Of the total amount to be paid by Setting Defendants pursuant to Subparagraph 
56(a), 49% shall be deposited in the Industri-plex Superfund Site Special Account 
and 51% shall be deposited in the Wells G&H Superfund Special Account within 
the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund to be retained and used to conduct or 
finance response actions at or in connection with each Site, or transferred by EPA 
to the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund. 

57.	 Payments for Future Response Costs. 

(a)	 Settling Defendants shall pay to EPA all Future Response Costs not inconsistent 
with the National Contingency Plan.  On a periodic basis the United States will 
send Settling Defendants a bill requiring payment that consists of a Region 1 
standard cost summary, which is a line-item summary of costs in dollars by 
category of costs (including but not limited to payroll, travel, indirect costs, and 
contracts) incurred by EPA and DOJ (including amounts paid by EPA to its 
contractors and reimbursed to the Commonwealth). 

(b)	 Settling Defendants shall make all payments within thirty (30) days of Settling 
Defendants receipt of each bill requiring payment, except as otherwise provided 
in Paragraph 58. Settling Defendants shall make all payments required by this 
Paragraph by a certified or cashier’s check made payable to “EPA Hazardous 
Substance Superfund,” referencing the name and address of the party making the 
payment, EPA Site/Spill ID Number 01-07, and the Industri-plex Superfund Site 
Special Account. Settling Defendants shall send the check(s) to: 
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  Cincinnati Finance Center 

  PO Box 979076 


St. Louis, MO 63197-9000 


(c)	 At the time of payment, Settling Defendants shall send notice that payment has 
been made to the United States, to EPA and to the EPA Financial Management 
Office, in accordance with Section XXVI (Notices and Submissions). 

(d)	 The total amount to be paid by Setting Defendants pursuant to Subparagraph 
57(a) shall be deposited in the Industri-plex Superfund Site Special Account 
within the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund to be retained and used to 
conduct or finance response actions at or in connection with the Site, or 
transferred by EPA to the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund. 

58. Settling Defendants may contest payment to the United States of any Future 
Response Costs under Paragraph 57 if they determine that the United States has made an 
accounting error or if they allege that a cost item that is included represents costs that are 
inconsistent with the NCP.  Such objection shall be made in writing within thirty (30) days of 
receipt of the bill and must be sent to the United States pursuant to Section XXVI (Notices and 
Submissions).  Any such objection shall specifically identify the contested Future Response 
Costs and the basis for objection. In the event of an objection, the Settling Defendants shall 
within the 30-day period pay all uncontested Future Response Costs to the United States in the 
manner described in Paragraph 57. 

59. Simultaneously, the Settling Defendants shall establish an interest-bearing escrow 
account in a federally-insured bank duly chartered in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and 
remit to that escrow account funds equivalent to the amount of the contested Future Response 
Costs. The Settling Defendants shall send to the United States, as provided in Section XXVI 
(Notices and Submissions), a copy of the transmittal letter and check paying the uncontested 
Future Response Costs, and a copy of the correspondence that establishes and funds the escrow 
account, including, but not limited to, information containing the identity of the bank and bank 
account under which the escrow account is established as well as a bank statement showing the 
initial balance of the escrow account. 

60. Simultaneously with establishment of the escrow account, the Settling Defendants 
shall initiate the Dispute Resolution procedures in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution).  If the 
United States prevails in the dispute, within five (5) days of the resolution of the dispute, the 
Settling Defendants shall pay the sums due (with accrued interest) to the United States, in the 
manner described in Paragraph 57.  If the Settling Defendants prevail concerning any aspect of 
the contested costs, the Settling Defendants shall pay that portion of the costs (plus associated 
accrued interest) for which they did not prevail to the United States, in the manner described in 
Paragraph 57; Settling Defendants shall be disbursed any balance of the escrow account.  The 
dispute resolution procedures set forth in this Paragraph in conjunction with the procedures set 
forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) shall be the exclusive mechanisms for resolving 
disputes regarding the Settling Defendants’ obligation to reimburse the United States for their 
Future Response Costs. 
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61. In the event that the payments required by Subparagraph 56(a) are not made 
within thirty (30) days of the Effective Date or the payments required by Paragraph 57 are not 
made within thirty (30) days of the Settling Defendants’ receipt of the bill, Settling Defendants 
shall pay Interest on the unpaid balance. The Interest to be paid on Past Response Costs under 
this Paragraph shall begin to accrue thirty (30) days after the Effective Date.  The Interest on 
Future Response Costs shall begin to accrue on the date of the bill.  The Interest shall accrue 
through the date of the Settling Defendant’s payment.  Payments of Interest made under this 
Paragraph shall be in addition to such other remedies or sanctions available to Plaintiff by virtue 
of Settling Defendants’ failure to make timely payments under this Section.  The Settling 
Defendants shall make all payments required by this Paragraph in the manner described in 
Paragraph 56. 

XVII. INDEMNIFICATION AND INSURANCE 

62.	 Settling Defendants’ Indemnification of the United States. 

(a)	 The United States does not assume any liability by entering into this agreement or 
by virtue of any designation of Settling Defendants as EPA’s authorized 
representatives under Section 104(e) of CERCLA.  Settling Defendants shall 
indemnify, save, and hold harmless the United States and their officials, agents, 
employees, contractors, subcontractors, or representatives for or from any and all 
claims or causes of action arising from, or on account of, negligent or other 
wrongful acts or omissions of Settling Defendants, their officers, directors, 
employees, agents, contractors, subcontractors, and any persons acting on their 
behalf or under their control, in carrying out activities pursuant to this Consent 
Decree, including, but not limited to, any claims arising from any designation of 
Settling Defendants as EPA’s authorized representatives under Section 104(e) of 
CERCLA. Further, the Settling Defendants agree to pay the United States all 
costs it incurs including, but not limited to, attorneys fees and other expenses of 
litigation and settlement arising from, or on account of, claims made against the 
United States based on negligent or other wrongful acts or omissions of Settling 
Defendants, their officers, directors, employees, agents, contractors, 
subcontractors, and any persons acting on their behalf or under their control, in 
carrying out activities pursuant to this Consent Decree.  The United States shall 
not be held out as a party to any contract entered into by or on behalf of Settling 
Defendants in carrying out activities pursuant to this Consent Decree.  Neither the 
Settling Defendants nor any such contractor shall be considered an agent of the 
United States. 

(b)	 The United States shall give Settling Defendants notice of any claim for which the 
United States plans to seek indemnification pursuant to Paragraph 62, and shall 
consult with Settling Defendants prior to settling such claim. 

63. Settling Defendants waive all claims against the United States for damages or 
reimbursement or for set-off of any payments made or to be made to the United States,  arising 
from or on account of any contract, agreement, or arrangement between any one or more of 
Settling Defendants and any person for performance of Work on or relating to Operable Unit 2, 
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including, but not limited to, claims on account of construction delays.  In addition, Settling 
Defendants shall indemnify and hold harmless the United States with respect to any and all 
claims for damages or reimbursement arising from or on account of any contract, agreement, or 
arrangement between any one or more of the Settling Defendants and any person for 
performance of Work on or relating to Operable Unit 2, including, but not limited to, claims on 
account of construction delays. 

64. No later than fifteen (15) days before commencing any on-site Work, Settling 
Defendants shall secure, and shall maintain until the first anniversary of EPA’s Certification of 
Completion of the Work pursuant to Subparagraph 52(b) of Section XIV (Certification of 
Completion) comprehensive general liability insurance with limits of five million dollars, 
combined single limit, and automobile liability insurance with limits of five million dollars, 
combined single limit, naming the United States as additional insured. In addition, for the 
duration of this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants shall satisfy, or shall ensure that their 
contractors or subcontractors satisfy, all applicable laws and regulations regarding the provision 
of worker’s compensation insurance for all persons performing the Work on behalf of Settling 
Defendants in furtherance of this Consent Decree.  Prior to commencement of the Work under 
this Consent Decree, Settling Defendants shall provide to EPA certificates of such insurance and 
a copy of each insurance policy.  Settling Defendants shall resubmit such certificates and copies 
of policies each year on the anniversary of the Effective Date.  If Settling Defendants 
demonstrate by evidence satisfactory to EPA that any contractor or subcontractor maintains 
insurance equivalent to that described above, or insurance covering the same risks but in a lesser 
amount, then, with respect to that contractor or subcontractor, Settling Defendants need provide 
only that portion of the insurance described above which is not maintained by the contractor or 
subcontractor. 

XVIII. FORCE MAJEURE 

65. “Force Majeure,” for purposes of this Consent Decree, is defined as any event 
arising from causes beyond the control of the Settling Defendants, of any entity controlled by 
Settling Defendants, or of Settling Defendants’ contractors that delays or prevents the 
performance of any obligation under this Consent Decree despite Settling Defendants’ best 
efforts to fulfill the obligation.  The requirement that the Settling Defendants exercise “best 
efforts to fulfill the obligation” includes using best efforts to anticipate any potential force 
majeure event and best efforts to address the effects of any potential force majeure event (i) as it 
is occurring and (ii) following the potential force majeure event, such that the delay is minimized 
to the greatest extent possible.  “Force Majeure” does not include financial inability to complete 
the Work or a failure to attain the Performance Standards. 

66. If any event occurs or has occurred that may delay the performance of any 
obligation under this Consent Decree, whether or not caused by a force majeure event, the 
Settling Defendants shall notify orally EPA’s Project Coordinator or, in his or her absence, 
EPA’s Alternate Project Coordinator or, in the event both of EPA’s designated representatives 
are unavailable, the Director of the Office of Site Remediation and Restoration, EPA Region 1-
New England, within 24 hours of when Settling Defendants first knew that the event might cause 
a delay. Within five (5) days thereafter, Settling Defendants shall provide in writing to EPA an 
explanation and description of the reasons for the delay; the anticipated duration of the delay; all 
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actions taken or to be taken to prevent or minimize the delay; a schedule for implementation of 
any measures to be taken to prevent or mitigate the delay or the effect of the delay; the Settling 
Defendants’ rationale for attributing such delay to a force majeure event if they intend to assert 
such a claim; and a statement as to whether, in the opinion of the Settling Defendants, such event 
may cause or contribute to an endangerment to public health, welfare, or the environment.  The 
Settling Defendants shall include with any notice all available documentation supporting their 
claim that the delay was attributable to a force majeure.  Failure to comply with the above 
requirements shall preclude Settling Defendants from asserting any claim of force majeure for 
that event for the period of time of such failure to comply, and for any additional delay caused by 
such failure. Settling Defendants shall be deemed to know of any circumstance of which Settling 
Defendants, any entity controlled by Settling Defendants, or Settling Defendants’ contractors 
knew or should have known. 

67. If EPA agrees that the delay or anticipated delay is attributable to a force majeure 
event, the time for performance of the obligations under this Consent Decree that 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 of any other obligation.  If 
EPA does not agree that the delay or anticipated delay has been or will be caused by a force 
majeure event, EPA will notify the Settling Defendants in writing, with a copy to MassDEP, of 
its decision.  If EPA agrees that the delay is attributable to a force majeure event, EPA will notify 
the Settling Defendants in writing of the length of the extension, if any, for performance of the 
obligations affected by the force majeure event. 

68. If the Settling Defendants elect to invoke the dispute resolution procedures set 
forth in Section XIX (Dispute Resolution), they shall do so no later than fifteen (15) days after 
receipt of EPA’s notice.  In any such proceeding, Settling Defendants shall have the burden of 
demonstrating by a preponderance of the evidence that the delay or anticipated delay has been or 
will be caused by a force majeure event, that the duration of the delay or the extension sought 
was or will be warranted under the circumstances, that best efforts were exercised to avoid and 
mitigate the effects of the delay, and that Settling Defendants complied with the requirements of 
this Paragraph. If Settling Defendants carry this burden, the delay at issue shall be deemed not to 
be a violation by Settling Defendants of the affected obligation of this Consent Decree identified 
to EPA and the Court. 

XIX. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 

69. Unless otherwise expressly provided for in this Consent Decree, the dispute 
resolution procedures of this Section shall be the exclusive mechanism to resolve disputes 
between EPA and Settling Defendants arising under or with respect to this Consent Decree.  The 
procedures for resolution of disputes which involve EPA are governed by Paragraphs 69 through 
76. 

70. Any dispute which arises under or with respect to this Consent Decree shall in the 
first instance be the subject of informal negotiations between the parties to the dispute.  The 
period for informal negotiations shall not exceed twenty (20) days from the time the dispute 
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arises, unless it is modified by written agreement of the parties to the dispute.  The dispute shall 
be considered to have arisen when one party sends the other parties a written Notice of Dispute.   

71.	 Statements of Position. 

In the event that the parties cannot resolve a dispute by informal negotiations under the 
preceding Paragraph, then the position advanced by EPA shall be considered binding unless, 
within ten (10) days after the conclusion of the informal negotiation period, Settling Defendants 
invoke the formal dispute resolution procedures of this Section by serving on the United States a 
written Statement of Position on the matter in dispute, including, but not limited to, any factual 
data, analysis or opinion supporting that position and any supporting documentation relied upon 
by the Settling Defendants. The Statement of Position shall specify the Settling Defendants’ 
position as to whether formal dispute resolution should proceed under Paragraph 74 or Paragraph 
75. 

72. Within twenty-one (21) days after receipt of Settling Defendants’ Statement of 
Position, EPA will serve on Settling Defendants its Statement of Position, including, but not 
limited to, any factual data, analysis, or opinion supporting that position and all supporting 
documentation relied upon by EPA.  EPA’s Statement of Position shall include a statement as to 
whether formal dispute resolution should proceed under Paragraph 74 or 75.  Within fourteen 
(14) days after receipt of EPA’s Statement of Position, Settling Defendants may submit a Reply.   

73. If there is disagreement between EPA and the Settling Defendants as to whether 
dispute resolution should proceed under Paragraph 74 or 75, the parties to the dispute shall 
follow the procedures set forth in the paragraph determined by EPA to be applicable.  However, 
if the Settling Defendants ultimately appeal to the Court to resolve the dispute, the Court shall 
determine which paragraph is applicable in accordance with the standards of applicability set 
forth in Paragraphs 74 and 75. 

74. Formal dispute resolution for disputes pertaining to the selection or adequacy of 
any response action and all other disputes that are accorded review on the administrative record 
under applicable principles of administrative law shall be conducted pursuant to the procedures 
set forth in this Paragraph. For purposes of this Paragraph, the adequacy of any response action 
includes, without limitation: (i) the adequacy or appropriateness of plans, procedures to 
implement plans, or any other items requiring approval by EPA under this Consent Decree; and 
(ii) the adequacy of the performance of response actions taken pursuant to this Consent Decree.  
Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed to allow any dispute by Settling Defendants 
regarding the validity of the ROD’s provisions. 

(a)	 An administrative record of the dispute shall be maintained by EPA and shall 
contain all statements of position, including supporting documentation, submitted 
pursuant to this Section. Where appropriate, EPA may allow submission of 
supplemental statements of position by Settling Defendants, EPA, or the 
Commonwealth. 

(b)	 The Director of the Office of Site Remediation and Restoration, EPA Region 1-
New England will issue a final administrative decision resolving the dispute based 
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on the administrative record described in Paragraph 74(a).  This decision shall be 
binding upon the Settling Defendants, subject only to the right to seek judicial 
review pursuant to Paragraph 74(c) and (d). 

(c)	 Any administrative decision made by EPA pursuant to Paragraph 74(b) shall be 
reviewable by this Court, provided that a motion for judicial review of the 
decision is filed by the Settling Defendants with the Court and served on all 
Parties within ten (10) days of receipt of EPA’s decision.  The motion shall 
include a description of the matter in dispute, the efforts made by the parties to 
resolve it, the relief requested, and the schedule, if any, within which the dispute 
must be resolved to ensure orderly implementation of this Consent Decree.  The 
United States may file a response to Settling Defendants’ motion.  The parties 
shall concurrently provide a copy of any court filings to the Commonwealth. 

(d)	 As set forth in Paragraph 11(c), Settling Defendants will be permitted to perform 
studies to formulate an alternative approach to performing the remedial action in 
the HBHA Pond. After conducting such studies, if Settling Defendants propose 
that EPA adopt such an alternative remedy, EPA determines that such an 
alternative remedy should not be adopted, and Settling Defendants choose to 
dispute this determination, the procedures set forth in Paragraphs 70 - 72 shall be 
followed, and the Deputy Regional Administrator, EPA Region 1-New England, 
will issue a final administrative decision resolving the dispute based on the 
administrative record described in Paragraph 74(a).  This decision shall be 
binding upon the Settling Defendants, and will not be subject to judicial review.   

(e)	 In proceedings on any dispute governed by this Paragraph that are subject to 
judicial review, Settling Defendants shall have the burden of demonstrating that 
the decision of the Office of Site Remediation and Restoration Director is 
arbitrary and capricious or otherwise not in accordance with law.  Judicial review 
of EPA’s decision shall be on the administrative record compiled pursuant to 
Paragraph 74(a). 

75. Formal dispute resolution for disputes that neither pertain to the selection or 
adequacy of any response action nor are otherwise accorded review on the administrative record 
under applicable principles of administrative law, shall be governed by this Paragraph.  
Following receipt of Settling Defendants’ Statement of Position submitted pursuant to Paragraph 
71, the Director of the Office of Site Remediation and Restoration, EPA Region 1-New England, 
will issue a final decision resolving the dispute.  The Office of Site Remediation and Restoration 
Director’s decision shall be binding on the Settling Defendants unless, within ten (10) days of 
receipt of the decision, the Settling Defendants file with the Court and serve on the parties a 
motion for judicial review of the decision setting forth the matter in dispute, the efforts made by 
the parties to resolve it, the relief requested, and the schedule, if any, within which the dispute 
must be resolved to ensure orderly implementation of the Consent Decree.  The United States 
may file a response to Settling Defendants’ motion. Judicial review of any dispute governed by 
this Paragraph shall be governed by applicable principles of law.   
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76. The invocation of formal dispute resolution procedures under this Section shall 
not extend, postpone, or affect in any way any obligation of the Settling Defendants under this 
Consent Decree, not directly in dispute, unless EPA or the Court agrees otherwise.  Stipulated 
penalties with respect to the disputed matter shall continue to accrue but payment shall be stayed 
pending resolution of the dispute as provided in Paragraph 81.  Notwithstanding the stay of 
payment, stipulated penalties shall accrue from the first day of noncompliance with any 
applicable provision of this Consent Decree. In the event that the Settling Defendants do not 
prevail on the disputed issue, stipulated penalties shall be assessed and paid as provided in 
Section XX (Stipulated Penalties). 

XX. STIPULATED PENALTIES 

77. Settling Defendants shall be liable for stipulated penalties in the amounts set forth 
in Paragraphs 78 and 79 to the United States for failure to comply with the requirements of this 
Consent Decree specified below, unless excused under Section XVIII (Force Majeure).  
“Compliance” by Settling Defendants shall include timely and satisfactory completion of all 
activities or requirements under this Consent Decree or any work plan or other plan approved 
under this Consent Decree in accordance with all applicable requirements of law, this Consent 
Decree, the SOW, any plans or other documents approved by EPA, and any plans or other 
documents approved by MassDEP in the case of any Institutional Controls for which MassDEP 
is a grantee of a real property interest, pursuant to this Consent Decree and within the specified 
time schedules established by and approved under this Consent Decree.  

78. The following stipulated penalties shall be payable per violation per day for any 
noncompliance except those identified in Paragraphs 79 and 80: 

Penalty Per Violation Per Day Period of Noncompliance 

$4000     1st through 14th day 

$8000     15th through 30th day 

$12,500    31st day and beyond 


79. The following stipulated penalties shall accrue per violation per day for failure to 
submit timely or adequate reports or other written documents pursuant to Sections X and XI: 

Penalty Per Violation Per Day Period of Noncompliance 

$800 1st through 14th day 

$1750 15th through 30th day 

$4000 31st day and beyond 


80. In the event that EPA assumes performance of a portion or all of the Work 
pursuant to Paragraph 94 (Work Takeover) of Section XXI (Covenants Not to Sue by Plaintiff), 
Settling Defendants shall be liable for a stipulated penalty in the amount of  $1,250,000. 
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81. 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:  (i) with respect to a deficient submission under Section XI (EPA Approval of 
Plans and Other Submissions), during the period, if any, beginning on the 31st day after EPA’s 
receipt of such submission until the date that EPA notifies Settling Defendants of any deficiency; 
(ii) with respect to a decision by the Director of the Office of Site Remediation and Restoration , 
EPA Region 1-New England, under Paragraph 74(b), during the period, if any, beginning on the 
21st day after the date that Settling Defendants’ reply to EPA’s Statement of Position is received 
until the date that the Director issues a final decision regarding such dispute; or (iii) with respect 
to judicial review by this Court of any dispute under Section XIX (Dispute Resolution), during 
the period, if any, beginning on the 31st day after the Court’s receipt of the final submission 
regarding the dispute until the date that the Court issues a final decision regarding such dispute.  
Nothing herein shall prevent the simultaneous accrual of separate penalties for separate 
violations of this Consent Decree. 

82. Following EPA’s determination that Settling Defendants have failed to comply 
with a requirement of this Consent Decree, EPA may give Settling Defendants written 
notification of the same and describe the noncompliance.   EPA may send the Settling 
Defendants a written demand for the payment of the penalties.  However, penalties shall accrue 
as provided in the preceding Paragraph regardless of whether EPA has notified the Settling 
Defendants of a violation. 

83. All penalties owed to the United States under this Section shall be due and 
payable to the United States within thirty (30) days of the Settling Defendants’ receipt from EPA 
(as set forth in Paragraph 82) of a demand for payment of the penalties, unless Settling 
Defendants invoke the Dispute Resolution procedures under Section XIX (Dispute Resolution).  
All payments to the United States under this Section shall be paid by certified or cashier’s 
check(s) made payable to “EPA Hazardous Substances Superfund,” shall be mailed to: 
Cincinnati Finance Center, PO Box 979076, St. Louis, MO 63197-9000, shall indicate that the 
payment is for stipulated penalties, and shall reference the EPA Region and Site/Spill ID #01-07, 
the DOJ Case Number 90-11-2-228/6, and the name and address of the party making payment.  
Settling Defendants shall also send copies of check(s) paid pursuant to this Section, and any 
accompanying transmittal letter(s), to the United States as provided in Section XXVI (Notices 
and Submissions). 

84. The payment of penalties shall not alter in any way Settling Defendants’ 
obligation to complete the performance of the Work required under this Consent Decree. 

85. Penalties shall continue to accrue as provided in Paragraph 81 during any dispute 
resolution period under Section XIX (Dispute Resolution), but need not be paid until the 
following: 

(a)	 If the dispute is resolved by agreement or by a decision of EPA that is not 
appealed to this Court, accrued penalties determined to be owing shall be paid to 
EPA within fifteen (15) days of the agreement or the receipt of EPA’s decision or 
order; 
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(b)	 If the dispute is appealed to this Court and the United States prevails in whole or 
in part, Settling Defendants shall pay all accrued penalties determined by the 
Court to be owed to EPA within sixty (60) days of receipt of the Court’s decision 
or order, except as provided in Subparagraph (c) below; 

(c)	 If the District Court’s decision is appealed by any Party, Settling Defendants shall 
pay all accrued penalties determined by the District Court to be owing to the 
United States into an interest-bearing escrow account within sixty (60) days of 
receipt of the Court’s decision or order. Penalties shall be paid into this account 
as they continue to accrue, at least every sixty (60) days.  Within fifteen (15) days 
of receipt of the final appellate court decision, the escrow agent shall pay the 
balance of the account to EPA or to Settling Defendants to the extent that they 
prevail. 

86. If Settling Defendants fail to pay stipulated penalties when due, the United States 
may institute proceedings to collect the penalties, as well as interest.  Settling Defendants shall 
pay Interest on the unpaid balance, which shall begin to accrue on the date of demand made 
pursuant to Paragraph 82. Interest on any unpaid balance due to the United States shall accrue at 
the rate established pursuant to Section 107(a) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9607. 

87. Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed as prohibiting, altering, or in 
any way limiting the ability of the United States to seek any other remedies or sanctions 
available by virtue of Settling Defendants’ violation of this Decree or of the statutes and 
regulations upon which it is based, including, but not limited to, penalties pursuant to Section 
122(l) of CERCLA. Provided, however, that the United States shall not seek civil penalties 
pursuant to Section 122(l) of CERCLA for any violation for which a stipulated penalty is 
provided herein, except in the case of a willful violation of the Consent Decree. 

88. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Section, the United States may, in its 
unreviewable discretion, waive any portion of stipulated penalties that have accrued pursuant to 
this Consent Decree.   

XXI. COVENANTS NOT TO SUE BY PLAINTIFF 

89. United States Covenants not to Sue Settling Defendants  In consideration of the 
actions that will be performed and the payments that will be made by the Settling Defendants 
under the terms of the Consent Decree, and except as specifically provided in Paragraphs 90, 91, 
and 96 of this Section, the United States covenants not to sue or to take administrative action 
against Settling Defendants pursuant to Sections 106 and 107(a) of CERCLA relating to the Site.  
Except with respect to future liability, these covenants not to sue shall take effect upon the 
receipt by EPA of the payments required by Paragraph 56(a) of Section XVI (Payments for 
Response Costs). With respect to future liability, these covenants not to sue shall take effect 
upon Certification of Completion of Remedial Action by EPA pursuant to Paragraph  of Section 
XIV (Certification of Completion). These covenants not to sue are conditioned upon the 
satisfactory performance by Settling Defendants of their obligations under this Consent Decree.  
These covenants not to sue extend only to the Settling Defendants and do not extend to any other 
person. 
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90. United States’ Pre-certification Reservations. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Consent Decree, the United States reserves, and this Consent Decree is without 
prejudice to, the right to institute proceedings in this action or in a new action, or to issue an 
administrative order seeking to compel Settling Defendants: 

(a)	 to perform further response actions relating to the Site, or 

(b)	 to reimburse the United States for additional costs of response if, prior to 
Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action: 

(i)	 conditions at the Site, previously unknown to EPA, are discovered, or 

(ii)	 information, previously unknown to EPA, is received, in whole or in part, 

and EPA determines that these previously unknown conditions or information together with any 
other relevant information indicates that the Remedial Action is not protective of human health 
or the environment. 

91. United States’ Post-certification Reservations. Notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Consent Decree, the United States reserves, and this Consent Decree is without 
prejudice to, the right to institute proceedings in this action or in a new action, or to issue an 
administrative order seeking to compel Settling Defendants: 

(a)	 to perform further response actions relating to the Site, or 

(b)	 to reimburse the United States for additional costs of response if, subsequent to 
Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action: 

(i)	 conditions at the Site, previously unknown to EPA, are discovered, or 

(ii)	 information, previously unknown to EPA, is received, in whole or in part, 

and EPA determines that these previously unknown conditions or information together with any 
other relevant information indicates that the Remedial Action is not protective of human health 
or the environment. 

92. For purposes of Paragraph 90, the information and the conditions known to EPA 
shall include only that information and those conditions known to EPA as of the date the ROD 
was signed and set forth in the Record of Decision for Operable Unit 2 of the Site and the 
administrative record supporting the Record of Decision.  For purposes of Paragraph 91, the 
information and the conditions known to EPA shall include only that information and those 
conditions known to EPA as of the date of Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action 
and set forth in the Record of Decision, the administrative record supporting the Record of 
Decision, the post-ROD administrative record, or in any information received by EPA pursuant 
to the requirements of this Consent Decree prior to Certification of Completion of the Remedial 
Action. 
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93. General reservations of rights. The United States reserves, and this Consent 
Decree is without prejudice to, all rights against Settling Defendants with respect to all other 
matters not expressly included within Plaintiff’s covenants not to sue.  Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Consent Decree, the United States  reserves all rights against Settling 
Defendants, including but not limited to, the following: 

(a)	 claims based on a failure by Settling Defendants to meet a requirement of this 
Consent Decree; 

(b)	 liability arising from the past, present, or future disposal, release, or threat of 
release of Waste Materials outside of the Site; 

(c)	 liability based upon the Settling Defendants’ ownership or operation of the Site, 
or upon the Settling Defendants’ transportation, treatment, storage, or disposal or 
arrangement for the transportation, treatment, storage, or disposal of Waste 
Material at or in connection with the Site, other than as provided in the ROD, the 
Work, or otherwise ordered by EPA, after signature of this Consent Decree by the 
Settling Defendants; 

(d)	 liability for damages for injury to, destruction of, or loss of natural resources, and 
for the costs of any natural resource damage assessments;  

(e)	 criminal liability;  

(f)	 liability for violations of federal or state law which occur during or after 
implementation of the Remedial Action; and 

(g)	 prior to Certification of Completion of the Remedial Action, for additional 
response actions that EPA determines are necessary to achieve Performance 
Standards, but that cannot be required pursuant to Section XXXI (Modification); 
and 

(h)	 liability for any actions required under the Consent Decree governing the 
remediation of Operable Unit-1 (OU 1), entered by the United States District 
Court for the District of Massachusetts on April 24, 1989.  

94.	 Work Takeover 

(a)	 In the event EPA determines that Settling Defendants have (i) ceased 
implementation of any portion of the Work, or (ii) are seriously or repeatedly 
deficient or late in their performance of the Work, or (iii) are implementing the 
Work in a manner which may cause an endangerment to human health or the 
environment, EPA may issue a written notice (“Work Takeover Notice”) to the 
Settling Defendants.  Any Work Takeover Notice issued by EPA will specify the 
grounds upon which such notice was issued and will provide Settling Defendants 
a period of ten (10) days within which to remedy the circumstances giving rise to 
EPA’s issuance of such notice or such longer period as determined by EPA. 
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(b)	 If, after expiration of the 10-day notice period specified in Paragraph 94, Settling 
Defendants have not remedied to EPA’s satisfaction the circumstances giving rise 
to EPA’s issuance of the relevant Work Takeover Notice, EPA may at any time 
thereafter assume the performance of all or any portions of the Work as EPA 
deems necessary (“Work Takeover”).  EPA shall notify Settling Defendants in 
writing (which writing may be electronic) if EPA determines that implementation 
of a Work Takeover is warranted under this Paragraph 94(b). 

(c)	 Settling Defendants may invoke the procedures set forth in Section XIX (Dispute 
Resolution) to dispute EPA’s implementation of a Work Takeover under 
Paragraph 94(b). However, notwithstanding Settling Defendants’ invocation of 
such dispute resolution procedures, and during the pendency of any such dispute, 
EPA may in its sole discretion commence and continue a Work Takeover under 
Paragraph 94(b) until the earlier of (i) the date that Settling Defendants remedy, to 
EPA’s satisfaction, the circumstances giving rise to EPA’s issuance of the 
relevant Work Takeover Notice or (ii) the date that a final decision is rendered in 
accordance with Section XIX (Dispute Resolution), Paragraph 75, requiring EPA 
to terminate such Work Takeover.   

(d)	 After commencement and for the duration of any Work Takeover, EPA shall have 
immediate access to and benefit of any performance guarantee(s) provided 
pursuant to Section XIII of this Consent Decree, in accordance with the 
provisions of Paragraph 50 of that Section.  If and to the extent that EPA is unable 
to secure the resources guaranteed under any such performance guarantee(s) and 
the Settling Defendant(s) fail to remit a cash amount up to but not exceeding the 
estimated cost of the remaining Work to be performed, all in accordance with the 
provisions of Paragraph 50, any unreimbursed costs incurred by EPA in 
performing Work under the Work Takeover shall be considered Future Response 
Costs that Settling Defendants shall pay pursuant to Section XVI (Payments for 
Response Costs). 

95. Notwithstanding any other provision of this Consent Decree, the United States 
retains all authority and reserves all rights to take any and all response actions authorized by law. 

XXII. COVENANTS BY SETTLING DEFENDANTS 

96. Covenant Not to Sue. Subject to the reservations in Paragraph 97, Settling 
Defendants hereby covenant not to sue and agree not to assert any claims or causes of action 
against the United States with respect to the Site, past response actions, and Past and Future 
Response Costs as defined herein or this Consent Decree, including, but not limited to: 

(a)	 any direct or indirect claim for reimbursement from the Hazardous Substance 
Superfund (established pursuant to the Internal Revenue Code, 26 U.S.C. § 9507) 
through CERCLA Sections 106(b)(2), 107, 111, 112, 113 or any other provision 
of law; 
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(b)	 any claims against the United States including any department, agency or 
instrumentality of the United States under CERCLA Sections 107 or 113 , related 
to the Site; 

(c)	 any claims arising out of response actions at or in connection with the Site, 
including any claim under the United States Constitution,  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. 

Except as provided in Paragraph 103 (waiver of Claim-Splitting Defenses), these covenants not 
to sue shall not apply in the event that the United States brings a cause of action or issues an 
order pursuant to the reservations set forth in Paragraphs 90, 91, and 93 (b)-(d) and (g)-(h), but 
only to the extent that Settling Defendants’ claims arise from the same response action, response 
costs, or damages that the United States is seeking pursuant to the applicable reservation. 

97. The Settling Defendants reserve, and this Consent Decree is without prejudice to, 
claims against the United States, subject to the provisions of Chapter 171 of Title 28 of the 
United States Code, for money damages for injury or loss of property or personal injury or death 
caused by the negligent or wrongful act or omission of any employee of the United States while 
acting within the scope of his office or employment under circumstances where the United 
States, if a private person, would be liable to the claimant in accordance with the law of the place 
where the act or omission occurred.  However, any such claim shall not include a claim for any 
damages caused, in whole or in part, by the act or omission of any person, including any 
contractor, who is not a federal employee as that term is defined in 28 U.S.C. § 2671; nor shall 
any such claim include a claim based on EPA’s selection of response or the oversight or approval 
of the Settling Defendants’ plans or activities.  The foregoing applies only to claims which are 
brought pursuant to any statute other than CERCLA and for which the waiver of sovereign 
immunity is found in a statute other than CERCLA. 

98. Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be deemed to constitute preauthorization of 
a claim within the meaning of Section 111 of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9611, or 40 C.F.R. § 
300.700(d). 

XXIII. EFFECT OF SETTLEMENT; CONTRIBUTION PROTECTION 

99. Nothing in this Consent Decree shall be construed to create any rights in, or grant 
any cause of action to, any person not a Party to this Consent Decree. Each of the Parties 
expressly reserves any and all rights (including, but not limited to, any right to contribution), 
defenses, claims, demands, and causes of action which each Party may have with respect to any 
matter, transaction, or occurrence relating in any way to the Site against any person not a Party 
hereto. 

100. The Parties agree, and by entering this Consent Decree this Court finds, that the 
Settling Defendants are entitled, as of the Effective Date, to protection from contribution actions 
or claims as provided by CERCLA Section 113(f)(2), 42 U.S.C. § 9613(f)(2) for matters 
addressed in this Consent Decree.  The “matters addressed” in this Consent Decree are all 
response actions taken or to be taken and all response costs incurred or to be incurred, at or in 
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connection with the Site, by the United States or any other person.  The “matters addressed” in 
this Consent Decree do not include those response costs, response actions, or Natural Resource 
Damages as to which the United States has reserved its rights under this Consent Decree (except 
for claims for failure to comply with this Consent Decree) or under the Consent Decree entered 
by the District of Massachusetts on April 24, 1989 in respect of OU-1, in the event that the 
United States  asserts rights against Settling Defendants coming within the scope of such 
reservations. 

101. The Settling Defendants agree that with respect to any suit or claim for 
contribution brought by them for matters related to this Consent Decree they will notify the 
United States in writing no later than sixty (60) days prior to the initiation of such suit or claim. 

102. The Settling Defendants also agree that with respect to any suit or claim for 
contribution brought against them for matters related to this Consent Decree they will notify in 
writing the United States within ten (10) days of service of the complaint on them.  In addition, 
Settling Defendants shall notify the United States within ten (10) days of service or receipt of 
any Motion for Summary Judgment and within ten (10) days of receipt of any order from a court 
setting a case for trial. 

103. In any subsequent administrative or judicial proceeding initiated by the United 
States for injunctive relief, recovery of response costs, or other appropriate relief relating to the 
Site, Settling Defendants shall not assert, and may not maintain, any defense or claim based upon 
the principles of waiver, res judicata, collateral estoppel, issue preclusion, claim-splitting, or 
other defenses based upon any contention that the claims raised by the United States in the 
subsequent proceeding were or should have been brought in the instant case; provided, however, 
that nothing in this Paragraph affects the enforceability of the covenants not to sue set forth in 
Section XXI (Covenants Not to Sue by Plaintiff). 

XXIV. ACCESS TO INFORMATION 

104. Settling Defendants shall provide to EPA, upon request, copies of all documents 
and information within their possession or control or that of their contractors or agents relating to 
activities at Operable Unit 2 or to the implementation of this Consent Decree, 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. Settling Defendants shall also make available to EPA,  for purposes of investigation, 
information gathering, or testimony, their employees, agents, or representatives with knowledge 
of relevant facts concerning the performance of the Work. 

105.	 Business Confidential and Privileged Documents. 

(a)	 Settling Defendants may assert business confidentiality claims covering part or all 
of the documents or information submitted to EPA under this Consent Decree to 
the extent permitted by and in accordance with Section 104(e)(7) of CERCLA, 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. If no claim of confidentiality accompanies 
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documents or information when they are submitted to EPA,  or if EPA has 
notified Settling Defendants that the documents or information are not 
confidential under the standards of Section 104(e)(7) of CERCLA, the public may 
be given access to such documents or information without further notice to 
Settling Defendants. 

106. The Settling Defendants 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 Settling Defendants assert such a privilege in lieu of providing documents, 
they shall provide the Plaintiff with the following:  (i) the title of the document, record, or 
information; (ii) the date of the document, record, or information; (iii) the name and title of the 
author of the document, record, or information; (iv) the name and title of each addressee and 
recipient; (v) a description of the contents of the document, record, or information: and (vi) the 
privilege asserted by Settling Defendants. However, no documents, reports or other information 
created or generated pursuant to the requirements of the Consent Decree shall be withheld on the 
grounds that they are privileged. 

107. 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 
Operable Unit 2. 

XXV. RETENTION OF RECORDS 

108. Until ten (10) years after the Settling Defendants’ receipt of EPA’s notification 
pursuant to Paragraph 52(b) of Section XIV (Certification of Completion), each Settling 
Defendant shall preserve and retain all records and documents 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 liability of any person for response actions conducted and to be conducted at Operable 
Unit 2, regardless of any corporate retention policy to the contrary. Until ten (10) years after the 
Settling Defendants’ receipt of EPA’s notification pursuant to Paragraph 52(b) of Section XIV 
(Certification of Completion), Settling Defendants shall also instruct their contractors and agents 
to preserve all documents, records, and information of whatever kind, nature or description 
relating to the performance of the Work.   

109. At the conclusion of this document retention period, Settling Defendants shall 
notify the United States at least ninety (90) days prior to the destruction of any such records or 
documents, and, upon request by the United States, Settling Defendants shall deliver any such 
records or documents to EPA. The Settling Defendants 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 Settling Defendants assert such a privilege, they shall 
provide the Plaintiff with the following:  (i) the title of the document, record, or information; (ii) 
the date of the document, record, or information; (iii) the name and title of the author of the 
document, record, or information; (iv) the name and title of each addressee and recipient; (v) a 
description of the subject of the document, record, or information; and (vi) the privilege asserted 
by Settling Defendants. However, no documents, reports or other information created or 
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generated pursuant to the requirements of the Consent Decree shall be withheld on the grounds 
that they are privileged. 

110. Each Settling Defendant 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 relating to its potential 
liability regarding Operable Unit 2 since notification of potential liability by the United States or 
the filing of suit against it regarding Operable Unit 2 and that it has fully complied with any and 
all EPA requests for information pursuant to Section 104(e) and 122(e) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 
§§ 9604(e) and 9622(e), and Section 3007 of RCRA, 42 U.S.C. § 6927,  if any. 

XXVI. NOTICES AND SUBMISSIONS 

111. Whenever, under the terms of this Consent Decree, written notice is required to be 
given or a report or other document is required to be sent by one Party to another, it shall be 
directed to the individuals at the addresses specified below, unless those individuals or their 
successors give notice of a change to the other Parties in writing.  All notices and submissions 
shall be considered effective upon receipt, unless otherwise provided.  Written notice as 
specified herein shall constitute complete satisfaction of any written notice requirement of the 
Consent Decree with respect to the United States, EPA, and the Settling Defendants, 
respectively. 

As to the United States:	 Chief, Environmental  
 Enforcement Section 

Environment and Natural 
Resources Division 
U.S. Department of Justice 
P.O. Box 7611 
Washington, D.C. 20044-7611 
Re: DJ # 90-11-2-228/6 

Donald G. Frankel 
 Trial Attorney 

Department of Justice 
Environmental Enforcement Section 
One Gateway Center 

 Suite 616 
Newton, MA 02458 

As to EPA: 	Director 
Office of Site Remediation  

 and Restoration 
United States Environmental  
Protection Agency 
Region 1, New England 
One Congress Street Suite 1100 
Boston MA 02114 
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 Joseph LeMay 
EPA Project Coordinator 
Industri-plex Superfund Site - OU2 
United States Environmental  
Protection Agency 
Region 1, New England 
One Congress Street Suite 1100 
Boston MA 02114 

As to Financial Management Office: 	 EPA Cincinnati Financial Office 
26 Martin Luther King Drive 

 Cincinnati, Ohio, 45268 

As to Regional Financial Management Officer: David Tornstrom 
Regional Financial Management Officer 
US EPA Region 1 - New England 
One Congress Street, Suite 110 (MCO) 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

As to the Settling Defendants: de maximis inc. 
200 Day Hill Road, Suite 200 
Windsor, Connecticut 06095 
Attn: Bruce Thompson 

XXVII. EFFECTIVE DATE 

112. The effective date of this Consent Decree shall be the date upon which this 
Consent Decree is entered by the Court, or a motion to enter is granted, as reflected in the 
Court’s docket, whichever is earlier, except as otherwise provided herein.   

XXVIII. RETENTION OF JURISDICTION 

113. This Court retains jurisdiction over both the subject matter of this Consent Decree 
and the Settling Defendants for the duration of the performance of the terms and provisions of 
this Consent Decree for the purpose of enabling any of the Parties to apply to the Court at any 
time for such further order, direction, and relief as may be necessary or appropriate for the 
construction or modification of this Consent Decree, or to effectuate or enforce compliance with 
its terms, or to resolve disputes in accordance with Section XIX (Dispute Resolution) hereof. 
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XXIX. APPENDICES 

114. The following appendices are attached to and incorporated into this Consent 
Decree: 

“Appendix A” is the map of Operable Unit 1.  

“Appendix B” is the map of Operable Unit 2.  

“Appendix C” is the ROD. 

“Appendix D” is the SOW. 

“Appendix E” is the Guarantee. 

“Appendix F” is the Letter of Credit. 

XXX. COMMUNITY RELATIONS 

115. Settling Defendants shall propose to EPA their participation in the community 
relations plan to be developed by EPA after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by 
the Commonwealth. EPA will determine the appropriate role for the Settling Defendants under 
the Plan. Settling Defendants shall also cooperate with EPA in providing information regarding 
the Work to the public.  As requested by EPA, Settling Defendants shall participate in the 
preparation of such information for dissemination to the public and in public meetings which 
may be held or sponsored by EPA to explain activities at or relating to Operable Unit 2. 

XXXI. MODIFICATION 

116. Material modifications to the SOW may be made only by written notification to 
and written approval of the United States, the Settling Defendants, and the Court.  Prior to 
providing its approval to any material modification, the United States will provide the 
Commonwealth with a reasonable opportunity to review and comment on the proposed 
modification. 

117. Modifications to schedules specified in the Consent Decree for completion of the 
Work, or modifications to the SOW that do not materially alter that document may be made by 
written agreement between EPA, after providing the Commonwealth with a reasonable 
opportunity to review and comment on the proposed modification, and the Settling Defendants.  
Such non-material modifications will become effective upon agreement of the parties.  

118. Non-material modifications to the Consent Decree other than those addressed 
above in Paragraph 117 may be made only by written notification to and written approval of the 
United States and the Settling Defendants.  Such modifications will become effective upon filing 
with the Court by the United States. Material modifications to the Consent Decree may be made 
only by written notification to and approval of the United States, the Settling Defendants, and the 
Court. 
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119. Nothing in this Decree shall be deemed to alter the Court’s power to enforce, 
supervise or approve modifications to this Consent Decree. 

XXXII. LODGING AND OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT 

120. This Consent Decree shall be lodged with the Court and subject to public notice 
and comment periods in accordance with Section 122(d)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. § 9622(d)(2) 
and 28 C.F.R. § 50.7. The United States reserves the right to withdraw or withhold its consent to 
the Consent Decree if comments received disclose facts or considerations which show that the 
Consent Decree is inappropriate, improper or inadequate.  Settling Defendants consent to the 
entry of this Consent Decree without further notice and agree not to challenge entry or the terms 
of this Consent Decree. 

XXXIII. SIGNATORIES/SERVICE 

121. Each undersigned representative of a Settling Defendant to this Consent Decree 
and the Assistant Attorney General for the Environment and Natural Resources Division of the 
Department of Justice certifies that he or she is fully authorized to enter into the terms and 
conditions of this Consent Decree and to execute and legally bind such Party to this document.  
The undersigned representative of Monsanto Company certifies that Monsanto Company is 
authorized to execute this Consent Decree on behalf of Pharmacia Corporation by indemnity 
agreements entered into between Monsanto Company and Pharmacia Corporation. The 
undersigned representative of Stauffer Management Company LLC certifies that Stauffer 
Management Company LLC is authorized to execute this Consent Decree on behalf of Bayer 
CropScience Inc. as indemnitor. 

122. Each Settling Defendant hereby agrees not to oppose entry of this Consent Decree 
by this Court or to challenge any provision of this Consent Decree unless the United States has 
notified the Settling Defendants in writing that it no longer supports entry of the Consent Decree. 

123. Each Settling Defendant shall identify, on the attached signature page, the name, 
address, and telephone number of an agent who is authorized to accept service of process by mail 
on behalf of that Party with respect to all matters arising under or relating to this Consent Decree. 
Settling Defendants hereby agree to accept service in that manner and to waive the formal 
service requirements set forth in Rule 4 of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure and any 
applicable local rules of this Court, including, but not limited to, service of a summons. 

XXXIV.  FINAL JUDGMENT 

124. Upon approval and entry of this Consent Decree by the Court, this Consent 
Decree shall constitute a final judgment between and among the United States and the Settling 
Defendants. The Court finds that there is no just reason for delay and therefore enters this 
judgment as a final judgment under Fed. R. Civ. P. 54 and 58. 
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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION 

PARTI: THE DECLARATION 

A. SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

Industri-plex Superfund Site Operable Unit 2 (and including Wells G&H Superfund Site 
Operable Unit 3, Aberjona River Study) 
Wobum, Massachusetts 
Middlesex County 
EPA Identification Numbers: 
Industri-plex - MAD076580950 
Wells G&H - MAD980732168 

B. STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE
 

This decision document presents the selected remedial action for the Industri-plex Superfund Site 
Operable Unit 2 (and including the Wells G&H Superfund Site Operable Unit 3, Aberjona River 
Study) ("Industri-plex OU-2"), in Woburn, Massachusetts, which was chosen in accordance with 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 
(CERCLA), 42 USC § 9601 etseq.. as amended by the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the extent practicable, the National Oil and 
Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR Part 300 etjeq.. as amended. 
The Director of the Office of Site Remediation and Restoration (OSRR) has been delegated the 
authority to approve this Record of Decision. 

This decision was based on the Administrative Record, which has been developed in accordance 
with Section 113 (k) of CERCLA, and which is available for review at the Wobum Public 
Library, 45 Pleasant Street, Woburn, Massachusetts and at the United States Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Region 1 OSRR Records Center in Boston, Massachusetts. The 
Administrative Record Index (Appendix E to the ROD) identifies each of the items comprising 
the Administrative Record upon insert which the selection of the remedial action is based. 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts concurs with the Selected Remedy. 

C. ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 

The response action selected in this ROD is necessary to protect the public health or welfare or 
the environment from actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances into the environment. 
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D. DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 

This ROD sets forth the selected remedy for Industri-plex OU-2, which is the final operable unit 
for the Industri-plex Superfund Site. Other operable units remain at the Wells G&H Superfund 
Site. The first phase of Industri-plex, Operable Unit 1, or Industri-plex OU-l, addressed soil, 
groundwater (interim action only), on-site sediment, and air contamination at Industri-plex OU-l. 
This final phase. Operable Unit 2, addresses principal and low-level threats at Industri-plex OU-2 
in groundwater, soil, sediment and surface water contamination to the extent that such threats 
exist. 

The selected remedy is a comprehensive approach for Industri-plex OU-2 that addresses all 
current and potential future risks caused by contaminated groundwater, soil, sediment, and 
surface water. Specifically, this remedial action addresses contamination in: 

Groundwater originating at Industri-plex OU-l and extending to the Halls Brook Holding 
Area Pond (HBHA Pond); 

Sediments in the HBHA Pond, HBHA Wetlands, Wells G&H Wetland, and Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area; 

Surface and subsurface soil in the vicinity of the former (now buried) Mishawum Lake; and 

Surface water in the HBHA Pond. 

The remedial measures will prevent future unacceptable risks from sediments and soils, and 
untreated groundwater and surface water, and will allow for restoration of Industri-plex OU-2 to 
beneficial uses. Institutional controls will be required to prevent unacceptable exposures to 
hazardous substances and contaminated materials in groundwater, soils, and deeper wetland 
sediments in the future. Also, long-term monitoring, operation and maintenance, and periodic 
five-year remedy reviews will be performed. 

The major components of this remedy are: 

• Dredging and off-site disposal of contaminated sediments in the southern portion of the 
HBHA Pond; dredging and off-site disposal of contaminated near shore sediments at the 
Wells G&H Wetland and Cranberry Bog Conservation Area; and restoration of all 
disturbed areas. This component will address sediments posing unacceptable human 
health risks for near shore sediments and unacceptable ecological risks for the southern 
portion of HBHA Pond. 
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• Use of the northern portion of HBHA Pond as a sediment retention area (primary and 
secondary treatment cells) that will intercept contaminated groundwater plumes 
(including arsenic, benzene, ammonia, 1,2-dichloroethane, trichloroethene, naphthalene) 
from Industri-plex OU-1, treat/sequester contaminants of concern (including arsenic, 
benzene, ammonia), and minimize downstream migration of contaminants (including 
arsenic, benzene, ammonia). The primary treatment cell will intercept the contaminated 
groundwater plumes discharging in the HBHA Pond. The effluent from northern portion 
of the HBHA Pond (secondary treatment cell outlet) will serve as the surface water 
compliance boundary, and achieve National Recommended Water Quality Criteria 
(NRWQC). Sediments which accumulate in the northern portion of the HBHA Pond will 
be periodically dredged and sent off-site for disposal. Portions of storm water from Halls 
Brook, which may interfere with the natural treatment processes occurring within the 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond, will be diverted to the southern portion of HBHA 
Pond. 

• If necessary, In-situ Enhanced Bioremediation of contaminated groundwater plumes 
(e.g., benzene) at the West Hide Pile (WHP). 

• Construction of an impermeable cap to line stream channels (e.g. New Boston Street 
Drainway), and to prevent the discharge of contaminated groundwater plumes, 
contamination of stream sediments, downstream migration of contaminants of concern, 
and potential impacts to other components of the selected remedy. 

• Construction of a permeable cap to prevent contaminated soil erosion (e.g. Area A6), 
downstream migration of contaminants of concern, and potential impacts to other 
components of the selected remedy. 

• Establishing institutional controls to restrict contact with soils, groundwater, or deeper 
interior wetland sediments with concentrations above cleanup standards and protect the 
remedy. 

• Construction of compensatory wetlands for any loss of wetland functions and values 
associated with the selected remedy (e.g. northern portion of HBHA Pond, Halls Brook 
storm water by-pass, capped stream channels) nearby in the watershed. 

• Long-term monitoring of the groundwater, surface water, and sediments, and periodic 
Five-year Reviews of the remedy. 
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The selected response action addresses principal and low-level threat wastes at Industri-plex OU
2. Principal threats to groundwater will be addressed by the management of migration and 
institutional controls; in soil by institutional controls and capping, in sediment by removal, off-
site disposal, institutional controls, and providing an alternate habitat; in surface water by 
management of migration and providing an alternate habitat. To the extent that contamination 
remains on-site covered or capped, institutional controls will be put in place to prevent exposure 
in the future. The selected remedy is consistent with EPA's preferred alternative outlined in the 
June 2005 Proposed Plan and is consistent with a combination of all or a portion of Alternatives 
SS-2, SUB-2, GW-2, GW-4 for the West Hide Pile, HBHA-4, NS-4, DS-2, and SW-2, outlined 
in the June 2005 Feasibility Study. The estimated present worth cost of the remedy, including 
long-term operation, maintenance and monitoring, is approximately $25.6 million. 

E. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment, complies with Federal 
and State requirements that are applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action, is 
cost-effective, and utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable. 

Based on the size and location of the contaminated soil areas, EPA concluded that it was 
impracticable to excavate and treat the chemicals of concern in a cost-effective manner. Thus, 
the selected remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element 
of the remedy 

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels that 
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (and groundwater and/or land use restrictions 
are necessary), reviews will be conducted every five years after initiation of remedial action to 
ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human health and the 
environment. 

F. SPECIAL FINDINGS 

Issuance of this ROD embodies specific determinations made by the Regional Administrator 
pursuant to CERCLA and section 404 of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1251 et seq., the 
remedy is the least damaging practicable alternative for protecting aquatic ecosystems at the 
Industri-plex OU-2 under the standards of 40 CFR Part 230, At the HBHA Pond and the Wells 
G&H Wetland and Cranberry Bog Conservation Area, EPA expects impacts to wetlands and 
other waters, including the HBHA Pond and capped channels. EPA cannot identify a less 
damaging practicable alternative for each area which would avoid impacting the wetland areas 

Record of Decision " 
OU-2, Industri-plex Superfund Site (and including OU-3, Wells G&H Superfund Site) January 2006 
Woburn, Massachusetts Page 7 



Record of Decision
 
Parti: The Declaration
 

while adequately addressing site risks. 

Best management practices will be used throughout the clean up of this area of Industri-plex OU
2 to minimize adverse impacts on the wetlands and waters, wildlife and habitat. Damage to these 
wetlands will be mitigated through erosion control measures and proper re-grading and re-
vegetation of the impacted area with indigenous species. Following excavation activities, 
wetlands will be enlarged, restored or replicated consistent with the requirements of the Federal 
and State wetlands protection laws. 

Executive Order 11988 (Protection of Flood Plains) requires a determination that there is no 
practical alternative to taking federal actions in a flood plain area. Once that determination is 
made, the action taken must be designed or modified to minimize potential harm to or within the 
flood plain with the goal to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health and welfare, 
and to restore and preserve natural and beneficial values served by flood plains. Sediments in 
a portion of the HBHA Pond and the Wells G&H Wetland and Cranberry Bog Conservation Area 
that pose an unacceptable human health and/or ecological risk are located in a flood plain. 
Through its analysis of the data collected in the Rl as well as evaluations in the human health and 
ecological risk assessments, EPA has determined that because significant high level 
contamination exists in a portion of the flood plain in the HBHA Pond and the Wells G&H 
Wetland and Cranberry Bog Conservation Area, there is no practical alternative to conducting 
work in the flood plain. Once EPA determines that there is no practical alternative to conducting 
work in flood plain, the Agency is then required to minimize potential harm to or within the 
flood plain. The selected remedy for the HBHA Pond and the Wells G&H Wetland and 
Cranberry Bog Conservation Area requires excavation and removal of sediments that pose an 
unacceptable risk in the flood plain. Once those sediments have been excavated, the flood plain 
area will be restored such that there is no lost flood storage capacity. 

G. ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST 

The following information is included in the Decision Summary section of this Record of 
Decision. Additional information can be found in the Administrative Record file for this Industri
plex OU-2, as well as the Industri-plex OU-1 and Wells G&H OU-1 Administrative Record files, 
which have been incorporated by reference into the Industri-plex OU-2 Administrative Record. 

1. Chemicals of concern (COCs) and their respective concentrations. 

2. Baseline risk represented by the COCs. 

3. Cleanup standards established for COCs and the basis for the levels. 
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4. Current and future land and groundwater use assumptions used in the baseline risk 
assessment and ROD. 

5. Land and groundwater use that will be available at the Industri-plex OU-2 as a 
result of the selected remedy. 

6. Estimated capital, operation and maintenance (O&M), and total present worth 
costs; discount rate; and the number of years over which the remedy cost 
estimates are projected. 

7. Decisive factor(s) that led to selecting the remedy. 

H. AUTHORIZING SIGNATURES 

This ROD documents the selected remedy for contaminated groundwater, soil, sediment, and 
surface water at Operable Unit 2 of the Industri-plex Superfund Site (and including Wells G&H 
Superfund Site Operable Unit 3). This remedy was selected by the EPA with concurrence of the 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (see Appendix A for 
Commonwealth of Massachusetts' concurrence letter). 

Concur and recommended for immediate implementation: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

B y : JLOftAi - / Q /  1 Date: 
Susan Studlien 
Director 
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration 
Region 1 
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PART 2: THE DECISION SUMMARY 

A.	 SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION 

•	 Site Name: Industri-pJex Superfund Site Operable Unit 2 (and including Wells G&H
 
Superfund Site Operable Unit 3, Aberjona River Study), Woburn, Massachusetts, 01801.
 

•	 Location: Wobum, Massachusetts 

•	 National Superfund electronic database identification number, e.g., CERCLJS identification 
number: Industri-plex - MAD076580950, and Wells G&H - MAD980732168 

•	 The current lead entity for Industri-plex Superfund Site Operable Unit 2 (and including
 
Wells G&H Superfund Site Operable Unit 3, Aberjona River Study): EPA
 

•	 Site type: Former chemical and glue manufacturing facilities whose operations and waste
 
disposal practices caused releases and downstream migration of contamination within the
 
Aberjona River watershed.
 

Site Description 

In 1983, EPA identified two Superfund sites along the Aberjona River in Woburn, 
Massachusetts: the Industri-plex and Wells G&H Superfund Sites. 

Situated in north Woburn, the Industri-plex Superfund Site is primarily contaminated with metals 
(e.g., arsenic, lead, and chromium) and buried animal h:ide wastes. The original 1986 Record of 
Decision (ROD) and the 1989 Consent Decree governing the implementation of the ROD defined 
the Industri-plex Superfund Site as being comprised of 245 acres; the Consent Decree included a 
map which defined the site for its purposes. Under CERCLA. arid the National Contingency 
Plan, the parameters of the Industri-plex Superfund Site include any areas where hazardous 
substances originating from that Site have come to be located. 42 U.S.C. § 9601(9); 40 C.F.R. 
§ 300.5. For purposes of this ROD, the terms "Site" or "Industri-plex Site" includes both 
operable units at Industri-plex (see Figure A-l for approximate overall Industri-plex Site 
boundary and locus map). Where it is appropriate, EPA will refer to the Site as defined by the 
1986 ROD and the 1989 Consent Decree as "Industri-plex OU-1" (see Figure A-2 for 
approximate Industri-plex OU-1 boundary), and to that portion of the Site covered by this ROD 
as "Industri-plex OU-2" (see Figure A-3 for approximate Industri-plex OU-2 boundary). It 
should be noted that Industri-plex OU-1 and OU-2 overlap in some areas covered under the 
original OU-1 ROD. 
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The original ROD and the Consent Decree for Industri-plex OU-1 required the investigation of 
the migration and impacts of site-related contamination (e.g., metals) on downstream areas, as 
well as the evaluation of potential sources of hazardous materials impacting the aquifer This 
Industri-plex OU-1 investigation is included in the area also referred to herein as the Northern 
Study Area. 

The Wells G&H Superfund Site consists of approximately 330 acres situated in East Woburn, 
Massachusetts, and is located approximately 1 mile downstream of Industri-plex OU-1 along the 
Aberjona River (see Figure A-2 for approximate Wells G&H boundary). In 1979, contamination 
was discovered in two municipal wells. Wells G and H (installed in 1964 and 1967, 
respectively). The groundwater was contaminated with volatile organic compounds (VOCs), 
including trichloroethene (TCE) and tetrachloroethene (PCE) and, as a result, the wells were shut 
down. Contaminants found in site soils included polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), 
polychlorinated biphenyl compounds (PCBs), VOCs, and pesticides. Aberjona River sediments 
were found to be contaminated with heavy metals, including arsenic, chromium, mercury, and 
zinc, and some PAHs. The 1989 Wells G&H ROD specified a groundwater cleanup remedy for 
five source area properties contributing to VOC groundwater contamination (Operable Unit 1 
(Wells G&H OU-1)). This Wells G&H ROD, along with a 1991 Explanation of Significant 
Differences and a 1991 Consent Decree designated two other operable units: the second operable 
unit (Wells G&H OU-2) is referred to as the Central Area Aquifer Study, and investigates the 
remaining groundwater; and the third operable unit (WeJls G&H OU-3) is referred to as the 
Aberjona River Study and investigates surface water and sediment contamination along the river 
and its associated wetlands. This Wells G&H OU-3 investigation is also referred to as the 
Southern Study Area. Currently, Wells G&H OU-1 groundwater treatment activities are on
going at alt five source area properties. Wells G&H OU-2 continues to be investigated. 

As a result of the similar sediment contamination (e.g., metals such as arsenic) at the two 
Superfund sites, EPA merged the Wells G&H OU-3 into Industri-plex OU-2 to establish one 
comprehensive cleanup plan for the Aberjona River and associated wetlands. This investigation, 
which resulted in this ROD, is known as Industri-plex Superfund Site OU-2 (and including Wells 
G&H Superfund Site OU-3, Aberjona River Study) Comprehensive Multiple Source 
Groundwater Response Plan Remedial Investigation (MSGRP RI), as depicted on Figure A-4. 
This ROD wil l use the terminology "Industri-plex OU-2" to include Wells G&H OU-3, except as 
otherwise indicated. 

Based upon the baseline risk assessment results and contaminant fate and transport mechanisms, 
as presented in the March 2005 Comprehensive MSGRP RI, October 2005 Technical 
Memorandum - Evaluation of Ammonia and Supplemental Soil Data (October 2005 Technical 
Memorandum), and the Administrative Record, the approximate boundaries of Industri-plex OU
2 are illustrated on Figure A-3. 
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Heavy metals are the principal contaminants of concern throughout Industri-plex OU-2, with 
arsenic representing the most significant metal present at elevated concentrations throughout the 
system. The most significant source of metals contamination has been from Industri-plex OU-1. 
Although the contaminated soils have been capped as part of the Industri-plex OU-1 remedy, 
they continue to impact groundwater at OU-1 and discharge inorganics (including dissolved 
arsenic) to the HBHA Pond, the HBHA Wetlands and the Aberjona River. Once contaminants 
are discharged from groundwater to the surface water bodies, sediments and surface water are 
impacted and the contaminants are transported further downstream. 

Several organic contaminants (including benzene) were also detected in soils and groundwater in 
the Northern Study Area. Benzene was the most frequently detected VOC at concentrations 
exceeding state standards for groundwater. In addition to the inorganic and organic groundwater 
plumes, these plumes also include high concentrations of ammonia. The ammonia is primarily 
generated from the buried organic waste at Industri-plex OU-1 (e.g., animal hide waste). The 
ammonia, along with the inorganic and organic plumes;, primarily discharge into the HBHA 
Pond, and contribute to sediment and surface water impacts in the pond. 

Other organic compounds, such as naphthalene and trichloroethene (ICE), were also observed 
sporadically in groundwater samples in the vicinity of l:he HBHA Pond. TCE was also observed 
in another area approximately one half mile south of Industri-plex OU-1, generally located south 
and southwest of Cabot Road, in the vicinity of former Mishawum Lake. However, based on the 
available groundwater data, it appears that the source of the TCE south of Cabot Road is not 
related to Industri-plex OU-2. 

A more complete description of Industri-plex OU-2 can be found in Section I of the MSGRP Rl 
prepared by Tetra Tech NUS, Inc (TtNUS) for EPA, dzited March 2005, and the October 2005 
Technical Memorandum. 

B. SFTE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIMTIES 

1. History of Site Activities 

Site Ownership/Operations 

Various manufacturing facilities operated on the Industri-plex OU-1 from 1853 to 1969. Prior to 
1853, the Industri-plex OU-I was undeveloped land, covered forest along the northern, upland 
border, and wetlands and marshy swampland over the southern two thirds of the property. 
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SUMMARY OF INDUSTRI-PLEX OU-1 OWNERSHIP (1853 - 1989) 

Date Ownership Comments 

Prior to 1853 Unknown Natural undeveloped land. 

1853 - 1863 Robert B. Eaton Manufactured Hartshorn,
 
Vitriol, Copperas, Glue,
 

1 Gums, Nitrates.
 

Manufactured many types of acids, tin 
Merrimac Chemical Co. (New crystals, oxy-muriate of antimony, England Manufacturing Co. 1863 - 1929 arsenical pesticides. Waste products were made munitions from 1915 to 
1920) arsenic, lead, zinc, copper and mercury. 

Similar products to Merrimac Chemical 
1929-1931 Monsanto Chemical Co. Co. 

F&L Land Salvage and Salvage existing plant equipment. 1931-1934 Improvement Co. 

Manufacture of animal glues, "technical 1934 -1936 New England Chemical gelatin" Industries, Inc. 

Same products as previous Consolidated Chemicals 1936-1961 owner. Industries 

Same as previous owner. 1961 - 1969 Stauffer Chemical Co. 

Industrial developer. 1969-1989 Mark-Phillip Trust 

From 1853 through 1931, Industri-plex OU-1 was home to various chemical manufacturing 
operations that produced chemicals for the local textile, leather and paper industries; the main 
products being sulfuric acid and related chemicals. Other chemicals produced at this facility 
included arsenic insecticides, acetic acid, dry colors, and organic chemicals including phenol, 
benzene, picric acid, toluene, and trinitrotoluene (TNT). Beginning in 1935, the plant was 
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dedicated to the manufacturing of glue from animal hides until mid-1969 when operations ceased 
and the property was vacated. 

The waste products resulting from 115 years of industrial activities were randomly disposed of 
on-site. Prior to 1934, it appears that waste materials were disposed of over a wide area, 
encompassing ail of the property owned by Merrimac Chemical Company west of the current 
location of Commerce Way, including the property west of the railroad tracks. It appears that the 
wastes were used for two purposes. The first use was to fill lowlands, wetlands and shallow 
ponds in order to provide more useable land on which to locate new processes. The second use 
was as a construction material used to build dikes and levees to contain liquid wastes in a 
particular area. After 1934 and for the remainder of industrial operations, the disposal of waste 
products was generally limited to areas east and southeast of the main plant. These wastes were 
deposited directly on top of the existing deposits and reached heights in excess of forty feet 
above natural grade. The locations of the operations arc depicted in the March 2005 MSGRP RI 
and Industri-plex OU-1 Administrative Record 

In December 1968, the Mark-Phillip Trust (MPT or the Trust) purchased approximately 149 
acres of the property from Stauffer Chemical Company, while others purchased the remaining 35 
acres. The MPT intended to develop the Stauffer land, along with land owned to the south and 
east, as an industrial park to be called "Industri-plex 128." From early 1970 to 1979, 
development activities involved filling and excavating portions of the property to facilitate the 
sale of various parcels. Excavations uncovered chemical and glue manufacturing wastes, 
including decaying animal hides. In addition to two existing waste stockpiles (i.e., East Central 
Hide Pile and South Hide Pile), some of these waste deposits were excavated and either trucked 
off-site, buried on the southern Boston Edison Company (BECO, n/k/a NSTAR) right-of-way, or 
stockpiled in two new waste piles (i.e., West and East Hide Piles). 

Regulatory Enforcement Activities 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has a long history of enforcement actions against the MPT 
arising out of its development of the property. These actions began in August of 1969 when the 
developer began work without the proper permits from the Massachusetts Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR). In December 1970, the DNR issued a permit to the Trust; the permit 
acknowledged the existence of the former Stauffer waslewater treatment lagoon and disposal area 
and required that they be addressed in compliance with current state regulations. In addition, after 
repeated violations of administrative orders issued by the Department of Environmental Quality 
Engineering (DEQE, n/k/a DEP), a state court issued an injunction sought by the Commonwealth 
and the Town of Reading, preventing certain development activities. 

Federal involvement began in June 1979 when the United States Attorney's Office, on behalf of 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) and EPA, filed suit against the MPT alleging 
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violations of § 404 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, which regulates the filling of 
wetlands. An injunction was issued and further development activity stopped. In support of this 
injunction, EPA provided the results of its soil and water testing at the property, which showed 
that hazardous substances, primarily arsenic, chromium and lead sludges, had been released. 
Negotiations between the MPT and the state and federal regulatory agencies began and continued 
until May 1985, when separate state and federal Consent Decrees were approved by their 
respective courts. The decrees, similar in scope, required the Trust to undertake a series of steps, 
including investigations to determine the nature and extent of the hazardous waste problems, 
cleaning up the hazardous waste problems and resolving the wetland filling issues. In exchange, 
the MPT would be able to develop certain pieces of the property in order to generate enough 
revenue to continue with the remedial investigations and clean up. Citing the inability to generate 
sufficient capital, the MPT has never complied with the terms of the Consent Decrees. 

The Industri-plex Site was listed on the Superfund Interim List of 115 Top Priority Hazardous 
Waste Sites in 1981 and on the Superfund National Priorities List in 1983. 

In May, 1982, the DEQE and EPA entered into a Consent Order with Stauffer Chemical 
Company to undertake a Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) and subject to certain 
conditions to pay for its apportioned share of the remedial actions. Stauffer began implementing 
the Consent Order in the summer of 1982 with Phase I of a RI and completed the RI/FS process 
in April 1985 with the submission of the Phase n RI/FS. 

Two early response actions were undertaken at Industri-plex OU-1. The first, conducted by the 
DEQE in November 1980 involved a sprayed latex cover over a large exposed arsenic and lead 
deposit to minimize air entrainment of arsenic and lead dust. In the summer of 1981, EPA 
undertook a removal action by installing a chain link fence around Industri-plex OU-1 to prevent 
unauthorized access. A subsequent action was undertaken in June 1986 to repair the existing 
fence. 

Based upon investigations in the early 1980s, EPA established a 1986 Record of Decision for the 
first phase of cleanup at Industri-plex OU-1, which included the construction of protective caps 
over approximately 110 acres of soils contaminated with heavy metals and animal wastes 
(permeable cap over approximately 105 acres, impermeable cap over approximately 5 acres) to 
prevent people from coming into contact with the contamination. The installation of the 
protective caps was completed in 1998, and the industrial park is currently home to retail, 
commercial and light industry land uses, as well as the Anderson Regional Transportation 
Center. Industri-plex OU-1 also included a gas collection and treatment system, institutional 
controls, and interim groundwater remedy, as well as further investigations of site-related 
contamination at and downstream of Industri-plex OU-1. In addition, as noted above, the 1986 
ROD required further investigation to support a second decision regarding the impacts of 
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groundwater and surface water contamination from Industri-plex OU-I. This investigation 
contributes to the basis for this ROD. 

On April 24,1989, EPA entered into a Consent Decree with 26 Settling Parties to perform the 
Industri-plex OU-1 Remedial Design/ Remedial Action. The Industri-plex Site Remedial Trust 
(ISRT) was created as a requirement of the 1989 Consent Decree for the 26 Settling Defendants 
(current and previous landowners) to form a single entity responsible for funding, managing, and 
administering the remediation at Industri-plex OU-1 and fulfilling the obligations of the Consent 
Decree. Since the 1989 Consent Decree, the ISRT has performed many of the investigations to 
support the RI/FS. 

The Settling Parties have been very active in generating data to support the MSGRP RI and 
MSGRP FS, participating in technical discussions regarding contaminants at the Industri-plex 
OU-2, and providing technical comments on the baseline risk assessments, MSGRP RI, MSGRP 
FS and Proposed Plan. Some of their activities are presented above and below in Part 2, Sections 
B and C, and include extensive review and comment on EPA's March 2003 Wells G&H 
Superfund Site OU-3 Aberjona River Study Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment and on the 
May 2003 Wells G&H Superfund Site OU-3 Aberjona River Study Baseline Ecological Risk 
Assessment. These comments and EPA's responses are included in the Administrative Record. 
In addition, the Settling Parties collected an extensive amount of environmental data which was 
incorporated into the MSGRP RI report. 

EPA has not yet notified any Potentially Responsible Parties ("PRPs") of their liability for past 
response costs or future response actions. 

Principal Contaminants Discovered During Remedial Investigation Phase 

Heavy metals are the principal contaminants of concern throughout Industri-plex OU-2, with 
arsenic representing the most significant metal present at elevated concentrations throughout the 
system. The most significant source of metals contamination is Industri-plex OU-1. The presence 
of buried animal waste, as well as other buried organic materials, has resulted in reducing 
conditions in groundwater and the release of metals to groundwater in a dissolved form. 
Ammonia is present primarily as a result of hide waste degradation. The reducing conditions in 
the groundwater also contribute to ammonia migration in groundwater. Historical releases 
include releases from groundwater and releases from surface water, sediment, and soil since 
operations began in 1853 until the protective remedial caps were completed in 1998. Although 
the contaminated soils have been capped with a permeable cap, they continue to impact 
groundwater at Industri-plex OU-1 due to the reducing conditions caused by the degradation of 
buried organic material and to discharge contaminants (e.g., dissolved arsenic) to the HBHA 
Pond, the HBHA Wetlands and the Aberjona River. Once contaminants are discharged from 
groundwater to the surface water bodies, sediments and surface water are impacted and the 
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contaminants continue to be transported further downstream as part of the suspended solid load 
or in the dissolved state through diffusion processes. Current releases include releases from 
groundwater, sediment, and soil (total suspended solids) and sediment diffusion (dissolved 
arsenic). 

Several organic contaminants were also detected in soils and groundwater in the Northern Study 
Area. Benzene was the most frequently detected VOC at concentrations exceeding state 
standards for groundwater. The highest concentrations of benzene were observed in the shallow 
groundwater in two areas: between the East Central Hide Pile and the South Hide Pile, and 
within a localized area along the eastern edge of the West Hide Pile. High concentrations of 
benzene were observed in the deeper groundwater extending from the southern side of Atlantic 
Avenue to the central portion of the HBHA Pond. In general, the overall benzene plume, 
extending in both the shallow and deeper groundwater, is located in the vicinity of Atlantic 
Avenue south to the HBHA Pond. This location is generally consistent with the findings of 
previous investigations conducted during the earlier Industri-plex OU-1 groundwater 
investigations and the 1983 RI. These plumes were found to discharge into the HBHA Pond. 

In addition to the contaminants described above, these plumes also include elevated 
concentrations of ammonia. The ammonia is primarily generated through the biological 
degradation of the buried organic waste at Industri-plex OU-1 (e.g., animal hide waste). The 
highest concentrations of ammonia correlate with the buried animal/glue waste on Industri-plex 
OU-1. The reducing conditions in the groundwater contribute to the ammonia presence and 
migration in groundwater. The ammonia in groundwater, along with the arsenic and benzene 
plumes, discharge into the HBHA Pond, impacting surface water and sediments in the pond. 

In addition to the above, the following activities also contributed to the downstream release of 
contamination: 

•	 Historical, significant precipitation events and erosion: 

•	 Historical disturbances, mixing, and relocation/distribution of wastes during development 
activities at Industri-plex OU-1; 

A more detailed description of the Site history can be found in Section 1 of the MSGRP Rl 
Report, the October 2005 Technical Memorandum, the Industri-plex Site 1986 Record of 
Decision, and the Wells G&H Site 1989 Record of Decision. 

C. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

Throughout the Industri-plex Site's history, there has been a high degree of community 
involvement. EPA has kept the community and other interested parties apprised of Industri-plex 
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OU-2 activities through informational meetings, fact sheets, press releases and public meetings. 
Below is a brief chronology of recent public outreach efforts. 

•	 December 27, 2001: EPA Meeting with Woburn Officials at Mayor's office regarding
 
Industri-plex OU-2 and Wells G&H OU-3 merger.
 

•	 Spring 2002: EPA released a Fact Sheet and Press Release announcing the merger of the 
Industri-plex OU-2 with Wells G&H OU-3 to establish one comprehensive cleanup 
decision for the river and associated wetlands. 

•	 June 4,2002: EPA meeting with Wobum Residence Environmental Network (WREN) at 
a private residence regarding Industri-plex OU-2 and Wells G&H OU-3 investigations. 

•	 June 19, 2002: EPA meeting with Woburn Neighborhood Association (WNA) to discuss 
Industri-plex OU-2 and Wells G&H OU-3 merger at Altavesta Elementary School, 
Woburn, MA. 

•	 July 15, 2002: EPA meeting with Wobum City Council at the Woburn City Hall 
regarding Industri-plex OU-2 and Wells G&H OU-3 investigations. At the meeting, EPA 
provided the Wobum City Council information regarding EPA's Technical Outreach 
Services for Communities (TOSC) program which provides free access to independent 
scientific and technical assistance for the evaluation of technical documents, 

•	 August 6,2002: EPA meeting with Mystic River Watershed Association and Friends of 
Upper Mystic Lakes at a private residence regarding Industri-plex OU-2 and Wells G&H 
OU-3 investigations. 

•	 March 2003: EPA released Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline 
Human Health Risk Assessment. 

•	 Spring 2003: EPA released a Fact Sheet and Press Release summarizing the results of the 
Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment, 
dated March 2003. 

•	 April 15, 2003: EPA meeting with City officials presenting the results of the Wells G&H 
OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment at City Hall, 
Wobum, MA. 

•	 May 6, 2003: EPA meeting with Aberjona Study Coalition (ASC) presenting the results 
of the Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline Human Health Risk 
Assessment at Thompson Library, Woburn, MA. 
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•	 May 13, 2003: EPA held an informational Public Meeting presenting the results of the 
Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment 
at the Shamrock Elementary School, Woburn, MA. 

•	 May 19, 2003: EPA meeting with Woburn City Council discussing the results of the 
Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment 
at City Hall. 

•	 May 2003: EPA released Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline 
Ecological Risk Assessment. 

•	 June 2, 2003: EPA meeting with Winchester Selectman discussing the results of the 
Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment 
at Town Hall. 

•	 June 16, 2003: EPA awarded $100,000 Technical Assistant Grant lo the Aberjona Study 
Coalition (ASC) for the Industri-plex and Wells G&H Superfund Sites. 

•	 June 2003: EPA released a Fact Sheet and Press Release summarizing the Wells G&H 
OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment, dated May 
2003. 

•	 July 23, 2003: EPA meeting with Aberjona Study Coalition (ASC) discussing the results 
of the Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline Ecological Risk 
Assessment at Thompson Library, Woburn, MA. 

•	 July 24, 2003: EPA meeting with Winchester Officials regarding the results of the Wells 
G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline Human Health Risk Assessment at 
Town Hall. 

•	 July 24, 2003: EPA held an informational Public Meeting presenting the results of the 
Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study Draft Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment at 
the Shamrock Elementary School, Woburn, MA. 

. Fall 2003: EPA received public comments on EPA's March 2003 and May 2003 Wells 
G&H OU-3, Aberjona River Study, Draft Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk 
Assessments from a number of stakeholders. 

•	 June 28, 2004: EPA released comprehensive responses to public comments received on 
the Wells G&H OU-3, Aberjona River Study, March 2003 and May 2003 Draft Baseline 
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Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessments. 

• September 2004: EPA released Revised Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study 
Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment, dated September 2004, based 
upon the Agency's June 28, 2004 responses to public comments. 

• October 2004: EPA released a Fact Sheet and Press Release summarizing the Revised 
Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk 
Assessment, dated September 2004, based upon the Agency's June 28, 2004 responses to 
public comments. 

• March 2005: EPA released Industri-plex Superfund Site OU-2 (and including Wells 
G&H Superfund Site OU-3, Aberjona River Study) Comprehensive Multiple Source 
Groundwater Response Plan (MSGRP) Remedial Investigation Report. 

• April 2005: EPA released a Fact Sheet summarizing the March 2005 Industri-plex 
Superfund Site OU-2 (and including Wells G&H Superfund Site OU-3, Aberjona River 
Study) Comprehensive Multiple Source Groundwater Response Plan (MSGRP) Remedial 
Investigation Report. The Fact Sheet identified the next steps in the schedule as the 
release of a Proposed Plan in May 2005 or June 2005 which would begin a 30-day public 
comment period. 

• April 15, 2005: EPA released a Press Release announcing EPA's informational Public 
Meeting scheduled for 7:00 PM, April 28, 2005, at the Shamrock Elementary School, 
Woburn, MA to discuss the results of the Industri-plex Superfund Site OU-2 (and 
including Wells G&H Superfund Site OU-3 Aberjona River Study) MSGRP RI report. 

• April 28,2005: EPA held an informational Public Meeting presenting the results of the 
Industri-plex Superfund Site OU-2 (and including Wells G&H Superfund Site OU-3, 
Aberjona River Study) comprehensive MSGRP RI report. EPA also announces that a 
Proposed Plan would be released in May 2005 or June 2005 beginning a 30-day public 
comment period. 

• June 17,2005: EPA released Press Release announcing June 30,2005 informational 
Public Meeting of Proposed Plan for Industri-plex Superfund Site OU-2 (and including 
Wells G&H Superfund Site OU-3, Aberjona River Study) at the Shamrock Elementary 
School, Woburn, MA. 

• June 28, 2005: EPA published a legal notice and brief analysis of the Proposed Plan in 
the Woburn Daily Times Chronicle. 

Record of Decision 
OU-2, Industri-plex Superfund Site (and including OU-3, Wells G&H Superfund Site) January 2006 
Wobum, Massachusetts Page 20 



Record of Decision
 
Part 2: The Decision Summary
 

•	 June 30,2005: EPA released the Industri-plex Superfund Site OU-2 (and including Wells 
G&H Superfund Site OU-3, Aberjona River Study) Feasibility Study ("MSGRP FS"). 

•	 June 30,2005: EPA released the Industri-plex Superfund Site OU-2 (and including Wells 
G&H Superfund Site OU-3, Aberjona River Study) Proposed Plan with the 30-day 
comment period beginning on July 1,2005, and ending on July 31, 2005. 

•	 June 30, 2005: EPA held an informational Public Meeting presenting the results of the 
Industri-plex Superfund Site OU-2 (and including Wells G&H Superfund Site OU-3, 
Aberjona River Study) MSGRP FS and Proposed Plan, and initiates a 30-day public 
comment period beginning July 1, 2005 and ending July 31, 2005. EPA makes the 
administrative record available for public review at EPA's offices in Boston, and Wobum 
Public Library. This is the primary information repository for local residents and will be 
kept up to date by EPA. In addition, administrative record was made available at the 
Winchester Public Library, and copies of the administrative record on compact discs were 
distributed to the public that attend the informational Public Meeting. 

•	 July 15, 2005: EPA Press Release announcing 30-day extension to the 30-day comment 
period, based upon a request from a community group, with the comment period ending 
on August 31,2005. 

•	 July 27, 2005: EPA Public Hearing recording formal verbal public comments on the 
Industri-plex Superfund Site OU-2 (and including Wells G&H Superfund Site OU-3 
Aberjona River Study) Proposed Plan, dated June 2005. 

•	 October 19, 2005: After reviewing public comments received by August 31, 2005, EPA 
releases Technical Memorandum - Evaluation of Ammonia and Supplemental Soil Data, 
Fact Sheet supplementing the June 2005 Proposed Plan, and Supplemental 
Administrative Record, and re-opens the public comment period from October 20, 2005 
to November 18, 2005. 

•	 November 17, 2005: EPA second Public Hearing recording formal verbal comments on 
the Industri-plex Superfund Site OU-2 (and including Wells G&H Superfund Site OU-3 
Aberjona River Study) June 2005 Proposed Plan, October 2005 Technical Memorandum 
- Evaluation of Ammonia and Supplemental Soil Data, and October 2005 Fact Sheet 
supplementing the June 2005 Proposed Plan. 

D. SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT OR RESPONSE ACTION 

As with many Superfund sites, the problems at the Industri-plex Superfund Site are complex. 
EPA has organized the work into two operable units (OUs). Furthermore, considering the 
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hydraulic connection and similar contaminants of concerns (e.g., metals such as arsenic) at 
Industri-plex OU-1 and downstream low-lying areas along the Aberjona River and associated 
wetlands, Industri-plex OU-2 incorporates the downstream investigations associated with the 
Wells G&H Superfund Site OU-3 Aberjona River Study (known as the Southern Study Area for 
river reaches 1 - 6) as depicted on Figure A-4. 

In	 1986, EPA signed a Record of Decision for the first phase of cleanup at Industri-plex OU-1 
which included the following: 

•	 construction of permeable protective caps over more than 100 acres of soils contaminated 
with heavy metals (e.g., arsenic, lead, chromium) and animal wastes to prevent people 
from coming into contact with the contamination; 

•	 construction of an impermeable protective cap, gas (hydrogen sulfide) collection and 
treatment system over approximately 5 acres; 

•	 establish institutional controls to preserve the continued effectiveness of the Industri-plex 
OU-i remedy to protect human health and the environment; 

•	 implement an interim groundwater remedy for groundwater hot spots of benzene and 
toluene contamination; and 

•	 conduct further investigations (known as the Groundwater/Surface Water Investigation 
Plan or "GSIP") of site-related contamination at and downstream of Industri-plex OU-1 
to support a second operable unit. 

The permeable protective caps, impermeable protective cap, and gas collection and treatment 
system were completed in 1998, though cap certification reports have not yet been completed for 
Industri-plex OU-1. The Final GSIP investigations were completed between 2002 and 2004. 
The final design of the institutional controls was completed in March 2005, though the 
institutional controls have not yet been recorded on the properties at Industri-plex OU-1. The 
Industri-plex OU-1 Settling Parties did not implement the interim groundwater remedy; hence, 
EPA will not be issuing a certification of completion for the interim groundwater remedy portion 
of Industri-plex OU-1, and the permanent groundwater remedy outlined in this ROD supersedes 
the interim groundwater remedy component of OU-1. During the 1990s and early 2000s, 
portions of Industri-plex OU-1 were redeveloped and currently house retail, commercial and light 
industry, as well as an intermodal transportation facility, the Anderson Regional Transportation 
Center. 
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In addition, the 1986 ROD required EPA to conduct further investigations, called the Multiple 
Source Groundwater Response Plan (MSGRP), to support a second operable unit. This 
investigation serves as the basis for this ROD. 

Industri-plex OU-2: This ROD incorporates the current knowledge of the nature and extent of 
contamination, contaminant fate and transport mechanisms, and baseline risk assessment results 
as presented in the MSGRP RI report, the October 2005 Technical Memorandum, and the 
Administrative Record. This ROD establishes a final groundwater remedy for the Industri-plex 
Site, where the Commonwealth has determined the aquifer is of low use and value (i.e., not for 
drinking water purposes) at Industri-plex OU-1 north of Interstate 95 within the Northern Study 
Area. If any final groundwater decisions are necessary for the remaining Wells G&H aquifer 
within the Southern Study Area, which the Commonwealth determined to be a medium use and 
value aquifer with the potential to be used as a future drinking water source, then these decisions 
will be made in the Wells G&H Superfund Site Operable Unit 2, Central Area Aquifer Study. 

This ROD addresses the contamination originating from Industri-plex OU-1 and downstream 
migration of contamination from groundwater contaminant discharges from Industri-plex OU-1. 
The waste capped under Industri-plex OU-1 continues to serve as a principal threat through the 
release of contaminants in groundwater. Ingestion of, dermal contact with, and inhalation of 
volatile compounds released from extracted groundwater within this aquifer poses a potential 
future risk to human health because EPA's acceptable risk range is exceeded. This ROD also 
addresses the contamination of soils and sediments. Ingestion of and dermal contact with these 
soils and sediments poses a potential current and/or future risk to humans because EPA's 
acceptable risk range is exceeded. Exposure to these sediments also poses an unacceptable 
ecological risk to the benthic community. Finally, this ROD addresses the contamination of 
surface water. Exposure to these surface waters poses an unacceptable ecological risk to aquatic 
life. 

This ROD represents the final response action for the Industri-plex Site and addresses the 
principal threats at Industri-plex OU-2 through interception, treatment and sequestration of 
contaminated groundwater plumes at the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (primary and 
secondary treatment cells) and the West Hide Pile (enhanced in-situ bioremediation), periodic 
removal of sediments accumulating at the northern portion of the HBHA Pond, sediment removal 
and restoration at the southern portion of the HBHA Pond and near shore sediment areas, 
capping (impermeable) stream channels impacted by contaminated groundwater plumes 
discharge (including New Boston Street Drainway), capping contaminated soils adjacent to the 
HBHA Pond (including Area A6), establishing institutional controls for groundwater, soils, and 
sediments to prevent exposures to contamination above cleanup standards (outlined in Section L 
of this ROD) and protect the remedy, compensation for any wetland function and value losses 
nearby in the watershed, and long-term monitoring of groundwater, surface water, and sediments. 
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The ROD will serve as the final groundwater, soils, surface water and sediment remedy at the 
Industri-plex Site. 

The principal and low-level threats that this ROD addresses are summarized in the following 
table: 

Principal Threats Medium Contaminant(s) Action To Be Taken 

Future Human Health Groundwater Arsenic, VOCs, Management of migration and 
Risk and ammonia institutional controls 

Future Human Health Soil Arsenic Institutional Controls 
Risk 

Current/Future Sediment Arsenic, Removal, off-site disposal, and 
Human Health Risk benzo(a)pyrene institutional controls 

Ecological Risk Sediment Arsenic Partial removal, capping, and 
management of migration, and 
compensatory mitigation for 
wetland and stream losses 

Ecological Risk Surface water Arsenic, benzene, Management of migration, and 
and ammonia compensatory mitigation for 

wetland and stream losses 

E. SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

Chapter 1 of the June 2005 MSGRP FS contains an overview of the MSGRP RI. The significant 
findings of the March 2005 MSGRP RI and October 2005 Technical Memorandum are 
summarized below. These technical documents can be found in the Administrative Record and 
contain various figures illustrating the locations of samples collected during the investigation, 
and media concentrations/detections. 

The approximate boundaries of Industri-plex OU-2 are illustrated on Figure A-3, which accounts 
for fate and transport processes and/or depositional locations where contamination contributes to 
human health or environmental risks. The Aberjona River flows through the Industri-plex OU-2, 
and the HBHA is located in the northwest portion of the Industri-plex OU-2 contributing surface 
water flow to the Aberjona River. Several associated tributaries, drainways, and wetlands also 
traverse or are situated within Industri-plex OU-2. The Industri-plex OU-2 originates at the 
Industri-plex OU-1, which is the location of the only significant source of contamination in 
Industri-plex OU-2. 
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The disposal of manufacturing wastes at Industri-plex OU-1 from 1853 to 1968 and development 
activities from 1968 to the early 1970s resulted in the filling of wetlands, diverting the course of 
the Aberjona River, and the creation of four large waste stockpiles. The Halls Brook Holding 
Area (HBHA) was created as a storm water management area following the filling of Mishawum 
Lake in the early 1970s. The northern portion of the HBHA consists of a large rectangular 
shallow pond (approximately 175 feet by 900 feet and depth up to 20 feet), referred to as the 
HBHA Pond. Downstream of the HBHA Pond, the southern portion of the HBHA consists of 
wetlands containing three smaller ponds, referred to as the HBHA Wetland. When the HBHA 
was constructed, the Aberjona River was diverted from Mishawum Lake to its current course 
which follows a series of culverts and drainage channels in the middle of the Commerce Way 
roadway and runs parallel to the HBHA approximately 1,500 feet to the east. Flows from the 
Aberjona River and the HBHA converge at the outlet of the HBHA at Mishawum Road. The 
Aberjona River continues to flow south through the Wells G&H Superfund Site wetland north of 
Salem Street (referred to as the Wells G&H Wetland), and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area 
south of Salem Street. The river continues to flow south through southern Woburn and 
Winchester, and concludes at the Mystic Lakes. 

In 1986, EPA completed a Record of Decision (ROD) for Industri-plex OU-1 that selected a soil 
remedy which consisted of capping arsenic/lead/chromium contaminated soils and animal hide 
wastes material piles (i.e., East Hide Pile, East Central Hide Pile, West Hide Pile, South Hide 
Pile, and portions of the NSTAR (Formerly Boston Edison Company) right-of-way Number 9. 
These soils represent the most significant source of contamination at the Industri-plex OU-2. 
The contaminants gradually dispersed into the surrounding environmental media and have 
resulted in the contamination of soil, groundwater, surface water, sediments, and biota at the 
Industri-plex OU-2. The nature and extent of the contamination along with fate and transport 
information are summarized in the following sections. 

Soil Contamination 

The nature and extent of soil contamination was further investigated in areas within, adjacent to, 
and downgradient of Industri-plex OU-1. These areas included soils along the perimeter of the 
Industri-plex OU-1 boundary, buried sediments of the former Mishawum Lake bed, benzene and 
toluene source area soils, and floodplain soils along the HBHA and the Aberjona River. Soils 
impacted by site-related contaminants are as follows: 

•	 Within the boundaries of Industri-plex OU-1, there are over 150 acres of soils 
contaminated with heavy metals (specifically, arsenic, lead, chromium, and, to a lesser 
degree, barium, copper, zinc, and mercury) and animal hide waste materials. 
Approximately 110 acres exceeded the heavy metals threshold values established in the 
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1986 ROD and have been capped with either an engineered cover or with existing 
materials considered to be "equivalent cover" (e.g., asphalt pavement, building slabs, etc.) 
These capped areas include animal hide waste materials buried at the West Hide Pile, 
East Hide Pile, East-Central Hide Pile, South Hide Pile and along portions of the NSTAR 
right-of-way Number 9. Although capped and no longer a threat from erosion, these 
contaminants remain on-site and represent the most significant source of contamination at 
Industri-plex OU-2. Some of these chemicals have remained adsorbed to soils while 
others have been mobilized into deeper soils, into groundwater, and into the adjacent 
wetlands, HBHA and Aberjona River. 

•	 Four areas located outside and adjacent to the Industri-plex OU-1 boundary were 
investigated to determine if metals contamination exceeding the Industri-plex OU-1 soil 
remedy action levels extended beyond the Industri-plex OU-1 boundary. Only the area 
located between the southern Industri-plex OU-1 boundary and the HBHA Pond (Area 6) 
was found to contain concentrations of arsenic, chromium, and lead exceeding action 
levels established for the Industri-plex OU-1 soil remedy. 

•	 Prior to it being filled to create open land for development, Mishawum Lake served as 
one of the first significant depositional areas for contaminants being discharged from 
Industri-plex OU-1. Soils exhibiting elevated concentrations of metals exceeding 
comparative regulatory criteria (i.e., EPA Region 9 Preliminary Remediation Goals 
(PRGs) and MassDEP Soil Background criteria) were detected in both near-surface and 
subsurface soils. The highest concentrations of metals and the most frequent exceedances 
of comparative screening criteria for metals, in particular arsenic, generally occurred in 
the soil samples collected at a depth representing the former lake bottom. 

•	 An investigation was conducted to locate the source of persistent benzene and toluene 
groundwater contamination adjacent to me West Hide Pile (benzene) and along Atlantic 
Avenue (benzene and toluene) at Industri-plex OU-1. This investigation included 
subsurface geophysical surveys (i.e.. ground penetrating radar and electro-magnetic 
surveys), soil-gas sampling, subsurface soil samples, and groundwater sampling. 
Although a concentrated source of contamination was not located (e.g., Underground 
Storage Tanks (UST), drums, etc.), both benzene and toluene were detected in most soil 
samples. However, these detections were generally low with the majority of samples well 
below the comparative screening criteria. At sample locations collected along Atlantic 
Avenue, 4 of 17 samples exceeded the screening criterion for benzene (600 micrograms 
per kilogram [jig/kg]) and none exceeded the screening criterion for toluene (520,000 
/ig/kg). In addition, one soil sample collected at the West Hide Pile within the saturated 
zone, exhibited elevated concentrations of benzene (210,000 jug/kg) exceeding its 
screening criterion. While toluene and benzene persist in these areas, only benzene 
exceeded its screening criterion. 
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•	 Soil samples were collected in depositional areas along the HBHA and the Aberjona 
River in order to investigate the presence of heavy metals deposited by floodwaters. 
Areas investigated included the banks of a drainage channel along/adjacent to the 
NSTAR right-of-way Number 9 in the southern portion of Industri-plex OU-1, floodplain 
areas along the eastern and southwestern banks of the HBHA, wetlands by Normac Road 
(south of Interstate 95 and north of the Wells G&H Wetland), the backyard of a residence 
located on Salem Street at the southwest edge of the Wells G&H Wetland, the Cranberry 
Bog Conservation Area, Danielson Park, river bank/wetland areas at Kraft Foods, 
Davidson Park in Winchester, and the banks of the Aberjona River near the Wedgemere 
train station in Winchester. Arsenic was the only metal that was detected in all floodplain 
sample locations at concentrations ranging from 6.1 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) to 
272 mg/kg. Arsenic concentrations exceeded the screening criterion in all areas (except 
at the Wedgemere station where the criterion was exceeded in seven of nine samples). 
Although the screening criterion for arsenic (0.39 mg/kg) is based on residential 
assumptions, approximately 87 percent of floodplain soil samples exhibited arsenic 
concentrations that also exceeded the MassDEP Natural Soil Background reference 
criterion (20 mg/kg). 

Groundwater Contamination 

Between 1990 and 2002, over 460 groundwater samples were collected, analyzed and 
quantitatively evaluated to assess area-wide groundwater contamination in the Northern Study 
Area. Groundwater within the Southern Study Area is scheduled for comprehensive evaluation 
by EPA as part of the Wells G&H Superfund Site Operable Unit 2, Central Area Aquifer, 
investigations. The findings of the Northern Study Area investigation are as follows: 

• Arsenic was more frequently detected in groundwater than any other metal (i.e., detected 
in 360 samples out of 467 samples analyzed for metals). Approximately 12 percent of the 
samples exceeded the arsenic screening criterion of 400 micrograms per liter (ftg/L). 
Arsenic concentrations were generally highest in the groundwater south and west of the 
East Central Hide Pile and beneath the NSTAR right-of-way, with the maximum 
observed concentration of 24,400 jxg/L located in the NSTAR right-of-way, just 
northwest of the HBHA. 

•	 Other metals that exceeded the screening criteria included: 

cadmium: only exceeded in three samples; the highest only slightly exceeding the 
criterion was located just north of the East Central Hide Pile; 
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chromium: only exceeded in two samples collected from the same well located 
approximately 450 feet south of Atlantic Avenue (likely attributable to high 
suspended solids in the sample); 

lead: exceeded in 23 samples; all located in the areas north of the HBHA Pond, east 
of New Boston Road, and west of Atlantic Avenue; 

mercury: exceeded in eight samples sporadically distributed throughout the study 
area, but the highest concentrations observed were just northwest of the HBHA; 

nickel: exceeded in five samples sporadically distributed throughout the study area 
but the highest concentrations observed in the area between the East Hide Pile and 
the East Central Hide Pile; and 

zinc: exceeded in 11 samples sporadically distributed through out the study area but 
the highest concentration observed in the area of the Anderson Regional 
Transportation Center. 

•	 Benzene was the most frequently detected VOC at concentrations exceeding the 
screening criteria. In the shallow groundwater, the highest concentrations of benzene 
were observed in two areas: between the East Central Hide Pile and the South Hide Pile 
adjacent to Atlantic Avenue (69,000 /ig/L); and within a localized area along the eastern 
edge of the West Hide Pile (4,100 /ig/L). In the deeper groundwater, high concentrations 
of benzene extended from the southern side of Atlantic Avenue to the southern end of the 
HBHA Pond. In general, the overall benzene plume, extending in both the shallow and 
deeper groundwater, is located in the vicinity of Atlantic Avenue south to the HBHA 
Pond. This current location is generally consistent with the findings of previous 
investigations conducted during the early GSIP investigations and the 1983 RI. 

•	 Elevated concentrations of ammonia exist in contaminated groundwater plumes at 
Industri-plex OU-1. The decomposition of the buried animal hide wastes contribute 
significantly to the generation and release of ammonia in groundwater. In addition, the 
contaminated groundwater plumes contain strong reducing conditions which contribute to 
the presence and migration of high ammonia concentrations in the groundwater and its 
discharge into the HBHA Pond. The fate and transport of ammonia is similar to the fate 
and transport patterns observed for dissolved araenic groundwater plumes. The highest 
concentrations of ammonia in groundwater (up to 2,710 milligrams per liter (mg/L)) were 
found at locations adjacent to or downgradient of the existing animal hide piles and in 
other areas where animal wastes have been buried, such as the NSTAR right-of-way 
(2,370 mg/L) and the West Hide Pile (63.7 mg/L). Consistent with the MSGRP RI, these 
groundwater plumes, including ammonia, migrate and discharge in the HBHA Pond. 
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•	 Although toluene concentrations did not exceed the screening criteria in samples 
collected during the recent investigations, toluene was detected at elevated concentrations 
within the center of the plume, just south of the Atlantic Avenue/Commerce Way 
intersection. Elevated concentrations of toluene (up to 2,500 ug/L) were observed in this 
area. During previous investigations conducted in 1997 by the ISRT as part of the source 
area investigation, elevated concentrations of toluene were also detected in this area with 
a maximum observed concentration of 19,000 />ig/L. Elevated concentrations were also 
detected within the intermediate and deeper overburden beneath and immediately south of 
the NSTAR right-of-way. 

•	 Trichloroethene (TCE) was observed sporadically in shallow groundwater samples in the 
vicinity of the NSTAR right-of way and the HBHA Pond. TCE in the shallow 
groundwater surrounding the HBHA Pond was detected at below screening criteria (< 6 
ug/L). 

•	 TCE was also detected at higher concentrations (up to 110 ftg/L) in the intermediate to 
deep overburden in another area approximately one-half mile south of Industri-plex OU
1, south and southwest of Cabot Road, in the vicinity of former Mishawum Lake. TCE 
degradation by-products (1,1-dichloroethene, cis-l,2-dichlorethene) were also detected, 
but concentrations did not exceed their respective screening criteria. Based on the 
available groundwater data, it appears that the source of the TCE along Cabot Road is not 
related to Industri-plex OU-2 and appears to be isolated. This TCE, located south and 
southwest of Cabot Road in the vicinity of former Mishawum Lake, will not be addressed 
as part of this ROD. 

•	 Although detected naphthalene concentrations did not exceed screening criteria, elevated 
concentrations were observed in shallow groundwater adjacent to and north of the HBHA 
Pond. 

•	 Samples collected from varying depths at 10 boring locations along the southern 
perimeter of the Northern Study Area are considered representative of groundwater 
quality as it leaves the Northern Study Area and enters the Wells G&H aquifer Interim 
Wellhead Protection Area. These samples were compared to Massachusetts Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MMCLs) and MassDEP GW-1 standards. Of the metals detected, 
only arsenic exceeded its MMCL (10 jig/L). No organic compounds were found to 
exceed their respective MMCLs or GW-1 standards. 

Sediment Contamination 

A total of 429 surface sediment samples (0-6 inches in depth) were collected from river, lake, 
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and wetland locations from Industri-plex OU-1 to the Mystic Lakes during several GSBP and 
MSGRP investigations from 1995 through 2004 (see Figure A-4). In addition, sediment samples 
were also collected from local and regional reference stations from areas not expected to have 
been impacted by site-related contaminants. All sediment samples were analyzed for metals and 
some were also analyzed for VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides, and PCBs. Metals concentrations 
observed in sediments were compared to concentrations found at the reference stations and to 
regulatory reference criteria, such as the EPA Region 9 PRGs and the Ontario Ministry of the 
Environment and Energy (OMEE) Severe-Effects Level (SEL) sediment quality guidelines. 

•	 The highest concentrations of metals and the most exceedances of reference criteria were 
found in the HBHA, the Wells G&H Wetland, and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area. 
The number of metals exceeding reference criteria was highest in the Wells G&H 

Wetland, the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area, and the HBHA. 

•	 Arsenic was the most prevalent metai that exceeded reference criteria. Other metals 
where more than 50 percent of the samples exceeded all the reference criteria included 
iron and lead. 

•	 Twenty VOCs were detected in surface sediment samples. Most compounds were 
detected infrequently and at low concentration;;. Only four compounds (benzene, 
tetrachloroethene, trichloroethene, and vinyl chloride) exceeded the EPA Region 9 PRGs 
for residential soil in at least one sample. 

•	 Twenty-three SVOCs, primarily PAHs, were detected in surface sediment samples. Five 
PAHs [benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene, 
dibenz(a,h)anlhracene, and indeno(l,2,3-cd)pyrene] exceeded Region 9 PRGs at the 
Industri-plex OU-2 and the reference stations. 

Surface Water Contamination 

Beginning in May 2001 and ending in October 2002, an extensive surface water monitoring 
program was conducted throughout the watershed that included measurements of precipitation, 
streamflow, suspended sediment, and metals concentrations (dissolved and total), in addition to 
other physio-chemical parameters at 10 stations located along a 9-mile reach of the Aberjona 
River. See Figure E-l for the location of each of the surface water sampling stations. The 
intensive monitoring period captured monthly baseflow sample data as well as six storm events 
spanning multiple seasons (spring, summer, and fall). 

•	 Concentrations of metals in surface water only sporadically exceeded National 
Recommended Water Quality Criteria (NRWQC) during both baseflow and stormflow 
conditions. The most frequently detected metals exceeding Criterion Continuous 
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Concentration (CCC) (chronic) criteria included aluminum, copper, lead, and zinc. 
Although the concentrations of arsenic were below NRWQC criteria, both dissolved and 
paniculate phases of arsenic represent potential impacts to downstream depositional 
areas. For the majority of the 10 surface water sampling stations, the total arsenic 
concentrations were highest during stormflow conditions. 

•	 The surface water monitoring data showed that metals transport is highly impacted by 
total suspended soJids (TSS) concentrations. Spikes in metals concentrations are 
associated with spikes in TSS. Monitoring data collected during baseflow conditions 
show that arsenic concentrations are higher in the HBHA (including HBHA Pond and 
HBHA Wetlands). This trend was also observed for the other metals evaluated 
(chromium, copper, iron, lead, and mercury). 

The highest concentrations for metals were most often observed at the outlet of the 
HBHA (Station 4). Spikes in metals concentrations at this station were associated with 
spikes in suspended sediment concentrations indicating that elevated levels of metals at 
this station are associated with the paniculate phase. The total metals concentrations 
typically decreased downstream of Station 4. During storm events, the highest arsenic 
concentrations were observed at the outlet of the HBHA Pond (Station 2). A chemocline 
is present within the HBHA Pond, which generally divides shallow water in the pond 
from deeper water. The chemocline is created and maintained by the continuing 
discharges of higher conductivity, greater density, and low oxygen content (anoxic) 
contaminated groundwater at the deeper portions of the HBHA Pond while the upper 
layer of the water column in the pond has a lower conductivity, lower density, and higher 
oxygen content (oxic) sustained by contributions of non-contaminated surface water from 
Halls Brook. The chemocline within the HBHA Pond becomes unstable during large 
storm events causing high contaminant concentrations in the deep surface water to mix 
with shallow water, and higher concentrations of arsenic to be released at the outlet of the 
pond. See the following fate and transport section for further information on the 
chemocline in the HBHA Pond. 

•	 The highest concentration of dissolved arsenic in the HBHA Pond was observed in deep 
surface water at the northern multi-level sample station (5,043 /zg/L). High 
concentrations of dissolved arsenic were also observed in deep surface water at central 
and south portions of the HBHA Pond with the highest values of 2,170 /ig/L (central) and 
2,845 jUg/L (south). The concentrations of dissolved arsenic in shallow surface water at 
the HBHA Pond ranged from 2.0 to 27.4 /ig/L. 

•	 The reduction of metal concentrations observed during baseflow conditions between 
Station 4 and Station 5 and subsequent downstream stations indicates that deposition is 
occurring between stations. Sediment samples were collected at significant depositional 
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areas along the HBHA and Aberjona River from Industri-plex OU-J to the Mystic Lakes. 
The distribution of arsenic and other metals along the river shows a clear pattern of 
metals transport from Industri-plex OU-1 south to the Mystic Lakes, with the greatest 
area of sediment deposition occurring at the Wells G&H Wetland and Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area. 

•	 Benzene was detected in deep surface water in the northern portion of the HBHA Pond 
with concentrations up to 1,830 /ig/L. Concentrations decreased through the water 
column to the point where benzene was not detected at the pond surface. 

•	 Concentrations of ammonia up to 1,380 mg/L were observed discharging in the northern 
portion of the HBHA Pond, and concentrations up to 1,270 mg/L were observed in the 
deep surface water of the HBHA Pond. The concentrations of ammonia in the shallow 
surface water at the HBHA Pond outlet were slightly elevated and ranged from 4.0 mg/L 
to 17.9 mg/L. 

Fate and Transport of Key Contaminants 

Past storage, manufacture, handling and disposal practices of numerous chemicals at Industri
plex OU-1 has resulted in the release to soils of VOCs (aromatic hydrocarbons), SVOCs 
(including PAHs), and metals. Depending on the combination of contaminants, geologic and 
hydrogeologic conditions, and surface features, contaminants released to soils have migrated into 
other environmental media, specifically the underlying groundwater, adjacent surface water 
bodies, and sediments. 

The fate and transport of contaminants involve complicated and interdependent processes that 
affect the mobilization of contaminants between various media and areas. The principal source 
of contamination within Industri-plex OU-2 is the capped soils underlying Industri-plex OU-1. 
These contaminated soils are impacting groundwater, which in turn discharges to the HBHA 
Pond and wetlands and northern portions of the Aberjona River, subsequently impacting surface 
water and sediment. The surface water flows from the HBHA and Aberjona River combine at 
Mishawum Road and represents the primary contaminant transport vehicle for downgradient 
receptors. While the applicable fate and transport processes are generally the same throughout 
the MSGRP RI Study Area, the impacted media and contaminants of concern vary from the 
northern portions of Industri-plex OU-2 to the lower portions of Industri-plex OU-2 and are 
summarized as follows: 
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FATE & TRANSPORT MODEL 
AREA 

IMPACTED MEDIA 
CONTAMINANTS OF 
CONCERN 

Industri-plex OU-1 and the Soils, Ground water, Metals, VOCs , SVOCs, 
HBHA Sediment, Surface water Ammonia 

Wells G&H Wetland 
Sediment, Surface 
water, Groundwater 

Metals, SVOCs 

Sediment, Surface water Metals 
Cranberry Bog Conservation Area 

The most significant ongoing transport process for metals in soils underlying Industri
plex OU-1 is leaching to groundwater. Once in groundwater, contaminants continue to 
migrate. The contaminants most widely detected in groundwater include arsenic, 
benzene, toluene, ammonia and to a lesser degree, lead and zinc. Contaminants are then 
transported through groundwater flow paths where they predominantly discharge in the 
northern portions of the HBHA Pond and migrate downstream impacting sediments and 
surface water. 

Portions of groundwater at greater depths continues to flow parallel to the main buried 
valley situated approximately between the MBTA rights-of-way rail road tracks (Lowell 
Commuter Line) and Commerce Way (See MSGRP RI Figure 3-2). As evidenced by 
downgradient groundwater sample data, the deeper portion of the aquifer does not appear 
to be a significant pathway for contaminant migration as contaminant concentrations in 
deeper groundwater are not being sustained. These contaminants are likely being 
attenuated by biological and chemical processes. 

Available data indicate that the biological activity occurring primarily from the 
degradation of buried animal hide waste materials, as well as soils contaminated with 
aromatic hydrocarbons [benzene and toluene], help produce a reducing environment in 
groundwater. The abundance of buried animal hide waste at Industri-plex OU-1 
significantly contributes to these reducing conditions. In turn, metals, such as arsenic and 
iron, are being reduced, rendered more soluble, and therefore much more mobile in 
groundwater. These actions are evidenced by observed groundwater arsenic levels as 
well as the presence of arsenic in surface water iiamples collected in the groundwater 
discharge zones in the HBHA Pond. Also, as discussed below, the reducing conditions 
assist in the migration of ammonia. 
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A fraction of the dissolved arsenic being discharged from groundwater into the HBHA 
Pond sediments becomes bound to ferric oxides, and is effectively removed from the 
water column and becomes part of the sediment load in the pond. However, a portion of 
the sediment-bound arsenic is released and migrates through the sediments up into the 
water column. This arsenic can either be further sequestered from solution or transported 
downstream. These reactions are dependent upon a fairly stable chemocline that is 
present at about the mid-water depth. 

The chemocline is the result of the difference in density between oxic surface water and 
anoxic contaminated groundwater and steady inputs of oxygen, iron, sulfates, and 
organic carbon. The Halls Brook influent provides steady inputs of oxygen and organic 
carbon solids, while contaminated groundwater plumes provide steady inputs of iron and 
sulfates. The relative position of the chemocline fluctuates throughout the year due to 
seasonal variations in temperature and surface water flow. Below the chemocline in deep 
surface water, high concentrations of dissolved arsenic (up to 5,043 fig/L), benzene (up to 
2,530 /zg/L), ammonia (up to 1,270 mg/L) are present in the HBHA Pond. Sudden 
increases in flows, as seen during storm conditions, mix the water column and destabilize 
the chemocline thus allowing more arsenic to be "flushed" downstream. However, after 
such storm events, the chemocline has been shown to be re-established within a period of 
less than a month. 

Once in the surface water column, as either dissolved or associated with the suspended 
solid load, arsenic will continue to migrate downstream with the flow of water. 
Depending on the geochemical and flow conditions, dissolved metals in the water column 
may adsorb to suspended solids, such as fine grained soil particles or other metal 
complexes and either settle out and become part of the sediment bed load or be 
transported within the water column as part of the suspended solid load and be deposited 
at locations downstream. 

As part of the sediment bed load and depending on the geochemical conditions, metals 
may dissolve from the sediment particles back into the surface water, whereby the cycle 
of dissolution and precipitation would continue. This cycling was mostly observed within 
portions of the HBHA that exhibited significant anoxic/reduced conditions, specifically, 
within the HBHA Pond. However, this cycling may be occurring at other portions of the 
HBHA, but likely at a lesser degree than the HBHA Pond due to its geometry and influx 
of anoxic groundwater. 

•	 Organic compounds in groundwater, such as benzene, discharging into the sediment and 
deeper portions of the HBHA Pond are generally attenuating to very low concentrations 
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or are not detected in shallow portions of the HBHA Pond surface water. The VOCs in 
sediments may be biodegraded, partitioned to surface water, or remain bound to the 
organic matter present in stream sediments. VOCs that enter into surface water can 
volatilize into the ambient air where they are degraded by photolysis or hydrolysis; they 
can remain in surface water and undergo degradation processes such as biodegradation, 
hydrolysis, or reduction-oxidation reactions; or they can become attenuated through 
dilution, diffusion, and advection. A study conducted by Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology (MIT) in 2000 concluded that biodegradation at the anoxic/oxic interface was 
the largest sink for benzene in the HBHA Pond as compared to other fate and transport 
processes. 

•	 Industri-plex OU-1 has a very large source of organic nitrogen in the form of buried 
animal hide wastes. As bacteria decompose the waste, some of the nitrogen that was 
bound up in complex organic molecules can be released to the soil as ammonia. Through 
leaching processes, the ammonia is converted to ammonium by reacting with water. 
Ammonia exists in water in two forms: as ammonium ion (NH4*), which is highly 
soluble, and as ammonia gas (Mlj). In aerobic settings, organic nitrogen may mineralize 
to ammonium, which plants and microbes can utilize, adsorb to negatively charged 
particles (e.g., clay), or diffuse to the surface. Ammonium can be absorbed by plants or 
microbes and incorporated back into the organic matter matrices. It can also become 
bound to organic soil matrices since the soils have negative charges and the ammonium is 
positive. However, ammonium is a reduced compound, so if there is no oxygen present, 
it will not transform or be converted to a more soluble form. Under these reduced 
conditions, ammonium will be transported conservatively through the aquifer. In the case 
of Industri-plex OU-2, reduced groundwater conditions have been documented at 
Industri-plex OU-1 south to Interstate 95 within the Northern Study Area (MSGRP, 
2005a). These reduced and anoxic groundwater conditions at Industri-plex OU-2 allow 
the ammonium to remain in groundwater (up to 2,710 mg/L), migrate with the 
groundwater flow towards the south, and discharge into the HBHA Pond. 

High concentrations of ammonia, as part of the contaminated groundwater plumes from 
Industri-plex OU-1, are discharged into HBHA Pond resulting in high concentrations of 
ammonia in surface water. The presence of the chemocline in the HBHA Pond helps 
sequester the highest ammonia concentrations at depth (up to 1,762 mg/L) by limiting 
vertical transport and assisting natural processes available to convert some of the 
ammonia to nitrates, nitrites, and nitrogen gas. As ammonia migrates to the chemocline, 
aerobic bacteria can convert the ammonia to nitrite. Through diffusion, the nitrite comes 
into contact with the more oxygenated zone of the chemocline where it can be partially 
oxidized to nitrate. Further reductions can also occur through facultative anaerobic 
bacteria where the nitrate can be reduced to nitrite and nitrogen gas can be released. The 
shallow surface water (0 - 100 cm) ammonia concentrations were elevated up to 31.1 
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mg/L. Hence, as described earlier, the chemocline within the HBHA Pond helps keep 
high concentrations of contaminants, including ammonia, below the chemocline in deeper 
surface water. 

Elevated ammonia concentrations ranging from 10.0 to 12.7 mg/L in upgradient surface 
water tributaries (East Drainage Ditch, Landfill Creek, and New Boston Street Drainway) 
also contribute to elevated ammonia surface water concentrations at the outlet of Halls 
Brook prior to its discharge into HBHA Pond and shallow surface water in HBHA Pond. 
Halls Brook, upgradient of its confluence with these tributaries, did not exhibit detectable 
surface water ammonia concentrations and serves to dilute ammonia surface water 
concentrations from these upgradient tributaries;. In addition, elevated levels of ammonia 
were detected at the NSTAR (formerly Boston Edison Company (BECO)) right-of-way 
culvert discharging into the HBHA Pond. These elevated levels of ammonia also 
contribute to ammonia concentrations in shallow surface water in HBHA Pond. 
However, the contribution of ammonia from these surface water discharges is much less 
significant than the ammonia concentrations in deep surface water of the HBHA Pond, 
which originate from the Industri-plex OU-1 contaminated groundwater plumes 
discharging into the pond. 

•	 Due to its proximity to the Lower South Pond and wetlands, groundwater along the 
eastern edge of the West Hide Pile, where another source of benzene was detected, is 
likely discharging to the surface water of the adjacent pond and welland areas as 
evidenced by the absence of benzene in groundwater samples downgradient of the West 
Hide Pile. In addition, similar to groundwater conditions at other areas of Industri-plex 
OU-1 with buried animal waste materials, the groundwater conditions at the West Hide 
Pile and possibly the East Hide Pile (see Figure J-4), likely produce elevated levels of 
ammonia and arsenic in groundwater as evidenced by groundwater sampling location 
A02-1 at the West Hide Pile which contained elevated ammonia and arsenic 
concentrations of 79.3 mg/L (October 2005 Technical Memorandum, Appendix A) and 
362 ug/L (March 2005 MSGRP RI Report, Appendix 2D), respectively. Once discharged 
to the sediments and surface water, the benzene is likely being attenuated by 
biodegradation, chemical degradation, volatilization, and dispersion as seen in the HBHA 
Pond. No sediment or surface water data were collected in this area to evaluate potential 
groundwater impacts on the adjacent wetlands. Additional pre-design investigations will 
be carried out to determine these potential impacts, prior to implementing the West Hide 
Pile groundwater component of the selected remedy (i.e., In-situ Enhanced 
Bioremediation). 

•	 Surface water data collected from Halls Brook indicate that during storm events, slightly 
elevated concentrations of chromium and lead are also flowing into the HBHA Pond. 
However, only lead exceeded its NRWQC CCC (i.e., chronic) criterion (2.5 ug/L) during 
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both storm event and baseflow conditions. The source for this contamination is likely the 
New Boston Street Drainway and the East Drainage Ditch based on surface water quality 
samples collected during construction of the Industri-plex OU-1 remedy and sediment 
data collected during this investigation. Historically, Olin Chemical Corporation (Olin) 
has been identified as a source of ammonia, chromium, and N-nitrosodimethylamine 
(NDMA) in groundwater and chromium in sediments and soils. The Olin site is a 
potential source of chromium contamination in sediments and ammonia in surface water 
along the East Drainage Ditch, a small tributary to Halls Brook. 

•	 Based on the surface water data, surface water clearly is the transport mechanism that is 
facilitating the transport of arsenic (and other metals) through the river system 
downstream of Industri-plex OU-1. This fate and transport mechanism is demonstrated 
by the baseflow and stormflow surface water sample data collected during the 18-month 
investigation and is also evidenced by sediment data collected throughout the Aberjona 
River. Based on these data, the highest concentrations of arsenic are within Industri-plex 
OU-2 and steadily decrease as the river flows south to the Mystic Lakes. The highest 
concentrations of arsenic at Industri-pJex OU-2 were found at the HBHA with the highest 
storm flow concentrations observed at HBHA Pond outlet (MSGRP RI surface water 
Station 2) and highest baseflow observed at HBHA Wetland outlet (MSGRP RI surface 
water Station 4). Concentrations of arsenic and other metals in surface water at the 
furthest downstream monitoring stations, located at the Mystic Lakes, show further 
reductions in metals concentrations, as well as TSS concentrations, during both basefiow 
and stormflow conditions. 

Conceptual Site Model 

The Conceptual Site Model (CSM) for soil, groundwater, sediments, and surface water at 
Industri-plex OU-2 is provided in Figure E-2. The CSM is a three-dimensional "picture" of 
Industri-plex OU-2 conditions that illustrates contaminant sources, release mechanisms, exposure 
pathways, migration routes, and potential human and ecological receptors. It documents current 
and potential future Industri-plex OU-2 conditions and shows what is known about human and 
environmental exposure through contaminant release and migration to potential receptors. The 
risk assessment and response action for the soil, groundwater, sediments, and surface water at 
Industri-plex OU-2 is based on this CSM. 

F. CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES 

Various types of land use are found at Industri-plex OU-2. Predominant physical features 
include highways, streets, paved areas, commercial and industrial properties, and open space. 
Residential properties are found adjacent to and in surrounding areas in close proximity to the 
Southern Study Area. Significant development has occurred throughout the MSGRP RI Study 
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Area. Development and land use in the Northern and the Southern Study Areas are discussed 
briefly below and in greater detail in the MSGRP RI. 

1. Land Use 

Current land use in Woburn is mixed, including residential, industrial, and commercial uses, with 
the majority of the area, including nearly all land immediately surrounding Industri-plex OU-1, 
developed for industrial and commercial use. Portions of the developed areas not covered by 
paving or buildings are landscaped and maintained. Land use in areas immediately surrounding 
the Aberjona River and associated floodplains and wetlands is highly urbanized and includes 
residential, business, light commercial, and industrial areas. Land abutting the Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area and other downstream areas (e.g., Davidson Park) of the Southern Study Area 
are residential. 

Based on a review of "The Directory of New England Manufacturers", the types of manufacturers 
or businesses that are located in Wobum include: 

• Food and Kindred Products 

• Apparel and Textile Products
 
(made from fabrics)
 
• Lumber and Wood Products
 
(excluding furniture)
 

• Furniture and Fixtures 

• Printing, Publishing, and Allied
 
Industries
 

• Chemicals and Allied Products 
• Rubber and Miscellaneous Plastic
 
Products
 
• Stone, Clay, Glass, and Concrete
 
Products
 
• Fabricated Metal Products
 
(except machinery and transportation
 
equipment)
 

• Machinery (except electrical) 

• Electrical and Electronic 
(machinery, equipment, and surplus) 

• Transportation Equipment 

•	 Measuring, Analyzing, and Controlling 
instruments 

• Miscellaneous Manufacturing 
Industries 

• Wholesale Trade - Durable Goods 

• Business Services 

• Miscellaneous Repair Services 

• Engineering Research Management and 
Related Services 

One municipal sanitary landfill, the Woburn Sanitary Landfill, is located within the Northern 
Study Area. The landfill, a 54-acre solid waste disposal area, officially ceased operating in June 
1986. Construction of the landfill cap was completed in 2003. In addition, a regional 
transportation facility, known as the Anderson Regional Transportation Center (RTC), centered 
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around a commuter rail station and bus transport system is located on Industri-plex OU-1. 

The Aberjona River is classified by the MassDEP as a Class B river. Class B waters are 
designated as a habitat for fish, other aquatic life, and wildlife, and for primary and secondary 
contact recreation. Where designated, Class B waters can be used as a source of public water 
supply with appropriate treatment. Class B waters are considered suitable for irrigation and other 
agricultural uses and for compatible industrial cooling and process uses. The current use of the 
Aberjona River and its associated wetlands and ponds (including the HBHA and HBHA 
wetlands) is for recreation. Recreational activities noted as occurring within these surface water 
bodies are primarily fishing and wading, with swimming occurring at one designated beach area 
(i.e., Sandy Beach) in Winchester. The river frequently floods low-lying floodplain areas 
associated with the MSGRP RI Study Area. It is unknown if the Aberjona River is used for 
industrial purposes such as cooling water or process use. 

It is reasonably anticipated that future land use in the Northern Study Area will remain the same 
as defined by the current zoning laws (i.e., industrial and commercial use). Although recently 
closed, a child day care center that previously operated in the Northern Study Area indicates that 
this is a potential future use. In 1997, an "open space" designation was added to the Woburn 
zoning ordinance. The only significant parcels of land designated as "open space" within the 
MSGRP RI Study Area are a portion of the HBHA, a portion of the Wells G&H Wetland, and 
the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area. Future land use in the Southern Study Area is under 
evaluation by the City of Woburn. Although the most recent version of the City of Wobum's 
draft redevelopment plan released in February 2005 did not include future reuse plans for the 
interior wetlands at the Wells G&H site, the City of Woburn has historically had discussions and 
planning meetings regarding the construction of walking trails adjacent to the Wells G&H 
wetland. Although this is not a significant deviation from its current use, it would provide 
increased accessibility to contaminated areas if these walking trails are constructed. It should 
also be noted that as part of future flood mitigation measures, increased surface water storage 
capacity may occur within the watershed. 

2, Groundwater Classification and Use 

MassDEP Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup has developed a groundwater classification system for 
use in risk characterization at disposal sites. The three classes of groundwater (GW-1, GW-2 and 
GW-3) and contaminant criteria applying to each classification are established in the state's 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). Groundwater is classified as GW-1 if it is located 
within a current or potential drinking water source area. The GW-2 classification applies to areas 
where there is the potential for migration of vapors from the groundwater to the air inside 
occupied structures and specifically applies to groundwater located within a 30-foot radius of an 
existing occupied building or structure, where the average annual depth to groundwater in the 
area is 15 feet or less. The GW-3 classification applies 10 groundwater that may impact surface 
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water. All groundwater is considered a potential source of discharge to surface water and 
therefore is, at a minimum, categorized as GW-3 (310 CMR 40.0932). 

The groundwater classifications for the MSGRP RI Study Area were identified by MassDEP and 
documented in their "Groundwater Use and Value Determinations" for the Industri-plex and 
Wells G&H sites (see below) at the request of EPA. The Use and Value Determinations were 
used by EPA in developing and evaluating site-specific risk assessment scenarios. 

Overall, the purpose of the Use and Value Determination is to identify whether the aquifer at the 
Site should be considered a "high," "medium," or "low" use and value aquifer based on the 
balancing of eight factors: 

• quantity or potential yield of the aquifer 
• quality of the water within the aquifer 
• if the aquifer is a current public drinking water supply 
• if the aquifer is a current private drinking water supply 
• likelihood and identification of future drinking water use
 
• other current or reasonable expected groundwater uses
 
• ecological value 
• public opinion 

GroundwatejJJse^nd Value Determination for the Industri-plex Site (Industri-plex OU-1 south 
to Interstate 95): 

The MassDEP "Groundwater Use and Value Determination" for the Industri-plex Superfund Site 
(MassDEP, 1997 and 2004) concluded that the aquifer at Industri-plex OU-1 south to Interstate 
95 within the Northern Study Area was of low use and value (see Figure F-l). MassDEP's Use 
and Value Determinations have been included as an Appendix C to this ROD. 

The Industri-plex area aquifer was classified by MassDEP as a Non-Potential Drinking Water 
Source Area (NPDWSA) and of low use and value despite the presence of the two potential GW
1 areas (Phillip's Pond and south of the easternmost extension of the NSTAR [formerly BECO] 
right-of-way) because commercial development and other factors make it unlikely that public 
drinking water facilities would be developed in the areas. 

Due to its designation as a low use and value NPDWSA, the MassDEP concluded that for the 
purposes of the risk assessment, the groundwater in the Industri-plex area is classified as GW-2 
and GW-3. The GW-2 classification applies to any areas where there are occupied structures and 
the average depth to groundwater is 15 feet or less. At a minimum, the GW-3 classification 
applies to the entire Northern Study Area. The installation of commercial wells may be 
associated with non-potable groundwater uses such as irrigation, process water use, and the use 
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of groundwater in a public car wash. Shallow groundwater throughout the Northern Study Area 
may also be exposed during construction and utility-related excavations. 

As indicated in the section below, the edge of the Interim Wellhead Protection Area (IWPA) for 
Woburn municipal wells G&H is at Interstate 95, the southern boundary of the Northern Study 
Area. Although the wells are inactive, they are still considered a public water supply and the 
MCP requires that groundwater flowing into an IWPA must meet drinking water standards. 
Therefore, although the Northern Study Area groundwater is classified as G W-2 and GW-3, the 
groundwater at its southern border must meet GW-1 standards before entering the Wells G&H 
IWPA. 

Groundwater Use and Value Determination for the Wells G&H Site: 

The MassDEP "Groundwater Use and Value Determination" for the Wells G&H Superfund Site 
concluded the aquifer in the area of the Wells G&H Site (e.g., the Central Area Aquifer) is of 
medium use and value. Nearly the entire Wells G&H Site, including the wetlands, lies within the 
IWPA of municipal wells G&H. Although the wells are inactive, they are still considered a 
public water supply (see Figure F-2). MassDEP's Use and Value Determinations have been 
included as an Appendix C to this ROD. 

Because the Wells G&H aquifer is within the IWPA and because it is a medium and high yield 
aquifer, the aquifer is classified under the MCP as a GW-1 area. The 0.5-mile radius of the 
IWPA takes precedence over areas excluded as non-drinking water source areas under the MCP; 
therefore, regardless of other designations the whole area within the IWPA is considered a 
current drinking water source area. Due to the development in the area, the GW-2 classification 
also potentially applies to areas where there is the potential migration of vapors from 
groundwater to occupied buildings. Lastly, all groundwater within the Commonwealth is, at a 
minimum, considered GW-3 which considers the ecological and human health impacts of 
groundwater discharge to surface water. The aquifer discharges into the Aberjona River and 
wetlands and must meet all applicable standards. Baselme risk assessment exposures scenarios 
should consider the above classifications. Groundwater within the Central Area (OU-2) of the 
Wells G&H Superfund Site is scheduled for comprehensive evaluation by EPA. 

Groundwater Users 

Based on the information available, there are no current groundwater users within the zone of 
influence of the contaminant plumes at the Industri-plex Site. The following section provides 
information on the current groundwater users within the City of Woburn, some of which may be 
recharged by the Aberjona River, as well as significant historical use. 

The City of Woburn has historically withdrawn groundwater from the Horn Pond and Aberjona 
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River aquifers for its municipal water supply. Production wells installed near Horn Pond have 
been used since 1931. Production wells G and H were installed in 1964 and 1967, respectively, 
and used until 1979, when they were closed due to VOC contamination. Since these two wells 
were shut down in 1979, Wobum has received approximately 60 percent of its water supply from 
the Horn Pond wells and (he remainder from the Massachusetts Water Resource Authority 
(MWRA). The City of Woburn has the only registered potential groundwater supply source in 
the study area, and is registered for a total water withdrawal of up to 4.2 million gallons per day 
(mgd) for use city-wide. The average water withdrawal from the Horn Pond wells is 3.7 mgd. 

Groundwater wells used for irrigation, industrial processes, and monitoring exist throughout the 
MSGRP RI Study Area. Generally, it is assumed that these wells do not consistently withdraw a 
significant amount of groundwater, and therefore are not expected to have an influence on area-
wide groundwater flow direction. However, the Atlantic Gelatin (Kraft Foods) industrial 
production wells have historically withdrawn significant amounts of groundwater from the 
Southern Study Area. Atlantic Gelatin has installed and operated a total of seven production 
wells; three are currently in operation. Presently, the total permitted withdrawal rate is 1 mgd. 
Approximately 800,000 gallons per day are withdrawn from Atlantic Gelatin wells located in 
Winchester, adjacent to the Aberjona River. The balance of approximately 200,000 gallons per 
day is withdrawn from Well No. 7, located in Wobum, near Whittemore Pond. Other historical 
users of groundwater for industrial process water have included the John J. Riley Leather 
Company, Johnson Brother's Roses, Independent Tallow, and Stauffer Chemical Company in 
Wobum; also J.O. Whitten and Parkview Apartments in Winchester (COM, 1967). One of the 
two Riley tannery production wells was reported to yield 750 gpm and the Stauffer Chemical 
Company well(s) reportedly yielded 1 mgd. 

G. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

A baseline risk assessment was performed to estimate the probability and magnitude of potential 
adverse human health and environmental effects from exposure to contaminants associated with 
Industri-plex OU-2 assuming no remedial action was taken. It provides the basis for taking 
action and identifies the contaminants and exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the 
remedial action. The public health risk assessment followed a four step process: 1) hazard 
identification, which identified those hazardous substances which, given the specifics of Industri
plex OU-2, were of significant concern; 2) exposure assessment, which identified actual or 
potential exposure pathways, characterized the potentially exposed populations, and determined 
the extent of possible exposure; 3) toxicity assessment, which considered the types and 
magnitude of adverse health effects associated with exposure to hazardous substances, and 4) 
risk characterization and uncertainty analysis, which integrated the three earlier steps to 
summarize the potential and actual risks posed by hazardous substances at the MSGRP RI Study 
Area, including carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks arid a discussion of the uncertainty in 
the risk estimates. 
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Separate baseline risk assessments were completed for the Northern Study Area (Appendix 6 of 
the MSGRP RI) and the Southern Study Area (2004 Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study) to 
determine whether contaminated media (surface water, sediment, sediment cores, fish, soil, 
groundwater, and soil gas) pose risks to human and ecological receptors. These risk assessments 
were combined and evaluated as part of a comprehensive risk evaluation to support the MSGRP 
RI. In addition, a supplemental risk evaluation was performed as part of the October 2005 
Technical Memorandum. The sampling locations/stations (e.g. WH, CB-03, SC-02, etc.) 
described below are illustrated in the MSGRP RI and, where appropriate, the October 2005 
Technical Memorandum. 

A summary of those aspects of the human health risk assessment which support the need for 
remedial action is discussed below followed by a summary of the environmental risk assessment. 

1. Human Health Risk Assessment 

Fifty-nine of the more than 125 chemicals detected at the MSGRP RI Study Area were selected 
for evaluation in the human health risk assessment as chemicals of potential concern. The 
chemicals of potential concern were selected to represent potential site-related hazards based on 
toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection, and mobility and persistence in the environment 
and can be found in Tables 3-2.1 through 3-2.8 of the Southern Study Area risk assessment, 
Tables 2.1 through 2.13 of the Northern Study Area risk assessment, and in Appendices C.I 
(Tables 2.1 through 2.3) and C.3 (Table 1) of the October 2005 Technical Memorandum. From 
this, a subset of the chemicals were identified in the MSGRP FS as presenting a significant 
current or future risk and are referred to as the chemicals of concern in this ROD and 
summarized in Tables G-l through G-7 for sediment, sediment cores, surface soil, subsurface 
soil, and groundwater (shallow and all depths combined). These tables contain the exposure point 
concentrations used to evaluate the reasonable maximum exposure (RME) scenario in the 
baseline risk assessment for the chemicals of concern. Estimates of average or central tendency 
exposure concentrations for the chemicals of concern and all chemicals of potential concern can 
be found in Tables 3-3.1 through 3-3.9 of the Southern Study Area risk assessment and Tables 
3.1 through 3.11 of the Northern Study Area risk assesiiment. 

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the chemicals of potential concern 
were estimated quantitatively or qualitatively through the development of several hypothetical 
exposure pathways. These pathways were developed to reflect the potential for exposure to 
hazardous substances based on the present uses, potential future uses, and location of Industri
plex OU-2. 
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Exposure Assessment 

Industri-plex OU-2 includes portions of Industri-plex OU-1 in Woburn, the HBHA Pond and 
HBHA wetland, and the Aberjona River and associated floodplain areas and wetlands between 
Industri-plex OU-1 and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area. The Aberjona River flows 
through the Wells G&H Superfund Site, portions of which are included within Industri-plex OU
2. Interstate 95 crosses Industri-plex OU-2, east to west, and divides Industri-plex OU-2 into 
Northern and Southern Study Areas. A railroad right-of-way runs along the western boundary of 
Industri-plex OU-2. Land use in the vicinity of the Northern Study Area is 
commercial/industrial, while land use in the vicinity of the Southern Study Area is a mixture of 
commercial, industrial, recreational, and residential properties. There is a high likelihood that 
commercial/industrial use of the Northern Study Area will continue. The reuse of the Southern 
Study Area, as indicated by the City, will most likely be recreational. Also refer to Sections E 
and F of the ROD for more detailed descriptions of Industri-plex OU-2 features and land use. 

The Northern Study Area and the surrounding area are served by a municipal drinking water 
sources that are not affected by Industri-plex OU-1. The municipal drinking water sources 
include Horn Pond aquifer situated in west Woburn, and Quabbin Reservoir situated in central 
Massachusetts. The aquifer within the Northern Study Area is classified by the State as both 
GW-2 (areas where there is a potential for migration of vapors to occupied structures) and GW-3 
(considers impacts associated with the discharge of groundwater to surface water). 

Groundwater within the Southern Study Area is scheduled for comprehensive evaluation by EPA 
as part of the Wells G&H Central Area Aquifer investigations and was not evaluated as part of 
the MSGRP Rl. However, an evaluation was performed on the potential impact of river 
contamination on groundwater in the Wells G&H Central Area Aquifer, which concluded that 
arsenic in the river and wetland sediments and surface water would not adversely affect the 
development of large-capacity potable water supply wells in the Wells G&H Central Area 
Aquifer (see MSGRP RI, Appendix 5A). This conclusion was based on historical water quality 
data from municipal Wells G and H; information regarding the hydrologic relationship between 
the aquifer, the river and the wetlands; geochemical conditions existing in the aquifer; recent 
water quality data from the sampling of various monitoring wells and surface water stations 
during related investigations; and known and postulated geochemical behavior of the 
contaminants and associated metals, notably iron and manganese. These results suggest that 
arsenic in the river and sediments is unlikely to migrate to drinking water supply well(s) above its 
current drinking water standard (i.e. Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 10 

The following is a brief summary of the exposure pathways that were found to present a 
significant risk. A more thorough description of all exposure pathways evaluated in the risk 
assessment including estimates for an average exposure scenario, can be found in Section 3.3 and 
on Tables 3.4. 1 through 3.4.1 1 of the Southern Study Area risk assessment, in Section 3 and on 
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Tables 4.1 through 4.11 of the Northern Study Area risk assessment, and in Section 4 of the 
October 2005 Technical Memorandum. The following current exposure pathways were found to 
present a significant risk: 

•	 Recreational user (adult and young child) with exposure to sediment (by ingestion and
 
dermal contact) at Stations WH and CB-03 within the Southern Study Area.1
 

The following exposure pathways were found to present a potential significant risk in the future: 

•	 Recreational user (adult and young child) with exposure to sediment (by ingestion and 
dermal contact) at Stations 13/TT-27, WH, NT-3, and CB-03 within the Southern Study 
Area.2 

•	 Worker with exposure to sediment (by ingestion and dermal contact while dredging) at
 
sediment core locations SC02, SC05, SC06, and SC08;3
 

•	 Child with exposure to surface and subsurface soil (by ingestion and dermal contact in a
 
day care setting) within the former Mishawum Lake bed area of the Northern Study
 
Area;4
 

•	 Construction worker with exposure to subsurface soil (by ingestion and dermal contact)
 
within the former Mishawum Lake bed area and to shallow groundwater (by dermal
 
contact) within the Northern Study Area;5
 

•	 Industrial worker (adult) with exposure to groundwater used as process water (by 
ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation of volatile compounds released to the air during 

' For current recreational sediment exposures, ingestion of 100 rng/day for 24 years was presumed for an adult. For a young 
child (age 1 lo 6), ingestion of 200 rug/day for 6 years was presumed. Dermal contact was assumed with 5,700 cmz of surface 
area for the adult and 2,800 cm2 for the child. Current sediment exposures at Stations CB-04 and WH were assumed to occur 
104 days/year and 26 days/year, respectively. 

2 For future recreational sediment exposures, the ingestion rates, exposure durations, and surface areas were consistent with those 
used for current exposures. Future sediment exposures at Station CB-04 were assumed to occur 104 days/year. Future exposures 
at Stations 13/TT-27, WH, and NT-3 were assumed to occur 78 days/year. 

For the worker, exposures were presumed to occur 167 days/year for 2 years during dreding. Sediment ingestion exposures 
were evaluated using an ingestion rate of 200 rng/day. Dermal contact wiis assumed with 3,300 cm2 of surface area. 

4 For child exposures, the ingestion rate, exposure duration, and surface area were consistent with those used for young child 
sediment exposures in a day care setting. Future day care child exposure;, were assumed to occur 150 days/year. 

5 For contaminated groundwater, ingestion of 50 mL/day, 125 days/year for 1 year was presumed for a construction worker. 
Dermal contact was assumed with 3,300 cm2 of surface area. Soil exposures were evaluated using soil ingestion rate of 200 
mg/day. 
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use) within the Northern Study Area;" and 

•	 Car wash worker (adult) with exposure to groundwater used in a warm-water car wash 
(by inhalation of volatile compounds released to the air during use) within the Northern 
Study Area.7 

Volatilization and dispersion models were used to estimate the levels of contaminants released 
from groundwater to air during process water use and the use of groundwater in a car wash. The 
Toxchem+ Model was used to model off-gassing of volatile compounds during industrial water 
usage as process water. The proportional extrapolation of the Foster & Chrostowski Shower 
Model was used to estimate airborne volatile compound levels inside a warm water car wash. 

Toxicity Assessment 

Excess lifetime cancer risks were determined for each exposure pathway by multiplyinga daily 
intake level by the chemical specific cancer potency factor. Cancer potency factors have been 
developed by EPA from epidemiological or animal studies to reflect a conservative "upper 
bound" of the risk posed by potentially carcinogenic compounds. That is, the true risk is unlikely 
to be greater than the risk predicted. The resulting risk estimates are expressed in scientific 
notation as a probability (e.g. 1 x KT6 or 1E-06 for 1/1,000,000) and indicate (using this 
example), that an average individual is not likely to have greater that a one in a million chance of 
developing cancer over 70 years as a result of site-related exposure (as defined) to the compound 
at the stated concentration. AH risks estimated represent an "excess lifetime cancer risk" which 
is the risk in addition to the background cancer risk experienced by all individuals. The chance 
of an individual developing cancer from all other (non-site related) causes has been estimated to 
be as high as one in three. EPA's generally acceptable risk range for site-related exposure is 10"4 

to 10"6. Current EPA practice considers carcinogenic risks to be additive when assessing 
exposure to a mixture of hazardous substances. A summary of the cancer toxicity data relevant 
to the chemicals of concern is presented in Table G-8. 

In assessing the potential for adverse effects other than cancer, a hazard quotient (HQ) is 
calculated by dividing the daily intake level by the reference dose (RfD) or other suitable 
benchmark. Reference doses have been developed by EPA and they represent a level to which an 
individual may be exposed that is not expected to result in any deleterious effect. RfDs are 

' For contaminated groundwater, ingestion of 50 mL/day. 250 days/year for 25 years was presumed for an industrial worker. 
Dermal contact was assumed with 3,300 cm1 of surface area. Inhalation of vapors released from groundwater was assumed to 
occur 8 hours/day. Airborne concentrations of volatile compounds were estimated using the ToxcheirH- software package. 

7 For contaminated groundwater, inhalation of vapors released from groundwater for 8 hours/day, 250 days/year for 25 years was 
presumed for a car wash worker. Airborne concentrations of volatile compounds were estimated using a proportional 
extrapolation of the Foster & Chrostowski Shower Model. 
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derived from epidemiological or animal studies and incorporate uncertainty factors to help ensure 
that adverse health effects will not occur. A HQ < 1 indicates that a receptor's dose of a single 
contaminant is less than the RfD, and that toxic non-carcinogenic effects from that chemical are 
unlikely. The Hazard Index (HI) is generated by adding the HQs for all chemical(s) of concern 
that affect the same target organ (e.g. liver) within or across those media to which the same 
individual may reasonably be exposed. A HI < 1 indicates that toxic non-carcinogenic effects are 
unlikely. A summary of the non-carcinogenic toxicity data relevant to the chemicals of concern 
is presented in Table G-9. 

A site-specific sediment arsenic bioavailability study was conducted to more accurately 
determine the degree to which arsenic is absorbed from: sediments following incidental ingestion. 
The site-specific oral bioavailability estimate was applied to the oral cancer slope factor and oral 
reference dose to derive site-specific toxicity values applicable to the sediment incidental 
ingestion pathway only (Tables G-8 and G-9). 

Risk Characterization 

The following is a summary of the media and exposure pathways that were found to present a 
significant risk exceeding EPA's cancer risk range anoVor non-cancer threshold. Only those 
exposure pathways deemed relevant to the remedy being proposed are presented in this ROD. 
Readers are referred to Section 3.5 and Tables 3.9.1 through 3.9.104 of the Southern Study Area 
risk assessment, Section 5 and Tables 9.1 through 9.39 of the Northern Study Area risk 
assessment, and Section 4 and Appendix C of the October 2005 Technical Memorandum for a 
more comprehensive risk summary of all exposure pathways evaluated for all chemicals of 
potential concern and for estimates of the central tendency risk. 

Recreational User - Current and Future 

Tables G-10 through G-12 depict the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for the 
chemicals of concern in sediment evaluated to reflect current and potential future recreational 
exposure corresponding to the RME scenario: For the current and future young child and adult 
recreational user, carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks exceeded the EPA acceptable risk 
range of 10"4 to 10"6 and HI of 1. The exceedances wen; due to the presence of arsenic in 
sediment for both the current (Stations WH and CB-03) and future (Stations 13/TT-27, WH. NT
3, and CB-03) scenarios. Benzo(a)pyrene was also a future risk contributor for Stations 13/TT
27 and WH. 

Dredging Worker - Future 

Table G-13 depicts the non-carcinogenic risk summary for the chemicals of concern in sediment 
cores evaluated to reflect potential future exposure for a. dredging worker corresponding to the 
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RME scenario. For the dredging worker, non-carcinogenic risks exceeded the EPA target organ 
HI of 1. The exceedances were due primarily to the presence of arsenic in sediment cores SC02, 
SC05, SC06, and SC08. 

Day Care^hild -.Future 

Tables G-14 and G-15 depict the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for the 
chemicals of concern in surface and subsurface soil evaluated to reflect potential future exposure 
for a child in day care corresponding to the RME scenario. For the day care child, carcinogenic 
and non-carcinogenic risks for subsurface soil exceeded the EPA acceptable risk range of 10"4 to 
lO^and HI of 1. For surface soil, non-carcinogenic risks exceeded the EPA HI of 1. The 
exceedances were due primarily to the presence of arsenic in surface and subsurface soil. 
However, carcinogenic risk for surface soil was within the EPA acceptable range of 10"4 to 10"6. 

Construction Worker - Future 

Table G-16 depicts the non-carcinogenic risk summary for the chemicals of concern in 
subsurface soil and shallow groundwater evaluated to reflect potential future exposure for a 
construction worker corresponding to the RME scenario. For the construction worker, non
carcinogenic risks exceeded the EPA target organ HI of 1. The exceedance was due primarily to 
the presence of arsenic in subsurface soil and shallow groundwater. 

Industrial Worker - Future 

Tables G-17 and G-18, respectively, depict the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary 
for the chemicals of concern in groundwater evaluated to reflect potential future exposure for an 
industrial worker corresponding to the RME scenario. For the industrial worker using 
groundwater as process water, carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks exceeded the EPA 
acceptable risk range of 104 to 10"6 and HI of 1. The exceedances were due primarily to the 
presence of 1,2-dichloroethane, benzene, trichloroethene, naphthalene, and arsenic in 
groundwater. 

Car Wash Worker - Future 

Tables G-19 and G-20 depict the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk summary for the 
chemicals of concern in groundwater evaluated to reflect potential future exposure for a car wash 
worker corresponding to the RME scenario. For the worker using groundwater in a car wash, 
carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risks exceeded the EPA acceptable risk range of 10"4 to 10"6 

and HI of 1. The exceedances were due primarily to the; presence of 1,2-dichloroethane, 
ammonia, benzene, trichloroethene, and naphthalene in groundwater. Toluene in groundwater 
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was not identified as contributing an unacceptable human health risk under these scenarios 
described above. 

Even though low-flow sampling techniques were used to collect Northern Study Area 
groundwater samples, a number of monitoring wells could not be stabilized prior to the 
collection of groundwater samples. These samples may have contained elevated levels of 
suspended particulate materials, possibly resulting in an overestimate of the bioavailable 
contaminant levels in the samples and risk associated with the samples. 

For the groundwater dermal contact pathways, risk associated with dermal absorption could not 
be quantified for all contaminants. Data needed to predict dermal absorption is insufficient for 
some compounds including pentachlorophenol. This uncertainty may result in an 
underestimation of carcinogenic risk. This uncertainty will be periodically reviewed and the 
models updated to address changes in the dermal absorption values during the five-year reviews. 

Airborne concentrations of volatile compounds for the process water and car wash scenarios 
were estimated through the use of volatilization and dispersion models. Parameter values used in 
these models were selected to represent reasonable maximum exposures that may occur in the 
future during process water and car wash water usage. The risk associated with future 
groundwater use may be less than estimated should groundwater uses that result in a lesser 
degree of worker exposure be considered. 

The City of Woburn's February 2005 draft redevelopment plan no longer includes the 
construction of a boardwalk (Station NT-1) or pier (Station NT-2) into the Wells G&H Wetland. 
Therefore, the risks and hazards identified for these two stations were not considered further in 
the ROD. Decisions concerning Stations NT-1 and NT-2 will be further reviewed when the 
redevelopment plan is finalized, if necessary, as part of the five-year review process. 

2. Ecological Risk Assessment 

The Comprehensive Ecological Risk Assessment (Chapter 7 of the MSGRP RI) presents a 
discussion of comprehensive risk results and associated uncertainties applicable to the river as a 
whole. The Comprehensive Ecological Risk Assessment is based on separate baseline risk 
assessments completed for the Northern Study Area and the Southern Study Area, and on the risk 
evaluation completed for the October 2005 Technical Memorandum to determine whether 
contaminated media (surface water, sediment, soil, and biota) pose risks to ecological receptors. 
The comprehensive risk assessment provided a refinement of risks, an evaluation of the 
ecological significance of risks, and determination of unacceptable ecological risks to ecological 
receptors. 
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Identification of Chemicals of Concern 

Contaminants of potential concern (COPCs) were identified using an effects-based screening 
comparing the maximum contaminant concentrations to ecological benchmarks for each medium 
and within each exposure area. The COPCs were selected to represent potential site-related 
hazards based on toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection, mobility, and persistence in the 
environment. Summaries of the initial screening for sediment, soil, and surface water can be 
found in Tables 4-1 through 4-3, Table E.4-14 (Appendix E), and Table 4-16 of the Southern 
Study Area risk assessment (M&E, 2004) and Tables 1,3, and 6 of the Northern Study Area risk 
assessment. Screening of ammonia in surface water can be found in Tables 4.1 and Appendix D 
of the October 2005 Technical Memorandum. 

Surface water 

Data used to identify COPCs in surface water are summarized in Tables G-21 and G-22. 
Selection of surface water COPCs was initially conducted with a limited data set and 
subsequently revised based on additional data collection (Aberjona River Study, Appendix E). 
The inorganic COPCs barium, cadmium, copper, iron, lead, manganese, and silver were initially 
identified at concentrations above screening values (Table G-21). The additional COPC 
screening (Table G-22) identified the inorganics barium, cadmium, cobalt, iron, manganese, 
silver, and zinc as exceeding surface water benchmarks. SVOCs were infrequently detected and 
represent a low risk to receptors in surface water. Surface water screening indicated a possible 
risk from exposure to benzene in HBHA Pond. Additional data collected, as part of a Natural 
Attenuation Study (Ford, 2004; Ford, 2005) documented elevated concentrations of benzene and 
dissolved arsenic at depth in the HBHA Pond in April 2000 and 2001 and September 2004 
(maxima of 2,530 ng/L and 5,043 /ig/L, respectively). Elevated ammonia in surface water 
(maximum of 2,110 mg N/L) was also documented in HBHA Pond in the October 2005 
Technical Memorandum. 

Sediment 

Data used to identify COPCs in sediment are summarized in Tables G-23 and G-24. In the 
Northern and Southern Study Areas respectively, fifty-two and fifty-eight chemicals detected in 
sediment were selected as COPCs due to exceedances of screening benchmark values or a lack of 
a screening benchmark value (VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides/PCBs, and inorganics). 

Soil 

In soils, beryllium, cobalt, and nickel were below screening values. The remaining 17 inorganics 
were above screening values and were retained as COPCs in soils (Table G-25). Separate 
samples to represent soils in terrestrial habitats were not collected in the Southern Study Area. 

Record of Decision 
OU-2, Industri-plex Superfund Site (and including OU-3, Wells 3&H Superfund Site) January 2006 
Wobum, Massachusetts Page 50 



Record of Decision
 
Part 2: The Decision Summary
 

Instead, it was assumed that animals inhabiting the drier areas of the Aberjona River floodplain 
may also be exposed to COPCs in surficial sediment (i.e., wetland soil during drier periods). 
Therefore, COPCs selected in sediment screening were used to evaluate receptor exposure to 
wetland soils in the Southern Study Area. 

Exposure Assessment 

The Site is located within the Aberjona River Watershed. The Aberjona River is the primary 
river system in the Aberjona River basin. The river flows through Woburn and Winchester, 
terminating in Winchester where it discharges into the Mystic Lakes. The primary habitats 
evaluated at the Site were the river, associated wetlands, and adjacent riparian habitats. 

The most significant water bodies located at the MSGRP RI Study Area include: Halls Brook, 
HBHA and the Aberjona River. Within the Northern Study area, with the exception of Halls 
Brook, all of the water bodies were either modified or created for flood storage capacity during 
development of the area. Wetland areas adjacent to the Aberjona River are scattered throughout 
the MSGRP RI Study Area. The most significant wetland areas include the Wells G&H Wetland 
and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area Wetland. The most significant downstream water 
bodies include the Upper and Lower Mystic Lakes, where the Aberjona River discharges. 

The major exposure routes for the ecological receptors were through direct exposure to COPCs 
in sediment and surface water and through ingestion of contaminants through dietary exposures. 
In addition, risks to riparian species potentially exposed to COPCs in soils were evaluated. 
Terrestrial receptors may accumulate COPCs through consumption of contaminated prey and 
incidental soil ingestion. Aquatic and semi-aquatic receptors may be exposed to COPCs through 
ingestion of contaminated prey, sediment, and surface water. Exposure pathways, assessment 
endpoints, and measurement endpoints are summarized in Table G-26. 

Receptor species were selected for exposure evaluation to represent various components of the 
food chain in the river/wetland ecosystem, and included: muskrat, green heron, mallard, short-
tailed shrew, benthic invertebrates, and several species of warm water fish. In addition, in the 
Northern Study Area, a piscivorous mammal, the river otter, was also evaluated. There are no 
threatened or endangered species known to live within the MSGRP RI Study Area. 

The exposure of surface water aquatic receptors was evaluated by a comparison of measured 
concentrations in each habitat area to surface water quality benchmarks. In addition, exposures 
of fish were evaluated through the comparison of tissue COPC concentrations of fish collected 
within the MSGRP RI Study Area to reference locations and tissue residue benchmarks. 

The exposure of sediment-dwelling organisms (benthic invertebrates) to sediment COPCs was 
evaluated by a comparison of measured sediment concentrations to sediment quality benchmarks. 
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In addition, exposures of sediment invertebrates were evaluated through the comparison of tissue 
COPC concentrations of invertebrates collected within the MSGRP RI Study Area to reference 
locations. 

To assist in exposure estimation for the wildlife indicator species (muskrat, otter, heron, mallard, 
and shrew), fish, invertebrates, and plants were collected from the MSGRP RI Study Area and 
analyzed to provide site-specific estimates of concentrations of food items used in the dietary 
exposure models. Exposure assumptions and exposure point concentrations for the wildlife 
models are presented in Appendix 7C of the MSGRP RI for the Northern Study Area and Tables 
4-28 to 4-31 and Appendix E.I for the Southern Study Area. 

Ecological Effects Assessment 

The potential effects of contaminant exposure on fish populations were evaluated through 
analysis of fish tissue COPC concentrations. In addition, population studies were conducted in 
order to document the fish community structure at HBHA Pond and HBHA Wetland Pond No. 3 
as compared to two reference ponds. 

The effect of sediment contaminants on sediment-dwelling benthic invertebrates was the subject 
of exiensive analysis, including toxicity testing, invertebrate tissue analyses, and benthic 
invertebrate community studies. Data were used to evaluate the relationship of sediment 
contaminant concentrations, benthic invertebrate toxicity testing results, and benthic community 
composition data. 

Estimates of dietary exposures for wildlife were quantified for each of the selected receptor 
species. Dietary exposure models were used to estimate exposure of each receptor species to 
each of the COPCs identified in the screening of sediment, surface water, and soil data (as 
applicable). The dietary doses were compared to mammalian and avian toxicity reference values 
(TRVs) obtained from the literature for each COPC. 

Risk Characterization 

The risks identified for each receptor were reviewed with consideration of the level of the risk to 
the population or community, the uncertainty associated with the analysis, and the amount and 
quality of the affected resource. The results were interpreted further within the context of the 
magnitude of the effect, the uncertainty of the estimates, and the ecological significance of the 
effect (Chapter 7 of the MSGRP RI). Summaries of estimated risks are presented for each 
receptor species or community in Table G-27. 

Each endpoint has associated with it a magnitude of risk and a degree of uncertainty. The 
magnitude of risk incorporates both the degree to which the endpoint was exceeded and also the 
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proportion of the habitat affected. Since the endpoints were population-based, a reasonable 
probability of risk was determined to be present only when a risk was present throughout the 
majority of the organism's habitat. The ecological significance related to each receptor/endpoint 
was evaluated in terms of factors defined by EPA. An evaluation of these factors is used to 
clarify if risks associated with contamination are present at levels that represent unacceptable 
ecological risk. Each of the six categories evaluated in Table G-27 were used to support a 
conclusion about the ecological significance of each endpoint where risk was identified. The 
magnitude of the potential risk was further considered when evaluating the significance of each 
factor. 

Surface water data collected from the HBHA Pond as part of a Natural Attenuation Study (Ford, 
2004) indicated elevated concentrations of dissolved arsenic in the deep water of the HBHA 
Pond. These values, up to 5,043 fig/L, greatly exceed the acute NRWQC. EPA (Ford, 2004) data 
indicate that these elevated values are most likely associated with sediment dissolution of arsenic 
to the over-lying water column. The concentration of benzene in the deep water of HBHA Pond 
also exceeded surface water benchmarks and there were exceedances of acute and chronic 
NRWQC in surface water of HBHA Pond. Additional data and risk evaluation completed for the 
October 2005 Technical Memorandum documented numerous exceedances of the NRWQC for 
ammonia throughout the HBHA Pond. The elevated concentrations of benzene, ammonia, and 
arsenic in the surface water of HBHA Pond represent a risk to aquatic receptors. 

An evaluation of the benthic invertebrate measurement endpoints indicates that there 
were potential impacts from inorganic contaminants on invertebrate communities. There is 
evidence of severe toxicity to benthic organisms at the HBHA Pond. The toxicily testing results 
were highly correlated to sediment arsenic concentrations, particularly when the effect of high 
iron concentrations was taken into account. The summary of risk (Table G-27) indicates a 
difference in the magnitude of the risk to benthic invertebrates between the HBHA Pond and the 
remainder of the MSGRP RI Study Area. In the HBHA Pond, there is a high risk and 
confidence, based on several supporting lines of evidence, that there is severe toxicity and 
impairment of benthic communities. In the downgradient areas, the evidence indicates a low 
magnitude of toxicity, although there was a high correlation of effects with distribution of Site 
contaminants (primarily arsenic). Since benthic invertebrates provide important functions in 
aquatic ecosystems, the impact on the benthic community in the HBHA Pond, with severe 
toxicity and impairment of benthic communities, represents a significant ecological effect. Due 
to the magnitude of the adverse effect on this receptor community, the impact on the benthic 
community in the HBHA Pond represents an unacceptable ecological risk. 

Based on the dietary modeling, there were negligible risks to green heron from exposure to 
COPCs. In addition, there were negligible risks to river otter from exposure to COPCs through 
dietary exposure. The majority of the diet for both green heron and river otter was based on 
consumption offish. 

Record of Decision 
OU-2, Industri-plsx Superfund Site (and including OU-3, Wells G&H Superfund Site) January 2006 
Wobum, Massachusetts Page 53 



Record of Decision
 
Part 2: The Decision Summary
 

Food chain modeling based on site-specific data indicated negligible risk to mallard duck from 
exposure to COPCs. For mallard, chromium, lead, and mercury posed low risk mainly within the 
Wells G&H Wetland, resulting from high sediment concentrations of these metals. The 
likelihood that high concentrations of sediment metals in limited areas of the Wells G&H 
Wetland will have serious population effects on a species with wide foraging ranges, like 
mallards, is low. Although habitat of the Wells G&H Wetland is considered to be of relatively 
high quality and local ecological significance, the low probability of impacts on the receptors 
result in low ecological significance of the effects on waterfowl. Hence, the impaci on the 
mallard population is not considered an unacceptable ecological risk. 

Based on the muskrat models, there is potential risk to muskrat (representative of semi-aquatic 
mammals) from ingestion of arsenic. These risks have been evaluated in the context of the 
limitations of the data and the models. Within this context the risk to muskrat exceeds levels 
potentially associated with harm (growth or reproduction), but the uncertainty associated with 
these estimates is high. The relatively low magnitude of the risk estimates (HQ values less than 
10) and the high uncertainty associated with the models; leads to a conclusion of low probability 
of significant population effects on muskrat. Based on the data collected, the risk assessment 
does not provide sufficient evidence to conclude that arsenic contamination is causing an adverse 
effect on muskrat populations that is of sufficient magnitude, severity, and extent that the 
population will not be maintained in an acceptable state. Hence, the impact on the muskrat 
population is not considered an unacceptable ecological risk. 

The analysis of the selected indicators/endpoints indicates the only area of unacceptable 
ecological risk is in the HBHA Pond, where the potential risk to aquatic receptors is due to 
arsenic, benzene, and ammonia in surface water. The potential risk to the benthic invertebrate 
community is due to inorganic COPCs, especially arsenic. 

In addition, evidence suggests that there is high exposure to inorganic COPCs, especially arsenic, 
for semi-aquatic mammals, bottom feeding fish, and small forage fish in several other areas of 
the MSGRP RI Study Area. However, in general, EPA has determined the resulting level of 
ecological risk for these receptors is low and not considered an unacceptable risk. COC 
concentrations expected to provide adequate protection of ecological receptors in the HBHA 
Pond are provided in Table G-28. 

3. Basis for Response Action 

Because the baseline human health and ecological risk assessments revealed that potential 
exposure to compounds of concern in soil, groundwater, surface water, and sediment via 
ingestion, dermal contact, and/or inhalation by human or ecological receptors may present an 
unacceptable human health risk (cancer risk greater than 10"* and noncancer Hazard Index of 1), 
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or unacceptable ecological risk (toxicity or exceedances of NRWQC and benchmarks), actual or 
threatened releases of hazardous substances from Industri-plex OU-2, if not addressed by 
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may present an unacceptable risk to 
human health or the environment. In order to address these risks, the focus of the remedial action 
is soil within the former Mishawum Lake bed area, groundwater originating from Industri-plex 
OU-1, surface water in the HBHA Pond, and sediment within the HBHA Pond, Stations WH, 
NT-3, 13/TT-27, and CB-03, and sediment core locations SC02, SC05, SC06, and SC08. 

H. REMEDIATION OBJECTIVES 

Based on preliminary information relating to types of contaminants, environmental media of 
concern, and potential exposure pathways, response action objectives (RAOs) were developed to 
aid in the development and screening of alternatives. These RAOs were developed to mitigate, 
restore and/or prevent existing and future potential threats to human health and the environment. 
The RAOs for the selected remedy for Industri-plex OU-2 are: 

•	 Within the Northern Study Area from (including) Industri-plex OU-1 to Interstate 95, 
prevent or mitigate the potential future exposure of workers via ingestion, dermal contact, 
and/or inhalation to concentrations of arsenic, benzene, ammonia, trichloroethene, 1,2
dichloroethane, and naphthalene in groundwater that may present a human health cancer 
risk in excess of 10"4 and target organ Hazard Index >1, so that the excess cancer risk 
attributable to this medium is within the range of 10"4 to 10"6 and the non-cancer Hazard 
Index does not exceed one. 

•	 Within the Wells G&H Wetland and Cranberry Bog Conservation Area, reduce the 
current and future potential exposure of recreational adults and children via ingestion and 
dermal contact to concentrations of arsenic and benzo(a)pyrene in near-shore sediment 
that may present a human health cancer risk in excess of 104 and target organ Hazard 
Index >1, so that the excess cancer risk attributable to this medium is within the range of 
10"4 to 10"6 and the non-cancer Hazard Index does not exceed one. 

•	 Within the HBHA Wetland and Wells G&H Wetland, prevent or mitigate the potential 
future exposure of workers via ingestion and dermal contact to concentrations of arsenic 
in deeper (interior) sediment that may present a human health target cancer risk in excess 
of 10"4 and target organ Hazard Index >\, so that the excess cancer risk attributable to this 
medium is within the range of 10^ to 10~6 and the non-cancer Hazard Index does not 
exceed one. 

•	 Within the Former Mishawum Lake bed area, prevent or mitigate the potential future 
exposure of workers via ingestion and dermal contact to concentrations of arsenic in 
subsurface soil that may present a human health cancer risk in excess of ICT4 and target 
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organ Hazard Index >1, so that the excess cancer risk attributable to this medium is 
within the range of 10"4 to 10"6 and the non-cancer Hazard Index does not exceed one. 

•	 Within the Former Mishawum Lake bed area, prevent the potential future exposure of 
children via ingestion and dermal contact to concentrations of arsenic in surface and 
subsurface soil that may present a human health cancer risk in excess of 10~* and target 
organ Hazard Index >1 such that the cancer risk attributable to this medium is within the 
range of 10"4 to 10"6 and the non-cancer Hazard Index does not exceed one. 

•	 Prevent or minimize the exposure of benthic invertebrates and aquatic life to levels of 
arsenic, benzene, and ammonia in surface water, which are present as a result of 
groundwater discharge, in excess of applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(ARARs) or benchmarks for the protection of aquatic life. 

•	 Reduce the exposure of benthic invertebrates to levels of arsenic indicative of impairment 
in HBHA Pond sediment. 

•	 Provide an alternate habitat to replace the lost wetland functions and values associated 
with portions of the HBHA Pond used as a component of the remedy. 

•	 Minimize, to the extent practicable, the migration of soluble and particulate arsenic 
during storm events to downstream depositional areas. 

I DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES
 

1.	 Statutory Requirements/Response Objecti ves 

EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake remedial actions that are 
protective of human health and the environment. In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA 
establishes several other statutory requirements and preferences, including: a requirement that 
EPA's remedial action, when complete, must comply with all federal and more stringent state 
environmental and facility siting standards, requirements, criteria or limitations, unless a waiver 
is invoked; a requirement that EPA select a remedial action that is cost-effective and that utilizes 
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to 
the maximum extent practicable; and a preference for remedies in which treatment which 
permanently and significantly reduces the volume, toxicity or mobility of the hazardous 
substances is a principal element over remedies not involving such treatment. Response 
alternatives were developed consistent with these Congressional mandates. 
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2. Technology and Alternative Development and Screening 

CERCLA and the National Contingency Plan (NCP) set forth the process by which remedial 
actions are evaluated and selected. In accordance with these requirements, a range of alternatives 
were developed for Industri-plex OU-2. 

With respect to source control, the MSGRP RI/FS developed a range of alternatives in which 
treatment that reduces the toxicity, mobility, or volume of the hazardous substances is a principal 
element. This range included an alternative that removes or destroys hazardous substances to the 
maximum extent feasible, eliminating or minimizing to the degree possible the need for long-
term management. This range also included alternatives that treat the principal threats posed by 
Industri-plex OU-2 but vary in the degree of treatment employed and the quantities and 
characteristics of the treatment residuals and untreated waste that must be managed; 
alternative(s) that involve little or no treatment but provide protection through engineering or 
institutional controls; and a no action alternative. 

With respect to the groundwater response action, the MSGRP RI/FS developed a limited number 
of remedial alternatives that attain site-specific remediation levels within different time frames 
using different technologies; and a no action alternative. 

As discussed in Section 2 of the FS, soil, sediment, groundwater, and surface water treatment 
technology options were identified, assessed and screened based on implementability, 
effectiveness, and cost. These technologies were combined into source control (SC) and 
management of migration (MM) alternatives. Section 3 of the FS presented the remedial 
alternatives developed by combining the technologies identified in the previous screening 
process in the categories identified in Section 300.430(e){3) of the NCP. The purpose of the 
initial screening was to narrow the number of potential remedial actions for further detailed 
analysis while preserving a range of options. Each alternative was then evaluated in detail in 
Section 4 of the FS. 

A total of 72 source control and management of migration remedial alternatives were screened in 
Section 2 of the FS for all impacted media including soil, groundwater, sediment, and surface 
water. Forty-four alternatives were retained as possible options for the cleanup of Industri-plex 
OU-2. From this initial screening, remedial options were combined, and a total of 27 alternatives 
were selected for detailed analysis. Although the alternatives are media-specific, in most cases, the 
media and alternatives are inter-related such that one alternative for a particular medium may 
impact the remedial alternative options for other downgradient media. For example, since 
contaminated groundwater discharges are responsible for sediment contamination in the HBHA 
Pond, any sediment alternative would be dependent upon the actions taken to eliminate the 
groundwater sources of contamination otherwise the sediment remedy could become re
contaminated. 
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With regard to the groundwater response action, based on site-specific conditions, the FS 
concluded that it is infeasible to eliminate arsenic groundwater contamination since the primary 
source of groundwater contamination (i.e., soil) addressed under OU-1 was capped and not 
removed. This large source area at Industri-plex OU-1, representing over 110 acres and 
potentially several million cubic yards of soil, will continue to impact groundwater. In addition, 
EPA has determined that groundwater will not be used in the future as a drinking water source 
(also refer to Section D of the ROD). As a result, alternatives selected for groundwater focused 
on management of migration rather than elimination of arsenic groundwater contamination. 

J. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

This Section provides a narrative summary of the 27 remedial action alternatives that were 
retained from the screening conducted in Sections 2 and 3 of the FS and were developed to 
address the RAOs for the specific media of concern and were based on the environmental setting 
where the specific medium was located. These areas present unique challenges in addressing the 
contamination problems and typically require different methods and approaches to meet the RAOs. 
For example, sediments requiring remediation are located in three distinctly different areas that 
include: a large open water pond (HBHA Pond); shallow wetland areas where the water depth is 
generally less than 2 feet deep (near shore sediments of the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry 
Bog Conservation Area); and buried deep sediments in deeper wetland areas of the river or stream 
channel in the HBHA Wetland and the Wells G&H Wetland. Remedial alternatives developed for 
one type of sediment may not be practical or feasible for another. 

These 27 alternatives were formulated by combining technologies and general response actions 
retained following a screening evaluation of 72 technologies for effectiveness, implementability, 
and cost. Although the alternatives are media-specific, in most-cases, the media and alternatives 
are inter-related such that one alternative for a particular medium may impact the remedial 
alternative options for other downgradient media. For example, since contaminated groundwater 
discharges are responsible for sediment contamination in the HBHA Pond, any sediment alternative 
would be dependent upon the actions taken to eliminate ihe groundwater sources of contamination, 
otherwise the sediment remedy could become re-contaminated. In summary, the alternatives by 
media are as follows: 

Surface Soil (0 to 3 feet below grade) in the former Mishawum Lake bed area (SS): 
• Alternative SS-1: No Action 
• Alternative SS-2: Institutional Controls with Monitoring 
• Alternative SS-3: Permeable Cover and Monitoring with Institutional Controls 
• Alternative SS-4: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal 
• Alternative SS-5: Excavation , Treatment, and On-Site Reuse 
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Subsurface Soil (3 to 15 feet below grade) in the former Mishawum Lake bed area (SUB): 
•	 Alternative SUB-1: No Action 
• Alternative SUB-2: Institutional Controls with Monitoring 
» Alternative SUB-3: Permeable Cover and Monitoring with Institutional Controls 

Groundwater (GW): 
•	 Alternative GW-1: No Action 
•	 Alternative GW-2: Pond Intercept with Monitoring and Institutional Controls 
•	 Alternative GW-3: Plume Intercept by Groundwater Extraction, Treatment and Discharge 

and Monitoring with Institutional Controls 
•	 Alternative GW-4: Plume Intercept by In-Situ Groundwater Treatment and Monitoring 

with Institutional Controls 

Halls Brook Holding Area Sediment (HBHA) 
•	 Alternative HBHA-1: No Action 
•	 Alternative HBHA-2: Monitoring 
•	 Alternative HBHA-3: Subaqueous Cap 
•	 Alternative HBHA-4: Storm Water Bypass and Sediment Retention with Partial Dredging 

and Providing an Alternate Habitat 
•	 Alternative HBHA-5: Removal and Off-Site Disposal 

Near Shore Sediments (NS) 
•	 Alternative NS-1: No Action 
•	 Alternative NS-2: Institutional Controls 
•	 Alternative NS-3: Monitoring with Institutional Controls 
•	 Alternative NS-4: Removal and Off-Site Disposal 

Deep Sediments (PS) 
•	 Alternative DS-1: No Action 
•	 Alternative DS-2: Monitoring with Institutional Controls 
•	 Alternative DS-3: Removal and Off-Site Disposal 

Surface Water (SW) 
•	 Alternative SW-1: No Action 
•	 Alternative SW-2: Monitoring 
•	 Alternative SW-3: Monitoring and Providing an Alternate Habitat 

The individual detailed analysis of each alternative is provided in Section 4 of the Industri-plex 
MSGRP FS and in supporting Tables 4-1D through 4-27D. A general description and summary 
of the major components of each alternative is presented below. 
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SURFACE SOIL ALTERNATIVES (SS) 

Alternative SS-1: No Action 

Under this alternative, no remedial technologies would be implemented at Industri-plex OU-2 to 
reduce arsenic concentrations in surface soils in the former Mishawum lakebed area (see Figure 
J-l). No degradation of arsenic would be anticipated from naturally occurring processes; 
therefore no reduction in risks to human health would be achieved. Contaminants would remain 
at Industri-plex OU-2 above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, 
therefore a formal review of Industri-plex OU-2 conditions and risks would need to be performed 
at least once every five years. The estimated cost for this alternative is $0. 

Alternative SS-2: Institutional Controls With Monitoring 

This is part of the selected remedy (see Section L). Alternative SS-2 (Institutional Controls with 
Monitoring) does not involve treatment or removal, bul: provides protection of human health by 
controlling potential exposures to contaminated soil through the implementation of institutional 
controls in the former Mishawum lakebed area. Institutional controls that would be implemented 
under this alternative would include prohibitions on the use of impacted properties for a day care 
facility and prohibitions on excavation without regulatory oversight and adequate worker health 
and safety precautions (engineering controls, personal protective equipment (PPE)) to minimize 
or prevent direct contact with contaminated soil during removal activities and to control the 
potential spread of contamination. Institutional controls will be developed and established to 
prevent exposures, where necessary. The form of institutional controls would be determined 
during pre-design and design in accordance with relevant guidance, policies and regulations. 

• No degradation of arsenic is anticipated to occur from naturally occurring processes. 
Therefore, a groundwater monitoring component is included to ensure that contaminated 
soils that are left in place in the former Mishawum lakebed area do not impact 
groundwater and create unacceptable human health risks or hazards in the future. A 
network of permanent groundwater monitoring wells would be installed to enable 
groundwater monitoring. The estimated cost for this alternative is $0.6 Million 

Alternative SS-3: Permeable Cover and Monitoring with Institutional Controls 

Alternative SS-3 (Permeable Cover and Monitoring with Institutional Controls) does not involve 
treatment or complete removal of contaminated soil, but provides protection of human health by 
preventing or controlling potential exposures to contaminated soil through the construction of a 
protective barrier or cap over the contaminated soils in the former Mishawum lakebed area. 
Under this alternative, a permeable cover would be constructed to prevent future exposures to 
contaminated surface soil in the former Mishawum Lake bed area. Existing paved surfaces and 
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building foundation and slabs would be evaluated for suitability as equivalent cover so that these 
surfaces would not have to be removed. Areas unsuitable as equivalent cover would require 
removal of surface soils (approximately 18 inches) and construction of an engineered permeable 
cover. In addition, institutional controls would be required to ensure that the cover, including 
equivalent structures such as asphalt paved areas and building foundations, is adequately 
protected through use restrictions and maintenance. 

No degradation of arsenic is anticipated from naturally occurring processes. Therefore, a 
groundwater monitoring component is included to ensure that contaminated soils that are left in-
place do not impact groundwater and create unacceptable human health risks or hazards in the 
future. A network of permanent groundwater monitoring wells would be installed to enable 
groundwater monitoring. The estimated cost for this alternative is $6 Million 

Alternative SS-4: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal 

Under this alternative, all source area materials exceeding the arsenic cleanup standards 
(presented in Part 2, Section L.4 of this ROD) in the former Mishawum lakebed area will be 
excavated and transported for off-site disposal at an approved, licensed facility. This alternative 
assumes that the soils underlying existing buildings would likely have been imported structural 
fill placed during construction of the building and will not require remediation. This alternative 
would provide permanent elimination of risks to human health resulting from future exposures to 
arsenic in surface soils. Note that if the pre-design investigation conducted to delineate the limits 
of contamination determine that the soils under a building do exceed the arsenic cleanup 
standards then institutional controls would be required until such time as the soils could be 
removed, such as during building demolition (see Alternative SS-2 for the components of 
institutional controls). The estimated cost for this alternative is $47.2 Million 

Alternative SS-5: Excavation, Treatment, and On-Site Reuse 

This alternative is identical to Alternative SS-4 (Excavation and Off-Site Disposal) except that 
the excavated soil contaminated at levels above cleanup standards in the former Mishawum 
lakebed area would be treated on-site to remove arsenic and then placed back into the 
excavations. No off-site disposal of wastes would be required except those wastes generated 
during the treatment process (i.e. contaminated rinsate). 

This alternative would provide permanent elimination of risks to human health resulting from 
future exposures to arsenic in surface soils. Note that if the pre-design investigation conducted to 
delineate the limits of contamination determine that the soils under a building do exceed the 
arsenic cleanup standards, then institutional controls would be required until such time as the 
soils could be removed, such as during building demolition (see Alternative SS-2 for the 
components of institutional controls). The estimated cost for this alternative is $23 Million. 
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SUBSURFACE SOIL ALTERNATIVES (SUB) 

Alternative SUB-1: No Action 

Under this alternative, no remedial technologies would be implemented at Industri-plex OU-2 to 
reduce arsenic concentrations in subsurface soils in the former Mishawum lakebed area. No 
degradation of arsenic would be anticipated from naturally occurring processes, therefore no 
reduction in risks to human health would be achieved. Contaminants would remain at Industri
plex OU-2 above levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, therefore a formal 
review of Industri-plex OU-2 conditions and risks would need to be performed at least once 
every five years. The estimated cost for this alternative is $0. 

Alternative SUB-2: Institutional Controls with Monitoring 

This is part of the selected remedy (see Section L). Alternative SUB-2 (Institutional Controls 
with Monitoring) addresses soils within the zone of 3 feet to 15 feet below the surface that 
exceed the arsenic cleanup standards in the former Mishawum lakebed area (see Figure J-2). 
Human health risks and hazards associated with these contaminated subsurface soils are only 
present if the soils are excavated, causing a construction worker exposure; or excavated and re
distributed to the ground surface causing a potential exposure to a day care child. Alternative 
SUB-2 (Institutional Controls with Monitoring) is an alternative that does not involve treatment 
or removal, but provides protection of human health by preventing or controlling potential 
exposures to contaminated soil and prohibitions on excavation without regulatory oversight and 
adequate worker health and safety precautions (engineering controls, PPE) to minimize or 
prevent direct contact with contaminated soil during removal activities and to control the 
potential spread of contamination. Institutional controls will be developed and established to 
prevent exposures, where necessary. The form of institutional controls would be determined 
during pre-design and design in accordance with relevant guidance, policies and regulations. 

No degradation of arsenic is anticipated from naturally occurring processes. Therefore, a 
groundwater monitoring component is included to ensure that contaminated soils that are left in-
place do not impact groundwater and create unacceptable human health risks or hazards in the 
future. A network of permanent groundwater monitoring wells would be installed to enable 
groundwater monitoring. The estimated cost for this alternative is $1.3 Million. 

Alternative SUB-3: Permeable Cover and Monitoring with Institutional Controls 

Alternative SUB-3 (Permeable Cover and Monitoring with Institutional Controls) is similar to 
Alternative SS-3 (Permeable Cover with Institutional Controls) except that it addresses a 
considerably larger area, representing the locations with subsurface arsenic cleanup standards 
exceedances in the former Mishawum lakebed area. This alternative does not involve treatment, 

Record of Decision ~"""~~" 
OU-2, Industri-plex Superfund Site (and including OU-3, Wells G&H Superiund Site) January 2006 
Wobum, Massachusetts Page 62 



Record of Decision
 
Part 2: The Decision Summary
 

but provides protection of human health by preventing or controlling potential exposures to 
contaminated soil through the construction of a protective barrier or cap over the contaminated 
soils. 

Under this alternative, a permeable cover would be constructed to prevent future exposures to 
contaminated subsurface soil in the former Mishawum lakebed area. As with Alternative SS-3 
(Permeable Cover with Institutional Controls), existing paved surfaces and building foundation 
and slabs would be evaluated for suitability as equivalent cover, so that these surfaces would not 
have to be removed. 

In order to construct the cap, limited removal of surface soils (approximately 18 inches) must be 
conducted to install the cover and maintain the existing grades. Since the area of surface soils 
requiring remediation is contained within the assumed limits of the subsurface soil remediation 
area, these soils (approximately 6,600 cubic yards) are assumed to exceed the arsenic cleanup 
standards and will require off-site disposal. All other surface soils within the limits of the 
subsurface soil remedy area are assumed to be below the arsenic cleanup standards and will be 
excavated, temporarily stockpiled, and later reused as backfill. In addition, institutional controls 
would be required to ensure that the cover, including the equivalent cover such as asphalt paved 
areas and building foundations, is protected through use restrictions and long-term maintenance. 

No degradation of arsenic is anticipated from naturally occurring processes. Therefore, a 
groundwater monitoring component would be included to ensure that contaminated soils left in-
place do not impact groundwater and create unacceptable human health risks or hazards in the 
future. A network of permanent groundwater monitoring wells would be installed to enable 
groundwater monitoring. The estimated cost for this alternative is $8.1 Million. 

GROUNDWATER ALTERNATIVES (GW) 

AI tern ati ve G W-1: No Acti on 

Under this alternative, no remedial technologies would be implemented at Industri-plex OU-1 
south to Interstate 95 within the Industri-plex OU-2 MSGRP RI Northern Study Area to reduce 
arsenic, ammonia, benzene, trichloroethene (TCE), naphthalene, or 1,2- dichloroethane (DCA) 
concentrations within groundwater (see Figure J-3 and .1-4 for the approximate location of 
plumes). The alternative would not limit potential human or ecological exposures to 
contaminated groundwater and would not prevent future discharges of contaminated groundwater 
to surface water within the HBHA Pond. There would be no measures taken to restrict the future 
use of groundwater that is contaminated with these contaminants. Groundwater that is 
contaminated with arsenic would continue to migrate southward with the flow of groundwater 
and discharge into the HBHA Pond, and continue to provide a source of contamination to surface 
water and sediments in the HBHA Pond, the downstream HBHA Wetlands, the Aberjona River 
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and adjacent wetlands. No degradation of arsenic is anticipated from naturally occurring 
processes. The estimated cost for this alternative is $0. 

Alternative GW-2: Pond Intercept with Monitoring and Institutional Controls 

This is part of the selected remedy (see Section L). Alternative GW-2 (Pond Intercept with 
Monitoring and Institutional Controls) is an alternative that involves little or no active treatment, 
but provides protection of human health by preventing or controlling potential exposures to 
contaminated groundwater (including arsenic, ammonia, benzene, TCE, naphthalene, 1,2-DCA: 
see Figure J-3 and J-4 for approximate location of contaminated groundwater plumes) through 
institutional controls. The alternative, in conjunction with HBHA-4 Alternative, also controls the 
downstream migration of the contaminated groundwater to areas in the HBHA Wetlands and the 
Aberjona River by intercepting it at the HBHA Pond. Natural processes in the HBHA Pond will 
degrade or sequester the contaminants of concern such that unacceptable amounts of 
contaminants will not migrate downstream of HBHA Pond. Alternative GW-2 (Pond Intercept 
with Monitoring and Institutional Controls) would rely upon other sediment and surface water 
alternatives to address these contaminants within the HBHA Pond itself. Institutional controls 
will be developed and established to prevent exposures, where necessary. The form of 
institutional controls would be determined during pre-clesign and design in accordance with 
relevant guidance, policies and regulations. 

Although degradation of organics in site-wide groundwater is anticipated over time through 
natural processes, the degradation of arsenic is not expected. This alternative would not limit 
potential ecological exposures to contaminated groundwater in the HBHA Pond and would 
not prevent future discharges of contaminated groundwater to surface water within the 
HBHA Pond. Although contaminated groundwater would be intercepted at the HBHA Pond 
and contaminants would be sequestered at the Pond bottom, contaminated groundwater 
would continue to discharge into the HBHA Pond and continue to provide a source of 
contamination to surface water and sediments in the: HBHA Pond. The estimated, cost for this 

alternative is $3.9 Million. 

Alternative GW-3: Plume Intercept by Groundwater Extraction. Treatment and 
Discharge and Monitoring with Institutional Controls 

Alternative GW-3 (Plume Intercept by Groundwater Extraction, Treatment and Discharge with 
Institutional Controls and Monitoring) is an active groundwater extraction and treatment 
alternative. This alternative would consist of installing, a groundwater extraction system that 
would capture groundwater from the overburden aquifer within the contaminant plumes that 
were delineated based on the results of the human health risk assessment prior to discharge into 
the HBHA Pond. 
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The implementation of Alternative GW-3 (Plume Intercept by Groundwater Extraction, 
Treatment and Discharge with Institutional Controls and Monitoring) would achieve several 
objectives through the extraction and treatment of contaminated groundwater originating from 
the Industri-plex OU-1. These include plume containment; prevention of the continued discharge 
of groundwater contaminants into the HBHA Pond; prevention of the continued migration of 
groundwater contaminants through surface water and sediments to the HBHA Pond, HBHA 
Wetlands, Aberjona River, and adjacent wetlands; and reduction of ecological risks observed in 
the HBHA Pond deep surface water and sediment due to contaminated groundwater discharges. 

In addition, GW-3 would incorporate in-situ enhanced bioremediation through oxygen injection 
to treat the source areas for organic contaminants (benzene) at the West Hide Pile, an area 
located outside of the capture zone of the proposed groundwater extraction system. 

Due to the presence of contaminants in soil throughout the Industri-plex OLJ-1 area, there will be 
continued leaching of contamination from the soil source areas that impacts groundwater such 
that the groundwater extraction system would not be expected to achieve RAOs within a 
reasonable time period. Therefore, institutional controls to prevent groundwater withdrawals 
would also be required under Alternative GW-3 (Plum« Intercept by Groundwater Extraction, 
Treatment and Discharge with Institutional Controls and Monitoring) to address potential human 
health risks and hazards associated with direct contact, inhalation, and ingestion. The estimated 
cost for this entire alternative is $19.1 Million. 

Alternative GW^l: Plume Intercept by In-Situ Groundwater Treatment and Monitoring 
with Institutional Controls 

A portion of this alternative that applies to the West Hide Pile is part of the selected remedy (see 
Section L). Alternative GW-4 (Plume Intercept by In-Situ Groundwater Treatment and 
Monitoring with Institutional Controls) is an in-situ groundwater treatment alternative that 
incorporates two technologies to address both organic and inorganic contaminants in 
groundwater in the vicinity of the West Hide Pile; in-situ enhanced bioremediation through 
oxygen injection would be used to treat the source area;; for organic contaminants (benzene, 
TCE, 1,2-DCA, and naphthalene) located between the East-Central Hide Pile and the South Hide 
Pile in the vicinity of Atlantic Avenue, and at the West Hide Pile for benzene; and a permeable 
reactive barrier (PRB) located between the southern perimeter of the NSTAR (formerly Boston 
Edison) right-of-way and the HBHA Pond would be used for the treatment of arsenic in 
groundwater prior to discharge to the Pond. Figure J-5 presents a conceptual representation of the 
location of the PRB and the location of the bio-enhancement treatment area at the West Hide 
Pile. 

As with Alternative GW-3 (Plume Intercept by Groundwater Extraction, Treatment and 
Discharge with Institutional Controls and Monitoring), these two in-situ treatment processes 
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together would achieve several objectives including prevention of continued migration of 
groundwater contaminants into the HBHA Pond, HBHA, and Aberjona River and reduction of 
ecological risks observed in the HBHA Pond deep surface water and sediment due to continued 
contaminated groundwater discharges. However, due to the nature of the PRB treatment (the 
PRB would intercept groundwater as it flows to the Pond rather than actively treat it throughout 
the groundwater plume area), concentrations of arsenic in excess of the cleanup standards would 
remain throughout the human health risk areas. Therefore, institutional controls that prohibit 
groundwater withdrawals would be required to address potential human health risks and hazards 
associated with direct contact, inhalation, and ingestion exposures. The estimated cost for this 
entire alternative is $17.8 Million. The estimated cost for the enhanced bioremediation portion 
only at the West Hide Pile is $3.8 Million. 

HALLS BROOK HOLDING AREA SEDIMENT ALTERNATIVES (HBHA) 

Alternative HBHA-1: No Action 

Under this alternative, no remedial technologies would be implemented to reduce arsenic 
concentrations within the sediments of the HBHA Pond (also see Figure J-6 for area to be 
addressed). No degradation of arsenic is anticipated from naturally occurring processes within 
the HBHA Pond, therefore no reduction in ecological risk would be achieved. Five-year reviews 
would be required if this alternative were to be implemented. The estimated cost for this 
alternative is $0. 

Alternative HBHA-2: Monitoring 

Alternative HBHA-2 (Monitoring) incorporates long-term monitoring to evaluate possible 
changes to the nature and extent and migration patterns of contaminated sediments and risks to 
benthic invertebrates in the HBHA Pond over time. Alternative HBHA-2 (Monitoring) would 
not address ecological risks or control the migration of contaminated sediments to downstream 
areas. However, if contaminated groundwater discharg.es are eliminated (through interception of 
the groundwater contaminant plumes before it reaches the Pond, as provided by Alternative GW
3 or GW-4), natural processes such as biodegradation of organic contaminants and sedimentation 
and burial of inorganic contaminants may eventually reduce the exposure risks, toxicity, and 
mobility of the benzene and arsenic that is currently located in sediments at the Pond bottom. 
The estimated cost for this alternative is $1.2 Million. 

Alternative HBHA-3: Subaqueous Cap 

Alternative HBHA-3 (Subaqueous Cap) does not involve treatment or removal, but provides 
protection of the environment from contaminated sediments by preventing or controlling direct 
contact exposures to benthic invertebrates and by preventing migration of contaminated 

Record of Decision 
OU-2, Industri-plex Supertund Site (and including OU-3, Wells G&H Superfund Site) January 2006 
Wobum, Massachusetts Page 66 

http:discharg.es


Record of Decision
 
Part 2: The Decision Summary
 

sediments from the HBHA Pond to downstream areas. Alternative HBHA-3 (Subaqueous Cap) 
includes the placement of a subaqueous cap consisting of a geotextile layer covered with clean 
permeable soil materials over contaminated sediments at the base of the HBHA Pond, creating a 
new benthic habitat and an effective barrier from existing sediment contaminants. Alternative 
HBHA-3 (Subaqueous Cap) would address ecological risks, but would not address the source of 
contamination (i.e. groundwater discharges) which could, over time, result in recontamination of 
the clean cap materials if a plume intercept alternative is not utilized to address groundwater. 
The estimated cost for this alternative is $5.3 Million. 

Alternative HBHA-4: Storm Water Bypass and Sediment Retention With 
Partial Dredging and Providing an Alternate Habitat 

This is part of the selected remedy (see Section L). Alternative HBHA-4 (Storm Water Bypass 
and Sediment Retention with Partial Dredging and Providing an Alternate Habitat) involves 
partial removal of contaminated sediments and reduces the mobility of soluble and paniculate 
arsenic that is released from the HBHA Pond during storm events to downstream depositional 
areas. In the southern portion of the HBHA Pond where contaminated sediments are dredged and 
restored, this alternative would protect the environment by preventing exposure of benthic 
invertebrates to contaminated sediments. In the northern portion of the HBHA Pond where 
primary and secondary treatment cells/areas will be designed and constructed to sequester/treat 
contaminants and serve as sediment retention areas, this; alternative would not protect the 
environment. 

Alternative HBHA-4 (Storm Water Bypass and Sediment Retention with Partial Dredging and 
Providing an Alternate Habitat) would involve the construction of two low-head cofferdams 
designed to divide the HBHA Pond into three main areas (primary treatment area/cell, secondary 
treatment area/cell, and southern portion of the HBHA Pond area. The northern portion of the 
HBHA Pond includes the primary and secondary treatment areas/cells. The northern/first low-
head cofferdam will be located to intercept all contaminated groundwater plumes (including 
arsenic, ammonia, benzene, TCE, naphthalene, 1,2-DCA; see Figure J-3 and J-4 for approximate 
location of contaminated groundwater plumes) discharging into the HBHA Pond. This first low-
head cofferdam will establish the boundaries of the primary treatment cell which will 
sequester/treat contaminants and serve as a sediment retention area reducing contaminant 
migration. A southern/second low-head cofferdam would be constructed to the south of the first 
cofferdam to create a secondary treatment area/cell that would further sequester/treat 
contaminants in surface water that leaves ihe primary treatment cell through the use of aeration 
and sedimentation. In the future, contaminated sediments would be periodically dredged from 
the primary and secondary treatment cells to ensure they remain effective at preventing 
contaminant migration downstream of the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (effluent from the 
secondary treatment cell outlet). 
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A second component of Alternative HBHA-4 (Storm Water Bypass and Sediment Retention with 
Partial Dredging and Providing an Alternate Habitat) would be the diversion of stormflow from 
Halls Brook to avoid high flow volumes into the sediment retention area that would break down 
the chemocline within the primary treatment cell. A portion of the stormwater flow that would 
otherwise enter the northern portion of the HBHA Pond would instead be diverted to the south of 
the low-head cofferdams (downstream of the secondary treatment cell) so that baseflow 
conditions are maintained in the primary treatment cell. It is imperative that these baseflow 
conditions are continuously provided to the primary treatment cell so that the chemocline within 
the primary treatment cell is maintained. 

Contaminated sediments containing arsenic at concentrations exceeding the cleanup standards 
would be dredged from the southern portions of the HBHA Pond located downstream of the 
second low-head cofferdam (south of the primary treatment cell outlet). Hydraulic dredging 
methods would be utilized to permanently remove contaminated sediments from these areas of 
the HBHA Pond. Sediments would be dewatered and transported to an approved licensed 
disposal facility. Periodic dredging in the primary and secondary treatment cells (sediment 
retention areas) would also be a component of this remedy to prevent excessive accumulation of 
sediments and maintain the integrity of the chemocline within the primary treatment cell, comply 
with the surface water cleanup standards at the outlet of the secondary treatment cell, and 
maintain the function of the sediment retention areas (primary and secondary treatment cells). 

As part of Alternative HBHA-4 (Storm Water Bypass and Sediment Retention with Partial 
Dredging and Providing an Alternate Habitat), an impermeable liner would be placed along the 
open channel section of the New Boston Street Drainway to prevent to prevent the discharge of 
contaminated groundwater plumes, contamination of stream sediments, downstream migration of 
contaminants of concern, and potential impacts to other components of the selected remedy. The 
contaminated groundwater discharges could contaminate sediments in the channel and ultimately 
enable the transport of contaminated sediment (arsenic) into the southern portion of the HBHA 
Pond (the portion of the Pond from which contaminated sediments would be removed) during 
storm events. 

Alternative HBHA-4 (Storm Water Bypass and Sediment Retention with Partial Dredging and 
Providing an Alternate Habitat) would also involve constructing a permeable cap along the 
northern banks of the HBHA Pond, located along the southern boundary of the Boston Edison 
right-of-way (A6 area) and adjacent to the railroad right of-way west of the HBHA Pond. This 
action would prevent soils contaminated with arsenic exceeding the HBHA Pond sediment 
cleanup standard from eroding into the northern portion of the Pond and impacting other 
components of the selected remedy. 

Alternative HBHA-4 will receive continuous contaminated groundwater discharges for the 
foreseeable future, and the remedial design for Alternative HBHA-4 must take into consideration 
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significant storm weather conditions (including hurricanes) to ensure durability, permanence, and 
long term performance. 

In order to compensate for any wetland function and value losses that would occur from the use 
of the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (primary and secondary treatment cells) as a sediment 
retention area, Alternative HBHA-4 (Storm Water Bypass and Sediment Retention with Partial 
Dredging and Providing an Alternate Habitat) would involve wetland compensation nearby in the 
watershed. 

Figure J-6 presents an approximate location of HBHA-4. Figure J-7 presents a conceptual 
representation of HBHA-4 (Storm Water Bypass and Sediment Retention with Partial Dredging 
and Providing an Alternate Habitat) including the location of the storm water bypass structure, 
the low-head cofferdams, and the soil/sediment erosion areas of concern. 

Institutional controls will be developed and established to prevent exposures and protect the 
selected remedy, where necessary. The form of institutional controls would be determined 
during pre-design and design in accordance with relevant guidance, policies and regulations. 

The estimated cost for this alternative is $9.2 Million. 

Alternative HBHA-5: Removal and Off-Site Disposal 

Under this alternative, all contaminated sediments in the HBHA Pond that exceed the arsenic 
cleanup standard would be removed using hydraulic dredging methods, dewatered, and 
transported off-site for disposal at an approved licensed facility. This alternative would provide 
permanent elimination of risks to ecological receptors resulting from exposures to contaminated 
sediments in the HBHA Pond, but would not address the source of contamination (i.e. 
groundwater discharges from Industri-plex OU-1) which would likely result in recontamination 
of the uncontaminated underlying or replacement substrate following dredging. In order for this 
alternative to be effective in the long-term, a plume intercept alternative would need to be 
implemented to address contaminated groundwater discharges to the HBHA Pond so that the 
dredged portions of the Pond are not re-contaminated. 

In addition, Alternative HBHA-5 (Removal and Off-Site Disposal) would prevent arsenic-
contaminated groundwater from discharging into the New Boston Street Drainway, which 
eventually discharges to Halls Brook, and would prevent arsenic-contaminated soils located 
along the southern boundary of the Boston Edison right-of-way (A6 area) from eroding into the 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond and contributing to the contaminated sediment load in the 
system. 

The estimated cost for this alternative is $3.8 Million. 
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NEAR SHORE SEDIMENT ALTERNATIVES (NS) 

Alternative NS-1: No Action 

Under this alternative, no remedial technologies would be implemented to reduce arsenic 
concentrations in sediments within the near shore areas. These areas are located in the Well 
G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area (see Figure J-8). This alternative would 
not reduce the risks to human health and would require the five-year reviews to periodically 
address conditions and risks. The estimated cost for this alternative is $0. 

Alternative NS-2: Institutional Controls 

Alternative NS-2 (Institutional Controls) is an alternative that does not involve treatment or 
removal, but provides protection of human health by preventing or controlling potential 
exposures to contaminated sediment through installation of fencing to restrict access to 
contaminated sediment and through the imposition of institutional controls on impacted 
properties to prevent activities that might result in unacceptable exposures lo contaminated near-
shore sediments in the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area. 
Institutional controls will be developed and established to prevent exposures, where necessary. 
The form of institutional controls would be determined during pre-design and design in 
accordance with relevant guidance, policies and regulations. 

Alternative NS-2 (Institutional Controls) would achieve no risk reduction beyond that which 
would be provided by restricting access to contaminated near-shore sediments. The estimated 
cost for this alternative is $0.3 Million. 

Alternative NS-3: Monitoring with Institutional Controls 

Alternative NS-3 (Monitoring with Institutional Controls) incorporates long-term monitoring to 
evaluate possible changes to the nature and extent and migration patterns of contaminated 
sediments in the near-shore areas in the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area, combined with institutional controls as a remedy for near-shore contaminated 
sediment. Natural processes that may reduce the potential exposures and risks may include 
burial of the contaminated sediments by accumulation of uncontaminated sediments thus limiting 
the accessibility and risks due to direct contact exposures. Under this alternative, institutional 
controls would also be implemented to prevent future exposures to contaminated sediment in the 
vicinity of sampling stations where potential human health risks and hazards were identified. 
Finally, installation of a permanent barrier (i.e. chain link fence) would prevent access to 
contaminated sediments and human health risks associated with recreational exposures through 
direct contact. 
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The estimated cost for this alternative is $1.8 Million. 

Alternative NS-4: Removal and Off-Site Disposal 

This is part of the selected remedy (see Section L). Under this alternative, all near-shore 
contaminated sediments in the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area 
exceeding the arsenic cleanup standards will be removed using mechanical excavation methods, 
dewatered, and transported off-site for disposal at an approved licensed facility. This alternative 
would provide permanent elimination of risks to humans resulting from exposures to 
contaminated near-shore sediments. As defined in the March 2005, MSGRP RT, near-shore 
sediments are those sediments which extend perpendicularly from the shoreline to a distance of 
approximately 30 feet into the wetland. 

The estimated cost for this alternative is $3.2 Million. 

DEEP SEDIMENT ALTERNATIVES (DS) 

Alternative PS-1: No Action 

Under this alternative, no remedial technologies would be implemented to reduce arsenic 
concentrations in sediments located in deeper sediment cores collected in the river channel near 
the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area (see Figure J-9). This 
alternative would not reduce the risks to human health and would require the performance of 
five-year reviews. The estimated cost for this alternative is $0. 

Alternative DS-2: Monitoring with Institutional Controls 

This is part of the selected remedy (see Section L). Alternative DS-2 (Monitoring with 
Institutional Controls) would address risks from future exposures to deep sediments near the 
Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area by prohibitions on excavation 
without regulatory oversight and adequate worker health and safety precautions (engineering 
controls, PPE) to minimize or prevent direct contact with contaminated sediments during 
dredging/removal activities and to control the potential spread of contamination. Generally, 
these sediments are not accessible to humans except for in a dredging scenario, therefore 
prohibitions or restrictions on dredging would be an effective deterrent to potential future 
exposures to sediment in the deep sediment human health risk areas. Institutional controls will be 
developed and established to prevent exposures, where necessary. The form of institutional 
controls would be determined during pre-design and design in accordance with relevant 
guidance, policies and regulations. 

The estimated cost for this alternative is $0.5 Million. 
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Alternative DS-3: Removal and Off-Site Disposal 

Under this alternative, all deep sediments near the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area associated with sediment core sample locations exceeding the arsenic cleanup 
standards will be removed using mechanical excavation methods, dewatered, and transported off-
site for disposal at an approved licensed facility. This alternative would provide permanent 
elimination of risks and hazards to humans resulting from exposures to contaminated deep 
sediment. 

The estimated cost for this alternative is $ 117.4 Million. . 

SURFACE WATER ALTERNATIVES (SW) 

Alternative SW-I: No Action 

Under this alternative, no remedial technologies would be implemented to reduce arsenic and 
benzene concentrations within deep surface water of the HBHA Pond. The alternative would not 
limit potential ecological exposures to contaminated surface water. This alternative does not 
reduce ecological risks nor prevent the downstream migration of arsenic contaminated sediments 
and would require the performance of 5-year reviews. The estimated cost for this alternative is 
$0. 

Alternative SW-2: Monitoring 

This is part of the selected remedy (see Section L). Alternative SW-2 (Monitoring) is an 
alternative that involves no active treatment, but monitors the status of contamination that may or 
may not be attenuated by natural processes or other selected groundwater and sediment remedial 
alternatives. Although degradation of organic contaminants in the deeper surface water of the 
HBHA Pond is anticipated through natural processes, the degradation of arsenic is not expected 
unless the sources of contamination (i.e. groundwater discharges and arsenic dissolution from 
contaminated sediments) are eliminated through implementation of a plume intercept alternative 
and a sediment removal alternative that addresses the northern portion of the Pond. As such, this 
alternative would not be fully protective of the environment (i.e. aquatic organisms) unless 
implemented in conjunction with other media-specific alternatives whereby the sources of 
contamination (i.e. groundwater discharges and arsenic dissolution from contaminated 
sediments) are eliminated. ' 

The estimated cost for this alternative is $3.2 Million. 
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Alternative SW-3: Monitoring and Providing an Alternate Habitat 

The monitoring component of Alternative SW-3 (Monitoring and Providing an Alternate 
Habitat) is identical to that which is included in Alternative SW-2. As discussed above, unless 
the sources of contamination (i.e. contaminated groundwater and sediments) are addressed 
through other media-specific alternatives, natural processes are not expected to attenuate 
contaminants to concentrations that do not reflect impairment to aquatic organisms. To mitigate 
the loss of aquatic habitat within the affected area and meet the RAO, a similar wetland would be 
constructed to compensate for the loss and to maintain the functions and values of the benthic 
community and wetland habitat within the watershed. 

The estimated cost for this alternative is $10.8 Million. 

K.	 SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

Section 121(b)(l) of CERCLA presents several factors that at a minimum EPA is required to 
consider in its assessment of alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory mandates, the 
NCP articulates nine evaluation criteria to be used in assessing the individual remedial 
alternatives. 

A detailed analysis was performed on the alternatives using the nine evaluation criteria in order 
to select a Industri-plex OU-2 remedy. The following is a summary of the comparison of each 
alternative's strength and weakness with respect to the nine evaluation criteria. These criteria are 
summarized as follows: 

Threshold Criteria 

The two threshold criteria described below musj be met in order for the alternatives to be eligible 
for selection in accordance with the NCP: 

1.	 Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not a 
remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through each 
pathway are eliminated, reduced or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or 
institutional controls. 

2.	 Compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) 
addresses whether or not a remedy will meet all Federal environmental and more 
stringent State environmental and facility siting standards, requirements, criteria or 
limitations, unless a waiver is invoked. 
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Primary Balancing Criteria 

The following five criteria are utilized to compare and evaluate the elements of one alternative to 
another that meet the threshold criteria: 

3.	 Long-term effectiveness and permanence addresses the criteria that are utilized to 
assess alternatives for the long-term effectiveness and permanence they afford, along with 
the degree of certainty that they will prove successful. 

4.	 Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment addresses the degree to 
which alternatives employ recycling or treatment that reduces toxicity, mobility, or 
volume, including how treatment is used to address the principal threats posed by the site. 

5.	 Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection and 
any adverse impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed during the 
construction and implementation period, until cleanup goals are achieved. 

6.	 Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, 
including the availability of materials and services needed to implement a particular 
option. 

7.	 Cost includes estimated capital and Operation Maintenance (O&M) costs, as well as 
present-worth costs. 

Modifying Criteria 

The modifying criteria are used as the final evaluation of remedial alternatives, generally after 
EPA has received public comment on the MSGRP RI/FS and Proposed Plan: 

8.	 State acceptance addresses the State's position and key concerns related to the preferred 
alternative and other alternatives, and the State's comments on ARARs or the proposed 
use of waivers. 

9.	 Community acceptance addresses the public's general response to the alternatives
 
described in the Proposed Plan and MSGRP RI/FS report.
 

Following the detailed analysis of each individual alternative,a comparative analysis, focusing 
on the relative performance of each alternative against the nine criteria, was conducted. This 
comparative analysis can be found in Tables 4-28A through 4-28G and Table 4-29 of the 
Industri-plex MSGRP FS, and attached to this ROD as Tables K-l through K-9. 
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The section below presents the nine criteria and a brief narrative summary of the alternatives and 
the strengths and weaknesses according to the detailed and comparative analysis. Only those 
alternatives which satisfied the first two threshold criteria were balanced and modified using the 
remaining seven criteria. There were a total of 27 alternatives evaluated to address Surface Soils 
(SS), Subsurface Soils (SUB), Groundwater (GW), Halls Brook Holding Area Sediments 
(HBHA), Near Shore Sediments (NS), Deeper Wetland Sediments (DS), and Surface Water 
(SW). The evaluation of these alternatives for SS, SUB, GW, HBHA, NS, DS and SW are 
described under the threshold and primary balancing criteria below. 

1. OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether each alternative 
provides adequate protection of human health and the environment and descfibers how risks 
posed through each exposure pathway are eliminated, reduced, or controlled, through treatment, 
engineering controls, and/or institutional controls. 

Surface Soil (SS): The No Action Alternative, SS-1, does not protect human health or the 
environment. The Preferred Alternative, SS-2, would be protective of human health and the 
environment through institutional controls in the former Mishawum lakebed prohibiting the use 
of the property for day care facilities and prohibiting excavation without regulatory oversight and 
appropriate precautions. Alternative SS-3 would provide enhanced protection, since a permeable 
cover or barrier would further restrict exposure to contaminated surface soil in the former 
Mishawum lakebed. Alternatives SS-4 and SS-5 provide the highest level of protection for 
human health and the environment because all contaminated surface soil in the former 
Mishawum lakebed exceeding the proposed cleanup standards would either be removed off-site 
or treated. 

Subsurface Soil (SUB): The No Action Alternative, SUB-1, does not protect human health or 
the environment. The preferred alternative, SUB-2, would provide protection from exposure to 
contaminated soils in the former Mishawum lakebed through institutional controls prohibiting 
excavation without regulatory oversight and appropriate precautions. Alternative SUB-3 would 
provide enhanced protection since a permeable cover or barrier would further restrict exposure to 
contaminated subsurface soil in the former Mishawum lakebed. This alternative also requires 
institutional controls and land use restrictions to protect the integrity of the cover. 

Groundwater (GW): The No Action Alternative, GW 1, does not protect human health or the 
environment. The Preferred Alternative, GW-2, would provide protection from exposure to 
contaminated groundwater through institutional controls. Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4 would 
provide enhanced protection to human health and the environment through institutional 
controls restricting groundwater use. 
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Halls Brook Holding Area Pond Sediments (HBHA): Neither the No Action Alternative, 
HBHA-1, nor HBHA-2, which calls for monitoring, would be protective of the environment. 
Alternative HBHA-3, which calls for the installation of a permeable cover or barrier over 
contaminated sediments in the bottom of the pond, may provide enhanced protection for benthic 
organisms. However, this alternative requires that groundwater discharges to the pond be 
eliminated, otherwise the cap materials could become re-contaminated. The preferred alternative, 
HBHA-4, which calls for the removal of contaminated sediments from the southern portion of 
HBHA Pond, would provide protection to benthic invertebrates in this area of the pond. Since the 
northern portion of the pond would be incorporated into the cleanup remedy and used to treat 
contaminated groundwater discharges, this area would not provide protection to the benthic 
organisms in the short-term. However, an alternative wetland would be constructed in its place. 
Alternative HBHA-5 provides the highest level of protection for the environment because all 
contaminated sediment in the northern and southern portions of HBHA Pond would be removed. 
However, this alternative also requires that groundwater discharges to HBHA Pond be eliminated 
so that the pond does not become re-contaminated. 

Near Shore Sediments (NS): The No Action Alternative, NS-1, does not protect human health. 
Alternatives NS-2 and NS-3 would provide protection from exposure to contaminated sediments 
in the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area through institutional 
controls. NS-3 would also include periodic monitoring. The Preferred Alternative, NS-4, 
provides the highest level of protection for human health because all contaminated sediments in 
the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area exceeding the cleanup 
standards would be removed. 

Deeper Wetland Sediments (DS): The No Action Alternative, DS-1, does not protect human 
health. The Preferred Alternative, DS-2, would provide protection from exposure to deeper 
contaminated sediments near the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area 
through institutional controls. Alternative DS-3 provides the highest level of protection for 
human health because all contaminated sediments exceeding the cleanup standards would be 
removed. However, the marginal benefit derived from Alternative DS-3 over Alternative DS-2 
would be low, since these sediments are inaccessible to humans. 

Surface Water (SW): The No Action Alternative, SW--1, does not protect the environment. The 
Preferred Alternative, SW-2, which includes monitoring, and Alternative SW-3, which includes 
monitoring and the construction of an alternate wetlands habitat, would be protective if 
implemented in conjunction with other groundwater cleanup alternatives. 
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2. COMPLIANCE WITH APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE
 
ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATIONS (ARARS):
 

Section 121(d) of CERCLA requires that remedial actions at CERCLA sites at least attain legally 
applicable or relevant and appropriate Federal and State requirements, standards criteria, and 
limitations which are collectively referred to as "ARARs," unless such ARARs are waived under 
CERCLA section 121(d)(4). Applicable requirements are those substantive environmental 
protection requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under Federal or State law that 
specifically address hazardous substances, the remedial action to be implemented at the site, the 
location of the site, or other circumstances present at the site. Relevant and appropriate 
requirements are those substantive environmental protection requirements, criteria, or limitations 
promulgated under FederaJ or State law which, while not applicable to the hazardous materials 
found at the site, the remedial action itself, the site location or other circumstances at the site, 
nevertheless address problems or situations sufficiently similar to those encountered at the site 
that their use is well-suited to the site. Compliance with ARARs addresses whether a remedy will 
meet all of the applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of other Federal and State 
environmental statues or provides a basis for invoking a waiver. 

Surface Soil (SS): The No Action Alternative, SS-l, does not comply with the ARARs. The 
Preferred Alternative, SS-2, and Alternatives SS-3, SS-4 and SS-5 would comply with all 
ARARs. For a detailed analysis, refer to Tables 4-1A-D, 4-2A-D, 4-3A-D, 4-4A-D and 4-5A-D 
in the Industri-plex OU-2 MSGRP FS. 

Subsurface Soil (SUB): The No Action Alternative, SUB-1, does not comply with ARARs. The 
Preferred Alternative, SUB-2, and Alternative SUB-3 would comply with all ARARs. For a 
detailed analysis, refer to Tables 4-6A-D, 4-7A-D and 4-8A-D in the Industri-plex OU-2 MSGRP 
FS. 

Groundwater (GW): The No Action Alternative, GW--1, does not comply with ARARs. The 
Preferred Alternative, GW-2, and Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4 would comply with all ARARs 
through institutional controls restricting groundwater use. For a detailed analysis, refer to Tables 
4-9A-D, 4-10A-D, 4-11 A-D and 4-12A-D in the Industri-plex OU-2 MSGRP FS. 

Halls Brook Holding Area Pond Sediments (HBHA): The No Action Alternative, HBHA-1, 
and Alternative HBHA-2 do not comply with ARARs. Alternative HBHA-3, the Preferred 
Alternative, HBHA-4, and HBHA-5 would comply with all ARARs. For a detailed analysis, 
refer to Tables 4-13A-D, 4-14A-D, 4-15A-D, 4-16A-D and 4-17A-D in the Industri-plex OU-2 
MSGRP FS. 

Near Shore Sediments (NS): The No Action Alternative, NS-1, does not comply with ARARs. 
Alternatives NS-2 and NS-3 would'comply with some, but not all ARARs. The Preferred 

Record of Decision 
OU-2, Industri-plex Superfund Site (and including OU-3, Wells G&H Superfund Site) January 2006 
Woburn, Massachusetts . Page 77 



Record of Decision
 
Part 2: The Decision Summary
 

Alternative, NS-4, would comply with all ARARs. For a detailed analysis, refer to Tables 4
18A-D, 4-19A-D, 4-20A-D and 4-21A-D in the Industri-plex OU-2 MSGRP FS. 

Deeper Wetland Sediments (DS): The No Action Alternative, DS-1, does not comply with 
ARARs. Alternative DS-2, which includes monitoring and institutional controls, would meet the 
ARARs. Alternative DS-3, which removes and disposes of contaminated sediments off-site, 
complies with all ARARs. For a detailed analysis, refer to Tables 4-22A-D, 4-23A-D and 4
24A-D in the Industri-plex OU-2 MSGRP FS. 

Surface Water (SW): The No Action Alternative, SW--1, would not comply with ARARs. If 
implemented in conjunction with other groundwater and sediment remedial alternatives, such as 
Alternative HBHA-4, Alternative SW-2, which provides monitoring, and Alternative SW-3, 
which provides monitoring and an alternate habitat, would comply with ARARs at the outlet of 
the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (effluent from the secondary treatment cell) if they were 
implemented in conjunction with other groundwater and sediment alternatives. For a detailed 
analysis, refer to Tables 4-25A-D, 4-26A-D and 4-27A-D in the Industri-plex OU-2 MSGRP 
RI/FS. 

3. LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE: 

Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to expected residual risk and the ability of a 
remedy to maintain reliable protection of human health and the environmeni over time, once 
clean-up levels have been met. This criterion includes the consideration of residual risk and the 
adequacy and reliability of controls. 

Surface Soil (SS): The No Action Alternative, SS-1, does not provide any long-term 
effectiveness or permanence. The Preferred Alternative, SS-2, would provide long-term 
effectiveness and permanence through institutional controls in the former Mishawum lakebed 
area. Alternative SS-3 would provide additional long-term effectiveness and permanence through 
institutional controls prohibiting disturbance of the cover in that area. Alternatives SS-4 and SS-5 
provide the highest degree of long-term effectiveness and permanence because the contaminated 
soil in the former Mishawum lakebed would be removed. 

Subsurface Soil (SUB): The No Action Alternative, SUB-1, does not provide any long-term 
effectiveness or permanence. The Preferred Alternative, SUB-2, would provide long-term 
effectiveness and permanence through institutional controls in the former Mishawum lakebed 
area. Alternative SUB-3 would also provide long-term effectiveness and permanence through 
institutional controls prohibiting disturbance of the cover in the former Mishawum lakebed. 

Groundwater (GW): The No Action Alternative, GW-1, does not provide any long-term 
effectiveness or permanence. GW-2, the Preferred Alternative, would provide long-term 
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effectiveness and permanence through institutional controls limiting groundwater use. 
Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4 would also be effective in the long-term, however GW-3 would 
require more extensive operation and maintenance than GW-4. 

Halls Brook Holding Area Pond Sediments (HBHA): The No Action Alternative, HBHA-1, 
does not provide any long-term effectiveness or permanence. Alternative HBHA-2 would 
provide marginal long-term effectiveness and permanence, and long-term monitoring would be 
required to evaluate risks associated with contaminants left in place. Alternative HBHA-3 would 
provide enhanced long-term effectiveness and permanence provided there is no erosion of the 
permeable cover and contamination from groundwater discharges is eliminated. The Preferred 
Alternative, HBHA-4, provides a greater level of long-term effectiveness since a majority of 
contaminated sediments would be removed from the southern portion of HBHA Pond. 
Alternative HBHA-5 would provide the highest level of long-term effectiveness and permanence 
because the contaminated sediment would be removed off-site, assuming in conjunction with the 
GW alternatives that contaminated groundwater plumes no longer discharge into HBHA Pond. 

Near Shore Sediments (NS): The No Action Alternative, NS-1, does not provide any long-term 
effectiveness or permanence. Alternatives NS-2 and NS-3 would provide long-term effectiveness 
and permanence through institutional controls in the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area. The Preferred Alternative, NS-4, provides the highest degree of long-term 
effectiveness and permanence because the sediments in the Wells G&H Wetland and the 
Cranberry Bog Conservation Area exceeding the cleanup standards would be excavated. 

Deeper Wetland Sediments (DS): The No Action Alternative, DS-1, does not provide any long-
term effectiveness or permanence. The Preferred Alternative DS-2, would provide long-term 
effectiveness and permanence through institutional controls for the deep river sediments near the 
Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area. Alternative DS -3 provides the 
highest degree of long-term effectiveness and permanence because the sediments in these areas 
exceeding the cleanup standards would be excavated. 

Surface Water (SW): The No Action Alternative, SW--1, does not provide any long-term 
effectiveness or permanence. The Preferred Alternative, SW-2, which includes monitoring, and 
Alternative SW-3, which also includes monitoring provide greater long-term effectiveness. 
Alternative SW-3 provides the greatest level of permanence by creating an alternate wetlands 
habitat. 

4. REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY OR VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT: 

Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment refers to the anticipated 
performance of the treatment technologies that may be included as part of a remedy. 
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Surface Soil (SS): The No Action Alternative, SS-1, the Preferred Alternative, SS-2, and 
Alternative SS-3 do not include treatment. Alternative SS-4 may provide limited off-site 
treatment, if necessary, to qualify for disposal of soils excavated from the former Mishawum 
lakebed area at a licensed landfill. Alternative SS-5 reduces the toxicity and mobility of the 
contaminants by using a "soil washing" process to remove arsenic from this soil before using the 
treated soil as backfill. 

Subsurface Soil (SUB): The No Action Alternative, S1JB-1, the Preferred Alternative, SUB-2, 
and Alternative SUB-3 do not reduce toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment or other 
means. 

Groundwater (GW): The No Action Alternative, GW--1, offers no treatment other than long-
term natural attenuation processes that may occur with organic contaminants. The Preferred 
Alternative, GW-2, controls the migration of contaminated groundwater by intercepting 
contamination at the HBHA Pond, and makes use of the naturally occurring processes in HBHA 
Pond to precipitate metals and degrade organic contaminants. Alternative GW-2 does not 
actively treat groundwater prior to discharge to HBHA Fond, except for natural attenuation 
processes that may occur. When combined with Alternative HBHA-4, as EPA is proposing to do, 
GW-2 would control or reduce downstream migration of inorganic contaminants during storm 
events. Both Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4 employ technologies to prevent contaminated 
groundwater from discharging into HBHA Pond and also destroy or remove target contaminants 
from the groundwater. Alternative GW-3 is an ex-situ system while Alternative GW-4 is an in-
situ design. Both technologies are able to reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of 
contaminants in the groundwater and both treatment processes are irreversible. 

Halls Brook Holding Area Pond Sediments (HBHA): The No Action Alternative, HBHA-1, 
and Alternatives HBHA-2, and HBHA-3 do not treat contaminants. Alternative HBHA-3 reduces 
the mobility of contaminated sediments by placing a cap over them. The Preferred Alternative, 
HBHA-4, and Alternative HBHA-5 may include limited off-site treatment of dredged sediments, 
if necessary, to qualify for disposal at a licensed landfill. HBHA-4 also reduces the mobility of 
contaminated sediments by creating a retention area where contaminated sediments are contained 
and periodically removed. 

Near Shore Sediments (NS): The No Action Alternative, NS-1, and Alternatives NS-2 and NS
3 do not treat contaminants. Alternatives NS-2 and NS-3 may reduce mobility in the long-term if 
contaminated sediments in the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area 
are buried by the accumulation and deposition of uncontaminated sediments. The Preferred 
Alternative, NS-4, may include limited off-site treatment if necessary to qualify for disposal of 
excavated sediments at a landfill. 
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Deeper Wetland Sediments (DS): The No Action Alternative, DS-1 and the Preferred 
Alternative, DS-2, do not treat or reduce the toxicity of the deeper wetland sediments near the 
Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area unless other alternatives are 
implemented upstream to reduce downstream contaminant migration and clean sediments are 
given an opportunity to accumulate and deposit on top of contaminated sediments, in essence 
capping the contaminated sediment. Alternative DS-3 may include limited off-site treatment, if 
necessary, to qualify for disposal of excavated sediments at a licensed landfill. 

Surface Water (SW): The No Action Alternative, SW-1, the Preferred Alternative, SW-2, and 
Alternative SW-3 do not include treatment. 

5. SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS: 

Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to implement the remedy and any 
adverse impacts that may be posed to workers and the community during construction and 
operation of the remedy until cleanup goals are achieved. 

Surface Soil (SS): The No Action Alternative, SS-1, would not be effective in the short-term or 
cause any short-term impacts because the alternative does not require any action. Alternatives 
SS-2 and SS-3, which call for the installation of institutional controls in the former Mishawum 
lakebed area, will effectively limit risks to human health in the short-term. In addition, the cover 
required as part of SS-3 will become effective upon its construction. Alternatives SS-4 and SS-5 
will become effective once the contaminated soils in thus area are excavated and disposed of off-
site or treated. The Preferred Alternative, SS-2, would have limited impacts on property owners 
where institutional controls restrict land use. Alternatives SS-3, SS-4, and SS-5 would have the 
most short-term impacts on the community, including an increase in traffic during construction 
activities. Impacts to workers would be minimal since construction activities would be completed 
in accordance with appropriate health and safety procedures and potential risks and hazards 
associated with fugitive dust emissions would be addressed with prescribed engineering controls. 
No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated from any alternative. 

Subsurface Soil (SUB): The No Action Alternative, SUB-1, would not be effective in the short-
term or cause any short-term impacts because the alternative does not require any action. 
Alternatives SS-2 and SS-3 which call for the installation of institutional controls in the former 
Mishawum lakebed area will effectively limit risks to human health in the short-term. In 
addition, the permeable cover required as part of SS-3 will become effective upon its 
construction. The Preferred Alternative, SUB-2, would have limited impacts on property owners 
in this area where institutional controls restrict land use. Alternative SUB-3 would have the most 
significant short-term impacts on the community including an increase in traffic during 
construction activities. Impacts to individual property owners would be significant since large 
portions of property would require a soil cover and the use of parking areas and road ways would 
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be temporarily restricted. Impacts to workers would be minimal since construction activities 
would be completed in accordance with appropriate health and safety procedures and potential 
risks and hazards associated with fugitive dust emissions would be addressed with prescribed 
engineering controls. No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated from any alternative. 

Groundwater (GW): The No Action Alternative, GW-1, would not be effective in the short-
term or cause any short-term impacts because the alternative does not require any action. 
Alternative GW-2, the Preferred Alternative, and Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4 which call for 
the installation of institutional controls will effectively limit risks to human health in the short-
term. The Preferred Alternative, GW-2, would have limited impacts on property owners since the 
imposition of institutional controls would restrict groundwater use. Alternatives GW-3 and GW
4 would have limited short-term impacts on the community, including an increase in traffic 
during construction activities. Fugitive dust emissions would be addressed with engineering 
controls. Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4 may have limited adverse environmental impacts during 
construction, however engineering controls and approved construction methods would be used to 
minimize these risks. 

Halls Brook Holding Area Pond Sediments (HBHA): The No Action Alternative, HBHA-1, 
would not be effective in the short-term or cause short-term impacts because the alternative does 
not require any action. Alternative HBHA-2 would not cause any short-term impacts to the 
community because the alternative only requires monitoring. Alternative HBHA-3, the Preferred 
Alternative, HBHA-4, and Alternative HBHA-5 would have the most short-term impacts on the 
community including an increase in traffic during construction activities. Fugitive dust emissions 
would be addressed with engineering controls. Alternative HBHA-3 would have potential 
significant environmental impacts from the displacement and migration of contaminated 
sediments during the placement of the cap. However, these potential risks could be minimized 
through engineering controls that minimize and control suspended solids. The Preferred 
Alternative, HBHA-4, and Alternative HBHA-5 would have the most significant short-term 
environmental impacts due to the dredging activities. Benthic communities destroyed during the 
sediment removal would re-establish themselves over time. 

Near Shore Sediments (NS): The No Action Alternative, NS-1, would not be effective in the 
short-term or cause any short-term impacts because the alternative does not require any action. 
Alternatives NS-2 and NS-3 would have minor impacts on the community and workers installing 
protective fencing in the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area. The 
Preferred Alternative, NS-4, would have the most short-term impacts on the community, 
including an increase in traffic during construction activities as well as an increase in organic 
odors while excavating along shoreline wetlands. Fugitive dust emissions would be minimized 
and addressed with engineering controls. Alternative NS-4 would also cause short-term 
environmental impacts during excavation restoration of the wetland. These impacts would be 
minimized by engineering controls. Benthic communities destroyed during the sediment removal 
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would re-establish themselves over time. 

Deeper Wetland Sediments (DS): The No Action Alternative, DS-1, and the Preferred 
Alternative, DS-2, would not cause any short-term impacts to the community or on-site workers 
because the alternatives do not require any action. Alternative DS-3 would have the most 
significant short-term impacts on the community and surrounding businesses, including an 
increase in traffic during construction activities, as well as an increase in organic odors while 
excavating the deeper sediments in the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area. Impacts to individual property owners would be significant since large 
portions of property would be utilized to implement the alternative. Fugitive dust emissions 
would be minimized and addressed with engineering controls. Alternative DS-3, which requires 
constructing haul roads, potential cofferdams and intrusions into the wetland areas to access deep 
sediments, would cause extensive and severe environmental impacts. These impacts would be 
minimized by engineering controls during the remediation. Benthic communities and other 
wetland habitat features that are destroyed during sediment removal would eventually re
establish themselves over time. 

Surface Water (SW): The No Action Alternative, SW-1, would not cause any short-term 
impacts to the community or on-site workers because the alternative does not require any action. 
The Preferred Alternative, SW-2, would not cause any short-term impact on the community. 
Alternative SW-3 would have the most short-term impacts to the community due to the 
construction of an alternate wetlands habitat. 

6. IMPLEMENTABILITY: 

Implementability addresses the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy from design 
through construction and operation. Factors such as availability of services and materials, 
administrative feasibility, and coordination with other governmental entities are also considered. 

Surface Soil (SS): The No Action Alternative, SS-1, would be the easiest to implement because 
there are no remedial actions required. The Preferred Alternative, SS-2, would be the next easiest 
to implement. Alternatives SS-3, SS-4 and SS-5 would be more difficult than the other 
alternatives due to the former Mishawum lakebed area requiring remediation, the proximity to 
active commercial and light industrial properties, and the additional construction activities 
associated with these alternatives. 

Subsurface Soil (SUB): The No Action Alternative, SUB-1, would be the easiest to implement 
because there are no remedial actions. The Preferred Alternative, SUB-2, would be the next 
easiest to implement. Alternative SUB-3 would be more difficult than the other alternatives due 
to the former Mishawum lakebed area requiring remediation, the proximity to active commercial 
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and light industrial properties, and the additional construction activities associated with this 
alternative. 

Groundwater (GW): The No Action Alternative, GW-1, is the easiest to implement because 
there are no remedial actions required. The Preferred Alternative, GW-2, would be the next 
easiest to implement. Alternative GW-3 would be more difficult than Alternative GW-2 due to 
the complexities involved with a multi-process treatment system and typical construction issues. 
However, technologies for Alternative GW-3 are reliable and proven. Alternative GW-3 requires 
more extensive operation and maintenance than any other alternative and would likely require a 
full-time treatment plant operator. Alternative GW-4 could be the most difficult to implement 
due to the deep excavations required to install the reactive wall and uncertainties associated with 
the technology. However, these uncertainties could be addressed during the pre-design 
investigation. 

Halls Brook Holding Area Pond Sediments (HBHA): The No Action Alternative, HBHA-1, 
would be the easiest to implement because there are no remedial actions required. Alternative 
HBHA-2 would be the next easiest since it only involves collecting sediment samples. 
Alternative HBHA-3, the Preferred Alternative, HBHA-4, and Alternative HBHA-5 would be 
more difficult than Alternatives HBHA-1 and HBHA-2 due to the construction activities 
involved in these alternatives, including dredging, water treatment, sediment dewatering, and the 
need for specialized equipment and skilled workers. The Preferred Alternative, HBHA-4, is more 
difficult than Alternative HBHA-5 because it is further compounded by the construction of a 
sediment retention area and larger compensatory wetland. All alternatives except the Preferred 
Alternative, HBHA-4, require that contaminated groundwater discharges be eliminated prior to 
constructing the remedy so that the excavated or capped areas do not become re-contaminated. 

Near Shore Sediments (NS): The No Action Alternative, NS-1, would be the easiest to 
implement because there are no on-site remedial actions required. Alternatives NS-2 and NS-3 
would be the next easiest since the only activities required are posting fences and signs in the 
Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area. Alternative NS-3 would also 
include periodic sampling of surface water and sediment. The Preferred Alternative, NS-4, would 
be more difficult than the others due to the excavation, dewatering, water treatment and wetlands 
restoration activities involved in this alternative. 

Deeper Wetland Sediments (DS): The No Action Alternative, DS-1, and the Preferred 
Alternative DS-2 would be the easiest to implement because there are no on-site remedial actions 
required. Alternative DS-3 would be the most difficult to complete due to the complexities 
involved in accessing the interior portions of the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area with heavy equipment to conduct the excavation, dewatering, water treatment 
and wetlands restoration activities involved in this alternative. 

Record of Decision 
OU-2, Industri-piex Suparfund Sits (and including OU-3, Wells G&H Superfund Site) January 2006 
Wobum, Massachusetts Page d4 



Record of Decision
 
Part 2: The Decision Summary
 

Surface Water (SW): The No Action Alternative, SW-1, and the Preferred Alternative, SW-2, 
would be the easiest to implement because there are no on-site remedial actions required. The 
Preferred Alternative, SW-2, would require additional effort associated with monitoring. 
Alternative SW-3 would be the most difficult to implement due to locating and constructing an 
alternate wetlands habitat. 

7. COST: 

The estimated present worth costs for each alternative are presented in Table K-8 (same table 
presented in the Proposed Plan - without the highlight). The estimated present worth costs for 
the alternatives addressing SS, SUB, GW, HBHA, NS, DS and SW, not including the No Action 
alternatives, range from $11.0 million to $215.0 million. The selected remedy includes 
alternatives SS-2, SUB-2, GW-2, a portion of GW-4, HBHA-4, NS-4, DS-2, and SW-2, and has 
a total estimated present worth cost of $25.7 million. 

8. STATE ACCEPTANCE: 

The State has expressed its support for the preferred alternatives presented in the Proposed Plan 
and concurs with the selected remedy outlined in this ROD. See Appendix A for state 
concurrence letter. 

9. COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE: 

EPA held an informational Public Meeting on June 30, 2005, initiating a 30-day public comment 
period beginning July 1, 2005. In response to public requests, EPA extended this initial public 
comment period 30-days closing the public comment period on August 31, 2005. After review 
of the public comments, EPA then reopened the comment period from October 20, 2005 to 
November 18,2005. EPA held Public Hearings on July 27,2005, and November 17, 2005. EPA 
received extensive written and oral comments from community during this process. 

Members of the public, community leaders, and environmental groups neither supported nor 
advocated against EPA's selected remedy. Specific comments focused on institutional controls, 
comprehensive long-term monitoring, wetland functions impacts, assurances the selected remedy 
will work, and participation in the Remedial Design and Remedial Action phases. Many 
comments also indicated that additional time to review the Proposed Plan and supporting 
technical documents (e.g. MSGRP RI, FS, technical memoranda, etc.) was needed. 
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L. THE SELECTED REMEDY 

1. Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy 

The selected remedy is a comprehensive remedy which utilizes source control and management 
of migration components to address the principal risks at Industri-plex OU-2. The selected 
remedy serves as a final remedy for the Industri-plex Superfund Site, and addresses the third 
operable unit (OU-3, Aberjona River Study) for the Wells G&H Superfund Site. If any final 
groundwater decisions are necessary for the remaining Wells G&H aquifer, these decisions will 
be made under Wells G&H Operable Unit 2, Central Area Study. 

The major components of the remedy include the following: 

• Dredging and off-site disposal of contaminated sediments in the southern portion of the 
HBHA Pond; dredging and off-site disposal of contaminated near shore sediments at the 
Wells G&H Wetland and Cranberry Bog Conservation Area; and restoration of all 
disturbed areas. This component will address sediments posing unacceptable human 
health risks for near shore sediments and unacceptable ecological risks for the southern 
portion of HBHA Pond. 

• Use of the northern portion of HBHA Pond as a sediment retention area (primary and 
secondary treatment cells) that will intercept contaminated groundwater plumes 
(including arsenic, benzene, ammonia, 1,2-dichloroethane, trichloroethene, naphthalene) 
from Industri-plex OU-1, treat/sequester contaminants of concern (including arsenic, 
benzene, ammonia), and minimize downstream migration of contaminants (including 
arsenic, benzene, ammonia). The primary treatment cell will intercept the contaminated 
groundwater plumes discharging in the HBHA Pond. The effluent from northern portion 
of the HBHA Pond (secondary treatment cell outlet) will serve as the surface water 
compliance boundary, and achieve National Recommended Water Quality Criteria 
(NRWQC). Sediments which accumulate in the northern portion of the HBHA Pond will 
be periodically dredged and sent off-site for disposal. Portions of storm water from Halls 
Brook, which may interfere with the natural treatment processes occurring within the 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond, will be diverted to the southern portion of HBHA 
Pond. 

• If necessary, In-situ Enhanced Bioremediation of contaminated groundwater plumes 
(e.g., benzene) at the West Hide Pile (WHP). 

• Construction of an impermeable cap to line stream channels (e.g. New Boston Street 
Drainway), and to prevent the discharge of contaminated groundwater plumes, 
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contamination of stream sediments, downstream migration of contaminants of concern, 
and potential impacts to other components of the selected remedy. 

• Construction of a permeable cap to prevent contaminated soil erosion (e.g. Area A6), 
downstream migration of contaminants of concern, and potential impacts to other 
components of the selected remedy. 

• Establishing institutional controls to restrict contact with soils, groundwater, or deeper 
interior wetland sediments with concentrations above cleanup standards and protect the 
remedy. 

• Construction of compensatory wetlands for any loss of wetland functions and values 
associated with the selected remedy (e.g. northern portion of HBHA Pond, Halls Brook 
storm water by-pass, capped stream channels) nearby in the watershed. 

• Long-term monitoring of the groundwater, surface water, and sediments, and periodic 
Five-year Reviews of the remedy. 

2. Description of Remedial Components 

The selected remedy is consistent with EPA's preferred, alternative outlined in the June 2005 
Proposed Plan and is consistent with a combination of all or a portion of Alternatives SS-2, SUB
2, GW-2, GW-4 for WHP, HBHA-4, NS-4, DS-2, and SW-2, outlined in the June 2005 
Feasibility Study. The selected remedy is generally depicted in Figure L-l. 

Soil Contamination in Former Mishawum Lakebed Area 

Risks from contaminated surface and subsurface soils in the former Mishawum lakebed Area, 
generally depicted in Figures J-l and J-2 and mostly under buildings and bituminous parking lots 
and streets for surface soils, will be addressed via Institutional Controls. See "Institutional 
Controls" Section below for additional details. 

Groundwater 

Risks from exposure to contaminated groundwater plumes, generally depicted in Figures J-3 and 
J-4, will be controlled via Institutional Controls. See "Institutional Controls" Section below for 
additional details. Downstream migration of the contaminated groundwater to areas in the 
HBHA Wetlands and the Aberjona River will be controlled by intercepting the contaminated 
groundwater plumes at the HBHA Pond where contaminants of concern will be degraded, 
sequestered and/or treated such that no unacceptable human health or ecological risks are present 
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downstream of the HBHA Pond. Additional detail on the HBHA Pond remedial component is 
outlined in the "Halls Brook Holding Area Pond" Section below. 

In addition, benzene contamination in groundwater in Die area of the West Hide Pile (WHP), 
generally depicted in Figure J-4 and conceptually depicted in Figure J-5, may be treated via the 
installation of an in-situ enhanced bioremediation system, including installation of small 
diameter (e.g. 2 inch) injection wells for the application of oxygenated materials to promote 
biological degradation. Plumes associated with the West Hide Pile (e.g. benzene, arsenic, 
ammonia) likely discharge to nearby wetlands (e.g. southern pond). However, additional 
groundwater and surface water data are required to assess the impact of groundwater discharge, 
originating from the West Hide Pile, on surface water and sediments. If EPA determines that 
there are no unacceptable risks from contaminated groundwater discharges after the collection 
and evaluation of additional data during pre-design studies, and institutional controls have been 
implemented appropriately on the property restricting human health exposures to the 
contaminated groundwater, then it may not be necessary to implement this enhanced 
bioremediation component of the remedy. 

Halls Brook Holding Area Pond 

There are six important aspects of this component of the selected remedy: 

1) The northern portion of the HBHA Pond is incorporated in the selected remedy, and 
designed to intercept contaminated groundwater plumes from Industri-plex OU-1 and 
sequester/treat contaminants so that surface water discharge from the northern portion is 
below surface water cleanup standards (e.g. National Recommended Water Quality 
Criteria, benchmark criteria) for those contaminants. Sediments that accumulate in the 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond will be removed periodically and disposed off-site. 
As described in the conceptual plan below, the northern portion of the HBHA Pond will 
be divided into a primary and secondary treatment cell to achieve cleanup standards, 
comply with remedial action objectives, and not impact other components of the selected 
remedy; 

2) Sediments in the southern portion of the HBHA Pond wil l be removed and restored; 

3) Storm water by-pass system will be designed and constructed for storm surface water 
flows (e.g. Halls Brook) that may disrupt the chemocline (stratification of the heavier 
(greater density) contaminated deep water and lighter (lower density) shallow water) and 
sequestering/treatment processes within the northern portion of the HBHA Pond for this 
component of the selected remedy, and/or cause contamination to migrate downstream; 
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4) Impermeable caps will be designed and constructed to line stream channels and 
prevent contaminated groundwater plumes discharge into surface water (e.g. New Boston 
Street Drainway), downstream migration of contaminants of concern and potential 
impacts to other components of the selected remedy; 

5) Permeable caps will be designed and constructed to prevent contaminated soil erosion 
(e.g. Area A6), downstream migration of contaminants of concern, and potential impacts 
to other components of the selected remedy; and 

6) Wetland and water function and value losses (e.g. northern portion of the HBHA Pond, 
stormwater by-pass system, capped areas) will be compensated nearby in the watershed. 

The location of this component of the selected remedy is generally depicted in Figure J-6, and
 
some of above aspects of this component are conceptually depicted in Figure J-7.
 

This component of the selected remedy divides the HBHA Pond into two major portions (i.e. 
northern and southern portions). While the specific design and layout of this portion of the 
remedy will be determined during the Remedial Design, the following is EPA's conceptual plan 
based on the evaluation conducted in the Feasibility Study: Two low-head cofferdams will be 
constructed in the northern portion of the HBHA Pond which will subdivide the northern portion 
into two treatment areas or cells (i.e. primary and secondary treatment cells). The northern 
portion of the HBHA Pond will capture the discharge of the contaminated groundwater plumes 
(exceeding the groundwater cleanup standards), seques'ier/treat contaminants to achieve surface 
water cleanup standards (i.e. surface water component of the remedy), serve as a sediment 
retention area requiring period dredging, and prevent the migration of contaminated sediment and 
surface water downstream. The sediments in the southern portion of the HBHA Pond exceeding 
sediment cleanup standards will be dredged and disposed off-site at a permitted facility, and the 
southern portion will be restored. Implementation of the dredging measures associated with the 
southern portion of the HBHA Pond dredging would likely resemble similar measures outlined 
below under Section L "Aberjona River Sediments", and possibly include mechanical and/or 
hydraulic dredging measures. 

The two low-head cofferdams (northern/first and southern/second cofferdams), which divide the 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond, will create the primary and secondary treatment cells. The 
primary treatment cell and the first low-head cofferdam will intercept contaminated groundwater 
plumes discharging into the HBHA Pond, sequester/treat the discharge of the groundwater 
plumes through natural processes, maintain the chemocline within the primary treatment cell at 
least 100 centimeters below the elevation of the top of the first low-head cofferdam, and serve as 
sediment retention area. The secondary treatment cell and the second low-head cofferdam 
includes an aeration treatment system designed to treat surface water from the primary treatment 
cell and further sequester/treat contaminants of concern (including arsenic, ammonia and 
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benzene). The secondary treatment cell will also serve as a sediment retention area. The outlet 
of the secondary treatment cell (i.e. second low-head cofferdam) will comply with surface water 
cleanup standards (e.g. National Recommended Water Quality Criteria, surface water 
benchmarks), and remedial action objectives. Sediments that accumulate in the northern portion 
of the HBHA Pond (primary and secondary treatment cells) will be removed periodically and 
disposed off-site at a permitted facility. Periodic removal will be necessary to prevent excessive 
accumulation of sediments, and maintain the integrity of the chemocline and the function of the 
primary and secondary treatment cells. The dredging measures associated with the sediment 
retention areas of the primary and secondary treatment cells may include hydraulic dredging 
measures. 

In addition to other design and performance criteria that will be detailed in the remedial design, 
EPA is establishing the following conditions that may trigger dredging in the northern portion of 
the HBHA Pond (primary and/ or secondary treatment cells): 1) if the chemocline rises to within 
100 cm of the top of the primary treatment cell low-head cofferdam (first cofferdam) outlet, or 2) 
concentrations of surface water effluent/ outlet from the second treatment cell low-head 
cofferdam (second cofferdam) exceed the surface water cleanup standards. However, EPA 
expects that other cost effective interim measures will be evaluated and possibly implemented 
prior to implementing dredging activities at the HBHA Pond. These interim steps (for example, 
actions other than dredging) may temporarily postpone the need for dredging operations, until the 
interim steps are no longer effective and excessive sediment accumulation within primary and/or 
secondary treatment cells requires dredging. Frequent long-term monitoring will be necessary to 
monitor the system. 

A portion of the sediments in the HBHA Pond help maintain the supply of ferrous iron that 
contributes to the capture of arsenic near the chemocline and promote microbial degradation, 
which suggests that when dredging becomes necessary in the primary treatment cell, only partial 
dredging should be implemented sufficient to lower the elevation of the chemocline and/ or 
provide further sediment retention capacity. Also, dredging should only be implemented when 
necessary to ensure that the remedy is functioning appropriately, achieving the remedial action 
objectives and standards, and the chemocline remains below a depth of 100 cm in the water 
column ensuring no elevated releases of contaminants of concerns downstream. Long-term 
groundwater monitoring will also be included as part of the comprehensive monitoring program 
to evaluate groundwater conditions upgradient, cross-gradient and downgradient of the HBHA 
Pond. 

This component also includes a storm water by-pass system for Halls Brook, impermeable 
capping of sediments, and permeable capping of soils that may cause downstream migration of 
contamination and/or may impact the components of the selected remedy. 
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A storm water by-pass system will be designed and constructed to divert a portion of storm flow 
from Halls Brook and avoid disrupting the treatment properties of the northern portion of the 
HBHA Pond (primary and secondary treatment cells)/sediment retention system, including the 
chemocline. A portion of stormwater flow that would otherwise enter the northern portion of the 
HBHA Pond and cause destabilization of the chemocline and/or sediment erosion would instead 
be diverted to the southern portion of the HBHA Pond (downstream of the secondary treatment 
cell), so that base flow conditions are maintained in the primary and secondary treatment cells 
during storm events, and the chemocline remains stabilized in the primary treatment cell. This 
action will help prevent downstream migration of contaminants of concern and potential impacts 
to other components of the selected remedy. 

An impermeable cap will be placed along stream channels (e.g. portions of the New Boston 
Street Drainway) to prevent contaminated groundwater plumes (e.g. arsenic) discharge, 
downstream migration of contaminants of concern and potential impacts to other components of 
the selected remedy. A permeable cap will be placed along contaminated soils (e.g. the northern 
banks of the HBHA Pond along the southern boundary of the Boston Edison right-of-way and 
adjacent to the railroad right of-way west of the HBHA Pond (e.g., Area A6)) to prevent soil 
erosion (i.e. soils exceeding the sediment cleanup standards), additional loading of contaminated 
sediments to the primary and secondary treatment cells, downstream migration of contaminants 
of concern, and potential impacts to other components of the selected remedy. 

Any wetland function and value losses associated with the selected remedy will be compensated 
for within the watershed including the northern portion of the HBHA Pond being used as 
component of the selected remedy, construction of the storm water bypass system and capping 
sediment/soil areas. 

The components of the selected remedy for the HBHA Pond (i.e. HBHA-4), will receive 
continuous contaminated groundwater discharges for the foreseeable future, and the remedial 
design for these components must take into consideration significant storm weather conditions 
(including hurricanes) to ensure durability, permanence, and long term performance. 

The details of this component of the selected remedy will be established during pre-design 
investigations and remedial design, and many of the components are inter-dependent. For 
example: The location of the first low-head cofferdam and size of the primary treatment cell will 
greatly depend upon pre-design investigations to further delineate the extent of the contaminated 
groundwater plumes' discharge into the HBHA Pond so that the primary treatment cell captures 
all of the contaminated groundwater plumes. The locations of the first low-head cofferdam, the 
size of the primary treatment cell and the design of the secondary treatment cell will directly 
affect other remedy components such as the length/size of the Halls Brook storm water by-pass 
system, the size of the southern portion of the HBHA Pond requiring dredging and restoration, 
and the amount of wetlands compensation. Also, the wetland function losses associated with the 
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construction of impermeable and permeable caps will affect the amount of wetlands 
compensation. 

Aberjona River Sediments 

This component of the selected remedy addresses risks to humans from exposures to 
contaminated near-shore sediments in the Wells G & H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area by removing near-shore contaminated sediments exceeding the soil cleanup 
standards, restoring the near shore area, and dewatering and disposing of the contaminated 
sediments off-site at an approved licensed facility. The general locations of the near-shore areas 
requiring excavation are depicted on Figure J-8. 

Implementation of this remedy component would likely include measures to prevent downstream 
migration of sediments during construction; dewatering of area proposed for excavation (as 
necessary) and excavated materials, and treatment of resulting water; installing low-head 
cofferdams or other means to hydraulically isolate excavation areas from the open water portions 
of the wetland; replacing wetland substrate and vegetation that was removed; and restoring all 
areas impacted during construction. During design, proposed construction methods, access 
points, and haul routes will be discussed and coordinated with local officials to ensure that 
adverse impacts on the community during construction are minimized. 

Risks from contamination in deeper wetland sediments (in areas generally depicted on Figure J
9) will be addressed via institutional controls and long-term monitoring. See "Institutional 
Controls" Section below for additional details. 

The selected remedy may change somewhat as a result of the remedial design and construction 
processes. Changes to the remedy described in this Record of Decision will be documented in a 
technical memorandum in the Administrative Record for the Site, an Explanation of Significant 
Differences or a Record of Decision Amendment, as appropriate. 

Remedial Design and Pre-Design Studies 

A number of additional investigations may be necessary to provide additional detailed 
information required to implement the selected remedy. Pre-design studies may include: 

•	 investigation to delineate the limits of contamination requiring remediation in areas of 
accessible sediments. Accessible sediments were defined in Appendix 6A of the March 
2005 MSGRP RI as areas with mild to moderate vegetation, generally shallow (i.e., less 
than two feet) and slow moving surface water, and gradual banks with few, if any, 
physical barriers present (e.g., fencing or other access obstacles). Figure J-8 illustrates 
the approximate location for accessible near shore sediments exceeding sediment cleanup 
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standards to be removed. Pre-design investigations may be implemented to further 
estimate the areas requiring removal; 

•	 investigations to further delineate the limits of contamination requiring institutional 
controls and evaluate background groundwater conditions for ammonia, as well as pre-
design groundwater, surface water and sediment, investigations at/near the West Hide 
Pile, East Hide Pile and adjacent wetlands (e.g. benzene, arsenic, ammonia) for assessing 
potential human health and ecological risks; 

•	 any necessary studies to support the design and implementation of institutional controls 
approved by EPA; 

•	 studies to locate property suitable for the construction of a compensatory wetlands to 
mitigate wetland and water function and value losses; 

•	 investigation of the contaminated groundwater plumes and where they discharge into the 
HBHA Pond so that placement of the first low-head cofferdam for the primary treatment 
cell can be appropriately located and capture the groundwater plumes (e.g. arsenic, 
benzene, ammonia); and, 

•	 investigations regarding the design and construction of the primary and/ or secondary 
treatment cells in the HBHA Pond, including flood storage and mitigation. 

Also, as prescribed by EPA guidance, both HHRAs were prepared to evaluate a reasonable 
maximum exposure (RME) case. The risk assessment was also prepared to account for future 
potential exposure pathways, as required by EPA guidance, since those hypothetical future 
exposure pathways may not be completely controllable. Until institutional controls are fully 
implemented, those future pathways are considered potentially complete, and knowledge of the 
potential risk findings associated with those pathways are important to the risk management 
process. 

The site-specific arsenic bioavailability study was performed to be specifically applicable to 
sediment, not soil. Because the soil matrix composition and structure could differ considerably 
from that of sediment, the arsenic bioavailability estimate developed for sediment was not 
considered applicable to the soil ingestion pathway. However, during pre-design, additional site-
specific, EPA-approved studies/tests may be conducted to determine the relative bioavailability 
of arsenic from surface soils, or from subsurface soils, if such an approach is deemed beneficial 
in limiting the extent of institutional controls that may be necessary for individual properties. 
EPA-approved studies/tests include in-vivo bioavailability studies (e.g. swine bioavailability 
study) similar to the study conducted by EPA during the MSGRP RI. Future EPA-approved 
studies may potentially include in-vitro bioavailability studies (not currently approved by EPA). 
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Individual studies must be conducted for surface soils and subsurface soils (samples from both 
samples may not be consolidated into one sample because of likely variability in the soil matrix). 

The selected remedy is necessary to remove the high concentrations of benzene from the West 
Hide Pile. Pre-design investigations will be necessary to further evaluate the West Hide Pile and 
East Hide Pile contaminated groundwater plumes' impact on the nearby wetlands and 
downgradient groundwater plumes. Institutional controls required under the 1986 Record of 
Decision have not been recorded on any property to date. However, if 1) appropriate pre-design 
investigations are implemented for groundwater, surface water and sediment at/near the West 
Hide Pile, East Hide Pile and adjacent wetlands (e.g. benzene, arsenic, ammonia); 2) EPA further 
evaluates this data and determines there are no unacceptable ecological or human health risks 
(exceeding the cleanup standards established for this remedy); and, 3) institutional controls are 
put in place and eliminate the groundwater human health risks, the implementation of the 
enhanced bio-remediation remedy for the West Hide Pile may not be necessary. 

The specific details of the design and implementation of the selected remedy outlined in this 
ROD will be finalized during the Remedial Design phase, and will depend on the results of the 
various pre-design investigations outlined above. The final design of the HBHA Pond remedy 
may differ somewhat from the conceptual layout of the two low-head cofferdam system 
described for the HBHA Pond. 

Institutional Controls 

In order to protect human health by controlling potential exposures to contaminated soils, 
sediments, and groundwater, the selected remedy relies on the use of Institutional Controls such 
as limitations on land and groundwater uses and activities. Institutional Controls are also 
necessary for the protection of the selected remedy. The details of the institutional controls will 
be resolved during the pre-design and remedial design phase in coordination with the parties 
performing the Remedial Action, impacted landowners, and local officials. MassDEP 
participation with the Institutional Controls will be in accordance with Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts policies, guidance and regulations. 

Risks from exposure to contaminated groundwater will be controlled through the implementation 
of institutional controls. In areas where groundwater contamination exceeds the performance 
standards outlined in Table L-l, groundwater use restrictions will be required for drinking water, 
industrial process water, or other purposes (such as waster for a commercial car wash facility and 
groundwater encountered during excavation activities). 

Risks from exposure to contaminated surface (0' - 3' below ground surface) and sub-surface (3' 
- 15' below ground surface) soils in the former Mishawum lakebed area will be controlled 
through the implementation of institutional controls. In areas where surface or sub-surface soil 
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contamination exceeds the cleanup standards outlined in Table L-2, land use restrictions will be 
required to restrict excavations without adequate worker health and safety precautions (e.g. 
engineering controls, personal protective equipment (PPE), monitoring, etc) to minimize or 
prevent direct contact with contaminated soil during removal activities, and restrict potential on-
site and off-site spread of contamination. Furthermore, on properties where surface soils exceed 
the cleanup standards, it will also be necessary to restrict land use so that child care facilities are 
not constructed in those areas. 

The selected remedy will address risks to humans from future exposures to sediments situated 
deeper into the Wells G & H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area wetlands by 
dredging workers through the use of institutional controls in areas where sediment contamination 
exceeds the cleanup standards. The details of these institutional controls wi l l be resolved during 
the remedial design phase. Generally, these sediments :are not accessible to humans except in a 
future dredging scenario. Therefore, prohibitions or restrictions on dredging would be an 
effective deterrent to potential future exposures to sediment in the deep sediment human health 
risk areas. Institutional controls would prohibit dredging in areas where sediment contamination 
exceeds the cleanup standards outlined in Table L-4 unless regulatory oversight and adequate 
precautions (e.g. engineering controls, PPE, etc.) were taken to minimize or prevent direct 
contact with contaminated sediment during dredging activities. 

Institutional Controls will also be required to ensure that any remedial components constructed as 
part of the selected remedy, such as covers or caps over contaminated soils areas or low-head 
cofferdams or other structures constructed in or near the HBHA Pond as pan of the remedy are 
not disturbed or otherwise compromised by any other use or activity. 

Long-term Monitoring and Five-year Reviews 

Long-term monitoring of groundwater, surface water, and sediments will be required in order to 
evaluate contaminant status and migration. 

Groundwater monitoring is included to ensure that contaminated soils that are left in place do not 
impact groundwater and do not create unacceptable human health risks in the future. 
Groundwater monitoring wells will be installed to evaluate contaminant trends and human health 
and ecological risks or hazards. Details of groundwater monitoring will be resolved during 
design and the preparation of a long-term monitoring plan. Monitoring scope and frequency 
could change over time. If contaminant trends show that there have been no impacts to 
groundwater such that no human health risks or hazards have been created, then groundwater 
sampling would be suspended or discontinued. If concentrations are shown to increase or persist, 
then monitoring will continue. Monitoring will also be performed to evaluate the performance of 
the selected remedy. 

Record of Decision 
OU-2, Industri-plex Superfund Site (and including OU-3, Wells G&H Superfurd Site) January 2006 
Wobum, Massachusetts Page 95 



Record of Decision
 
Part 2: Tbe Decision Summary
 

Since wastes will be left in place as part of the selected remedy, the NCP requires periodic 
reviews of the remedy. A comprehensive review will be conducted at least every five years to 
evaluate the protect!veness of the remedy. The purpose of this Five-year Review is to evaluate 
the implementation and performance of the remedy in order to determine if the remedy is or will 
be protective of human health and the environment. The Five-year Review will document 
recommendations and follow-up actions as necessary to ensure long-term protectiveness of the 
remedy or bring about protectiveness of a remedy that is not protective. These recommendations 
could include providing additional response actions, improving O&M activities, optimizing the 
remedy, enforcing access controls and institutional controls and conducting additional studies 
and investigations. 

The selected remedy also includes long-term operation, inspections, and maintenance of any 
systems put in place as part of the remedy, including caps and/or covers over contaminated soils 
areas, low-head cofferdams, primary and secondary treatment cells, and storm water by-pass 
structures; periodic removal of accumulated sediments from the sediment retention portion of the 
HBHA Pond. Long-term inspections and monitoring will also be required to ensure that 
institutional controls remain effective and are being enforced, and, long-term monitoring of 
groundwater, surface water, sediments and biota will be necessary to evaluate the effectiveness 
and re-colonization of biota in the dredged area, as well as the effectiveness of any revegetation, 
wetland restoration, or wetland replication area. 

Long-term monitoring of the northern portion of the HBHA Pond is necessary to evaluate its 
sequestering/ treatment effectiveness and performance, as well as the chemocline (continued 
stratification of contaminated water based on higher density water with higher salt content). 
Although a comprehensive, EPA-approved monitoring program will be developed during the 
design phase, this monitoring will likely include, at a minimum, the installation and monitoring 
of sampling stations at discrete sample depths (e.g. sampling intervals 25 cm to 50 cm apart) in 
the northern portion and monitor for contaminants of concern, specific conductance, dissolved 
oxygen, ferrous iron (filtered), total iron (unfiltered). The plan will also include sediment 
accumulation monitoring within the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (primary and secondary 
treatment cells). 

It will also be necessary to monitor the performance of the selected remedy at Industri-plex OU-2 
and downstream along the Aberjona River and Mystic Lakes. An EPA-approved monitoring 
program will be developed during the design phase and will include, at a minimum, surface water 
monitoring at the HBHA Pond and monitoring along the series of surface water monitoring 
stations at Industri-plex OU-2, and downstream along the Aberjona River and Mystic Lakes. The 
monitoring shall also include a component of periodic sediment monitoring within Industri-plex 
OU-2 boundaries (e.g. wetlands near West Hide Pile, HBHA, Wells G&H Wetlands, Cranberry 
Bog Conservation Area) and Upper Mystic Lakes including the upper and lower forebays. 
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The June 2005 Feasibility Study and June 2005 Proposed Plan evaluated monitoring 
requirements for each alternative to compare costs. However, it is likely that the long-term 
monitoring requirements of each component of the selected remedy may be consolidated under 
one Operations and Maintenance Plan for the Remedial Action per this ROD. 

3. Summary of the Estimated Remedy Costs 

All cost information reported in the ROD is frohn estimates from the Industri-plex OU-2 MSGRP 
FS, with an accuracy expectation of +50% to -30%. These estimates will be refined as the 
remedy is designed and implemented. The original estimated cost of the components of the 
selected remedy as illustrated in Tables 4-2 (SS), 4-7 (SUB-2), 4-10 (GW-2), 4-12 (portion of 
GW-4 as highlighted in Table 4-29 of the Proposed Plan), 4-16 (HBHA-4), 4-21 (NS-4), 4-23 
(DS-2), and 4-26 (SW-2) is as follows: 

SS-2: Institutional Controls with Monitoring $600,000 
SUB-2: Institutional Controls with Monitoring $1,276,000 
GW-2: Pond Intercept with Monitoring and InstitutionalControls $3,918,000 
GW-4 (portion representing In-situ Enhanced Bioremediation at the 
West Hide Pile) $3,752,000 
HBHA-4: Storm Water Bypass and Sediment Retention with Partial 
Dredging and Providing an Alternate Habitat $9,187,000 
NS-4: Removal and Off-Site Disposal $3,247,000 
DS-2: Monitoring with Institutional Controls $459,000 
SW-2: Monitoring $3,226,000 

Total $25,665,000 

The total cost of the components of the selected remedy is $25,665,000, based upon the present 
value of 30 years of Operation and Maintenance with a 7% discount rate for calculating total 
present worth costs. The cost estimate does not forecast beyond the 30 year time period. 
However, operation and maintenance costs will extend indefinitely beyond the 30 year period. 

The information in this cost estimate summary table is based on the best available information 
regarding the anticipated scope of the remedial alternative. Changes in the cost elements are 
likely to occur as a result of new information and data collected during the engineering design of 
the remedial alternative. Major changes may be documented in the form of a memorandum in the 
Administrative Record file, an ESD, or a ROD amendment. This is an order-of-magnitude 
engineering cost estimate that is expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project 
cost. 
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4.	 Expected Outcomes of the Selected Remedy 

The expected outcome of the selected remedy is that: 

•	 Contaminated surface soil areas (generally depicted on Figure J-l) will no longer present 
an unacceptable risk to children or construction workers via dermal contact and ingestion 
of surface soils (0* - 3' below ground surface); 

•	 Contaminated sub-surface soil areas (generally depicted on Figure J-2) will no longer 
present an unacceptable risk to construction workers via dermal contact and ingestion of 
sub-surface soils (3' - 15' below ground surface); 

•	 Areas of contaminated groundwater (generally depicted on Figures J-3 and J-4) will no 
longer present an unacceptable risk to commercial and construction workers human 
receptors via dermal contact, ingestion and inhalation of groundwater; 

•	 Sediments in the southern portion of the HBHA Pond (generally depicted on Figure J-6) 
will no longer present an unacceptable ecological risk to aquatic life; 

•	 near-shore sediment areas (generally depicted on Figure J-8) will no longer present an 
unacceptable risk to children and adults for ingestion and dermal contact of near shore 
sediments; 

•	 deep sediment contamination areas (generally depicted on Figure J-9) will no longer 
present an unacceptable risk to dredging workers for ingestion and dermal contact of 
deeper wetland sediments; and 

•	 Surface water areas (generally illustrated on Figure J-6) will no longer present an
 
unacceptable risk to aquatic life in the southern portion of the HBHA Pond.
 

Mitigating these risks will ensure that the areas are suitable for industrial, commercial and 
recreational land uses. The selected remedy will also intercept contaminated groundwater 
plumes at the northern portion of the HBHA Pond, treat'sequester contaminants of concerns 
within the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (primary and secondary treatment cells), reduce 
migration of contamination downstream of the northern portion of the HBHA Pond, and improve 
the surface water quality in the watershed downstream of the northern portion of the HBHA Pond 
(primary and secondary treatment cells). 

Based upon the June 2005 Draft Technical Memorandum - Model Simulation of Flow, 
Suspended Sediment, and Heavy Metal Transport for the Aberjona Watershed, it is anticipated 
that the contaminant migration from the northern portion of the HBHA Pond will be reduced by 
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90%. It is estimated that it will take two years to complete construction of the selected remedy, 
after the completion of pre-design investigations and final designs. The selected remedy will 
also provide environmental and ecological benefits such as the restoration of wetlands, and the 
construction of compensatory wetlands in the watershed for loss of habitat, function, and value 
associated with selected remedy. 

a. Cleanup Standards 

1. Ground Water Performance Standards 

Performance Standards have been established for groundwater for all chemicals of concern 
identified in the Baseline Risk Assessment found to pose an unacceptable risk to either public 
health or the environment. These standards have been set based on the risk associated with 
industrial water usage, as described below, because groundwater at Industri-plex OU-1 south to 
Interstate 95 within the Industri-plex OU-2 MSGRP R] Northern Study Area is considered by 
MassDEP to be of "low use and value" and not suitable for potable use. 

MassDEP completed a Ground Water Use and Value Etetermination for the Industri-plex aquifer 
Industri-plex OU-1 south to Interstate 95 within the Industri-plex OU-2 MSGRP RI Northern 
Study Area. This determination is attached as Appendix F. The Industri-plex aquifer was 
classified by MassDEP as a Non-Potential Drinking Water Source Area. This finding indicates 
that the groundwater beneath this portion of the Site is of low use and value as a future drinking 
water supply because of its concentrated industrial development, and therefore drinking water 
standards, consistent with the use and value determination, shall not be required to be attained in 
the groundwater at this portion of the Site. 

Because federal and state drinking water standards are not required to be attained at this portion 
of the Site, a performance standard was derived for each chemical of concern having 
carcinogenic potential (Classes A, B, and C compounds) to be within the 104 to 10"* cancer risk 
range considering the future incidental ingestion of, dermal contact with, and inhalation of 
volatile compounds released during industrial water usage (i.e., process water or car wash 
scenarios). Performance Standards for chemicals of concern based on non-carcinogenic effects 
were established based on a level that represent an acceptable exposure level to which the human 
population including sensitive subgroups may be exposed without adverse affect during a 
lifetime or part of a lifetime, incorporating an adequate margin of safety (hazard quotient = 1) 
considering the future incidental ingestion of, dermal contact with, and inhalation of volatile 
compounds released during industrial water usage (i.e., process water or car wash scenario) and 
worker excavation activities. 

Table L-1 presents the Performance Standards for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic chemicals 
of concern identified in groundwater and are summarized below. 
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SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 

Arsenic 150;/g/L 

Benzene 
1,2-Dichloroetriane 

Trichloroethene 

Naphthalene 

Ammonia 4000/;g/L 

Institutional Controls will be required to restrict unacceptable exposures to groundwater that 
exceeds these Performance Standards. 

2. Soil Cleanup Standards 

Land use in the vicinity of the former Mishawum lakebed area is commercial/industrial. A day 
care facility was formerly located in this area and there is a high likelihood (hat 
commercial/industrial use of this area will continue, possibly including the future siting of a day 
care facility. Refer to Sections E and F of the ROD for more detailed descriptions of Site 
features and land use. 

Soil cleanup standards for arsenic in surface and subsurface soil (0 to 15 feet bgs) within the 
former Mishawum lakebed have been established to be protective for exposure by a future day 
care child and an excavation worker. The soil cleanup standard for arsenic, a Class A 
carcinogenic compound, has been set within the 10^ to 10"6 cancer risk range considering 
exposures via dermal contact and incidental ingestion. The cleanup standard for arsenic in soil is 
based on non-carcinogenic effects, derived for the same exposure pathway(s) and correspond to 
an acceptable exposure level to which the human population (including sensitive subgroups) may 
be exposed without adverse effect during a lifetime or part of a lifetime, incorporating an 
adequate margin of safety (hazard quotient =1). Exposure parameters for the ingestion and 
dermal contact exposure pathways for the day care child have been described in Section Gl. 

Table L-2 presents the cleanup standards for arsenic in soil protective of direct contact with soil 
and are summarized below. 

SUMMARY OF SOIL CLEANUP STANDARDS 

Arsenic SO mg/kg 

This soil cleanup standard attains EPA's risk management goal for remedial actions and have 
been determined by EPA to be protective. Institutional Controls will be required to restrict 
unacceptable exposure to contaminated soil that exceeds these Cleanup Standards 
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A site-specific arsenic bioavailability study was performed specifically for depositional 
sediments, not soil. Because the soil matrix composition and structure could differ considerably 
from that of sediment, the arsenic bioavailability estimate was not considered applicable to the 
soil ingestion pathway. However, with EPA approval, during pre-design, additional site-specific 
bioavailability studies may be conducted to determine the bioavailability of arsenic from surface 
soils or from subsurface soils, if such an approach is deemed beneficial in limiting the extent of 
institutional controls that may be necessary for individual properties. Individual studies must be 
conducted for both surface soils and subsurface soils (samples from both samples may not be 
consolidated into one sample because of likely variability in the soil matrix). Should a site-
specific surface soil and/or subsurface soil arsenic bioavailability study be approved and 
performed, Table L-3 provides the formula and exposure assumptions that will be used to 
calculate a surface soil or subsurface soil arsenic cleanup standard, adjusted for the site-specific 
bioavailability of arsenic. 

3. Sediment Cleanup Standards 

Sediment cleanup standards protective of human health have been established for arsenic and/or 
benzo(a)pyrene in near-shore sediments at the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area (e.g. Stations 
CB-03) and Wells G&H Wetland (e.g. WH, NT-3, and 13/TT-27), generally depicted in Figure 
F-8, exhibiting an unacceptable cancer risk and hazard index for a future recreational user. A 
sediment cleanup standard for arsenic in deeper interior wetland sediments at HBHA Wetland 
(e.g. sediment core SC02) and Wells G&H Wetland (e.g. sediment cores SC05, SC06, and 
SC08), generally depicted in Figure J-9, exhibiting an unacceptable hazard index for a future 
dredging worker has been established such that it is protective of human health. Sediment 
cleanup standards for known and suspect carcinogenic chemicals of concern (Classes A, B, and C 
compounds) have been set within the 10"4 to 10"6 cancer risk range considering exposures via 
dermal contact and incidental ingestion for each receptor. Cleanup standards for chemicals of 
concern in sediment based on non-carcinogenic effects were derived for the same exposure 
pathway(s) and correspond to an acceptable exposure level to which the human population 
(including sensitive subgroups) may be exposed without adverse affect during a lifetime or part 
of a lifetime, incorporating an adequate margin of safety (hazard quotient = 1). Exposure 
parameters for the ingestion and dermal contact exposure pathways for the recreational user and 
dredging worker have been described in Section Gl. Because the cleanup value described above 
for benzo(a)pyrene is below a background value for this compound, a background value was used 
for the sediment cleanup standard. 

Table L-4 presents the cleanup standards for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic chemicals of 
concern in sediment within the HBHA Wetland, Wells G&H Wetland, and Cranberry Bog 
Conservation area protective of direct contact with sediment for recreational and worker 
receptors. 
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For the HBHA Pond, a sediment cleanup standard for atrsenic has been established for ecological 
protection of the benthic invertebrate population in the portions of the pond where toxicity 
testing indicated significant adverse impacts on survival and growth, and community impairment. 
The cleanup standard for the HBHA Pond (273 mg/kg arsenic; see Table G28) is set at a level 
corresponding to the lowest observed effects level for benthic invertebrates for survival and/or 
growth exposed to HBHA Pond sediments. 

Sediment cleanup standards are summarized below. 

SUMMARY OF SEDIMENT CLEANUP STANDARDS 

Near Shore Cranberry Bog Conservation Area (e.g. CB-03) 

Arsenic 

Near Shore Wells G&H Wetland (e.g.
 
WH, NT-3,13/TT-27)
 

Arsenic	 300 mg/kg 

Deeper Interior HBHA Wetland and
 
Wells G&H Wetland (e.g. SC02, SC05,
 
SC06, SC08)
 
Arsenic
 

HBHA Pond (ecological) 

Arsenic	 273 mg/kg 

These sediment cleanup standards must be met at the completion of the remedial action at the 
points of compliance as follows: 

•	 The compliance point for near shore sediments at the Wells G&H Wetland is identified as 
the areas targeted for excavation that currently exceed the sediment cleanup standard 
extending up to 30 feet from the shore line (generally east/west direction) into the 
wetlands and continuing laterally (generally north/south direction) unt i l the sediment 
cleanup standard is achieved based upon confirmation samples analyzed for metats and 
SVOCs using the most recent version of EPA-approved analytical methods. 

•	 The compliance point for near shore sediments at the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area 
is identified as the areas targeted for excavation that currently exceed the sediment 
cleanup standard primarily along the drainage swales and continuing until the sediment 
cleanup standard is achieved based upon confirmation samples analyzed for metals using 
the most recent version of EPA-approved analytical methods. 
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•	 The compliance point for deeper interior wetland sediments at the HBHA Wetlands and 
Wells G&H Wetlands is identified as the areas targeted for potential future dredging 
projects that currently exceed the sediment cleanup standard for arsenic. The 
approximate location of the HBHA Wetlands and Wells G&H Wetlands are presented on 
Figure J-9 and other figures in the MSGRP Rl and FS. 

•	 The compliance point for sediments at the southern portion of the HBHA Pond is 
identified as the areas for excavation that currently exceed the sediment cleanup standard 
and continuing until the sediment cleanup standard is achieved based upon confirmation 
samples analyzed for metals using the most recent version of EPA-approved analytical 
methods. The approximate boundaries of the HBHA pond are illustrated in Figure J-6 
and other figures presented in the MSGRP RI and FS. However, the boundaries of the 
area of sediment to be remediated in the southern portion of the HBHA Pond will not be 
determined until the location of the low-head cofferdams is determined. 

•	 The compliance point for the impermeable cap is identified as the area of the stream 
channel (e.g., New Boston Street Drainway) where contaminated groundwater plumes 
discharge into the channel, contaminate sediments, and potentially migrate downstream, 
impacting components of the selected remedy (including the remediated Southern Portion 
of the HBHA Pond). 

•	 The compliance point for the permeable cap is identified as the area where contaminated 
soils above the HBHA Pond sediment cleanup standard for arsenic (e.g., Area A6) and 
may erode and migrate downstream impacting components of the selected remedy 
(including the Northern Portion of the HBHA Pond)). 

The sediment cleanup standards attain EPA's risk management goals for remedial action and are 
protective of human health and the environment. 

4. Surface Water Cleanup Standards 

For the HBHA Pond, surface water cleanup standards for arsenic, ammonia, and benzene have 
been established for ecological protection of aquatic life from direct exposure to surface water 
based on exceedances of effects-based water quality criteria. These cleanup standards are 
presented below and in Table G-28. 

SUMMARY OF SURFACE WATER CLEANUP STANDARDS 

Arsenic 150 ug/L 
Benzene 46ug/L 
Ammonia (temperature and pH dependent) NRWQC 
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The surface water cleanup standard for arsenic (150 Mg/L) is set at the NRWQC-CCC (chronic 
criterion) value (EPA 2002). The surface water cleanup standard for ammonia is set at the 
NRWQC-CCC (chronic criterion) value for Fish Early Life Stages Present and is a 30-day 
average concentration of total ammonia nitrogen (in mg N/L), not to be exceeded more than once 
every three years on average. Since the toxicity of ammonia varies depending on water 
temperature and pH, the ammonia NRWQC-CCC value is adjusted for temperature and pH in 
accordance with EPA's 1999 Update of Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia; dated 
December 1999 (EPA Document No. EPQ-822-R-99-014). The cleanup standard for benzene 
(46 ug/1) for the HBHA Pond is set at the Water Quality values calculated using Great Lakes 
Water Quality Initiative Tier II methodology (Tier II benchmark value). 

These surface water cleanup standards must be met at the completion of the remedial action at 
the point of compliance, which is defined as the discharge point of the final/furthest downstream 
low-head cofferdam (secondary treatment cell outlet). These cleanup standards are consistent 
with ARARs for surface water, attain EPA's risk management goals for remedial action, and are 
protective of the environment. 

M.	 STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

The remedial action selected for implementation at Industri-plex Superfund Site Operable Unit 2 
(and including Wells G&H Superfund Site Operable Unit 3, Aberjona River Study), is consistent 
with CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the NCP. The selected remedy is protective of 
human health and the environment, will comply with ARARs and is cost effective. In addition, 
the selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and alternate treatment technologies or resource 
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable, and satisfies the statutory preference 
for treatment that permanently and significantly reduces the mobility, toxicity or volume of 
hazardous substances as a principal element. 

1. The Selected Remedy is Protective of Human Health and the Environment 

The remedy at Industri-plex OU-2 will adequately protect human health and the environment by 
eliminating, reducing or controlling exposures to human and environmental receptors through 
treatment, engineering controls and institutional controls. More specifically: 

•	 Alternatives SS-2 and SUB-2 (Institutional Controls with Monitoring) protect human 
health by controlling potential exposures to contaminated soil through the 
implementation of institutional controls, whereby use of the properties for a day care 
facility would not be allowed (for Alternative SS-2 only), excavations would be 
restricted, and excavations wilhout adequate worker health and safety precautions 
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would be prohibited. Groundwater monitoring ensures that the contaminated soils 
left in place do not impact groundwater and create unacceptable human health risks 
in the future. 

•	 Alternative GW-2 (Pond Intercept with Monitoring and Institutional Controls) 
protects human health by preventing or controlling potential exposures to 
contaminated groundwater through institutional controls. In addition, a portion of 
Alternative GW-4 (In-Situ Groundwater Treatment) addresses benzene 
contamination at the West Hide Pile by enhanced bioremediation until it meets site-
specific cleanup goals protective of human health. 

•	 Alternative NS-4 (Removal and Off-Site Disposal) wil l protect human health through 
the removal of near-shore sediments in the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry 
Bog Conservation Area containing arsenic in excess of site-specific cleanup goals 
protective of human health. For the deeper wetland sediments in these areas, 
Alternative DS-2 (Institutional Controls) will protect human health by controlling 
potential exposures to contaminated sediments in currently inaccessible areas through 
the implementation of institutional controls whereby excavations would be restricted 
and excavations without adequate worker health and safety precautions would be 
prohibited. 

•	 Alternative HBHA-4 (Storm Water Bypass and Sediment retention with Partial 
Dredging and Provide an Alternate Habitat) will protect the environment by the 
removal of contaminated sediments in the southern portion of the pond (i.e., 
restoration area) to meet clean-up goals protective of the environment and the 
construction of a compensatory wetland to mitigate the wetlands lost in the northern 
portion of the pond. 

•	 AJrernative HBHA-4 and GW-2 will provide protection of the environment by 
intercepting contaminated groundwater, maintaining the chemocline to treat and 
sequester contaminants in the deep portions; of the pond (primary treatment cell), and 
further treating/sequestering contaminants at the secondary treatment cell to achieve 
surface water cleanup standards at the outlet of the secondary cell. These actions will 
reduce concentrations of contaminants in surface water entering the southern portion 
of HBHA Pond and other downstream areas to meet clean-up goals and ARARs 
protective of the environment. 

These alternatives will provide additional protection of human health by controlling the 
downstream migration of contamination and preventing the recontaminationof areas addressed 
by Alternative NS-4. Alternative SW-2 (Monitoring) provides for long-term monitoring of 
surface water, sediment, and groundwater to evaluate the effectiveness of the remedy and the 
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long-term protection of human health and the environment afforded by the remedy. In addition, 
any wetland function losses resulting from implementation of the remedy will be mitigated. 

The selected remedy will reduce potential human health risk levels such that they do not exceed 
EPA's acceptable risk range of 10^* to 10"6 for incremental carcinogenic risk and such that the 
non-carcinogenic hazard is below a level of concern [i.e., no target organ HI will exceed 1]. It 
will reduce potential human health risk levels to protective ARARs levels, i.e., the remedy will 
comply with ARARs and To Be Considered (TBC) criteria. The selected remedy will provide 
adequate protection of the environment by addressing unacceptable ecological risk to aquatic 
organisms in HBHA Pond from exposures to sediment through the removal of contaminated 
sediments in the southern portion of the pond, and the construction of a compensatory wetland to 
mitigate the wetland functions and values lost in the northern portion of the pond. In addition, 
risk from exposures of aquatic receptors to surface water contaminants will be reduced to 
protective levels. Implementation of the selected remedy will not pose any unacceptable short-
term risks or cause any cross-media impacts. 

2. The Selected Remedy Complies With ARARs 

The selected remedy will comply with all federal and any more stringent state ARARs that 
pertain to Industri-plex OU-2. See the tables in Appendix D for a list of all ARARs and To Be 
Considered requirements for the selected remedy. 

3. The Selected Remedy is Cost-Effective 

In EPA's judgment, the selected remedy is cost-effective because the remedy's costs are 
proportional to its overall effectiveness (see 40 CFR 300.430(f)(l)(ii)(D)). This determination 
was made by evaluating the overall effectiveness of those alternatives that satisfied the threshold 
criteria (i.e., that are protective of human health and the environment and comply with all federal 
and any more stringent ARARs). Overall effectiveness was evaluated by assessing three of the 
five balancing criteria: long-term effectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, 
and volume through treatment; and short-term effectiveness, in combination. The overall 
effectiveness of each alternative then was compared to the alternative's costs to determine cost-
effectiveness. The relationship of the overall effectiveness of this remedial alternative was 
determined to be proportional to its costs and hence represents a reasonable value for the money 
to be spent. 

For groundwater, EPA has determined that the Limited Action Alternative (GW-2: Pond 
Intercept with Monitoring and Institutional Controls) is the most cost effective alternative as it 
meets the threshold criteria and is reasonable given the relationship between the overall 
effectiveness afforded by the other alternative and cost compared to other available options. In 
evaluating the differences between the Limited Action Alternative and the Active remediation 
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alternative, the decisive factors were that 1) the Industri-plex OU-1 source of contamination (i.e. 
soils and hide piles) will not be removed, consequently the groundwater will remain 
contaminated indefinitely; 2) the MassDEP has determined that the aquifer is of "low use and 
value;" 3) institutional controls would still be required by both the Limited Action and the 
Active Remediation Alternative. Finally, the Limited Action Alternative has fewer short-term 
impacts than the Active Remediation Alternative on the community. 

For the sediment cleanups in near shore sediment areas (Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry 
Bog Conservation Area), EPA has determined that the Active Remediation Alternatives are cost 
effective as they meet both threshold criteria and are reasonable given the relationship between 
the overall effectiveness afforded by the other alternative and cost compared to other available 
options. In evaluating the differences between the No Action Alternatives and the Active 
Remediation Alternatives, the decisive factors were that the Active Remediation Alternatives 
provide greater long-term protectiveness and permanence and unlike the No Action Alternatives, 
reduce toxicity, mobility, and volume, although not through treatment. Finally, while the No 
Action Alternatives have no short-term impacts when compared with the Active Remediation 
Alternatives, the difference is not significant given that the types of impacts from the Active 
Remediation Alternatives are typical during cleanup operations and can be minimized or 
eliminated through routine, standard operating procedures. 

For sediments in the HBHA Pond, EPA has determined that the Active Remediation Alternative 
is cost effective as they meet both threshold criteria and are reasonable given the relationship 
between the overall-effectiveness afforded by the other alternative and cost compared to other 
available options. In evaluating the differences between the No Action Alternatives and the 
Active Remediation Alternatives, the decisive factors were that the Active Remediation 
Alternatives provide greater long-term protectiveness and permanence and unlike the No Action 
Alternatives, reduce toxicity, mobility, and volume, although not through treatment. Finally, 
while the No Action Alternatives have no short-term impacts when compared with the Active 
Remediation Alternatives, the difference is not significant given that the types of impacts from 
the Active Remediation Alternatives are typical during cleanup operations and can be minimized 
or eliminated through routine, standard operating procedures. 

• 

For sediments in deep, interior portions of the HBHA Wetlands and Wells G&H Wetland, EPA 
has determined that the Limited Action Alternative is the most cost effective alternative as it 
meets the threshold criteria and is reasonable given the relationship between the overall 
effectiveness afforded by the other alternative and cost compared to other available options. In 
evaluating the differences between the Limited Action Alternative and the Active Remediation 
alternative, the decisive factors were that 1) the exposure pathway is limited to a possible future 
dredger, which can be protected through safe construction methods, practices, and training; 2) the 
extent of contamination requiring remediation would impact a larger area (over 35 acres) of 
wetland habitat; 3) the Active Remediation alternative would be cost prohibitive; and 4) the 
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Active Remediation Alternative would have significant short-term impacts on the community 
compared to the Limited Action Alternative. 

For surface and subsurface soils in the vicinity of the former Mishawum Lake, EPA has 
determined that the Limited Action Alternative is the most cost effective alternative as it meets 
the threshold criteria and is reasonable given the relationship between the overall effectiveness 
afforded by the other alternative and cost compared to other available options. In evaluating the 
differences between the Limited Action Alternative and the Active Remediation alternative, the 
decisive factors were that 1) the exposure pathway is limited to a possible construction worker, 
which can be protected through safe construction methods, practices, and training and a future 
day care child, which can be protected through land use restrictions; 2) Both Limited Action and 
Active Remediation would still require institutional controls since some contaminated soils 
would be left in-place mostly under buildings and bituminous parking lots and streets for surface 
soils, and 3) the Active Remediation Alternative would have significant short-term impacts on 
the community compared to the Limited Action Alternative. 

For surface water in the HBHA Pond, EPA has determined that, coupled with the Active 
Remediation for sediments in the HBHA Pond, the Limited Action Alternative is the most cost 
effective alternative as it meets the threshold criteria and is reasonable given the relationship 
between the overall effectiveness afforded by the other alternative and cost compared to other 
available options. In evaluating the differences between the Limited Action Alternative and the 
Active Remediation alternative, the decisive factors were that 1) continued contaminated 
groundwater discharges will attenuate through natural processes; 2) the Active Remediation 
alternative would rely on a more extensive and costly groundwater remediation alternative to 
completely eliminate contaminated groundwater discharges into the HBHA Pond to prevent re
contamination; 3) the creation of an alternate habitat will enhance the ecological diversity in the 
watershed and may help to mitigate flood storage losses; 4) the Active Remediation alternative 
would be cost prohibitive, and 5) the Active Remediation Alternative would have significant 
short-term impacts on the community compared to the Limited Action Alternative. 

4.	 The Selected Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment or Resource 
Recovery Technologies to the Maximum Extent Practicable 

Once the Agency identified those alternatives that attain ARARs and that are protective of human 
health and the environment, EPA identified which alternative utilizes permanent solutions and 
alternative treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent 
practicable. This determination was made by deciding which one of the identified alternatives 
provides the best balance of trade-offs among alternatives in terms of. a) long-term effectiveness 
and permanence; b) reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment; c) short-term 
effectiveness; d) implementability; and e) cost. The balancing test emphasized long-term 
effectiveness and permanence and the reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through 
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treatment; and considered the preference for treatment as a principal element, the bias against
 
off-site land disposal of untreated waste, and community and state acceptance. The selected
 
remedy provides the best balance of trade-offs among the alternatives.
 

a. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence: 

•	 Surface Soil (SS): The No Action Alternative, SS-1, does not provide any long-term 
effectiveness or permanence. The Preferred Alternative, SS-2, would provide long-
term effectiveness and permanence through institutional controls. Alternative SS-3 
would provide additional long-term effectiveness and permanence through 
institutional controls prohibiting disturbance of the cover. Alternatives SS-4 and SS-5 
provide the highest degree of long-term effectiveness and permanence because the 
contaminated soil would be removed. 

•	 Subsurface Soil (SUB): The No Action Alternative, SUB-1, does not provide any 
long-term effectiveness or permanence. The Preferred Alternative, SUB-2, would 
provide long-term effectiveness and permanence through institutional controls. 
Alternative SUB-3 would also provide long-term effectiveness and permanence 
through institutional controls prohibiting disturbance of the cover. 

•	 Groundwater (GW): The No Action Alternative, GW-1, does not provide any long-
term effectiveness or permanence. GW-2, the Preferred Alternative, would provide 
long-term effectiveness and Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4 would also be effective in 
the long-term, however GW-3 would require more extensive operation and 
maintenance then GW-4. 

•	 Halls Brook Holding Area Pond Sediments (HBHA): The No Action Alternative, 
HBHA-1, does not provide any long-term effectiveness or permanence. Alternative 
HBHA-2 would provide marginal long-term effectiveness and permanence, and long-
term monitoring would be required to evaluate risks associated with contaminants left 
in place. Alternative HBHA-3 would provide enhanced long-term effectiveness and 
permanence provided there is no erosion of ithe permeable cover and contamination 
from groundwater discharges is eliminated. The Preferred Alternative, HBHA-4, 
provides a greater level of long-term effectiveness since a majority of contaminated 
sediments would be removed from the southern portion of HBHA Pond. Alternative 
HBHA-5 provides the highest level of long-term effectiveness and permanence 
because the contaminated sediment would be removed off-site. 

•	 Near Shore Sediments (NS): The No Action Alternative, NS-1, does not provide any 
long-term effectiveness or permanence. Alternatives NS-2 and NS-3 would provide 
long-term effectiveness and permanence through institutional controls. The Preferred 
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Alternative, NS-4, provides the highest degree of long-term effectiveness and 
permanence because the sediments exceeding the cleanup standards would be 
excavated. 

•	 Deeper Wetland Sediments (DS): The No Action Alternative, DS- 1, does not provide 
any long-term effectiveness or permanence. The Preferred Alternative DS-2, would 
provide long-term effectiveness and permanence through institutional controls. 
Alternative DS -3 provides the highest degree of long-term effectiveness and 
permanence because the sediments exceeding the cleanup standards would be 
excavated. 

•	 Surface Water (SW): The No Action Alternative, SW-1, does not provide any long-
term effectiveness or permanence. The Preferred Alternative, SW-2, which includes 
monitoring, and Alternative SW-3, which also includes monitoring provides greater 
long-term effectiveness. Alternative SW-3 provides the greatest level of permanence 
by creating an alternate wetlands habitat. 

b. Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment 

•	 Surface Soil (SS): The No Action Alternative, SS-1, the Preferred Alternative, SS-2, 
and Alternative SS-3 do not include treatment. Alternative SS-4 may provide limited 
off-site treatment, if necessary, to qualify for disposal at a licensed landfill. 
Alternative SS-5 reduces the toxicity and mobility of the contaminants by using a 
"soil washing" process to remove arsenic from the soil before using the treated soil as 
backfill. 

•	 Subsurface Soil (SUB): The No Action Alternative, SUB-1, the Preferred Alternative, 
SUB-2, and Alternative SUB-3 do not reduce toxicity, mobility or volume through 
treatment or other means. 

•	 Groundwater (GW): The No Action Alternative, GW-1, offers no treatment other than 
long-term natural attenuation processes that may occur with organic contaminants. 
The Preferred Alternative, GW-2, controls the migration of contaminated 
groundwater by intercepting contamination at the HBHA Pond, and makes use of the 
naturally occurring processes in HBHA Pond to precipitate metals and degrade 
organic contaminants. Alternative GW-2 does not actively treat groundwater prior to 
discharge to HBHA Pond, except for natural attenuation processes that may occur. 
When combined with Alternative HBHA-4, as EPA is proposing to do, GW-2 would 
control or reduce downstream migration of inorganic contaminants during storm 
events. Both Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4 employ technologies to prevent 
contaminated groundwater from discharging into HBHA Pond and also destroy or 
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remove target contaminants from the groundwater. Alternative GW-3 is an ex-situ 
system while Alternative GW-4 is an in-situ design. Both technologies are able to 
reduce the toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants in the groundwater and both 
treatment processes are irreversible. 

•	 Halls Brook Holding Area Pond Sediments (HBHA): The No Action Alternative, 
HBHA-1, HBHA-2, and HBHA-3 do not treat contaminants. Alternative HBHA-3 
reduces the mobility of contaminated sediments by placing a cap over them. The 
Preferred Alternative, HBHA-4, and Alternative HBHA-5 may include limited off-
site treatment of dredged sediments, if necessary, to qualify for disposal at a licensed 
landfill. HBHA-4 also reduces the mobility of contaminated sediments by creating a 
retention area where contaminated sediments are contained and periodically removed. 

•	 Near Shore Sediments (NS): The No Action Alternative, NS-1, and Alternatives NS-2 
and NS-3 do not treat contaminants. Alternatives NS-2 and NS-3 may reduce mobility 
in the long-term if contaminated sediments are buried by the accumulation and 
deposition of uncontaminated sediments. The Preferred Alternative, NS-4, may 
include limited off-site treatment if necessary to qualify for disposal at a landfill. 

•	 Deeper Wetland Sediments (DS): The No Action Alternative, DS-1 and the Preferred 
Alternative, DS-2, do not treat or reduce the toxicity of the deeper wetland sediments, 
unless other alternatives are implemented upstream to reduce downstream 
contaminant migration and clean sediments are given an opportunity to accumulate 
and deposit on top of contaminated sediments, in essence may include limited off-site 
treatment, if necessary, to qualify for disposal at a licensed landfill. 

•	 Surface Water (SW): The No Action Alternative, SW-1, the Preferred Alternative, 
SW-2, and Alternative SW-3 do not include treatment. 

c. Short-term effectiveness: 

•	 Surface Soil (SS): The No Action Alternative, SS-1, would not be effective in the 
short-term or cause any short-term impacts because the alternative does not require 
any action. Alternatives SS-2 and SS-3, which call for the installation of institutional 
controls, will effectively limit risks to human health in the short-term. In addition, the 
cover required as part of SS-3 will become effective upon its construction. 
Alternatives SS-4 and SS-5 will become effective once the contaminated soils are 
excavated and disposed of off-site or treated. The Preferred Alternative, SS-2, would 
have limited impacts on property owners where institutional controls restrict land use. 
Alternatives SS-3, SS-4, and SS-5 would have the most short-term impacts on the 
community, including an increase in traffic during construction activities. Impacts to 
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workers would be minimal since construction activities would be completed in 
accordance with appropriate health and safety procedures and potential risks and 
hazards associated with fugitive dust emissions would be addressed with prescribed 
engineering controls. No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated from any 
alternative. 

•	 Subsurface Soil (SUB): The No Action Alternative, SUB-1, would not be effective in 
the short-term or cause any short-term impacts because the alternative does not 
require any action. Alternatives SS-2 and SS-3 which call for the installation of 
institutional controls will effectively limit risks to human health in the short-term. In 
addition, the permeable cover required as part of SS-3 will become effective upon its 
construction. The Preferred Alternative, SU13-2, would have limited impacts on 
property owners where institutional controls restrict land use. Alternative SUB-3 
would have the most significant short-term impacts on the community including an 
increase in traffic during construction activities. Impacts to individual property 
owners would be significant since large portions of property would require a soil 
cover and the use of parking areas and road ways would be temporarily restricted. 
Impacts to workers would be minimal since construction activities would be 
completed in accordance with appropriate health and safety procedures and potential 
risks and hazards associated with fugitive dust emissions would be addressed with 
prescribed engineering controls. No adverse environmental impacts are anticipated 
from any alternative. 

•	 Groundwater (GW): The No Action Alternative, GW-1, would not be effective in the 
short-term or cause any short-term impacts because the alternative does not require 
any action. Alternative GW-2, the Preferred Alternative, and Alternatives GW-3 and 
GW-4 which call for the installation of institutional controls will effectively limit 
risks to human health in the short-term. The Preferred Alternative, GW-2, would have 
limited impacts on property owners since the imposition of institutional controls 

would restrict groundwater use. Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4 would have limited 
short-term impacts on the community, including an increase in traffic during 
construction activities. Fugitive dust emissions would be addressed with engineering 
controls. Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4 may have limited adverse environmental 
impacts during construction, however engineering controls and approved construction 
methods would be used to minimize these risks. 

•	 Halls Brook Holding Area Pond Sediments (HBHA): The No Action Alternative, 
HBHA-1, would not be effective in the short-term or cause short-term impacts 
because the alternative does not require any action. Alternative HBHA-2 would not 
cause any short-term impacts to the community because the alternative only requires 
monitoring. Alternative HBHA-3, the Preferred Alternative, HBHA-4, and 
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Alternative HBHA-5 would have the most short-term impacts on the community 
including an increase in traffic during construction activities. Fugitive dust emissions 
would be addressed with engineering controls. Alternative HBHA-3 would have 
potential significant environmental impacts from the displacement and migration of 
contaminated sediments during the placement of the cap. However, these potential 
risks could be minimized through engineering controls that minimize and control 
suspended solids. The Preferred Alternative, HBHA-4, and Alternative HBHA-5 
would have the most significant short-term environmental impacts due to the 
dredging activities. Benthic communities destroyed during the sediment removal 
would re-establish themselves over time. 

•	 Near Shore Sediments (NS): The No Action Alternative, NS-1, would not be effective 
in the short-term or cause any short-term impacts because the alternative does not 
require any action. Alternatives NS-2 and NS-3 would have minor impacts on the 
community and workers installing protective fencing. The Preferred Alternative, NS
4, would have the most short-term impacts on the community, including an increase 
in traffic during construction activities as well as an increase in organic odors while 
excavating along shoreline wetlands. Fugitive dust emissions would be minimized 
and addressed with engineering controls. Alternative NS-4 would also cause short-
term environmental impacts during excavation restoration of the wetland. These 
impacts would be minimized by engineering controls. Benthic communities destroyed 
during the sediment removal would re-establish themselves over time. 

•	 Deeper Wetland Sediments (DS): The No Action Alternative, DS-1, and the Preferred 
Alternative, DS-2, would not cause any short-term impacts to the community or on-
site workers because the alternatives do not require any action. Alternative DS-3 
would have the most significant short-term impacts on the community and 
surrounding businesses, including an increase in traffic during construction activities, 
as well as an increase in organic odors while excavating in the wetlands. Impacts to 
individual property owners would be significant since large portions of property 
would be utilized to implement the alternative. Fugitive dust emissions would be 
minimized and addressed with engineering controls. Alternative DS-3, which requires 
constructing haul roads, potential cofferdams and intrusions into the wetland areas to 
access deep sediments, would cause extensive and severe environmental impacts. 
These impacts would be minimized by engineering controls during the remediation. 
Benthic communities and other wetland habitat features that are destroyed during 
sediment removal would eventually re-establish themselves over time. 

•	 Surface Water (SW): The No Action Alternative, SW-1, would not cause any short-
term impacts to the community or on-site workers because the alternative does not 
require any action. The Preferred Alternative, SW-2, would not cause any short-term 
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impact on the community. Alternative SW-3 would have the most short-term impacts 
to the community due to the construction of an alternate wetlands habitat. 

d. Implementability: 

•	 Surface Soil (SS): The No Action Alternative, SS-1, would be the easiest to 
implement because there are no remedial actions required. The Preferred Alternative, 
SS-2, would be the next easiest to implement. Alternatives SS-3, SS-4 and SS-5 
would be more difficult than the other alternatives due to the area requiring 
remediation, the proximity to active commercial and light industrial properties, and 
the additional construction activities associated with these alternatives. 

•	 Subsurface Soil (SUB): The No Action Alternative, SUB-1, would be the easiest to 
implement because there are no remedial actions. The Preferred Alternative, SUB-2, 
would be the next easiest to implement. Alternative SUB-3 would be more difficult 
than the other alternatives due to the area requiring remediation, the proximity to 
active commercial and light industrial properties, and the additional construction 
activities associated with this alternative. 

•	 Groundwater (GW): The No Action Alternative, GW-1, is the easiest to implement 
because there are no remedial actions required. The Preferred Alternative, GW-2, 
would be the next easiest to implement. Alternative GW-3 would be more difficult 
than Alternative GW-2 due to the complexities involved with a multi-process 
treatment system and typical construction issues. However, technologies for 
Alternative GW-3 are reliable and proven. Alternative GW-3 requires more extensive 
operation and maintenance than any other alternative and would likely require a full-
time treatment plant operator. Alternative GW-4 could be the most difficult to 
implement due to the deep excavations required to install the reactive wall and 
uncertainties associated with the technology. However, these uncertainties may be 
addressed during the pre-design investigation. 

•	 Halls Brook Holding Area Pond Sediments (HBHA): The No Action Alternative, 
HBHA-1, would be the easiest to implement because there are no remedial actions 
required. Alternative HBHA-2 would be the next easiest since it only involves 
collecting sediment samples. Alternative HBHA-3, the Preferred Alternative, HBHA
4, and Alternative HBHA-5 would be more difficult than Alternatives HBHA-1 and 
HBHA-2 due to the construction activities involved in these alternatives, including 
dredging, water treatment, sediment dewatering, and the need for specialized 
equipment and skilled workers. The Preferred Alternative, HBHA-4, is more difficult 
than Alternative HBHA-5 because it is further compounded by the construction of a 
sediment retention area (primary and secondary treatment cells) and larger 
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compensatory wetlands. All alternatives except the Preferred Alternative, HBHA-4, 
require that contaminated groundwater discharges be eliminated prior to constructing 
the remedy so that the excavated or capped areas do not become re-contaminated. 

•	 Near Shore Sediments (NS): The No Action Alternative, NS-1, would be the easiest 
to implement because there are no on-site remedial actions required. Alternatives NS
2 and NS-3 would be the next easiest since the only activities required are posting 
fences and signs. Alternative NS-3 would also include periodic sampling of surface 
water and sediment. The Preferred Alternative, NS-4, would be more difficult than 
the others due to the excavation, dewatering, water treatment and wetlands restoration 
activities involved in this alternative. 

•	 Deeper Wetland Sediments (DS): The No Action Alternative, DS-1, and the Preferred 
Alternative DS-2 would be the easiest to implement because there are no on-site 

remedial actions required. Alternative DS-3 would be the most difficult to complete 
due to the complexities involved in accessing the interior portions of the wetlands 
with heavy equipment to conduct the excavation, dewatering, water treatment and 
wetlands restoration activities involved in this alternative. 

•	 Surface Water (SW): The No Action Alternative, SW-1, and the Preferred 
Alternative, SW-2, would be the easiest to implement because there are no on-site 
remedial actions required. The Preferred Alternative, SW-2, would require additional 
effort associated with monitoring. Alternative SW-3 would be the most difficult to 
implement due to locating and constructing an alternate wetlands habitat. 

5.	 The Selected Remedy Does Not Satisfy the Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element 

The principal elements of the selected remedy are management of migration of the groundwater, 
removal and disposal of sediments in near shore sediments (Cranberry Bog Conservation Area 
and Wells G&H Wetland) and southern portion of the IffiHA Pond, source control of sediments 
in the HBHA Pond, source control of soils, and source control of surface water. These elements 
address the primary threats at Industri-plex OU-2: risks to human health from groundwater and 
risks to human health and ecological receptors from sediment, risks to human health from soil, 
risks to ecological receptors from surface water. 

The selected remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatment as a principal element 
by using treatment to address contaminated media. For groundwater, the previous Operable Unit 
capped over 105 acres of contaminated soils that are sewing as the source of groundwater 
contamination. Groundwater treatment would be ineffective and impractical given that the 
source will not be addressed, excluding benzene source at the West Hide Pile (see selected 
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remedy component GW-4 for the West Hide Pile which may implement In-situ Enhanced 
Bioremediation). For soil, source excavation and treatment was determined to be impractical and 
impose significant impacts to the local community since the area where the contamination exists 
is occupied by intensely developed commercial and light industrial properties. For sediments, no 
effective in-situ remedial technology exists and the extensive volume of material that would 
require removal for ex-situ treatment would be impractical as well as impacting an extensive area 
of wetlands and river. For surface water, since contamination is the result of groundwater 
discharges, extraction and treatment of the entire HBHA Pond would be required and is 
impractical. 

6. Five-Year Reviews of the Selected Remedy are Required. 

Because this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining on-site above levels that 
allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure, a review will be conducted within five years 
after initiation of the remedial action to ensure that the remedy continues to provide adequate 
protection of human health and the environment. 

Performance monitoring data for the selected remedy will be closely monitored to ensure 
compliance (e.g. contaminated groundwater plumes capture and natural contaminant treatment/ 
sequestering by the primary treatment cell; further contaminant treatment/sequestering by the 
southern treatment cell to surface water cleanup limits at the outlet of the secondary cell; 
reduction of contaminant migration downstream of HBHA Pond so that contaminants do not 
cause unacceptable human health or ecological risks in the future; etc). In addition, some public 
comments received during the public comment periods proposed remedial action activities in the 
HBHA Wetlands. EPA's selected remedy for deeper interior wetlands of the HBHA Wetlands 
requires the implementation of institutional controls to restrict potential future human exposures 
to sediments under selected alternative DS-2. Notwithstanding this selected remedy, EPA will 
closely monitor and evaluate monitoring data from the HBHA Wetland during the Five Year 
Review process to determine if any further actions may be necessary. 

N. DOCUMENTATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES 

In accordance with EPA Guidance 540-R-98-031, OSWER 9200.1-23.P, entitled: A Guide To 
Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision and Other Remedy Selection 
Decision Documents, dated July 1999, and NCP 300.430(f)(3)(ii) documentation in the ROD is 
needed for "significant changes that could have been reasonably anticipated based on the 
information available to the public." 

June 2005 Proposed Plan. OU-2 

EPA presented a Proposed Plan for remediation contaminated groundwater, sediments, soil, and 
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surface water for Industri-plex OU-2 on June 30, 2005, which included the following
 
components:
 

• Dredging and off-site disposal of contaminated sediments in the southern portion of the 
Halls Brook Holding Area (HBHA) Pond and the near shore sediments at the Wells G&H 
Wetland and Cranberry Bog Conservation Area, and restoration of all disturbed areas. 
This component will address sediments posing an unacceptable human health risks for 
near shore sediments and ecological risks for the southern portion of HBHA Pond. 

• The northern portion of Halls Brook Holding Area (HBHA) Pond will be incorporated 
into the cleanup plan and serve as a sediment retention area that will intercept 
ground-water plumes (e.g. arsenic, benzene, ammonia) originating from Industri-plex OU
1 and minimize downstream migration of contaminants (e.g. arsenic). The northern 
portion will be separated from the southern portion by various cofferdams (primary and 
secondary treatment cells), and storm water from Halls Brook will be diverted to the 
southern portion of HBHA Pond. Natural and aeration treatment processes will be used to 
reduce and/or settle contaminants within the northern portion. Sediments that accumulate 
in the northern portion of the HBHA Pond will be dredged periodically and sent off-site 
for disposal. The most downstream cofferdam (outlet of the secondary treatment cell) 
will serve as the compliance boundary for the groundwater and surface water captured by 
the northern portion of the HBHA Pond, and achieve surface water cleanup standards 
(e.g. National Recommended Water Quality Criteria, benchmarks. 

• In-situ Enhanced Bioremediation of groundwater plumes (e.g. benzene) at the West 
Hide Pile (WHP). 

• Capping (impermeable) and stabilizing sediments along New Boston Street Drainway to 
prevent the discharge of groundwater plumes, the downstream migration of contaminants 
and erosion, all of which could potentially compromise preferred alternative HBHA-4 and 
NS-4. 

• Capping (permeable) and stabilizing soils adjacent to the NSTAR and MBTA rights-of
way to prevent downstream migration of contaminants, which could potentially 
compromise the preferred alternatives HBHA-4 and NS-4. 

• Establishing institutional controls to ensure that no one comes into contact with soils, 
groundwater, or deeper wetland sediments above cleanup standards. 

• Any loss of wetlands (e.g. northern portion of HBHA Pond, capped sediments) will be 
compensated for elsewhere in the watershed. 

• Long-term monitoring of the groundwater, surface water, and sediments. 
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After further review of the data and in response to comments from the community and the state, 
EPA added ammonia as an additional contaminant of concern. The ammonia data was further 
presented and evaluated in the October 2005 Technical Memorandum and also presented in the 
October 2005 Fact Sheet, which supplemented the June 2005 Proposed Plan. This additional 
contaminant will be addressed by the remedial alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and 
does not require any modification to the selected remedy. EPA reviewed all written and verbal 
comments submitted during the public comment period. It was determined that no significant 
changes to the remedy, as originally identified in the Proposed Plan, were necessary. 

O. STATE ROLE 

The Commonwealth of Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection has reviewed the 
various alternatives and has indicated its support for the selected remedy. The State has also 
reviewed the MSGRP RI, Risk Assessment and MSGRP FS to determine if the selected remedy 
is in compliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate State environmental and facility 
siting laws and regulations. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts concurs with the selected 
remedy outlined in this Record of Decision. A copy of the declaration of concurrence is attached 
as Appendix A. 
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PART 3: THE RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

There has been extensive community participation during the Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Study process for the Industri-plex Superfund Site Operable Unit 2 
(including Wells G&H Superfund Site Operable Unit 3, Aberjona River Study), "Industri-plex 
OU-2." A more detailed summary of community coordination and involvement is outlined in 
Section C of Part 2 of the ROD, Community Participation. 

EPA held a public information meeting on April 28, 2005, describing the results of the March 
2005 MSGRP RI Report and schedule for the Proposed Plan. EPA released its Proposed Plan 
and Administrative Record to the public on June 30, 2005, initiating a 30-day comment period 
from July 1 - 31, 2005, and published a legal notice of the Proposed Plan in the Wobum Daily 
Times Chronicle on June 28, 2005. EPA also held a public information session on June 30, 2005 
at the Shamrock School in Woburn, Massachusetts. On July 15, 2005, EPA extended the 
comment period an additional 30 days at the request of the public, concluding the 60 day 
comment period on August 30, 2005. EPA held a Public Hearing on July 27, 2005 at the 
Shamrock School. A transcript was created for the July 2005 Public Hearing and has been made 
part of the Administrative Record for this Record of Decision. 

During the comment period, many parties requested additional extensions. After initial review 
of the comments, EPA reopened the comment period an additional 30 days from October 20, 
2005 to November 18, 2005 and released the Technical Memorandum - Evaluation of Ammonia 
and Supplemental Soil Data report, a Fact Sheet supplementing the June 2005 Proposed Plan, 
and the Supplemental Administrative Record. An additional Public Hearing was held on 
November 17, 2005 at the Shamrock School. A transcript was created for the November 2005 
Public Hearing and has been made part of the Administrative Record for this Record of Decision. 

In addition to oral comments provided during the Public Hearings, numerous written comments 
were provided on the Proposed Plan. The full text of all written and oral comments received 
during the comment period has been included in the Administrative Record. 

Outlined below is a summary of significant comments received from the public and other 
interested parties during the public comment periods and EPA's response to 
those comments. Similar comments have been summarized and grouped together and 
technical and legal issues have been divided into a number of general categories. These general 
categories are summarized as follows: 

A.	 Questions and Comments Regarding Remedy Section Process 
B.	 Questions and Comments Regarding Institutional Controls 
C.	 Questions and Comments Concerning the Impact of Flooding on the Remedy and 

Concerning the Upper Mystic Lake 
D.	 Questions and Comments Concerning Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessments 
E.	 Questions and Comments Concerning the Preferred Remedy 
F.	 Questions and Comments Concerning the Scope: of Feasibility Study 
G.	 Questions and Comments Concerning Monitoring and Ongoing Review of the Remedy 
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H. Questions and Comments Concerning ARARs 
I. EPA's Response to SMC and Pharmacia's Alternative Proposed Plan 
J. Questions and Comments Regarding Liability and Enforcement 
K. Questions and Comments Regarding Errors or Omissions in the Feasibility Study 

A. Questions and Comments Regarding Remedy Selection Process 

A. 1. Multiple requests were made for extensions to the 30-day public comment period. 

EPA Response: The comment period, which was originally due to end on July 31, 2005, was 
extended by 30 days to August 30, 2005, and then reopened for an additional 30 days, from 
October 20, 2005 to November 18, 2005 in response to requests by the community and other 
stakeholders. 

A. 2. The City and others requested that a "peer review" of the Proposed Plan be 
conducted. 

EPA Response: The City of Woburn was granted assistance via the Technical Outreach Services 
for Communities (TOSC) program for evaluating and understanding technical documents such as 
the Remedial Investigation and Proposed Plan. In addition, a $100,000 Technical Assistance 
Grant (TAG) was issued to the Aberjona Study Coalition (ASC). EPA believes that, with this 
assistance, the City of Wobum and the ASC have been supplied with sufficient expertise to 
review the proposal, as evidenced by their comments submitted on the Proposed Plan. 

A. 3. Congressman Markey inquired whether the Town of Winchester had been involved 
in the remedy selection process, and whether the Army Corps of Engineers had been 
consulted regarding the proposed remedy. 

EPA Response: The Town of Winchester has been notified of every report, decision and public 
meeting which has taken place during the formulation of the Proposed Plan. The Town of 
Winchester provided written comments on the Proposed Plan expressing appreciation and 
continued cooperation. With regard to flooding, EPA will coordinate all work that is performed 
in the Aberjona River floodplain with the Army Corps of Engineers. This work must meet all 
applicable or relevant and appropriate laws and regulations governing such work, including 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the Executive Order for Floodplain Management, Exec. 
Order 11988 (1977), codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 6, App. A., 40 CFR 6.302(b). 

A. 4. The Industri-plex Custodial Trust ("Custodial Trust") requested a "60 day 
moratorium on the CERCLA enforcement process. During this time, the beneficiaries of 
the Custodial Trust could meet in an effort to establish a more collaborative framework 
for implementing the Aberjona River clean-up." The Custodial Trust also characterized 
its obligations under the 1989 Consent Decree "...to serve the fiduciary and other needs 
of the three distinct beneficiaries of the Custodial Trust. They are the City of Woburn, 
the potentially responsible parties known as the Remedial Trust and the U.S. EPA and the 
MassDEP. In continued fulfillment of our obligations to these three beneficiaries, the 
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Custodial Trust has sought to consider the fiduciary, environmental, regulatory, economic 
and other impacts that the Proposed Plan for clean-up of the Aberjona River may have on 
the three beneficiaries of the Custodial Trust. For the record, the Custodial Trust also 
shares the multi-stakeholder goal of achieving the earliest possible clean-up for the 
benefit of the public at large." 

EPA Response: Comments on the enforcement process are outside the scope of this 
responsiveness summary, which addresses comments on the Proposed Plan. EPA further notes 
that it does not agree with the Custodial Trust's characterization of its role with regard to Industi
plex OU-2. The Custodial Trust's fiduciary obligations relate to holding, managing and selling 
Mark Phillips Trust property, and distributing proceeds: from the sale of that property under the 
1989 Consent Decree, and to provide EPA access to the property it holds in trust. The Consent 
Decree does not create any fiduciary obligations for the Custodial Trust relative to the 
implementation of Industri-plex OU-2. 

A.5 A resident of Wilmington asked where information will be kept and whether the 
information will be accessible to the public. 

EPA Response: The Administrative Record will be kept and maintained at the Wobum Public
 
Library, Wobum, MA, and EPA's Record Center, Boston, MA.
 

B. Questions and Comments Regarding Institutional Controls 

B. 1. Many commenters expressed concern that institutional controls could create a 
stigma regarding their property, making it difficult to sell or finance those properties. 

EPA Response: EPA identified in the Feasibility Study (FS) and Proposed Plan various 
alternatives for addressing risks associated with various media. For groundwater (GW-2 and 
portion of GW-4 for West Hide Pile (WHP)), surface soils (SS), subsurface soils (SUB), and 
deeper wetland sediments (DS), EPA selected institutional controls. For surface soils (SS) and 
subsurface soils (SUB), other alternatives were evaluated, such as soil excavation, which if 
selected may not require institutional controls. However, selecting such an option would 
significantly increase costs, as well as increase business disruptions during remedy 
implementation. EPA's selected remedy includes institutional controls that will prevent 
exposures to contamination above cleanup standards and protect the remedy, where necessary. 
The selected remedy is also cost effective and causes minimal disruptions to active business 
operations at the properties requiring action. While EPA appreciates the concerns expressed, the 
alternatives which incorporate institutional controls will have the most minimal economic impact 
on the affected properties. EPA is committed to developing minimally-intrusive institutional 
controls which will attain the remedial action objectives. The form of institutional controls will 
be determined during pre-design and design in accordance with guidance, policies and 
regulations. EPA will work closely with state and local officials and impacted landowners on the 
implementation of institutional controls. 
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B. 2. Several landowners questioned whether or not institutional controls could be 
imposed on their properties if they are not liable for response costs under CERCLA. 
Several commenters also suggested that EPA rely upon the Activity and Use Limitations 
("AULs") or other land use restrictions permitted in Massachusetts under Massachusetts 
General Laws, Chapter 2IE. 

EPA Response: EPA has not yet determined the type of institutional controls that may be 
implemented as part of the remedy. The specific type or types of institutional controls will be 
determined during the pre-design and design phase. EPA notes that while some landowners may 
be not be subject to liability under CERCLA, CERCLA does require non-liable parties to 
cooperate in cleanup efforts, including the implementation of institutional controls. See Section 
J for responses regarding liability. 

B. 3. The consultant hired by the ASC commented that: "[t]he Massachusetts 
Contingency Plan specifies that groundwater aquifers are considered State resources and 
its foreseeable use is therefore determined by the State, not by individual property 
owners. Institutional controls, therefore, cannot be placed on groundwater unless the 
State designates these groundwater areas as inappropriate for the uses that pose risk in the 
human health risk characterization." 

EPA Response: The MassDEP conducted a use and value determination of the aquifer within 
the Northern Study Area (north of Interstate 95), and determined the groundwater to be of "low 
use and value." The Commonwealth of Massachusetts has worked in consultation with EPA 
during the preparation of the risk assessments and agrees that the risk assessments are consistent 
with their Method 3 approach. EPA's baseline risk assessment identified the groundwater 
plumes as contributing to future risks to commercial/ industrial workers and excavation workers. 
EPA's selected remedy identifies institutional controls for groundwater to reduce those future 
human health risks. Under CERCLA, EPA has the authority to take action to limit exposures to 
groundwater at a site. In this case, institutional controls wi l l be the vehicle to ensure that 
speci fied groundwater uses are restricted. 

B. 4. MassDEP commented that: "DEP supports institutional controls (ICs) in concept 
for the areas outlined in the Proposed Plan because of the future risk these areas present. 
However, it has not been possible for DEP to fully evaluate the proposed ICs because 
EPA did not identify the types of ICs with sufficient specificity, nor compare and contrast 
the efficacy of different types of ICs in the feasibility study (FS). In addition, the FS did 
not appropriately assess the timing or who will be responsible for securing, maintaining 
and enforcing the ICs (for example, in the FS Table 4-2D that evaluates ICs for surface 
soils under the 9 criteria, a time frame is not estimated, and it is incorrectly stated that no 
coordination among agencies will be required). If these issues are not addressed prior to 
the ROD, the ROD should then not be limited to a particular type of 1C (such as a Grant). 

In review of the 1C issues for the Proposed Plan, DEP referred in part to EPA's final fact 
sheet titled "Institutional Controls: A Site Manager's Guide to Identifying, Evaluating 
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and Selecting Institutional Controls at Superfund and RCRA Corrective Action 
Cleanups" EPA 540-F-00-005, OSWER 9355.0-74FS-P dated September 2000 which 
specifically addresses all the issues mentioned." 

The consultant for the Wobum City Council commented that it needed more details 
concerning monitoring and costs in order to evaluate the proposed institutional controls. 

EPA Response: Institutional controls will be developed and established to prevent exposures to 
contamination above cleanup standards and protect the selected remedy, where necessary. EPA 
believes that it is appropriate in this case to leave the exact form of institutional controls to the 
pre-design and design process, so that controls can be developed with the input of stakeholders, 
and in accordance with relevant guidance, policies and regulations. 

B. 5. MassDEP commented that: "[s]ince the decision to place ICs for future dredging 
on a portion of the HBHA wetland was based on the assessment of a single core, DEP 
recommends leaving flexibility in the remedy decision for further investigation of that 
area that may reveal that an alternative remedy (e.g. excavation rather than ICs) may be a 
better option." 

EPA Response: EPA collected four sediment core samples within the HBHA Wetland. The 
decision for institutional controls was based upon the exposure point concentrations at SC02. 
The area warranting institutional controls was extended to the next sediment core samples (SC01 
and SC03). Pre-design sediment core investigations may be implemented to further define the 
institutional controls boundaries within the HBHA Wetlands. However, if a responsible party 
opted for removal of contaminated sediments, then institutional controls may not be required, 
providing that provisions were implemented to prevent future recontamination from upstream 
sources. 

B. 6. MassDEP commented that because only a few properties will be in need of an 
additional groundwater restriction under Industri-plex OU-2 and because groundwater is 
mobile and restrictions on groundwater should be temporary measures, EPA should 
perform a full evaluation of alternatives to a Grant of Environmental Restriction for those 
few properties involved. 

EPA Response: Considering that waste will remain in place at the Industri-plex site and this 
waste directly contributes to the contaminated groundwater plumes, EPA does not believe that 
the institutional controls will be temporary. Institutional controls will be developed and 
established to prevent exposures to contamination above cleanup standards and protect the 
selected remedy, where necessary. The form of institutional controls will be determined during 
the pre-design and design in accordance with relevant guidance, policies and regulations, which 
will include a review of alternatives to grants of environmental restrictions. 

B. 7. MassDEP commented that two alternatives would increase protectiveness 
immediately, and eliminate the need for ICs on several properties: excavation and 
removal of surface soil on only vacant properties, or excavation and removal of surface 
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soil in the area indicated in the plan, excluding the sub-surface contaminated area. 
Subsequently, ICs would only be placed on the subsurface contaminated soil area. 

EPA Response: EPA's selected remedy requires institutional controls in the subsurface soil 
(SUB) area and surface soil (SS) area. The smaller SS area is situated within the boundaries of 
the SUB area. Removing portions of the SS area will not eliminate the need for institutional 
controls within that area (SUB area will still require institutional controls). In addition, EPA's 
selected remedy addresses the remedial action objectives and is cost effective. MassDEP's 
suggestion to excavate portions of the soils from the SS area will significantly increase costs 
while not eliminating the need for institutional controls. 

B. 8. Cummings Properties (Cummings) inquired as to whether several properties it 
owns would be subject to institutional controls under the Proposed Plan. 

EPA Response: EPA has identified to Cummings which properties owned by Cummings would 
be subject to institutional controls. EPA's responses are contained in the administrative record. 

B. 9. The ASC's consultant asked who would be responsible for overseeing compliance 
with institutional controls, and further if there were any rules or regulations governing 
institutional controls. A resident from Wilmington also asked who would be responsible 
for the controls. 

EPA Response: The selected remedy requires further coordination with the state, local officials 
and impacted landowners, as well as further predesign investigations to determine the extent of 
institutional controls. While the responsible parties may bear responsibility for monitoring 
compliance with institutional controls, EPA, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and/or the 
City of Woburn will likely enforce and oversee the implementation of the institutional controls. 
Once designed, the affected current and future property owners will be required to comply with 
the institutional controls. The implementation of institutional controls is governed in part by the 
above-mentioned document entitled "Institutional Controls: A Site Manager's Guide to 
Identifying, Evaluating and Selecting Institutional Controls at Superfund and RCRA Corrective 
Action Cleanups" EPA 540-F-00-005, OSWER 9355.0-74FS-P dated September 2000 (EPA 1C 
Guide) and relevant provisions of the Massachusetts Contingency Plan. 

B. 10. The MBTA asked EPA to provide details of the institutional controls and 
monitoring program, whether access to contaminated areas will be limited by fencing, 
and if so, where the fencing is proposed. 

EPA Response: EPA's selected remedy does not include fencing to restrict access to 
contaminated areas. Institutional controls will be developed and established to prevent 
exposures to contamination above cleanup standards and protect the selected remedy, where 
necessary. The form of institutional controls will be determined during the pre-design and 
design in accordance with relevant guidance, policies and regulations. 
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B. 11. The Woburn City Council commented (hat: "EPA makes repeated references to 
Institutional Controls and we understand that they will be used for Industri-plex. 
However, the City has never been included in the EPA's discussions and communications 
about these Institutional Controls, nor has the EPA taken the time lo explain what, 
according to TOSC, will be complex land use restrictions that will necessarily involve 
local government. When will EPA be explaining these to us? Who will be responsible 
for regulating, maintaining, and enforcing such controls for decades to come? What will 
the associated costs be? Who will bear the costs?" 

EPA Response: In order to protect human health by controlling potential exposures to 
contaminated soils, sediments, and groundwater, the selected remedy relies on the use of 
institutional controls such as land and groundwater use restrictions. Institutional controls are 
also necessary for the protection of the selected remedy. The details of the institutional controls 
will be determined during the pre-design and remedial design phase in coordination with the 
parties performing the remedial action, impacted landowners, and local officials. MassDEP 
participation with the institutional controls will be in accordance with the Commonwealth of 
Massachusetts policies, guidance and regulations. 

C.	 Questions and Comments Concerning the Impact of Flooding on the Remedy and 
Concerning the Upper Mystic Lake 

C. 1. The City of Woburn, The Town of Winchester, the Mystic River Watershed 
Association and the ASC asked EPA to consider the impact of flooding on any proposed 
remedy. The Woburn City Council asked whether the Preferred Remedy would alter 
flood storage capacity. 

EPA Response: EPA's selected remedy is not expected to reduce flood storage capacity within 
the watershed. EPA's selected remedy requires the construction of compensatory wetlands to 
mitigate for any loss of wetland functions and values caused by the remedy, including flood 
storage. The final compensatory wetland design may actually improve and increase the overall 
net flood storage capacity within the watershed. EPA's remedy will comply with all regulations 
and substantive permit requirements, including Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the 
Executive Order for Floodplain Management, Exec. Order 11988 (1977), codified at 40 C.F.R. 
Part 6, App. A., 40 CFR 6.302(b). In addition, the surface water control structure (i.e., culvert) 
at Mishawum Road controls flooding conditions within HBHA and regulates surface water flow 
downstream. EPA's remedy does not alter this control structure. Limited excavations along the 
perimeter of the Wells G&H Wetland and Cranberry Bog Conservation Area will be restored to 
match the existing conditions. EPA's selected remedy is not expected to interfere with or 
compromise surface water flow conditions downstream in Winchester. 
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C. 2. The ASC asked EPA to provide a clear delineation of health risks posed by 
contamination deposited on frequently flooded areas, including several playing fields in 
Winchester. The ASC's consultant questioned why EPA did not sample in floodplain 
areas where the ASC had requested sampling during the Remedial Investigation', and 
stated that sampling results collected to date mandated the need for further sampling. 

EPA Response: EPA conducted extensive soil and sediment sampling along frequently flooded 
areas of the Aberjona River. Extensive sampling was conducted near all of the areas identified 
in the comment that are prone to flooding including Davidson Park, Wedgemere Station, and 
Ginn Field. EPA believes that these samples are representative of the conditions affected by 
episodic flooding and determined there were no unacceptable human health or ecological risks at 
any of these areas. The collection of surface soil samples within the floodplain, but within 10 and 
50 feet of the river or wetland areas, represents a worst-case approach since contaminant levels 
in soil are likely to display decreasing concentrations with increasing distance from the river 
channel. This investigation has consistently revealed relatively low concentrations of 
contamination in these frequently flooded areas, and risk evaluations consistently concluded the 
areas do not pose a current or future unacceptable human health or ecological risk. These 
investigation efforts implemented for Industri-plex OU-2 (including Wells G&H OU-3) were 
significant and sufficient at assessing and evaluating the nature and extent of contamination, fate 
and transport process, and risks along the river. EPA does not plan on conducting further soil or 
sediment sampling along the Aberjona River for further risk assessment calculations. EPA's 
selected remedy will require further surface water monitoring along the Aberjona River, and 
periodic sediment monitoring at the Upper Mystic Lake and upper and lower forebays (see 
response to Comment C.8). 

C. 3. The ASC's consultant commented that updated floodplain information be used to 
delineate areas to be sampled and monitored. 

EPA Response: EPA targeted sediment and soil sampling in areas of significant deposition and 
high flood frequency based upon inspection and observations of the river, and discussions with 
the public. EPA also referenced the 1980 FEMA flood maps relative to our inspections and 
observations of the river. The frequently flooded areas; were sampled. 

C. 4. The MBTA asked for the flooding criteria that were considered to assess stream 
levels during storm events and design of the impermeable cap along stream bed (New 
Boston Street Drain way) to the west of the MBTA railroad tracks. 

EPA Response: The conceptual design for the liner of the stream channels assumes that the 
stream bed will be excavated in order to install the liner and preserve the current elevations and 
volume capacity of the existing stream channels. A pre-design investigation is intended to 
evaluate flood storage issues and serve as part of the design basis for the final remedial design. 
The specific design details will be specified in the remedial design. 

C. 5. The MBTA asked what precautions were being taken to help ensure that 
stormwater flooding will not cause structural damage to the railroad tracks. 
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EPA Response: A pre-design investigation will evaluate flood storage issues and serve as pan of 
the design basis for the final remedial design. The design details will be specified in the 
remedial design. 

C. 6. The Town of Winchester requested the opportunity to confer with EPA on the 
potential impact of the proposed remedy on its flood control projects. 

EPA Response: EPA will continue to coordinate with the Town of Winchester regarding the 
selected remedy, including its impact on flood control. 

C. 7. Stauffer Management Company LLC ("SMC"), Pharmacia Corp. ("Pharmacia") 
and consultants retained by SMC and Pharmacia commented that EPA has proposed to 
alter significantly the HBHA Pond without regard for flood control in the area, and will 
exacerbate flooding conditions. The RTC Really Trust (the "RTC") noted that the 
proposed alternative has the potential to significantly alter the surface flow regime in the 
area of the HBHA, and asked for more study or explanation to address the potential for 
flooding. 

The RTC also noted that one of the EPA presentations mentioned that high storm flows 
into the HBHA "break down the chemocline, stir up the bottom sediments, and "flush" 
contaminated sediments downstream," and asked if the proposed alternative addresses 
this transport mechanism, and whether consideration was given to sending some 
stormwater flow around the upper HBHA retention area and directly into the lower 
portion of the HBHA. 

EPA Response: EPA evaluated the flood storage design which was approved by the United 
States Army Corps of Engineers ("USAGE") in the early 1970s. EPA disagrees with the 
comment which suggests that the HBHA will be significantly altered by the selected remedy and 
could have flooding implications as far reaching as Winchester. Storm flows will continue to be 
mitigated by both the north and south basins of the HBHA Pond. However, the HBHA Pond 
only represents about 25 percent of the entire HBHA storage area and storm flows will continue 
to be mitigated by the entire HBHA, not just the HBHA Pond, as was originally designed. Under 
the selected remedy, no modifications to the HBHA are planned beyond the HBHA Pond. The 
outlet structure at Mishawum Road will still function as the main control point for retaining 
storm flows within the HBHA. See also Response to Comment C.I. 

The baseflow inputs from Halls Brook and a portion of the storm flow will continue to flow into 
the primary treatment area/cell (northern/first low-head cofferdam) of the HBHA Pond. 
Consequently, storm flows will continue to be mitigated by both the north (primary and 
secondary treatment cells) and south portions (restored area) of the HBHA Pond. It is also 
important to note that the flood control structure located at the southern tip of the HBHA 
Wetlands (at Mishawum Road) will not be altered under the selected remedy. 

Nonetheless, EPA recognizes that potential flood impacts are an important design consideration 
for both downstream and upstream areas. These issues will be fully addressed in a pre-design 
investigation so that these potential impacts can be mitigated by the final remedial design. 
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The selected remedy for the HBHA Pond will effectively address the contaminated groundwater 
plumes discharge into the HBHA Pond, and effectively treat/sequester contamination so that the 
surface water effluent at the outlet of the secondary treatment cell complies with surface water 
cleanup standards. 

C. 8. Friends of Upper Mystic Lake asked for more information/predictions (modeling) 
on the impact of the proposed remedy on the Upper Mystic Lake, particularly the upper 
forebay and the sediments in the lake, and a plan for continued monitoring of the Upper 
Mystic Lake, particularly the upper forebay and the sediments in the lake. 

EPA Response: EPA conducted extensive sediment sampling within the upper forebay of the 
Upper Mystic Lake and determined that no unacceptable human health or ecological risks 
currently exist in the upper forebay. EPA's selected remedy will require further surface water 
monitoring along the Aberjona River, and periodic monitoring of sediments in the Upper Mystic 
Lakes and associated upper and lower forebays. EPA expects the surface water monitoring to 
be similar to the surface water monitoring conducted during the MSGRP RI, and that these data 
can be compared to the MSGRP RI results including those for the Upper Mystic Lake. The 
surface water data will also be applied to June 2005 surface water model to draw further 
comparisons. Sediment grab samples will also be periodically collected in a manner similar to 
the MSGRP RI from the Upper Mystic Lakes and upper and lower forebays. 

D. Questions and Comments Concerning Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessments 

D. 1. The ASC's consultant inquired as to the governing standards for cleanups at 
properties impacted by the remedy, i.e., Massachusetts Contingency Plan ("MCP") 
standards versus cleanup standards calculated by EPA. The ASC's consultant further 
commented that because the acceptable cancer risk set forth in the MCP is ten times more 
stringent than the acceptable risk relied upon by EPA in setting cleanup goals for the 
Aberjona River, EPA must work collaboratively with MassDEP to insure that the 
Commonwealth's interests are furthered with this cleanup, such that additional work will 
not be required after the federal cleanup is completed. 

EPA Response: EPA has coordinated closely with MassDEP throughout the RI/FS process, 
including the baseline risk assessments. MassDEP considers the risk assessment methods used 
under this RI/ FS process to be equivalent to the MCP Method 3 risk assessment. MassDEP also 
considers remedial decisions selected by this ROD, upon their concurrence, to be adequately 
regulated. 

D. 2. The ASC's consultant asked whether the proposed remedy is "safe," and 
commented that because "EPA has chosen to meet the least stringent level of its range of 
acceptable risks, there is little room for error in the implementation of its plans if the 
target risk range is to be truly met. Consequently, every step should be subject to 
comprehensive evaluation and scrutiny. If the plan goes forward as proposed (or even 
with minor modifications), the continued process of public participation is crucial to its 
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success. In fact, there should be more opportunities for public participation in the 
remedial design and decision-making process." 

EPA Response: The cleanup standards in the Record of Decision correspond to a level of risk 
that is lower than the "least stringent level of its range of acceptable risks," such that the 
cumulative risk will be within EPA's overall target risk management range. EPA agrees the 
public involvement is important to the success of the remedy. Any significant modifications to 
the remedy will be subject to the public participation processes required by the NCP. The 
selected remedy is a cost effective solution that will adequately reduce risks identified at the site. 
Hence, the selected remedy will effectively manage the contamination and risks posed by the 
site, be constructed in accordance with Federal Occupational Health and Safety Administration 
(OSHA) requirements, and function in a protective and safe manner. The Superfund process 
allows for public participation in all aspects of the program. Continued monitoring and 
evaluation of the remedy implemented will be a necessary part of remedial design, remedial 
action and long-term monitoring. 

In addition, a comprehensive review will be conducted at least every five years to evaluate the 
protectiveness of the remedy. The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the 
implementation and performance of the remedy in order to determine if the remedy is or will be 
protective of human health and the environment. The five-year review will document 
recommendations and follow-up actions as necessary to ensure long-term protectiveness of the 
remedy or bring about protectiveness of a remedy that is not protective. These recommendations 
could include providing additional response actions, improving O&M activities, optimizing the 
remedy, enforcing access controls and institutional controls and conducting additional studies 
and investigations. 

D. 3. The ASC's consultant commented that "the additional tables and calculations 
presented by EPA in the September 2004 update to the Baseline Human Health and 
Ecological Risk Assessment Report are not consistent and suggest potential omissions. 
Table 3-3.4 lists the exposure point concentrations used in the calculations. 
Problematically, the sampling locations listed in Table 3-3.4 differ from those mentioned 
in the text of the report and subsequent tables. The sampling locations included in Table 
3-3.4 are NR, WS/WSS, CB-05, DA, KF, and 07/DP. Page ES-3 and other places in the 
report claim that the residential calculations were performed for locations WS/WSS, CB
05, KF, 07/DP, and AJRW. Thus, the NR and DA locations in Table 3-3.4 were not used 
in subsequent tables and calculations, and the AJRW location (the only one that 
represents actual soil data) was evaluated instead (though not included in the exposure 
point concentration Table 3-3.4)." 

The ASC's consultant further commented that the omission of sampling locations DA 
and NR from the residential evaluation in the Human Health Risk Assessment must be 
explained, because the residential risk estimates for these stations exceed EPA's 
acceptable risk management criteria. 

EPA Response: EPA established a recreational frequency of exposure for stations NR and DA 
considering a number of factors, including land use and accessibility, and evaluated potential 
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risks based upon the exposure point concentrations for average and reasonable maximum 
concentrations. As a result, the human health risk assessment did not identify these areas as 
associated with an unacceptable risk based on a future recreational scenario. The evaluation of 
potential residential exposures to surface soil that may have been impacted by flooding was 
specifically evaluated for locations in Winchester, the locale of concern based on previously 
provided community comments. Locations in Woburn were also included as considered 
applicable. Table 3.3-4 is correct in the listing of stations with available surface soil data. The 
text is correct in identifying which of those stations with available surface soil data have been 
quantitatively evaluated for this potentially complete residential pathway. Station AJRW 
exposure point concentrations are provided on Table 3.3-7. It was not an unexpected finding that 
stations NR and DA had the highest arsenic levels of all the surface soil samples. The surface 
soil samples from these two stations were collected from areas where the river bank was highly 
channelized, and a steep drop down to the river bed was present. The soil samples were 
collected at the very edge of the channel, immediately at the top of the river bank, rather than 10 
to 50 feet from the waters edge as noted for surface soil samples collected from the other 
stations. Because the soil samples collected from stations NR and DA are representative of river 
bank data rather than floodplain soil data, they were not included in the residential evaluation. 

D. 4. The ASC's consultant commented that: "[i]n many cases, EPA evaluates target-
specific hazard indices to gauge the significance of non-cancer health risks. Each 
chemical is assigned to a specific category of potential adverse health impacts based on 
the nature of the toxicity data used to derive its reference dose (safe exposure level). 
However, the target-specific analyses incorrectly assume that each chemical has one and 
only one endpoint via which it can cause adverse health impacts. In some cases, 
chemicals can cause multiple adverse health effects at different levels of exposure. In 
cases where the aggregate hazard index (summed over all chemicals) exceeds one and 
EPA has developed target-specific analyses for which the disaggregated hazard indices 
are all smaller than one, EPA should evaluate secondary endpoints for chemicals that 
might contribute risk to the critical health endpoint... By not considering the potential 
effects of chemicals on non-target organs, EPA has underestimated potential risks." 

EPA Response: Each contaminant has one or, in some cases, a small number of target organs, 
i.e., organs adversely affected by a contaminant at levels slightly above the threshold dose for 
that compound. It is acknowledged that other organ systems may be affected by specific 
contaminants; however, the effects on non-target organs occur at higher levels of exposure. In 
selecting target organs, the most sensitive organ(s) are identified, not all organs that may be 
affected at all exposure doses. In addition, the hazard posed by two compounds with the same 
target organ should only be summed if those two compounds also exert toxicity through the same 
or a similar mechanism of action. The approach used in this risk assessment conforms to the 
EPA method of estimating target organ hazard indices. 

D. 5. The ASC's consultant commented, regarding the possibility of deep sediment 
contamination ecological impact, that: "EPA did not justify its decision not to sample 
sediment depths lower than 6 inches. In the current BERA, this problem has continued. 
In Appendix E.4- Baseline Ecological Risk Assessment Supplemental Data of the 
Baseline Human Health and Ecological Risk Assessment Report - concentrations of 
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Contaminants of Potential Concern (COPCs) from 1-2 foot, 2-3 foot and 3-4 foot were 
not presented nor discussed in the text. The concern of re-suspension of deep sediments 
that may be contaminated was not addressed. Deeper contamination in sediments may 
exist beyond Reach 1, but the data have not been provided. Additionally, no remediation 
is proposed beyond Reach 0. Risk management actions, such as land use restrictions, 
could be taken to prevent scouring and erosion of contaminated deeper sediments." 

EPA Response: The purpose of the baseline ecological risk assessment was to assess risk to 
organisms exposed to surface sediments. Deep sediment is not a medium typically available for 
exposure to aquatic organisms; therefore a scenario involving exposure to ecological receptors 
was not evaluated. None of the scenarios included a pathway for exposure of organisms to deep 
sediments, and did not require an evaluation of risk to media that is not normally exposed to 
ecological receptors. In addition, the data collected in the sediment cores did indicate that, in 
general, there are lower concentrations of sediment contaminants in deeper sediments. 

D. 6. The ASC's consultant commented that: "[t]he exposure model used for the Green 
Heron (Metcalf & Eddy, 2004; pages 4-55 to 4-56) does not accurately estimate its 
exposure. Because herons seek favorable foraging areas and do not wander far, 
exposures should be expressed by reach rather than site-wide. Their foraging areas can 
be small - for example, a shoreline of a wetland or along a wetland channel; yet, small 
fish data collected site-wide were used to estimate that fish represent 45% of a heron's 
diet. Because a value of 55% was used in the exposure model for the invertebrate 
proportion of a heron's diet, more crayfish data should be collected from reaches not 
sampled (see Davis and Kushlan, 1994)." 

EPA Response: The limited site-specific tissue data utilized in the BERA was sufficient to 
estimate exposures to avian species. The major COPCs of concern (metals) are not 
bioaccumulative. The conservative estimate of dietary exposure used the maximum site-wide 
concentration of each COPC (highest of all the crayfish and fish tissue concentrations). Based 
on this dose estimate, only iron exceeded the NOAEL level (M&E, 2004, Table 4-194). 
Although the assessment endpoint is not to determine risk to an individual, this estimate assumes 
that the exposed individual ate only the most contaminated crayfish and fish in the whole study 
area every day. Using these data, there is no evidence of potential effects on avian populations. 
EPA considers the estimates of risk from dietary exposures to be conservative, appropriate, and 
protective. 

D. 7. The ASC's consultant commented that: "[b]ecause muskrat exposures and risks 
were calculated on a station-by-station basis (page 4-57), the same comments regarding 
the Green Heron and the inadequate crayfish data also apply to muskrats." 

EPA Response: The limited site-specific tissue data for crayfish was also adequate for muskrat 
modeling, for different reasons. Muskrals are herbivores, and the dietary dose of animal tissue 
(represented by crayfish) is only 10% of the diet. Improvements in the estimate of the COPC 
concentrations in crayfish would not have substantially changed the risk estimates. EPA believes 
that the estimates of dietary exposures for muskrat were appropriate. 
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D. 8. Relative to the number of crayfish collected from various reaches, the ASC's 
consultant commented that: "only two samples were collected from reaches 1 and 2, three 
from reach 3, one from reach 5, and no samples at all from reaches 4 and 6. These are 
extremely small crayfish data sets for reaches that measure at least 100 feet each in 
length. In Table 2-179, the average arsenic concentration in crayfish was 2.7 mg/kg in 
reach 2, 1.5 mg/kg in reach 3, and 0.24 mg/kg in reach 5. This latter value was the 
arsenic concentration in a single crayfish. Additionally, the average concentration of 
contaminants in crayfish is used to assess risk in each reach. Although this provides a 
best estimate of risk, due to the limited nature of the data, it would be more conservative 
and more protective of the environment to use the maximum detected concentrations. 

Although no crayfish samples were collected from reaches 4 and 6, dietary exposures 
associated with ingestion of crayfish were calculated for these areas using data from 
reaches 3 and 5. Using crayfish body burden data from another reach to represent 
potential crayfish body burdens in reaches 4 and 6 does not provide useful information 
that can aid in making a risk management decision." 

EPA Response: The limited site-specific tissue data for crayfish were adequate for modeling of
 
wildlife exposures, and EPA considers the dietary exposure estimates associated with ingestion
 
of crayfish to be appropriate and protective. The major COPCs of concern (metals) are not
 
bioaccumulative, and the limited tissue data, even using the maximum site-wide concentrations
 
of metals in crayfish tissue, did not result in risk to receptors.
 

D. 9. The ASC's consultant commented that: "'plant uptake factors based on a small 
number of plant samples were applied to plants in all areas considered in the ecological 
risk assessment. Six plant samples were collected from stations in the 38-acre wetland of 
reach 1. Plant tissue data are not available for the other 5 reaches. Using average plant 
uptake values derived from another reach to represent potential plant tissue 
concentrations for the other five reaches will not provide useful information that can aid 
in making a risk management decision." 
(The ASC's consultant made this comment with regard to both the September 2004 
Ecological Risk Characterization and the MSGRP Ecological Risk Assessments) 

EPA Response: Although the data set is not large, EPA did collect site-specific data for 
concentrations of COPCs in plant tissue. Data were collected in the reach with the highest 
observed contaminant concentrations, and the potentially largest area of habitat for herbivores 
(Reach i). Utilizing these site-specific data for the other reaches is a reasonable estimate of 
plant uptake, and the uncertainty in these extrapolations was discussed in the BERA. 

D. 10. The ASC's consultant commented that: "although the EPA collected media-
specific data for the ecological risk assessment, EPA did not necessarily collect the most 
appropriate data. For example, in evaluating potential dietary risks to the muskrat, EPA 
sampled cattails, the muskrat's primary food item. Instead of sampling the roots and 
basal portions of the plants eaten by muskrats (as stated on page 4-38), however, EPA 
sampled the stems and leaves of the cattails." 
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EPA Response: Samples of plant tissue were collected to estimate dietary exposure of both 
muskrat and mallard in food-chain models. It is correct that EPA collected above-ground 
portions of plants for plant tissue analysis. This was done in part to allow these values to be used 
as estimates for mallard consumption as well, for which it would not be generally appropriate to 
use root portions of the plant. As is true for most food-chain modeling, the best available data 
were used as an estimate in the models. EPA acknowledges that the utilization of stem/leaf 
samples likely underestimated dietary exposure of muskrat to metal COPCs. However, plant 
tissue concentrations were not measured at each station, but rather estimated from sediment 
concentrations. Evaluation of the potential error in this estimate of plant tissue concentrations 
for sediment concentrations and BCFs, is provided in Table 4-276 of the BERA (M&E, 2004). 
There is uncertainty involved in each assumption, and EPA attempted to use the data in a 
consistent and reasonable manner. The issue of above-ground portions of the plant and root 
tissue was further addressed in the BERA for the Northern Study Area (Appendix 7A, TTNUS, 
2005) and in the comprehensive risk assessment (Chapter 7 of the RI, TTNUS, 2005). 

D. 11. The ASC's consultant commented that: "[ejxposure COPC doses for plant 
ingestion (page 4-58) should not be modeled for the muskrat because the risk assessment 
should represent realistic and site-specific exposures. The use of plant tissue 
concentrations that were modeled from average station sediment COPC concentrations 
for each habitat (pond, wetland, or river) multiplied by site-wide uptake factors is 
appropriate for a screening-level assessment, but not a baseline risk assessment." 

EPA Response: Calculating risk to wildlife using dietary models with site-specific tissue data is 
standard practice. In the Northern Study Area, additional plant tissue data were collected and 
utilized to assess dietary dose to muskrat in Reach 0, as well as to assess the uncertainty in the 
application of uptake factors. Estimates for muskrat were not made using site-wide sediment 
concentrations; the estimates in reaches 1-6 were based on station-specific sediment 
concentrations and uptake factors. Utilizing uptake factors, which were based on site-specific 
data, is a reasonable estimate of plant uptake, and the uncertainty in these extrapolations was 
discussed in the BERAs. 

D. 12. The ASC's consultant commented that: "eels were caught in the fish survey but 
were not used in the Risk Assessment. Though eels are a key species in the study area, 
no justification is provided for the exclusion of eels from the study. Eels have a higher 
lipid content than the white sucker, a species that was considered in the study, and could 
therefore contain higher concentrations of lipophilic chemicals. The eel should replace 
the white sucker in the Risk Assessment. Eels should additionally be used in the small 
fish tissue data used to calculate dietary fish exposure for the heron." 

EPA Response: There were 17 white sucker samples in the Southern Study Area as compared to 
5 eel samples (all from reach 6). Only 4 eels were captured in the Northern Study Area and all 
of them were in Philips Pond, which is a reference pond. No eels were captured in HBHA Pond 
or HBHA pond No. 3. White sucker was selected as a reasonable receptor to evaluate potential 
tissue residue effects since more data were available and more tissue residue values were 
available from similar species. Although eels may have higher lipid content, the major COPCs 
were metals, which are not lipophilic, and do not generally bioaccumulate through the food web. 
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D. 13. The ASC's consultant commented that: "(c]opper could be responsible for 
adverse health effects in benthic invertebrates and perhaps fish as well. The average 
concentration of 49.7 mg/kg in crayfish is approximately twice the laboratory test 
concentration at which no effects were observed (page 4-72), The on-site tissue 
concentration of copper was 2.5 times higher than the reference samples. 

Additionally, evaluation of sediment chemistry indicated that high concentrations of 
arsenic, copper, chromium, mercury, and zinc were correlated with both (a) those sites 
with evidence of reduced growth of benthic invertebrates in toxicity tests, as well as (b) 
those stations with evidence of impacted natural communities (page 4-85)." 

EPA Response: EPA has acknowledged that the potential impairment of benthic invertebrate
 
communities correlated to arsenic as well as other metals in sediment. However, the potential
 
effects on benthic organisms were most highly correlated to arsenic concentrations. The
 
conclusions regarding the magnitude and significance of the risk to benthic communities is not
 
altered by attributing the risk to one or more metals detected in the sediments.
 

D. 14. The ASC's consultant commented that: "[t]he text (page 4-88) appears to be 
incorrect or the calculations are incorrect for the risks to the muskrat. The text states that 
a test TRY for arsenic is based on a chronic (reproductive) lowest observed adverse effect 
level (LOAEL) in a mouse of 1.93 mg/kg-day, but a test TRY value of 1.26 mg/kg-day 
appears in Table 4-142. 

In addition, the text states that the TRY is based on oral doses of sodium arsenite which 
is likely to be more toxic than forms found in the muskrat diet on-site. Due to these 
uncertainties, the confidence in the conclusion of risk to muskrat is reduced.' However, 
3.3 % of the diet is associated with ingestion of sediment, either in the pond or wetlands, 
which may be in arsenite form." 

EPA Response: It is acknowledged that the text on page 4-88 is incorrect. The muskrat arsenic 
TRVs used in calculations were not based on a TRY of 1.93 mg/kg-day but in fact were based on 
a LOAEL of 1.26 mg/kg-day as indicated in Table 1-142 and the muskrat food chain 
models. Since the TRY which was used in the calculations is lower than the TRY mistakenly 
printed in the text, risk conclusions would not change. 

The TRY is based on oral does of sodium arsenite, which is a more toxic form of arsenic. By 
using sodium arsenite, rather than another form of arsenic, the model ensures that risk from 
arsenic will not be underestimated. 

D. 15. The ASC's consultant commented that: "(tlhe derived Wildlife TRY value of 7 
mg/kg-day for chromium (page 4-89) does not appear to be the most conservative value. 
A test TRY of 5 mg/kg-day for a mouse is listed in Table E.3.1 and represents a 
reproductive endpoint. Using this value, a wildlife TRY would be 2 mg/kg-day and 
would be a more reasonable estimate to use for the muskrat. It is likely that chromium 
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could be a risk driver for the muskrat because the 3-fold difference between the two 
wildlife TRVs would eievate the hazard index by a factor of 3." 

EPA Response: As stated in the text on page 4-60 of the subject document, a TRV based on a 
LOAEL was used only if a suitable NOAEL was unavailable. The derived Wildlife TRV value 
of 7 mg/kg-day was obtained from a NOAEL study 20 weeks in duration. The 2 mg/kg-day 
value was obtained from a LOAEL study of shorter duration (12 weeks), and thus required a 
downward adjustment correction factor of 10. The original 7 mg/kg-day TRV was, therefore, 
more suitable. 

D. 16. The ASC's consultant commented that: "EPA's conclusion that there is no 
evidence of negative impacts on the survival, growth, or reproduction of green heron 
populations or other piscivorous birds resulting from the exposure to COPCs in the study 
area (page 4-92) is flawed. 

EPA's conclusion may be inaccurate for the following reasons: 

•	 Exposure calculations do not adequately reflect realistic exposures for green 
herons. 

•	 Table 4-251 indicates that the average arsenic concentration of 0.3 mg/kg in blue 
gills for the study area is 3-fold higher than the reference, but the concentrations 
detected in each reach are not presented. 

•	 Table E.2-2 shows that arsenic concentrations in brown bullhead tissue are 
significantly greater than the reference concentrations. 

• The average arsenic concentration of 0.14 mg/kg in brown bullhead 
fillets from Reach 3 was 3-fold higher than the reference concentration of 
0.042 mg/kg. 
• The average arsenic concentration of 1.2 mg/kg in brown bullhead offal 
from Reach 3 was 27-fold larger than the reference concentration of 0.046 
mg/kg. 
• The average arsenic concentration of 0.17 mg/kg in brown bullhead 
fillets from Reach 6 was 4-fold higher than the reference concentration. 
• The average arsenic concentration of 0.096 mg/g in brown bullhead 
offal from Reach 6 showed a 2-fold increase relative to the reference. 

In addition, differences in COPC concentrations, in crayfish, small fish, and bottom 
feeding fish within reaches should be compared because risk management decisions will 
need to be made by reach. Some areas may not be suitable for aquaculture." 

EPA Response: EPA used consistent and conservative exposure assumptions. When the 
maximum case exposure scenario was calculated for heron (Table 4-194 in M&E, 2004), the 
only COPC with an HQ above 1 was iron. This conservative exposure scenario assumes that the 
heron feeds exclusively on fish and crayfish with maximum observed concentrations of each 
COPC observed in the study area. Based on this dose estimate, only iron exceeded the NOAEL 
level (M&E, 2004, Table 4-194). Although the assessment endpoint is not to determine risk to an 
individual, this estimate assumes that the exposed individual ate only the most contaminated 
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crayfish and fish in the whole study area every day. Ufiing these data, there is no evidence of
 
potential effects on avian populations. EPA considers the estimates of dietary exposures to be
 
conservative, appropriate, and protective.
 

Elevated concentrations of COPCs in tissue of fish on site as compared to reference locations 
may lead to a conclusion of increased exposure to arsenic, but not necessarily the presence of an 
ecological effect. The ecological effects endpoint was a comparison to tissue residue 
concentrations that are indicative of toxicity or impairment to fish. 

A comparison of tissue concentrations for crayfish and fish among reaches was not part of an
 
assessment endpoint that would assist in the determination of risk to aquatic receptors. The
 
tissue data collected were used to address the assessment endpoints identified in the risk
 
assessment.
 

D. 17. The ASC's consultant commented that: "EPA is incorrect in concluding that 
'there is relatively high confidence in the mallard TRY used for arsenic since it is based 
on the same species for a chronic exposure (page 4-93). 

The test TRY of 5.14 mg/kg-day for arsenic selected for the mallard and heron was 
derived from a mortality endpoint, not a chronic endpoint such as reproduction or growth. 
A lower test TRY of 3 mg/kg-day is cited in Table E.3.2 and is from a recent study 
(Camardese et al., 1990). 

It is a flawed rationale to conclude, 'The exposure analysis indicates that a portion of the 
potential mallard habitat may be impacted within the Wells G&H wetland. However, the 
limited area of arsenic above 1,000 mg/kg is not sufficient to represent a threat to mallard 
populations within the wetland, even if the ducks limited foraging lo this wetland 
exclusively.' The exposure and risk model for the mallard only examines the exposure 
and risks to the adults, not fledglings which limit their foraging to the immediate vicinity 
of the nest. If fledglings from the nests in the Wells G&H wetland don't survive due to 
the effects caused by arsenic, this could have a dramatic effect on the local mallard 
population. 

Feathers could easily be collected from nests in nearby heron colonies or mallard nests in 
the HBHA wetlands or the Wells G&H wetland, and they could subsequently be analyzed 
for arsenic to assess their exposure and risk." 

EPA Response: The test TRY of 5.14 mg/kg-day for arsenic selected for the mallard and heron 
was derived from a mortality endpoint for a 128-day test. Whereas, the Camardese et al., (1990) 
TRY is based on 70-day tests. Using either value for the TRY, the assessment endpoint for 
mallards would not be exceeded. The Camardese et al., (1990) reference is based on ducklings, 
so this TRY incorporates the concern for protecting fledglings. 

Based on the nature of the COPCs, and level of risk to avian species, EPA did not consider that 
additional studies on exposures of herons were necessary. In addition, unless there are TRVs in 
the literature relating arsenic concentrations in feathers to effects on reproduction, growth, or 
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mortality in avian species, collecting these types of data would not assist in determining effects, 
only in assessing exposure. 

D. 18. The ASC's consultant commented that: "only sediment samples beneath less than 
three feet of water were used to evaluate exposure of mallard ducks to sediment. The 
justification and references for this threshold should be elucidated. Also, many species of 
ducks live on Mystic Lake for at least a portion of the year. Because it is the largest open 
water body in the Aberjona River watershed, exposures for mallards in Mystic Lake 
should be calculated separately. Sediment sampling location SD-02-01 was used to 
evaluate exposure of a muskrat to sediment, but was not used to evaluate mallard 
exposure." 

EPA Response: Mallards are dabbling ducks. Water depth for feeding and brooding is typically 
listed as from 1 foot to up to 3 feet deep (Johnson et al., 1987). Up to 2.0 to 2.5 feet deep may be 
more typical for mallards; however, since water levels may vary annually, EPA considered less 
than 3 feet a reasonable estimate of forage depth for a dabbling duck. (This response was 
provided previously in the response to Zemba, et al. (2003)). 

Mallard use of Mystic Lakes was included in the site-wide model. Based on the depth, sediment 
sample SD-02-01 should have been used for mallard exposure calculation, and was corrected in 
Table 4-32 (M&E, 2004). The sitewide model was re-calculated with this sample; and the 
revised results were presented inTables E.l-51, E.l-52,4-198 and 4-199 of the 2004 BERA 
(M&E, 2004). Table 4-197 (M&E, 2004), which summarized HQs for mallard, did not require 
revision, as none of the HQs, rounded to whole numbers, differed from the previously reported 
values. 

EPA used consistent and conservative exposure assumptions. Modeling potential risk to mallard 
in a subbasin (Mystic Lakes) of the study area would not alter the risk conclusions. 

D. 19. The ASC's consultant commented that: "EPA may be incorrect to state that 'the 
survival or reproduction of shrew may be impaired in the study area due to exposure to 
inorganics in diet, but the results are associated with moderate level of uncertainty' (page 
4-96). A screening level risk assessment was performed for the shrew, not a baseline risk 
assessment that uses site-specific dietary data. Because earthworms were not collected, 
there is high degree of uncertainty with associated risk estimates. More accurate risk 
estimates to small mammals such as shrews are desirable because shrews can be found in 
areas similar to those frequented by pets that roam into the drier wetland areas. In 
addition, Figure 4-37, Comparison of Arsenic in Sediment to Ecological Thresholds, 
shows that 7 areas/locations in Reach 2 exceed the shrew threshold and muskrat 
threshold." 

EPA Response: The risk assessments acknowledge and evaluated the uncertainty associated 
with the risk estimates for shrew. The use of soil-to-earthworm bioconcentration factors 
represents a conservative estimate of risk. 
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D. 20. The ASC's consultant commented that: "because benchmarks are not available 
for some chemicals of concern and because the ecological effects of exceeding the 
benchmarks are not well defined, another measurement endpoint should be used to 
evaluate the potential effect of chemicals on the fish populations in the Aberjona River 
and Mystic Lake. This endpoint should be an assessment of the fish community to 
evaluate the biological integrity of the Aberjona River. 

One such endpoint could be the Index of Biotic Integrity, which is an aggregation of 12 
biological metrics that are based on the fish community's taxonomic and trophic 
composition and the abundance and condition offish. These metrics assess the species 
richness component of diversity and the health of resident taxonomic groupings and 
habitat guilds of fish. Two of the metrics assess the community composition in terms of 
tolerant or intolerant species. Fish protocols are described in U.S. EPA (1999). [Note: 
Reference provided in ASC's Reference section: 7999 Update of Ambient Water Quality 
Criteria for Ammonia. Office of Water. Office of Science and Technology. 
Washington, DC. December 1999. EPA-822-R-99-014] 

EPA's conclusion (Page 4-98) that 'the assessment did not indicate any impacts on the 
local populations of predatory fish, bottom feeding fish, and small foraging fish 
populations' is flawed. 

The evaluation does not directly address the ecological effects of COPCs but merely 
compares tissue concentration to tissue residue benchmarks. An evaluation of the age 
structure of a fish population for each of the different feeding classes would be indicated 
if existing fish populations have been affected.'' 

EPA Response: Following EPA guidance, an assessment endpoint was established for assessing 
fish populations. The measurement endpoint associated with the assessment endpoint was the 
comparison offish tissue concentrations to tissue residue benchmarks, as an indication of 
potential population effects. Based on this endpoint there was no evidence of ecological effects 
in the Southern Study Area. Fish community studies were conducted by U-S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service in the Northern Study Area. The population data from the Northern Study Area 
indicated impairment of fisheries; however, the relative influence of poor quality habitat 
conditions could not be distinguished from impacts associated with toxicity from contaminants. 
EPA's goal was to focus data collection on areas, pathways, and receptors that represented 
highest exposures. Although the fish data from Reach 0 indicated elevated exposures to arsenic, 
tissue residue and community data did not document significant community impairment in Reach 
0. Due to habitat conditions, fish sampling in the upper reaches of the Southern Study Area did 
not result in sufficient sample sizes to conduct population studies. However, if no significant 
effects on fish populations were able to be documented in Reach 0, the potential for risk in 
downstream habitats with lower exposures is unlikely to be significant. 

D. 21. ASC's consultant commented that the drinking water ingestion pathway should he 
explicitly considered in the human health risk assessment. 
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EPA Response: The groundwater evaluation of the Northern Study Area (from (including) 
Industri-plex OU-1 to Interstate 95) is based on the Groundwater Use and Value Determination, 
prepared by MassDEP. The groundwater determination classifies groundwater in this aquifer of 
"low" use and value, and specifically identifies exposure pathways of relevance to be included in 
the risk assessment. The groundwater determination further specifies the requirement that MCLs 
must be met before groundwater enters the Interim Wellhead Protection Area to the south of the 
Northern Study Area. The risk assessment for the Northern Study Area is consistent with the 
MassDEP Groundwater Use and Value Determination and, therefore, does not include a 
residential drinking water scenario. In the March 2005 RI and June 2005 FS, EPA identifies 
groundwater plumes originating from Industri-plex OU-1 and discharging into the HBHA. The 
Remedial Investigation did not show that groundwater plumes migrate downstream and impact 
the Wells G&H site. However, EPA did identify and evaluated the potential concern that 
sediments deposited in the Wells G&H wetland could release dissolved forms of metals 
contamination (e.g. arsenic) into the aquifer and impact the future supply wells within the Wells 
G&H site aquifer. EPA prepared a January 2005 Technical Memorandum (Appendix 5A in the 
March 2005 MSGRP RI) which concluded this was unlikely. Note that under the Wells G&H 
Superfund Site Operable Unit 2, additional data will be collected from the Wells G&H aquifer 
and any remaining site-relate aquifer issues will be addressed under that operable unit. The 
conclusions of the January 2005 Technical Memorandum will be reviewed as new information 
gathered as part of the Wells G&H OU-2 investigation data becomes available. 

D. 22. The ASC's consultant commented that: "MSGRP pg. 6-10 ascribes considerable 
uncertainties associated with some exposure point concentrations that are influenced by 
highly variable data. The precise purpose of using an upper confidence limit on the mean 
is to account for such uncertainty, which typically results from insufficient numbers of 
samples to characterize the data distribution. Default risk assessment techniques 
substitute the maximum detected concentrations within reasonable maximum exposure 
calculations in cases in which upper confidence limits exceed the maximum values. In 
these situations, EPA should conduct sensitivity calculations on the risk estimates based 
on the upper confidence limits (even though they would be higher than the maximum 
concentrations). If the risk estimates of the sensitivity estimates exceed risk management 
criteria, EPA should consider further sampling in these areas to better characterize 
exposure point concentrations and reduce uncertainties. 

Additionally, examples of singularly high concentrations such as the 1,600 mg/kg 
detected at location SC02 suggest the presence of "hot spots" that, if contacted even on 
occasion, might present excessive risks to human health. EPA should evaluate the 
potential need for the evaluation of health risks due to acute or short-term exposures. The 
ATSDR has established an acute Minimum Risk Level (MRL) of 0.005 mg/kg-d for 
arsenic. A 70 kg dredger ingesting an elevated level of 500 mg/kg per day of soil with an 
arsenic concentration of 1,600 mg/kg would receive a daily dose of 0.01 mg/kg-d, a value 
twice the acute MRL. EPA should evaluate acute exposure levels of potential concerns 
and consider the need for appropriate measures to protect individuals (such as dredgers) 
against short-term hazards. 
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The car wash scenario is likely a conservative estimate of the degree of exposure that a 
worker might receive from exposure to volatile chemicals emanating from groundwater 
used as industrial process water. As noted on p. 6-10 of the MSGRP, other groundwater 
use scenarios might be associated with much lower risk. As constructed, the risk 
assessment provides only the car wash scenario as a basis for developing potential 
restrictions oh groundwater use. We suggest that additional scenarios be added to the risk 
assessment to provide a broader basis for determining guidelines for using groundwater 
for industrial or commercial (or other non-contact) uses." 

EPA Response: The areas with uncertain exposure point concentrations (SC02 and SO-13) 
influenced by highly variable data have been identified as requiring action as part of this remedy. 
EPA agrees that further sampling in these areas is necessary. Therefore, a pre-design 
investigation will be conducted to more closely delineate the extent of contamination exceeding 
the sediment cleanup standards and requiring action. Because there are no current exposures 
occurring to sediment core location SC02, an evaluation of the acute effects of arsenic at this 
location is not necessary. Note that exposures at this location will be controlled in the future 
through institutional controls, ensuring that future dredging workers implement appropriate 
health and safety measures to protect themselves from both acute and long-term health affects 
associated with arsenic. Regarding groundwater use scenarios, the remedy will also restrict 
groundwater usage at the Northern Study Area. The risk assessment evaluated groundwater 
exposures related to a car wash worker, an industrial worker exposed to process water, and an 
on-site construction worker. EPA considers the groundwater exposure pathways to be 
reasonable, appropriate and protective. 

D. 23. The ASC's consultant commented that: "'[although current exposure to buried 
sediment from the former Mishawum Lake bottom is unlikely, it is necessary to consider 
future use of these areas. EPA appropriately sampled these soils and included the data in 
the risk assessment." 

EPA Response: Comment noted. 

D. 24. The ASC's consultant commented that ammonia should be considered as a 
contaminant of concern in the ecological risk assessment. 

EPA Response: EPA agrees that ammonia was detected at high concentrations in groundwater 
and surface water, and should be a contaminant of concern. The March 2005 MSGRP RJ 
presents a detailed discussion of all groundwater sampling events conducted at the site and 
identifies high concentrations of ammonia within the contaminated groundwater plumes. The 
highest concentrations in groundwater (up to 2,710 mg/L) are observed at sample locations 
adjacent to or downgradient of the hide piles or where animal waste have been buried, such as 
the NSTAR right-of-way. 
EPA's June 2005 Administrative Record contains a report (cited by the commenter) entitled 
"Ammonia Data For Water Quality Samples," dated June 24, 2005, authored by Robert Ford 
(EPA), which includes groundwater and surface water data. The data identify high 
concentrations of groundwater discharging into the northern portion of the HBHA Pond up to 
2349.7 mg/L, and high ammonia concentrations in deeper portions of the HBHA Pond up to 
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1762.2 mg/L. The concentration of ammonia in shallow surface water of the HBHA Pond outlet 
is elevated, ranging from 4.0 mg/L to 17.9 mg/L. 

The Industri-plex OU-1 has a very large source of organic nitrogen in the form of buried animal 
hide wastes. As bacteria decompose the waste, some of the nitrogen that was bound up in 
complex organic molecules is released to the soil as ammonia. Through leaching processes, the 
ammonia is converted to ammonium by reacting with water. The fate and transport of ammonia 
contamination in groundwater is consistent with the contaminated groundwater plumes fate and 
transport presented in the MSGRP RI, where the contaminated groundwater plumes discharge 
into the HBHA Pond and impacts aquatic life. The presence of the chemocline serves to 
sequester the highest concentrations of ammonia at depth while assisting in the processes that 
decrease ammonia concentrations in the more oxic zones of the water column. EPA's selected 
remedy will adequately address the ammonia concentrations. 

EPA has prepared the October 2005 Technical Memorandum - Evaluation of Ammonia and 
Supplemental Soil Data and October 2005 Fact Sheet supplementing the June 2005 Proposed 
Plan, which further presents, assesses and explains ammonia's impact on groundwater and 
surface water. Cleanup goals for the protection of human health and the environment have been 
developed for groundwater and surface water, respectively, and are presented in the October 
2005 Technical Memorandum. This October 2005 Technical Memorandum was included in the 
Administrative Record for this Record of Decision and was available for review and comment 
during the reopened public comment period from October 20, 2005 to November 18, 2005. The 
selected remedy will identify ammonia as a contaminant of concern, and comply with National 
Recommended Water Quality Criteria (NRWQC). 

D. 25. The ASC's consultant commented that there is still too much uncertainty in the 
shrew calculations. 

EPA Response: The risk assessments acknowledge and evaluate the uncertainty associated with 
the risk estimates for shrew. The use of soil-to-earthworm bioconcentration factors represents a 
conservative estimate of risk. The selected remedy includes strategies to reduce transport and 

further deposition of COPCs, including arsenic, from upstream sources. 

D. 26. The ASC's consultant commented that: "[w]e disagree with the statement on Page 
7-4, 'The resulting level of ecological risk for the receptors is low except for the benthic 
invertebrates in the HBHA Pond.' Arsenic frequently is detected above reference criteria 
in areas other than the HBHA Pond. 

EPA Response: It is clearly documented in the BERA that arsenic concentrations exceeding 
reference concentrations are found outside of HBHA Pond, however, the presence of arsenic in 
the sediment did not correspond to significant ecological effects. This has been attributed largely 
to the variation in the bioavailability of arsenic, depending on sediment chemistry and other 
factors. 

D. 27. The ASC's consultant commented that: "because no population measurements 
were taken, one could state that the risk assessment does not provide sufficient evidence 
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to conclude that arsenic contamination in the study areas is not causing an adverse effect 
on muskrat populations. The density of individual muskrats in the HBHA wetlands and 
38-acre wetland was not measured. This measurement would be beneficial to estimate 
the frequency of muskrat use as well as the habitat value to the muskrat. In addition, if 
individual muskrats were captured, their fur could be analyzed for arsenic to determine if 
exposure to arsenic had occurred." 

EPA Response: Conducting population studies, with the associated high uncertainty, would not 
likely provide conclusive evidence to show significant effects on muskrat population as 
compared to reference areas. The baseline ecological risk assessment's level of analysis 
conducted for the evaluation of potential effects on muskrat was adequate, and based on these 
data, the risk assessment does not provide sufficient evidence to conclude that arsenic 
contamination in the study areas is causing a significant adverse effect on muskrat populations. 
EPA has acknowledged the uncertainty in the risk evaluation. In addition, unless there are TRVs 
in the literature relating arsenic concentrations in mammalian fur to effects on reproduction, 
growth, or mortality, collecting these types of data would not assist in determining effects, only 
in assessing exposure. 

D. 28. A resident of Wilmington commented that in some instances, the human health 
risk assessments were based only on food and did not include the breathing, drinking 
water, and skin absorption of receptors to contamination sources. 

EPA Response: All human health exposure scenarios were developed appropriately for this site 
in accordance with EPA risk assessment guidelines. All appropriate exposure pathways were 
evaluated in the quantitative evaluation including skin absorption and inhalation exposures. The 
drinking water pathway was not included because groundwater within the Northern Study Area 
(north of Interstate 95) is not considered a drinking water source area by MassDEP (see 
MassDEP's Use and Value Determination for the Indu&tri-plex study area).. 

D. 29. A resident of Wilmington commented that wildlife is dead and yet EPA found no 
link to the contamination. 

EPA Response: The baseline ecological risk assessment was conducted in accordance with EPA 
risk assessment guidelines. Unacceptable ecological risks related to the site were only identified 
in the HBHA Pond. EPA studies did not show unacceptable risk to wildlife for site contaminants 
in other areas. 

D. 30. A resident of Wilmington commented that complete hydrocarbons should be 
evaluated as part of the risk assessment. She further commented that the use of metals as 
risk assessment markers is not appropriate nor based upon currently available technology. 

EPA Response: EPA disagrees with the comment suggesting that the risk assessments were 
incomplete or only evaluated certain "marker" contaminants or incomplete exposure pathways. 
The baseline risk assessments were prepared in accordance with EPA risk assessment guidelines 
and accepted technology. Sampling was conducted for the full suite of contaminants including 
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volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds, pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls, metals and 
water quality parameters. All contaminants detected were evaluated in the risk assessments. 

D. 31. SMC, Pharmacia and the consultant retained by SMC and Pharmacia and SMC 
comment that the sediment ingestion scenarios relied upon by EPA in determining a 
current human health risk in two locations are not credible, as the locations are difficult to 
access. 

EPA Response: The exposure scenarios are reasonable and appropriate, consistent with EPA risk 
assessment guidance, factor in future land use considerations, and are health-protective. In 
addition, these exposure scenarios are supported by the MassDEP. Only samples determined to 
be reasonably accessible, based on field observations, were applied to the human health risk 
assessment. Samples located in areas overgrown with reeds, vines, brambles or with excessively 
soft sediments, and considered inaccessible, were not quantitatively evaluated for human 
exposures. The Cranberry Bog and Wells G&H wetland are well utilized areas by the 
neighborhood and community. Future plans by the City of Woburn include development of the 
Wells G&H wetland into a passive recreational area. The Cranberry Bog is surrounded by 
residences, making it plausible that young children living in these residences may contact 
sediments and soils in areas adjacent to their yards. EPA visited each of the sediment exposure 
areas on a number of occasions. During each of these visits, adults and children were observed 
utilizing these areas (e.g., walking dogs, playing in groups, sliding down the embankments). 
Therefore, it is reasonable and health-protective to consider that residential children and adults 
living immediately adjacent to the former cranberry bog may come into direct contact with 
contaminants in sediment at an exposure frequency of 104 days/year. This exposure frequency 
approaches that used to evaluated a residential scenario (150 days/year) but also considers that 
each of the visits may not result in direct contact with sediments. Future plans by the City of 
Wobum include development of the Wells G&H wetland into a passive recreational area. The 
78 day/year-exposure frequency for the Wells G&H wetland area is for future exposures. It is 
likely that children and adults would visit this area more frequently than 78 days per year. In 
fact, residents have stated to EPA that they currently go to this area nearly every day. The 78 
days/year exposure frequency is intended to provide a reasonable maximum estimate of the 
number of days of sediment and surface water contact per year for future site use in the Wells 
G&H wetland area. The total number of visits per year, which may include visits without 
sediment and surface water contact, is acknowledged as likely to exceed 78 days per year. 

Note: Because responses to the October 13, 2003 comments provided by Gradient Corporation 
(consultant for SMC) on the Aberjona River Study were prepared by EPA and are contained as 
part of the Administrative Record for the Site, no additional responses to the resubmitted 
October 13,2003 Gradient comments attached to this August 29, 2005 comment letter have been 
provided. 

D. 32. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that because the 
proposed nature trail in the Wells G&H wetland is located in the upland area and does 
not extend in the wetland where the contaminated sediments are located, the exposure 
pathway should be considered incomplete. 
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EPA Response: EPA considers the areas accessible and determined that unacceptable human 
health risks exist at the areas. The construction of the nature trail in the upland area near station 
WH would attract recreational users to the Wells G&H 38-acre wetland and be an invitation for 
those visitors to explore the passive recreational space. Recreational visitors would not be 
restricted or limited in their ability to explore the area beyond the nature trail, including the near 
shore wetland areas. Therefore, the presence of the nature trail would potentially increase the 
frequency with which a recreational visitor may access near shore sediment at station WH. The 
evaluation of this potential future sediment exposure pathway using exposure assumptions 
inappropriate for a reasonable maximum exposure scenario would not be health-protective or 
consistent with EPA risk assessment guidance. 

D. 33. Pharmacia and SMC and the consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC 
commented that the MSGRP Human Health Risk Assessment was not conducted 
consistent with EPA guidelines and used unrealistic exposure scenarios and overly 
conservative exposure parameters. 

EPA Response: The MSGRP RI baseline risk assessment was prepared consistent with EPA risk 
assessment guidance and the Wells G&H OU-3 Aberjona River Study HHRA, and to conform to 
the requirements of the Final GSIP work plan, prepared by the Industri-plex PRPs and 
commented on by EPA and MassDEP. Note that the Aberjona River Study HHRA, upon which 
the MSGRP HHRA was based, was reviewed and commented on by the PRPs, the public, and 
the MassDEP, and was revised to address those comments and to be transparent, clear, 
consistent, and reasonable, given the many diverse opinions on where the "zone of 
reasonableness" might lie. 

Furthermore, as prescribed by EPA guidance, both HHRAs were prepared to evaluate a 
reasonable maximum exposure (RME) case which is a combination of upper-bound variables 
and average variables either recommended by EPA or assumed based on site-specific 
information, as available. As defined by EPA, the RME case should use a combination of 
variables, some at the maximum (95th percentile) and others are the average (50th percentile). 
Specifically, RAGS Part A recommends a 95% UCL for the EPC, 95th percentile values for 
contact rates (e.g., a soil ingestion rate), 90lh or 95m percentile values for exposure frequency and 
exposure duration variables, and average (50lh percentile) values for body weights. This EPA 
recommended approach of combining upper bound with average variables was used in the 
preparation of the risk assessment. The selected exposure variables used in the risk assessment 
were values recommended in EPA guidance documents or based on site-specific information, as 
available. The RME exposure estimates were combined with EPA-recommended toxicity 
information to estimate RME cancer risks and non-cancer hazards. The sources of these values 
were clearly explained and documented in the report, leading to a transparent and clear 
evaluation. The use of EPA-recommended exposure and toxicity values to the maximum extent 
possible results in estimated risks and hazards with a consistent basis across this Site and a basis 
that is comparable to other regional sites, exclusive of site-specific information. 

The risk assessment was also prepared to account for future potential exposure pathways, as 
required by EPA guidance, since those hypothetical future exposure pathways may not be 
completely controllable. Until institutional controls are fully implemented at the Site, those 
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future pathways are considered potentially complete, and knowledge of the potential risk 
findings associated with those pathways are important to the risk management process. 
Additional detail on each of these general topic comments is provided below under responses to 
specific comments. 

D. 34. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that a tiered approach 
to risk assessment should have been used. 

EPA Response: A sequence of steps was used in performing the MSGRP and Aberjona River 
Study risk assessments. Screening level evaluations were performed on the initial rounds of data 
collected (e.g., 1995/1997 and 1999 rounds). The initial screening of these samples, many 
collected in inaccessible areas, indicated that additional data were required to adequately 
evaluate potential human health risks and hazards in accessible areas. In 2001 - 2002, additional 
data in upland and near-shore areas were collected in support of the HHRAs. Following the 
collection of these data and a second screening-level evaluation, the arsenic bioavailability study 
was performed to more accurately characterize the human health risks and hazards associated 
with elevated arsenic levels in accessible sediments. This study represents a significant step in 
the reasonable evaluation of arsenic hazard and risk at this Site. 

Following release of the draft Aberjona River Study HHRA, comments on the report indicated 
the need to conduct additional sampling in upland areas potentially impacted by flooding and to 
evaluate dredging within the watershed based on a specific scenario being considered for flood 
abatement. After the gathering of site-specific information for current exposure scenarios (e.g., 
flooding frequency, dredging project duration) and the selection of exposure assumptions to 
characterize future RME scenarios according to EPA guidance, the reports were prepared in final 
draft form. The process used to prepare the final draft reports fulfills the intent of the Tiered 
Approach by incorporating site-specific information for exposure pathways, as appropriate, and 
after identifying the primary risk-contributing chemical (i.e., arsenic), developing an approach to 
estimate the risk and hazard associated with this analyte using site-specific information. 

The result is a risk assessment where the conclusions are based on contaminant distributions 
appropriately identified by multiple rounds of sampling, state-of-the-art scientific methods, and 
reasonable, yet health-protective, exposure assumptions. 

D. 35. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that "the use of 
multiple upper bound assumptions ... substantially overestimates the "average" level and 
even the reasonable maximum level of potential risk. Having used the 95% upper bound 
(or sometimes the maximum) environmental medium concentration as the exposure point 
concentration (EPC) for all of the risk calculations and having used the USEPA derived 
toxicity values, which are all upper-bound conservative values, means that all the risk 
results, regardless of whether the other exposure parameters are averages or upper 
bounds, will result in exceeding the level of protectiveness sought under USEPA 
guidance." 

EPA Response: The risk assessment was prepared using EPA guidance relative to the evaluation 
of reasonable maximum exposure (RME) risk and hazards estimates. As defined by EPA and 
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stated above, the RME scenario should use a combination of variables, some at the maximum 
(95lh percentile) and others are the average (50lh percentile). This EPA recommended approach 
of combining upper bound variable with average variables was used in the preparation of the risk 
assessment. Exposure variables used in the risk assessment were recommended by EPA or based 
on site-specific information, as available. The RME exposure estimates were combined with 
EPA-recommended toxicity information to estimate RME cancer risks and non-cancer hazards. 
The resulting evaluation is reasonable, yet health-protective. 

D. 36. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that "it is entirely 
unlikely and unreasonable to assume that well water would be used for any purpose with 
in the Industri-Plex Site and the MSGRP study area. Therefore, the future groundwater 
use scenarios (industrial worker process water use and car wash worker) should not be 
included in the MSGRP HHRA as exposure to groundwater used for industrial or 
commercial purposes is not a complete exposure pathway." 

EPA Response: The risk assessment included an evaluation of potential future non-potable 
groundwater uses that are not currently restricted by any regulation. The risk assessment 
scenarios are consistent with the Groundwater Use and Value Determination for the Industri-plex 
aquifer within the Northern Study Area prepared by MassDEP. In addition, their inclusion 
complies with the EPA mandate to evaluate potential future land use scenarios. 

D. 37. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that the "use of 
groundwater in a car wash scenario should not have been included in the risk assessment 
as a complete exposure pathway based on City of Woburn zoning and groundwater use 
restrictions. However, even if it was included, it should only have been applied to the B-I 
zoning areas, and only using data from wells located in these areas, not using the 
summarized data for the Site and study area as a whole. If this had been done, risks for 
this receptor would be zero in the B-I #1 area (as no constituents were detected) and 
would not have exceeded the regulatory guidelines in the B-I #2 area. Moreover, if the 
shower model had been correctly applied to the data, whether in the B-I areas or 
erroneously for site-wide groundwater, it is likely that no regulatory guidelines would 
have been exceeded." 

EPA Response: The zoning classifications represent current land use and do not represent 
future land use, which is considered in the risk assessments. Because zoning laws and 
classifications may be changed, the future car wash scenario was included based on the "low" 
use and value determination for the entire Industri-plex aquifer within the Northern Study Area. 
Portions of this aquifer were identified as not being associated with risk and/or hazard above risk 
management guidelines for this scenario. The car wash scenario was chosen to represent a 
conservative non-potable groundwater use scenario focused on the inhalation of volatile 
compounds. A 95th percentile exposure duration (25 years) was used as recommended by EPA 
guidance for the RME scenario. Since most car washes do not have a separate enclosed area for 
workers which may limit worker exposures to impacted air, the typical length of a work day (8 
hours) was used for the exposure time. Because car wash facilities vary in size and the types of 
equipment used, the modeled car wash was assumed to be proportionately similar to a shower. 
This approach acknowledges that a car wash uses a larger volume of water than a shower, but the 
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car wash also allows the volatile compounds to distribute into a proportionately larger space. A 
higher degree of ventilation was not factored into the modeling because there is no requirement 
that a car wash will be constructed with a specific dryer, if any. This approach and assumptions 
are reasonable and allowed for the use of an EPA-approved model to generate volatile compound 
airborne concentrations during water usage. 

D. 38. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that if the 
groundwater as industrial process water scenario is included in the MSGRP HHRA, the 
ingestion pathway should be designated as incomplete. 

EPA Response: The process water scenario was chosen to capture a conservative non-potable 
groundwater use scenario which included all three exposure pathways (incidental ingestion, 
dermal contact, and inhalation) and to comply with the EPA requirement to evaluate potential 
future use scenarios. This scenario assumes that an individual would dermally contact extracted 
groundwater for one hour of the workday. Gloves, long sleeves, or other impediments to dermal 
contact were assumed to be in place for the remainder of the day. The water ingestion rate of 50 
mL/day (approximately one mouthful over the course of a typical work day) accounts for the 
accidental splashing of water into the mouth. It can not be assumed that workers would be health 
and safety trained or even be aware that the process water in use may be contaminated. 

D. 39. The consultant retained by Pharmacia arid SMC commented that ingestion of 
shallow groundwater during excavation activities should not be identified as a complete 
exposure pathway, and no risks or hazards should be calculated for this pathway; this 
commenter further stated that dermal contact with groundwater during excavation did not 
result in risks above regulatory guidelines. 

EPA Response: The groundwater ingestion rate of 50 mL/day (approximately one mouthful over 
the course of a typical work day) was used to account for the accidental splashing of water into 
the mouth during excavation activities. This value is within the range of reasonable professional 
judgment values used to evaluate this pathway. 

D. 40. The consultant retained by Pharmacia arid SMC commented that "[u]se of the 
relative bioavailability (RBA) for soils would result in an almost 2-fold decrease in risks 
calculated for ingestion of arsenic in soils pathway- ingestion of arsenic in soils is the 
risk-driver for both the construction worker and day care child scenarios." 

EPA Response: The site-specific arsenic bioavailability study was performed specifically for 
depositional sediments, not soil. Because the soil matrix composition and structure could differ 
considerably from that of sediment, the arsenic bioavailability estimate was not considered 
applicable to the soil ingestion pathway. However, during pre-design, additional site-specific, 
EPA-approved studies/tests may be conducted to determine the relative bioavailability of arsenic 
from surface soils, or from subsurface soils, if such an approach is deemed beneficial in limiting 
the extent of institutional controls that may be necessary for individual properties. EPA-
approved studies/tests include in-vivo bioavailability studies (e.g. swine bioavaiJability study) 
similar to the study conducted by EPA during the MSGRP RI. Future EPA-approved studies 
may potentially include in-vitro bioavailability studies (not currently approved by EPA). 
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Individual studies must be conducted for surface soils and subsurface soils (samples from both 
samples may not be consolidated into one sample because of likely variability in the soil matrix). 

D. 41. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that if EPA used the 
upper-bound soil ingestion rate of 100 mg/day for the construction worker, the site-
specific sediment arsenic bioavailability factor for soil ingestion, and eliminated the 
shallow groundwater ingestion pathway, the resulting potentially carcinogenic risks 
would not exceed the regulatory guidelines for the construction worker, and the hazard 
index would be only slightly above the regulatory guideline of 1 for the SO (former 
Mishawum Lake and associated wetlands) subsurface soil exposure area, and would be 
below the regulatory guideline for the SO surface soil exposure area. 

EPA Response: Exposure assumptions used for the construction worker scenario were obtained 
from the most current EPA guidance sources available. The evaluation of two distinct exposure 
intervals is consistent with EPA Region I guidance and prevents the dilution of an exposure point 
concentration for one interval containing higher levels of contaminants through the addition of 
data points from a different interval which contains lower contaminant concentrations. This 
mathematical dilution of an exposure point concentration might result in the lack of 
identification of a soil interval requiring action. Conversely, the evaluation of each interval as a 
distinct exposure interval prevents the possible false conclusion that both intervals require action 
to the same degree. The sediment arsenic bioavailability study is not applicable to soils and EPA 
does not believe that a 100 mg/kg soil ingestion rate is health-protective for a construction 
worker. 

D. 42. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that "use of more 
realistic, yet still conservative exposure factors results in PRGs for arsenic in soil for the 
day care child scenario that are higher than the USEPA-derived values." 

EPA Response: The day care scenario was chosen to evaluate potential day care exposures. 
Note that children not only attend day care during their preschool years, but also after their 
preschool years for before-school and after-school care, and also during school vacation periods. 
The first six years of life were selected for evaluation to account for this continuous period of 
care until a child goes to preschool, but also to account for the additional time a child may attend 
a day care facility after the preschool years. The exposure frequency (150 days/year relative to a 
possible 250 days/year of day care) accounts for adverse temperature and weather conditions 
during periods of the year within the New England area. As prescribed for the RME scenario, 
the 95lh percentile value for soil ingestion, 50 percentile surface areas, and a dermal adherence 
factor for a reasonable upper-bound activity were used. The 95% UCL was used as the exposure 
point concentration, as recommended by EPA guidance for the RME scenario. The sediment 
arsenic bioavailabiiity study is not applicable to soils. EPA does not believe that the exposure 
assumptions recommended in this comment are health-protective for a day care scenario. 

D. 43. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that "[i]t is likely that 
if the more realistic exposure assumptions and EPCs are used in the MSGRP HHRA, 
risks for this hypothetical future dredger receptor would not exceed regulatory 
guidelines." 
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EPA Response: The exposure frequency and exposure duration for the dredging worker is based 
on site-specific information obtained for a flood-control project being contemplated for the 
watershed. Other exposure assumptions used for the dredging worker scenario were obtained 
from the most current EPA sources available for excavation workers. 

D. 44. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that "based on [their] 
review of the available scientific data [for arsenic] (including numerous studies that have 
been published since the RfD was last revised), use of a diet -adjusted NOAEL of 0.0024 
mg/kg-day (reflecting a NOAEL of 0.0015 mg/kg-day and a dietary intake of 0.0009 
mg/kg-day) together with an MOE of 1 represents a conservative (i.e., health-protective) 
toxicity benchmark (RfD = 0.0024 mg/kg-day) for assessing potential non-cancer health 
risks associated with long-term exposures. This RfD is 8-fold higher that that developed 
by USEPA. Use of this value would result in an 8-fold decrease in the calculated hazards 
in the MSGRP and would result in an 8-fold increase in the noncancer-based PRGs." 

EPA Response: The baseline risk assessments were prepared in accordance with EPA guidance 
documents. The current EPA-recommended oral reference dose for arsenic was used in the 
evaluation. The data upon which this toxicity value is based has been extensively reviewed 
within the scientific community and the recommended value represents the most defensible 
estimate of the noncarcinogenic toxicity of this compound. 

D. 45. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that "[t]he 
uncertainties and high degree of conservatism in the cancer potency estimates [for 
arsenic] provide an additional reason why the MSGRP HHRA should have been refined 
with more realistic exposure assumptions prior to using it as the basis for remedy 
decisions." 

EPA Response: The baseline risk assessments were prepared in accordance with EPA guidance 
documents with exposure assumptions which EPA considers reasonable, as explained above. 
The current EPA-recommended oral slope factor for arsenic was used in the evaluation. The 
data upon which this toxicity value is based has been extensively reviewed within the scientific 
community and the recommended value represents the most defensible estimate of the 
carcinogenic potency of this compound. 

D. 46. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that "[bjecause the 
Anttila et al. [TCE carcinogenicity] values represent a more scientifically defensible 
starting point for characterizing TCE's carcinogenic potency, the MSGRP HHRA 
overstates the risks from ingestion of TCE in groundwater and inhalation of TCE in 
indoor air, notwithstanding that neither of these exposure pathways should be identified 
as complete within the study area." 

EPA Response: The baseline risk assessments were prepared in accordance with EPA guidance 
documents. The carcinogenic potency of trichloroethylene is currently under review by EPA. 
Once the review is completed and revised potency estimates are released, the impact of the 
potential changes will be reviewed as part of the five-year review process. 
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D. 47. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that "t]he result of 
using the most conservative toxicity value for benzene is to overstate the risks from 
exposure to benzene." 

EPA Response: The high-end of the range of values provided for benzene was used in the 
quantitative evaluation. To account for the conservative selection of benzene cancer toxicity 
values, a 10"5 cancer risk was selected as the target risk, level for PRO calculation. Therefore, 
this uncertainty has been adequately addressed and accounted for by the selection of a target 
cancer risk level one order of magnitude higher than the recommended point of departure (i.e., 

D. 48. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that EPA "did not 
take the limited benthic invertebrate habitat of HBHA Pond into account in their analysis. 
Even under the best of conditions, HBHA Pond is a stormwater retention basin and not a 
quality ecological habitat. Remediation to be conducted under USEPA's -Proposed Plan 
will not improve the quality of the benthic invertebrate habitat in HBHA Pond." 

The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that no remedial action was 
recommended for sediment below the thermocline at a similar pond at the W.R. Grace 
Site in Acton, Massachusetts. 

Pharmacia added that because of anoxic conditions, the benthic invertebrate community 
in the hypolimnion of stratified lakes and ponds such as the HBHA Pond is typically 
impoverished and, in persistent anoxic conditions, can be completely absent. 

EPA Response: EPA has made a site -specific determination based upon the data, fate and 
transport, and risk assessment results at the Industri-plex OU-2, including Wells G&H OU-3. 

The conditions, risk evaluations, and cleanup decisions associated with the HBHA Pond are site 
specific and not applicable to the W.R. Grace Superfund Site, Acton, MA. It is the policy of 
EPA to determine cleanup goals on a site-specific basis. It is also essential to do so with respect 
to the HBHA Pond and Sinking Pond because these systems are entirely different in their 
habitats, sources of contamination, and fate and transport of contaminants. 

The HBHA Pond is less than 20 feet deep and continuously receives contaminated groundwater 
plumes discharges in deeper portions of the pond. The HBHA Pond also receives surface water 
discharges at the surface of the pond. These discharges produce the chemocline within the 
HBHA Pond which helps keep the highest concentrations of contamination in surface water 
below the chemocline. This chemocline is an unnatural condition within the HBHA Pond. The 
sediments in the HBHA Pond contain high concentrations of contaminants and are severely toxic 
(i.e., associated with significant mortality). The surface water in the HBHA Pond contains high 
concentrations of contaminants and exceed NRWQC. The HBHA Pond contains various fish 
species and benthic invertebrates, and these fish and invertebrates contain elevated levels of 
contaminants in their tissues. EPA considered all the data and the uniqueness associated with the 
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HBHA Pond, and determined that surface water and sediment in the HBHA Pond posed an 
unacceptable ecological risk. 

Sinking Pond at the WR Grace Site, Acton, MA, is a kettle pond approximately 45 feet deep with 
no surface water outlet. The primary source of contamination at Sinking Pond is attributed to the 
surface water discharge directly to the pond from a groundwater treatment system. Also, the 
hypoJimnion present at the Sinking Pond is associated with the kettle pond's natural conditions, 
while the chemocline at the HBHA Pond is associated with contaminated groundwater plumes 
discharge and unnatural conditions. Only one sample in the sediments from the deep water of 
Sinking Pond showed any effect in toxicity testing, and the effect was marginal in significance. 

The severe toxicity (i.e., significant mortality) of the sediments in the laboratory at all locations 
tested in HBHA Pond clearly indicates toxicity of the sediments, independent of other habitat 
conditions. The toxicity observed in the laboratory was not related to anoxic conditions, since 
the overlying water in the laboratory was aerated. 

The toxicity testing results and tissue concentrations of fish and invertebrates differentiate the 
benthic invertebrate results in HBHA Pond from the pond reference (Phillips Pond - which also 
exhibited low oxygen in deep water during stratification) and downstream locations. In addition, 
the surface water concentrations exceed NRWQC and contribute to aquatic life impacts. EPA 
determined the surface water and sediments in the HBHA Pond pose an unacceptable ecological 
risk and warrant action. 

EPA believes that remediation of sediments in the southern portion of HBHA Pond will improve 
and provide additional habitat for aquatic life (e.g., benthic community and fish). The 
remediation of the southern portion of the HBHA Pond will also reduce downstream migration 
of contamination. 

D. 49. The consultant retained by Pharmacia arid SMC commented that EPA "arbitrarily 
selected a Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) for the protection of benthic 
invertebrates from a limited amount of data. In selecting the PRG of 273 mg/kg for 
arsenic in HBHA sediments, USEPA ignored data showing no effects on benthic 
invertebrates at arsenic concentrations over 1,000 mg/kg. They also ignored their own 
analyses showing that effects on benthic invertebrates were more highly correlated to 
habitat conditions (dissolved oxygen concentration, acid volatile sulfide concentrations, 
water depth, and flow) than sediment arsenic concentrations." 

Pharmacia reiterated this comment in a separate submission. 

The Pharmacia and SMC's consultant also commented that ".... body burdens of arsenic 
in benthic invertebrates were similar in the deep water stations in HBHA Pond and 
downstream in the wetlands. This supports the analyses that demonstrate the toxicity to 
benthic invertebrates in deep water Pond locations is due to causes other than arsenic." 

EPA Response: EPA evaluated all the relevant data and stands behind its nature and extent, fate 
and transport, and risk evaluations. While not recognized in the comment, fate and transport 
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processes of the groundwater plumes, including but not limited to high arsenic, benzene, 
ammonia, conductivity, reducing conditions and low DO, and migration and discharge into the 
HBHA Pond, have contributed to contamination and risks in the HBHA Pond, as well as 
downstream areas. 

EPA utilized data reported in the BERA, as appropriate, when developing site cleanup goals. 
For data collected outside of the HBHA Pond, the greatest correlations were found between 
benthic community and habitat quality measurements (acid volatile sulfide concentration in the 
sediment, water depth, dissolved oxygen content of the overlying water, flow regime, and total 
organic carbon (TOC)). The data within the HBHA Pond differed dramatically from the rest of 
the community data observed outside the pond, highlighting the uniqueness of the HBHA Pond. 
This uniqueness relates to the fact that the HBHA Pond receives a continuous source of 
contaminated groundwater in the deeper portions of the pond, surface water discharges at the 
surface of the pond, the presence of the chemocline which helps keep high concentrations of 
contaminants in surface water below the chemocline, high concentrations of contaminated 
surface water above NRWQC in the HBHA Pond, high concentrations of contaminated 
sediments in the HBHA Pond, sediments with extreme toxicity (e.g., significant mortality) in the 
HBHA Pond, fish and benthic communities presence in the HBHA Pond, fish and benthic 
communities tissues from the HBHA Pond containing elevated levels of contamination (e.g. 
arsenic), etc. EPA considered all the data and determined that the surface water and sediment in 
the HBHA Pond pose an unacceptable ecological risk. 

With regard to arsenic in HBHA Pond benthic invertebrates, Appendix Table 7B.6.1 summarizes 
benthic invertebrate tissue data. Benthic invertebrate tissue data exist for SED-07,2.3 mg/kg 
arsenic. There are no tissue data for SED-05, because no organisms were collected. Although 
an indication of elevated arsenic in tissue, this value from SED-07 has some uncertainty, since it 
is based on a limited sample size and is not replicated at another deep location. As indicated in 
the comment, this value is lower than tissue samples collected outside of the HBHA Pond. This 
could be a result of a number of factors, including that the sample may represent an early instar 
which did not have a very long exposure to the sediment before it was collected. Contrary to 
what is stated in the comment, this single value does not prove that arsenic does not contribute to 
the toxicity observed in the sediments from deep water in HBHA Pond. The highest invertebrate 
tissue concentration was measured at location MC-06 in the shallow sediments of HBHA Pond 
of 26 mg/kg. 

Based on the analyses in the BERA, EPA concluded the benthic invertebrate data outside of the 
HBHA Pond indicated a low level of effects on community composition and toxicity correlated 
to arsenic (even accounting for all of the other environmental variables mentioned above). EPA 
also concluded these effects were not severe enough to represent an ecological effect that 
warranted an action. Based on this assessment, a PRG was developed, only for HBHA Pond, 
using data only from HBHA Pond. With three data points from HBHA Pond, EPA selected the 
lowest observed concentration of arsenic associated with adverse effects, found at Station SED
06. 

It is correct that in Appendix 7D of the BERA, EPA performed multivariate analyses of the 
benthic invertebrate data. These results indicated that the two deep water locations in HBHA 
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Pond were dissimilar with regard to benthic community in comparison to any other site or 
reference sampling location outside of the HBHA Pond. Hence, as mentioned above, the HBHA 
Pond is unique, containing sediments with severe toxicity and surface water exceeding NRWQC, 
which EPA determined to be an unacceptable ecological risk. 

D. 50. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that "National 
Recommended Water Quality Criteria (NRWQC) for dissolved arsenic were not 
exceeded in outflow from HBHA Pond under baseflow or storm 
conditions." Pharmacia reiterated this comment in a separate submission. 

EPA Response: See above responses. EPA collectively considered nature and extent, fate and 
transport, and risk evaluations. Contaminated groundwater plumes (including arsenic and 
ammonia) discharge into the HBHA Pond and contribute to contaminations and risks at the 
HBHA Pond and downstream areas. EPA has documented and acknowledged that the NRWQC 
for arsenic is not exceeded in the surface water outflow from HBHA Pond. However, EPA has 
documented high concentrations of dissolved arsenic in deep water of the pond at concentrations 
well above the NRWQC. EPA has also documented in the October 2005 Technical 
Memorandum - Evaluation of Ammonia and Supplemental Soil Data that (he concentration of 
ammonia, which is very toxic to aquatic life, also exceeds the NRWQC in both the deep water as 
well as the shallow water (above the chemocline) in the HBHA Pond on a frequent basis. These 
concentrations of both arsenic and ammonia represent an exceedancc of an ARAR, and a risk to 
aquatic life. 

D. 51. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that "[t]he HBHA 
Pond in its current condition is currently providing the wetland functions listed in the 
Massachusetts Wetlands Regulations (310 CMR 10.01(2)) and does not require wetland 
replication to provide those functions." Pharmacia reiterated this comment in a separate 
submission. 

EPA Response: The sediments throughout the HBHA Pond were extremely toxic and are 
associated with contaminated groundwater discharges originating from the Industri-plex site. 
EPA's ecological risk assessment identified these sediments as presenting an unacceptable 
ecological risk to benthic organisms. Due to the sediment toxicity and surface water quality 
exceedances of the NRWQC, EPA does not concur that the wetland functions and values are 
being protected in the HBHA Pond under current conditions. 

Due to sediment contaminant concentrations in both deep and shallow water and the periodic 
exceedances of the NRWQCs for arsenic and ammonia in surface water, the ability of the HBHA 
Pond to perform functions of providing wildlife habitat, fisheries habitat and pollution 
prevention are impaired. The selected remedy includes dredging contaminated sediments from 
the southern portion of HBHA Pond and restoring the impacted area. A compensatory wetland 
will be constructed to make up for the lost wetland functions and values in the northern portion 
of the Pond and capped drainways. The lost functions and values of the southern portion will be 
restored in place. The degraded functions and values of the northern portion and capped 
drainways wi l l be mitigated through the construction of compensatory wetlands nearby in the 
watershed. This mitigation will be consistent with ARARs 
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The selected remedy incorporates the northern portion of the HBHA Pond into the treatment 
process, which periodically requires sediments to be removed. Considering these contaminated 
sediments and future accumulated contaminated sediments will be retained, impact benthic 
community, and periodically be removed from the northern portion, EPA's selected remedy 
identified the northern portion as a habitat loss requiring compensation through the construction 
of alternative habitat within the watershed. EPA's selected remedy for the southern portion of 
the HBHA Pond requires contaminated sediment removal and restoration. Hence, compensatory 
mitigation is not necessary for the southern portion. 

D. 52. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that: "the absence of 
unacceptable ecological risks associated with benzene in groundwater at the West Hide 
Pile demonstrates that there was no need for USEPA to include enhanced in-situ 
bioremediation for the West Hide Pile in its Proposed Plan." 

EPA Response: Benzene concentrations in groundwater remain elevated at the West Hide Pile, 
similar to concentrations previously detected in groundwater. EPA's RI identifies that plumes 
associated with the West Hide Pile (e.g., benzene, arsenic, ammonia) likely discharge to nearby 
wetlands (e.g. southern pond). Insufficient groundwater data and no surface water data were 
available to assess the extent of the impact of the West Hide Piles groundwater plumes on 
surface water and sediments. Further predesign investigation will be necessary for the area to 
evaluate West Hide Pile and East Hide Pile groundwater impacts on the surface water and 
sediments and impacts to the downgradient plumes. 

D. 53. The MBTA commented that "EPA should assess the risk associated with potential 
ammonia contamination and should specifically address the risk posed to a construction 
worker (for example working within a trench) who could be exposed to ammonia 
contaminated soil and groundwater/surface water...." 

EPA Response: EPA evaluated the potential risk and hazard associated with construction worker 
contaminant exposures (ingestion, dermal contact, and inhalation exposure routes) in the 
MSGRP RI human health risk assessment. Arsenic was the only contaminant associated with 
risk management exceedances. Ammonia was not included as part of the MSGRP RI risk 
assessment. However, the maximum detected concentration of ammonia in groundwater (2,710 
mg/L) was evaluated as part of the October 2005 Technical Memorandum- Evaluation of 
Ammonia and Supplemental Soil Data. Because the potential contribution from ammonia was 
four orders of magnitude less than conservative screening criteria, ammonia was not selected as a 
contaminant of concern for the construction worker scenario. Therefore, additional risk 
characterization information was not included for this receptor. 

D. 54. The ASC's consultant stated that: "the last-minute nature of ammonia's inclusion 
has prevented EPA from evaluating the potential effects of ammonia, particularly as a 
contributing source to overall eutrophication of the Aberjona River watershed....We 
encourage EPA to further consider the role of ammonia as a nutrient source potentially 
detrimental to the health of the Aberjona's ecosystems." 
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EPA Response: See EPA Response to Comment F.15, below. 

D. 55. The ASC's consultant stated that: "[cjomments made by others erroneously 
calculate - and greatly exaggerate - the effects of combining upper-bound assumptions in 
the human health risk characterization." 

EPA Response: See EPA response to comment D.35, above. 

D. 56. The ASC's consultant states that: [o]n page 3-5 of the October 2005 "Evaluation 
of Ammonia and Supplemental Soil Data," EPA states that arsenic was not detected in 
any of the twelve soil samples collected at the Rifle Range. The detection limits of these 
samples, however, ranged from 19 to 32 mg/kg. These detection limits are too high to 
judge whether these soil may have been impacted above background levels, as the 
"natural" concentration of arsenic in soils in Massachusetts averages about 5 mg/kg. 
These samples should be re-analyzed to obtain better detection limits." 

EPA Response: The goal of the soil sampling in this area was not to determine whether upland 
soil arsenic levels were consistent with background but rather to determine whether arsenic was 
present at levels associated with a risk management exceedance. Soil arsenic detection limits 
were adequate to determine whether arsenic was present at levels associated with risk or hazard 
in excess of risk management criteria. 

D. 57. The ASC's consultant questioned: "Has EPA tested for the presence of F^S in 
groundwater, and evaluated the possibility that H2S off-gassing might present potential 
human health risks to receptors such as the car wash workers (and other potential users of 
groundwater), especially since the Reference Concentration for H2S is quite small (about 
2 ug/m3)? If H2S is potentially present, it should be added as a contaminant of potential 
concern." 

EPA Response: EPA's Office of Research and Development conducted limited analyses of 
groundwater samples for hydrogen sulfide including conducting field measurements at 18 
groundwater sample locations along with vertical profile sampling within the north and central 
portions of the HBHA Pond water column. Hydrogen sulfide was not detected within the HBHA 
Pond water column. Although low detections of hydrogen sulfide were sporadically observed in 
groundwater, EPA does not believe that the low concentrations of hydrogen sulfide would be 
sustained due to the geochemical conditions observed (and previously reported) in groundwater 
throughout the Industri-plex site. Specifically, the presence of hydrogen sulfide in groundwater 
is limited by the elevated concentrations of ferrous iron throughout the site, which results in 
rapid precipitation of iron sulfides within the aquifer and sediments of the HBHA Pond. 
Evidence for this process is documented for sediments collected from the northern portion of the 
HBHA Pond within the zone of plume discharge (Wilkin and Ford, 2002). Based on these data, 
EPA does not believe that hydrogen sulfide would be present at concentrations that would 
contribute significantly to human health risk and therefore, is not considered a contaminant of 
concern. 

Record of Decision 
OU-2, Industri-plex Superfund Site (and including OU-3, Wells G&H Superfund Site) January 2006 
Wobum, Massachusetts Page 155 



Record of Decision
 
Part 3: The Responsiveness Summary
 

D. 58. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that: "USEPA used a 
95% upper confidence limit (UCL) of ammonia in groundwater of 316 mg/L in their risk 
calculations. If only data from the B-l zoned areas (all of which are from the B-l #1 
area) are used, the resulting 95% UCL concentration is 6.54 mg/L..." 

EPA Response: See EPA response to comment D.35. 

D. 59. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that: "USEPA must 
also consider the form of ammonia that is in groundwater. USEPA's modeling does not 
account for the fact that below pH 9.25, ammonia exists largely as the ammonium ion 
(NH4+) in solution (Snoeyink and Jenkins, 1980)....This is a critical distinction because 
ammonium is not volatile and therefore would not be present in the air due to 
volatilization." 

EPA Response: The form of ammonia in water is both pH and temperature dependent with both 
higher temperature and pH favoring the unionized (volatile) form. Should groundwater be 
withdrawn and used as process water or in a warm water car wash, the pH and temperature of the 
groundwater may be altered such that a higher percentage of volatile ammonia is present than 
exists natively. In addition, as volatile ammonia is released, there will be equilibrium 
partitioning that will result in the further conversion of ionized ammonium into volatile ammonia 
in a time-dependent manner. Because a car wash scenario may involve the warming of 
groundwater, the mixing of groundwater with soap solutions with basic properties, and the used 
water may remain in the washing area for a period of time allowing for extended volatilization 
time, EPA conservatively assumed that future conditions may exist that result in the near 
complete volatilization of ammonia from groundwater. 

D. 60. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that: "USEPA should 
emphasize the conservatism inherent in the ammonia RfC. The ammonia RfC is based 
on relatively mild, reversible respiratory effects such as respiratory irritation, and on a 
single NOAEL exposure level. These observations, coupled with the use of an 
uncertainty factor of 30, reflect the conservatism inherent in the ammonia RfC." 

EPA Response: The current EPA-recommended inhalation reference concentration for ammonia 
was used in the evaluation. The data upon which this toxicity value is based has been 
extensively reviewed within the scientific community and the recommended value represents 
that most defensible estimate of the non-carcinogenic hazard of this compound. 

D. 61. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that: "ammonia 
concentrations at or below 37 mg/m3 (USEPA's estimated exposure concentration) for 
extended durations are well below levels that cause serious or permanent adverse 
effects....There are no reported cumulative effects from repeated exposure to ammonia at 
the concentrations modeled by USEPA..." 

EPA Response: The baseline risk assessment was prepared in accordance with EPA guidance 
documents. The selection of toxicity values and the evaluation of receptor-specific hazard are to 
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protect against both serious/permanent and less serious/transient health effects. The EPA-
recommended ammonia toxicity value is protective of both types of health effects. 

D. 62. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that: "USEPA should 
also compare the estimated ammonia exposure concentrations to occupational exposure 
guidelines, to provide additional perspective on the likelihood of adverse health effects." 

EPA Response: The baseline risk assessment was prepared in accordance with EPA guidance 
documents and adequately evaluated the potential hazard to a commercial worker. 

D. 63. The consultant retained by Pharmacia and SMC commented that: "EPA relies 
upon an evaluation of ammonia concentration data collected primarily between 1999 and 
2001 in the Halls Brook Holding Area Pond (HBHA Pond). No data are presented or 
analyzed by USEPA for locations further downstream in the Aberjona River watershed. 
Therefore, the USEPA analysis does not address potential impacts to aquatic life in those 
portions of the Aberjona River watershed that are appropriate for aquatic life.... Measured 
instantaneous ammonia concentrations [presented in a recent Master of Science Thesis by 
M. Cutrofello in August 2005] exceeded the applicable 30-day average CCC in amounts 
that were statistically significant only during 1 of 7 sampling events at HBHA Pond 
Outlet and 1 of 8 sampling events at HBHA Wetland Outlet. Of 23 samples collected 
from the Aberjona River at Route 128, immediately downstream of the HBHA Wetland, 
none exceeded the applicable 30-day average CCC for ammonia. Further downstream on 
the Aberjona River, there were no instantaneous measurements of total ammonia that 
exceeded the calculated CCC at any of the stations sampled." 

EPA response: EPA used ammonia data collected between 1999 and 2001 due to the intensive 
studies carried out in HBHA Pond to evaluate temporal and spatial distributions in chemical 
gradients. However, EPA also collected additional ammonia data in HBHA Pond and tributaries 
to HBHA Pond in 2004 and 2005. Based on EPA's data, most exceedances of the CCC and 
CMC for ammonia were in deeper water of HBHA Pond, although exceedances of up to 4-fold 
the CCC were observed in the HBHA Pond outlet in 3 out of 5 samples collected: These data 
appear to be generally consistent with the data presented by Cutrofello (2005). 

E. Questions and Comments Concerning the Preferred Remedy 

E. 1. The ASC inquired whether the type of remedy proposed had been utilized 
elsewhere and if so, if there is any statistical analysis demonstrating its effectiveness. 
The ASC's consultant commented that it is unaware of similar remedies being 
implemented elsewhere, and whether or not the utilization of a system like the HBHA 
Pond to contain contamination is a "tried and true process." 

EPA Response: The components of the remedial action have been widely and successfully 
implemented at other sites around the country such as in-situ enhanced bioremediation, 
permeable cap to prevent contaminated soil erosion and downstream migration of contaminants 
of concern, impermeable cap to prevent contaminated groundwater infiltration and downstream 
migration of contaminants of concern, dredging and off-site disposal of contaminated sediments, 
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etc. The principal treatment mechanisms associated with the selected remedy for HBHA Pond 
involve aeration, precipitation and biological degradation which are commonly used at 
groundwater and waste water treatment plants throughout the country. Constructed wetlands 
have also been used as a method of treating contamination using natural processes occurring in a 
wetland system. In addition, EPA's Office of Research and Development has monitored the 
conditions within the HBHA Pond which demonstrate the selected remedy will work and achieve 
the cleanup standards. Please refer to EPA publication EPA832-R-93-005 where 17 case studies 
were evaluated for constructed treatment wetlands. 
The problems at the Industri-plex site are unique and EPA is unaware if a similar system using 
all of these various components exists elsewhere in the country. However, we note that the 
natural processes that exist in the HBHA Pond have been shown to be somewhat effective in 
sequestering arsenic and reducing other COCs. EPA's goal is to assist and enhance these 
processes while restoring as much of the HBHA Pond and wetland as possible. Notwithstanding 
the above, at least every five years, EPA will evaluate the conditions at the site and determine if 
the selected remedy is protective of human health and the environment. 

E. 2. One commenter associated with the Wobum Conservation Commission noted that 
there was nothing in the Proposed Plan detailing the following: management of 
contaminated soils, the location and design of replicated areas for wetlands mitigation, 
and treatment of any archaeological findings, and also requested that EPA coordinate its 
work in wetlands with the Woburn Conservation Commission. 

EPA Response: The specific details of the selected remedy as mentioned in the comment (i.e., 
planting schemes, waste handling procedures, monitoring, etc) will be provided in the remedial 
design. EPA will continue to coordinate with all stakeholders regarding the selected remedy. 
EPA notes that remedial actions under the Superfund program are generally exempt from local 
permits. 

E. 3. One Woburn City Alderman asked what will happen to the waste causing the 
groundwater contamination (upstream of the HBHA Pond). 

EPA Response: The capped and buried organic waste (animal hide residues) and soils 
contribute to groundwater plumes. These capped and buried organic waste and soils will remain 
in place serving as a long-term source to the contaminaled groundwater plumes. Hence, the 
contaminated groundwater plumes are expected to persist indefinitely. 

E. 4. One Woburn City Councilor asked if there was a backup plan in place should the 
cofferdam system fail. The ASC's consultant commented that EPA should be prepared to 
deal with unexpected findings and consequences, and asked if there was a backup plan. 

EPA Response: Long-term monitoring will ensure that the remedy remains effective and that the 
conditions that the remedial design is based upon do not change or alter the performance of the 
remedy. In addition, a comprehensive review will be conducted at least every five years to 
evaluate the protectiveness of the remedy. The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the 
implementation and performance of the remedy in order to determine if the remedy is or will be 
protective of human health and the environment. The five-year review will document 
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recommendations and follow-up actions as necessary to ensure long-term protectiveness of the 
remedy or bring about protectiveness of a remedy that is not protective. These recommendations 
could include providing additional response actions, improving O&M activities, optimizing the 
remedy, enforcing access controls and institutional controls, and conducting additional studies 
and investigations. For example, if under the selected remedy, the NRWQC values cannot be 
achieved at the HBHA Pond compliance point, then additional actions may be required. If 
different remedial actions are necessary, then other remedial alternatives, such as GW-3 Plume 
Intercept by Groundwater Extraction, Treatment and Discharge and Monitoring with Institutional 
Controls coupled with HBHA-5 Removal and Off-Site Disposal, outlined in the June 2005 FS, 
may be considered. 

E. 5. The ASC asked if there were more detailed designs plans available beyond that 
which is contained in the Proposed Plan. The ASC's consultant commented that there is 
almost no detailed design information to comment upon. 

EPA Response: The design stage of the process will occur after the Record of Decision is 
issued, and will be available for public review. 

E. 6. The ASC's consultant commented that because a large amount of waste will be left 
in place, it depends strongly on continued risk and land management. 

EPA Response: The comment is noted. EPA recognizes that waste will remain in place and 
require long-term monitoring. The Feasibility Study evaluated all alternatives based upon 30 
years. However, some aspects of the remedial action and monitoring will extend beyond 30 
years due to the waste remaining in place. 

E. 7. The ASC's consultant commented that because monitoring is a crucial aspect of the 
proposed remedy, it should be given the opportunity to review and comment upon the 
specific details of the monitoring program. 

EPA Response: Monitoring is an important component of the selected remedy, and is generally 
described in the description of alternatives in Section 3, Section 4, and Appendix B of the FS. 
An EPA-approved monitoring program will be performed consistent with previous RI 
monitoring methods and procedures so that on-site and off-site contaminant trends and 
migrations patterns can be adequately evaluated and compared to previous RI data. Monitoring 
will also be performed to evaluate the performance of the selected remedy. Specific details of 
the monitoring program will be developed during remedial design process. 

E. 8. The ASC's consultant asked who is going to oversee the capping and the 
construction, who will be responsible for giving permits for construction on these sites, 
and whether the City of Wobum would be responsible for those matters. 

EPA Response: EPA, in consultation with the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, will oversee 
the remedial design and remedial action. Under the Superfund program, remedial actions are 
generally exempt from local permitting requirements. As indicated in the above responses, EPA 
believes public participation is an important aspect of the Superfund process that will continue at 
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this site and encourages involvement of the local authorities during the design and construction 
phases of the project. 

E. 9. The ASC's consultant commented that: "Alternative HBHA-4 involves significant 
physical disturbance of the Halls Brook Holding Area (HBHA) pond, which raises a 
concern about whether the existing chemical stratification and the predominant redox 
chemistry of the pond can be maintained." 

EPA Response: An important aspect of the selected remedy for HBHA Pond is ensuring that 
baseflow surface water from Halls Brook continues to discharge into the northern portion of the 
HBHA Pond, which helps to maintain the chemocline at a depth of approximately 150- 200 cm 
below the pond's surface. The selected remedy re-directs Halls Brook storm surface water flow 
to the southern portion, but maintains baseflow conditions in the northern portion. EPA agrees 
that significant, frequent, and careful monitoring of the water quality and redox parameters in the 
HBHA Pond is an important aspect of the remedy. The specific details of the monitoring 
program will be provided in the Remedial Design. 

E. 10. The ASC's consultant commented that: "t]he Proposed Plan suggests that EPA's 
proposed Alternative GW-2 for groundwater, when combined with HBHA-4, 'also 
controls the downstream migration of contaminated groundwater by intercepting it at the 
northern portion of the HBHA pond' - however, the cofferdam will not intercept arsenic 
in groundwater discharging directly to the south basin." 

EPA Response: The location of the low-head cofferdams presented in the Proposed Plan and 
selected remedy is conceptual and approximate based on the available groundwater data. The 
final location of the low-head cofferdams will be determined during the pre-design field 
investigations and wil l intercept the contaminated groundwater plumes being released from the 
Industri-plex site (e.g., arsenic, benzene, ammonia). Also, the presence of arsenic at the bottom 
of the HBHA Pond does not necessarily correlate directly to the presence of the arsenic 
groundwater plume. The chemocline within the HBHA Pond keeps contamination at depth, and 
the dissolution and precipitation cycling processes below the chemocline contribute to the broad 
distribution of high arsenic concentrations throughout the bottom of the pond. 

E. 11. The ASC's consultant commented that: "[t]he proposed remedial plan does not 
address high concentrations of dissolved total ammonia (NH/ plus NH3) entering the 
north basin in groundwater." 

EPA Response: Consistent with the October 2005 Technical Memorandum - Evaluation of 
Ammonia and Supplemental Soil Data, EPA agrees that ammonia concentrations in groundwater 
and surface water are high and ammonia is a contaminant of concern. See EPA's previous 
response above regarding ammonia as a contaminant of concern. EPA's selected remedy will 
address the ammonia in surface water and groundwater above the cleanup standards. It should 
be noted that while ammonia may be competing with arsenic for available oxygen in surface 
water at HBHA Pond as suggested in the comment, the current levels of oxygen have been 
adequate to support the reactions necessary to significantly decrease the concentrations of both 
dissolved arsenic and ammonia. The aeration treatment system will provide an additional source 
of oxygen that will further enhance those reactions. The complex chemistry associated with the 

Record of Decision 
OU-2, Industri-plex Superlund Site (and including OU-3. Wells G&H Suparfund Sile) January 2006 
Wobum, Massachusetts Page 160 



Record of Decision
 
Part 3: The Responsiveness Summary
 

ammonia and other compounds will be evaluated further during the pre-design stage to ensure 
the remedy is most effectively and efficiently designed. 

E. 12. The ASC's consultant commented that: "[t]he Feasibility Study does not describe 
the plans for reducing risks posed by the sediments and chemolimnion in the north basin 
after the PRGs for GW-2 have been reached." 

EPA Response: The selected remedy requires institutional controls to reduce the risk associated 
with human exposure to contaminated groundwater. Groundwater treatment is not specified. 
Since the source of groundwater contamination (buried wastes and animal hides) is to remain in-
place, groundwater is not expected to achieve the groundwater cleanup standards through natural 
attenuation processes in the foreseeable future. The low-head cofferdams will be maintained and 
the northern portion of the HBHA Pond will require periodic dredging. In the unlikely event 
groundwater cleanup standards are achieved and the low-head cofferdams are no longer required, 
then sediments remaining that exceed the sediment cleanup standard would be dredged at the 
time the cofferdams are removed and the impacted area would be restored. 

E. 13. The ASC's consultant commented that: "[t]he justification for the 30-year design-
life of the chemolimnion/retention pond system has not been provided in the Feasibility 
Study." 

EPA Response: The 30-year design-life is a consistent standard used for comparing all 
alternatives, and does not represent how long a remedial alternative will be required to operate. 
Due to the interactions between GW and HBHA alternatives (groundwater plumes discharge into 
and impact sediments and surface water in the HBHA Pond), these alternatives were considered 
together. While all of the GW alternatives (and the HBHA-4 alternative) have a consistent 30
year design life, the designed systems for the remedy are expected to be operated and maintained 
beyond 30 years because buried waste remains in place at the Industri-plex site. It is impossible 
to accurately estimate how long these systems will need to function, hence, EPA assumes with 
the waste remaining in place that the systems will need to function for the foreseeable future. 

E. 14. The ASC's consultant commented that: "[estimates of the volume of 
contaminated sediment to be removed in proposed Alternative NS-4 are based on the 
analyses of a very limited number of samples." 

EPA Response: The estimated areas requiring remediation were based on samples spaced 
approximately 50 to 75 feet apart. As stated in the Feasibility Study, a pre-design investigation 
will be conducted to more closely delineate the extent of sediment contamination exceeding the 
sediment PRG and requiring removal. The results of this investigation will serve as the basis of 
the Remedial Design. In addition, confirmatory samples will be collected during sediment 
removal activities to ensure that contaminated sediments exceeding the sediment cleanup 
standards have been removed from the targeted areas defined in the FS. 
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E. 15. The ASCs consultant commented that: "[r]egardless of which alternative is 
implemented for surface water, automated sampling stations should be established at 
several locations for ongoing monitoring of remedial progress." 

EPA Response: A surface water monitoring program similar to the one implemented during the 
MSGRP RI will be conducted as part of the remedy. The specific details of the monitoring 
program will be developed during the remedial design phase. This approach will provide surface 
water data that can be compared to the existing surface water data set. This approach will also 
satisfy community concerns regarding monitoring downstream of the remedy. 

E. 16. The ASC's consultant asked whether the design of the storm water bypass 
considered dense storm water during cold weather. 

EPA Response: EPA has monitored the geochemical conditions of the HBHA Pond during 
summer periods and has not identified this as a concern. See Robert Ford's September 2004 
Natural Attenuation Study (Appendix 2D in the MSGRP RI). EPA also wishes to clarify that the 
Proposed Plan and the selected remedy are not intended to be detailed technical designs. 
Remedial Design will occur in the future. In addition, pre-design investigations will be 
necessary to complete the final design of the system. The impacts of colder storm water on the 
system is one of the design parameters that will be evaluated further. Long-term monitoring wil l 
also be a necessary component of the overall system, and will be addressed during the remedial 
design phase. 

E. 17. The ASC's consultant commented that: "EPA should require that the cofferdams 
be designed to withstand the effects of ice." 

EPA Response: The low-head cofferdams that are constructed in the HBHA Pond will be 
designed to resist the impacts of ice or any other natural forces to which they would be exposed 
(e.g. hurricanes, significant flooding, heavy debris from storm events). The specific design 
details, including the actual location and orientation of the low-head cofferdams and the type of 
material utilized to construct the cofferdams, will be developed during the Remedial Design 
process. 

E. 18. The ASC's consultant commented that: "Sediment Retention Area at Northern 
Portion of the HBHA Pond: on page 3-31, paragraph 1 of the Feasibility Study (Section 
3.4.5.2) it is written that 'construction of baffles/flow deflectors or installation of floating 
silt curtains around which surface water flow would be directed, resulting in lower flow 
velocities as surface water moves toward the southern end of the pond.' 

This statement is not correct. Since Q\n = Qoul in the north basin, flow velocities around 
baffles and curtains will increase. Travel distances (and hence hydraulic residence times) 
will increase, which may enhance particle settling, but velocities will not be reduced. 
Two related questions: (1) what size particles will be removed by the proposed retention 
basin, and (2) what are the hydraulic residence and particle settling times in the north 
basin? Because the answers to these questions will impact the effectiveness of the 
retention basin to remove paniculate arsenic, in the absence of this data it is not possible 
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to judge the feasibility of the proposed retention basin to meet the PRO for surface water 
flowing to the south basin." 

EPA Response: The above-mentioned phrase should read: "...construction of baffles/flow 
deflectors or installation of floating silt curtains around which surface water flow would be 
directed, to promote the settling of participate arsenic." The last sentence of the first paragraph 
on Page 3-31 can be ignored. 

In reference to the two additional questions, the proposed location of the low-head /s is presented 
as preliminary and conceptual, based on the discharge of contaminated groundwater. The actual 
location of the low-head cofferdams is subject to change based on further evaluation of the 
groundwater and residence time required to provide adequate removal of suspended sediment to 
achieve the remedial action objectives. Pre-design investigations will also be conducted to 
optimize the sediment retention system. It is important to note that the primary compliance 
aspects of the northern portion of the HBHA Pond and its low-head cofferdams system 
(including the northern/first low-head cofferdam (primary treatment area/cell) and 
southern/second low-head cofferdam (secondary treatment area/cell)) are three fold: 1) the first 
low-head cofferdam (primary treatment cell) is located to intercept the contaminated 
groundwater plumes discharging in the HBHA Pond; 2) the chemocline within the primary 
treatment cell will be maintained (e.g., storms flows from Halls Brook be diverted from the 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond to the southern portion (downstream of the primary and 
secondary treatment cells), periodic dredging within the primary treatment cells); and 3) the 
effluent from the second low-head cofferdam (secondary treatment cell) comply with surface 
water cleanup standards (including NRWQC), and periodic dredging within the secondary 
treatment cell to maintain compliance with the cleanup standards/remove accumulated sediment. 

E. 19. The ASC's consultant commented that: "by not allowing chemolimnion to spill 
over from the north basin to the south, the volume of the chemolimnion will increase, and 
the chemolimnion level will rise up in the north basin impacting more of the pond." 

EPA Response: The chemolimnion/chemocline is not expected to increase in volume as stated in 
the comment. A scenario that may cause the chemocline to "spill over" the coffer dam may be 
the result of accumulated sediment that effectively decreases the depth of water and increases the 
elevation of the chemocline. Accumulated sediment depth will be monitored and periodically 
dredged to ensure spill over does not occur. This question will need to be evaluated further 
during predesign investigations. 

EPA's selected remedy also requires the construction of compensatory wetlands for any wetland 
function and value losses associated with the remedy, including any loss flood storage capacity. 

E. 20. The ASC's consultant asked how the frequency of sediment dredging will be 
determined. 

EPA Response: The initial frequency of dredging will be determined during remedial design and 
will be closely monitored during the life of the remedy including the primary and secondary 
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treatment cells in the northern portion of the HBHA Pond. As indicated above, the dredging 
frequency will be determined by closely monitoring the chemocline, surface water conditions in 
the northern portion, and sediment accumulation. 

EPA anticipates that, in addition to other design and performance criteria that will be detailed in 
the remedial design, conditions that may trigger dredging in the northern portion of the HBHA 
Pond will be: 1) if the chemocline rises to within 100 cm of the northern/first low-head 
cofferdam outlet (primary treatment cell); or 2) concentrations of surface water effluent from the 
southern/second low-head cofferdam (secondary treatment cell outlet) exceeds the surface water 
performance standards (e.g., NRWQC). EPA expects that other interim measures will be 
evaluated and possibly implemented prior to dredging in order to protect the integrity of the 
chemocline and ensuring compliance with the performance standards. Frequent long-term 
monitoring will be necessary to monitor the system. These interim steps (for example, actions 
other than dredging) may temporarily postpone the need for dredging operations, until the 
interim steps are no longer effective and excessive sediment accumulation within primary and/or 
secondary treatment cells requires dredging. 

It should be noted that a portion of the sediments helps to release some iron-oxides and promote 
microbial degradation, which suggests that when dredging becomes necessary, only partial 
dredging should be implemented sufficient to lower the elevation of the chemocline and provide 
further sediment retention capacity. Also, dredging should only be implemented when necessary 
to ensure the selected remedy is functioning appropriately, achieving the remedial action 
objectives and standards, and the chemocline remains low in the water column ensuring no 
elevated releases of contaminants of concerns downstream of the HBHA Pond. 

EPA anticipates that hydraulic dredging will be implemented in the northern portion of the 
HBHA Pond, and dewatering the northern portion will not be necessary. Water generated during 
dredging would require testing and, if necessary treatment, prior to discharge. As stated in the 
FS, specific methods for dredging, materials handling, treatment of water, etc. will be addressed 
in the remedial design. 

E. 21. The ASC's consultant commented that it is not clear if the aeration system 
between the two cofferdams will be effective. "... The water will contain very high 
levels of ammonia, sulfides, and reduced iron, which wil l all compete with arsenic for 
oxygen. It is likely that advanced oxidation process - e.g., UV-peroxide oxidation - will 
be required to effectively oxidize the arsenic moving downstream from the first 
cofferdam to the second. Also, it is not clear if the aeration system will be operated all 
year long or if it will be shut off periodically (e.g., during the winter months). Lastly, it 
is written that 'Periodically, the secondary sediment retention area may also require 
dredging,' but it is not clear how the frequency of dredging will be determined. EPA 
should address these questions in the Feasibility Study." 

EPA Response: Based on the available surface water data, the shallow water does not contain 
"very high levels of ammonia" as stated in the comment. It is currently anticipated that aeration 
wil l assist the existing natural attenuation processes occurring in the HBHA Pond in achieving 
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the Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) and surface water cleanup standards at the point of 
compliance (i.e., the outlet of the southern/second low-head cofferdam (secondary treatment 
cell)). A pre-design investigation will be required in the ROD to further evaluate the water 
chemistry and provide the basis for the actual full scale remedial design of the low-head 
cofferdams and aeration system. In addition, once installed, a comprehensive monitoring 
program will be implemented to evaluate the effectiveness of the system in meeting the RAO 
and cleanup standards. Currently it is assumed that the aeration system will be operated year-
round. Regarding dredging, accumulated sediment within the secondary treatment cell will be 
monitored for depth as well as contaminants of concern. The frequency of dredging the 
secondary treatment cell will be determined based on the accumulated depth of sediments and 
concentrations of surface water effluent exceeding the surface water performance standards (e.g., 
NRWQC). Dredging of the secondary treatment cell could also be based on other factors such as 
the dredging frequency of the primary treatment cell (the sediment retention area for the 
Northern Portion of the HBHA Pond include the primairy and secondary treatment cells). For 
example, for purposes of cost efficiencies, it is possible that the secondary treatment cell will be 
dredged at the same time the primary treatment cell. It is also possible that the secondary 
treatment cell may need to be dredged more frequently then the primary treatment cell. 

E. 22. The ASC's consultant commented that: "EPA does not adequately describe the 
long-term monitoring and maintenance program for Alternative HBHA-4." 

EPA Response: The specific details of the comprehensive monitoring program will be 
developed in the Remedial Design. 

E. 23. The ASC's consultant commented that: "Section 3.4.5.2 (Sediment Retention 
Area at Northern Portion of the HBHA Pond), on page 3-31, paragraph 2, describes 
"construction of a dual low-head cofferdam system starting at the approximate location of 
the mouth of the Halls Brook and continuing west across HBHA Pond... with the 
northern portion serving as the sediment retention and secondary polishing area." It 
should be noted that Hall Brook enters HBHA on the western shore: thus, if the . 
cofferdam is constructed from the brook outlet across the pond, construction will proceed 
to the east and not the west." 

EPA Response: The comment is acknowledged and EPA agrees with the comment. However, 
since the error does not change the outcome of the FS, the document will not be revised. 

E. 24. The ASC's consultant commented that: "Page 3-31, paragraph 3, makes reference 
to 'diffusion from accumulated sediments and subsequent chemocline precipitation.' It is 
not clear what is meant by these statements and what they refer to. It appears that this 
phrase was inadvertently appended to the sentence in which it appeared." 

EPA Response: The comment is acknowledged and the phrase should be ignored. However, 
since the error does not change the outcome of the FS, the document wil l not be revised. 

E. 25. The ASC's consultant commented that: "[o]n page 3-31, paragraph 3, sentence 3, 
it is not clear how the sediment storage figure of '2,000 yd3 of in-place sediment per 
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vertical foot' is arrived at. Is this an estimate arrived at from carefully performed 
measurements and calculations, or is this simply a rough estimate? EPA should describe 
how the sediment storage volume was estimated." 

EPA Response: This estimate provided is a rough estimate of the in-place volume of sediment 
that would accumulate over the estimated area of the settling basin that is presented in the FS 
report. The surface area of the sediment retention basin that is depicted in the FS is 
approximately 56,000 square feet. One foot of sediment depth represents an average estimate of 
sediment depth assuming that the sediment thickness will be greater towards the center of the 
pond and lesser near the shores. 

56,000 SF x 1 Vertical Foot = 56,000 Cubic Feet (CF)
 
56,000 CF x 1 CY/27 CF = 2,074 CY
 

E. 26. MassDEP recommended "dredging the entire pond including the proposed 
groundwater treatment area [Northern Portion of the HBHA Pond containing the primary 
and secondary treatment areas/cells] prior to installing the cofferdam. Dredging the 
entire pond would immediately increase the remedial capacity of the northern section of 
the pond, potentially ensure that Responsible Party funds would be used to do the 
dredging, and extend the time period that will be needed before the next dredging will 
have to take place." 

EPA Response: While EPA agrees that dredging the northern section of the pond would create 
additional sediment retention capacity, EPA is concerned about upsetting the current balance of 
conditions that assist in sustaining the chemocline and processes accounting for the removal of 
contaminants. The current in-place sediments represent an arsenic sink and can account for 
some limited removal of arsenic discharging into the pond from groundwater. The sediment 
layer, which hosts iron- and sulfate-reducing bacteria, impact arsenic removal within the HBHA 
Pond in two ways: 1) by supplementing the concentration of ferrous iron (provided primarily by 
groundwater discharge) that is transported to the chemocline through reductive dissolution of 
settling iron oxides; and 2) by contributing to the formation of reduced Fe-bearing minerals such 
as ferrous iron sulfides that sequester a fraction of the dissolved arsenic that accumulates at the 
bottom of the water column. Complete removal of these sediments and the associated microbial 
community that has evolved over the life of the HBHA Pond may result in a decrease in the 
concentration of dissolved ferrous iron in the water column and possibly an increase the 
concentration of dissolved arsenic. The efficiency of arsenic removal observed near the 
chemocline is dependent on the relative concentrations of dissolved ferrous iron and arsenic. A 
significant change to this balance, i.e., a decrease in the ratio of ferrous iron to arsenic, could 
negatively impact the effectiveness of the selected remedy. 

E. 27. MassDEP "questions the need for a cap along the northern bank of the HBHA 
(which will need long term maintenance, inspections and possibly institutional controls— 
see Figure 4-3 of the Proposed Plan). Since the bank do not pose an ecological or human 
health risk, why not continue to let any soil that dislodges from this area end up in the 
northern treatment area [primary and secondary treatment cells] and settle out? This 
sediment wil l eventually be dredged along with the accumulated groundwater treatment 
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sediment in the northern section of the HBHA anyway. If EPA believes that this sediment 
won't settle within the northern basin and will instead pose a risk by suspending and 
washing downstream during storm events, then DEP recommends dredging that northern 
bank along with the sediment of the HBHA in the initial dredging operation." 

EPA Response: EPA identified soils along the northern bank of the HBHA Pond (i.e. Area A6) 
that contain arsenic concentrations greater than the HBHA Pond sediment cleanup standard (273 
ppm). The selected remedy requires a permeable cap be placed along contaminated soils (e.g. 
the northern banks of the HBHA Pond along the southern boundary of the Boston Edison right-
of-way and adjacent to the railroad right of-way west of the HBHA Pond (e.g.. Area A6)) to 
prevent soil erosion (i.e. soils exceeding the sediment cleanup standards), additional loading of 
contaminated sediments to the primary and secondary treatment cells, downstream migration of 
contaminants of concern, and potential impacts to other components of the selected remedy. 
EPA's selected remedy addresses the remedial action objectives, and is cost effective. MassDEP 
suggests excavating/ dredging the soils and off-site disposal along with sediments dredged with 
HBHA Pond. EPA believes the soil removal/excavation, off-site disposal, and restoration could 
adequately address the remedial action objectives, but believes the option would be more costly. 

E. 28. MassDEP recommended "that EPA alter the plan for capping of the New Boston 
Street Drainway to reduce the need for maintenance and possible ICs. The benefits of the 
capping are not sufficiently substantiated. For example, if the groundwater is prevented 
from entering the NBSD (which is the purpose of the impermeable cap) there is not an 
evaluation as to the alternative endpoint of that groundwater. DEP requests that the 
NBSD not be capped, and instead culvert the NBSD to confluence with the Atlantic Ave 
Drainway, the northern treatment area [primary and secondary treatment cells] of the 
HBHA, or the aeration section between the coffer dams. This will ensure that the flow 
from the NBSD will end up in the treatment area of the HBHA. The Remedial 
Investigation concluded that most of the increased flow into the HBHA during storm 
events is from Hall's Brook, so presumably the diversion will not upset the chemocline in 
the northern section of the HBHA." 

EPA Response: EPA determined that contaminated groundwater may discharge into drainage 
channels (e.g. New Boston Street Drainway) and contribute to contaminant migration 
downstream. Some sediment within the New Boston Street Drainway exceed sediment cleanup 
standards for the HBHA Pond (e.g., arsenic above 273 mg/kg). The selected remedy requires the 
design and construction of impermeable caps to line stream channels (e.g. New Boston Street 
Drainway), and to prevent contaminated groundwater plumes discharge into surface water, 
downstream migration of contaminants of concern and potential impacts to other components of 
the selected remedy. EPA's selected remedy addresses the remedial action objectives, and is 
cost effective. 

Based on geologic and hydrogeologic studies conducted during the GSIP and MSGRP 
investigations, EPA believes that groundwater would flow under the capped portion of the New 
Boston Street Drainway (NBSD) and discharge into the northern portion of the HBHA Pond and 
would not reduce the need for institutional controls for groundwater use restrictions. Culverting 
the NBSD so that the flows discharge directly into Atlantic Avenue Drainway or the Northern 
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Portion of the HBHA (primary and secondary treatment cells referenced in MassDEP's comment 
as "northern treatment area" and "aeration section", respectively) as suggested would present 
significant construction issues and costs resulting from crossing the active commuter rail line, 
crossing through areas of known soil contamination creating soil management and disposal 
issues, creating additional costs resulting from the management of potentially significant 
quantities of contaminated groundwater generated during dewatering activities, and result in 
significantly greater costs in construction materials. In addition, a portion of the NBSD would 
still require filling or capping to prevent contaminated groundwater discharges thus possibly 
requiring long-term maintenance issues that would still trigger the need for ICs. Also, if the 
NBSD is filled-in to prevent groundwater from discharging into the existing stream channel and 
flowing to Halls Brook, then additional mitigation would be required further adding to the costs. 

Under EPA's selected remedy, increased flows associated with storm events contributed by the 
Halls Brook (including flows from the NBSD) would bypass the Northern Portion of the HBHA 
Pond (primary and secondary treatment cells). The MassDEP suggests that their proposed 
diversion will not upset the chemocline if the NBSD is allowed to directly discharge into the 
"treatment area of the HBHA" Pond. However, the increased flows and velocities contributed by 
the NBSD under storm conditions is unknown and may cause scouring, mixing, or 
destabilization of the chemocline. 

E. 29. MassDEP commented that: "[t]he Feasibility Study does not evaluate a remedy for the 
soil that would involve partial excavation of the soil in the Mishawum lakebed area; rather 
EPA chose only to excavate everything, or put ICs on all properties. DEP urges EPA to 
evaluate the potential benefit of excavatinga portion of the contaminated surface soil. DEP 
thought the following two alternatives would increase protectiveness immediately, and 
eliminate the need for ICs on several properties: 

1. excavate and remove surface soil on only vacant properties, 
2. excavate and remove surface soil in the area indicated in the plan, excluding the sub

surface contaminated area. Subsequently, place ICs only on the subsurface contaminated 
soil area." 

EPA Response: EPA's selected remedy requires institutional controls in subsurface soil (SUB) 
area and surface soil (SS) area. The smaller SS area is situated within the boundaries of the SUB 
area. Removing portions of the SS area wil l not eliminate the need for institution controls within 
that area (SUB area will still require institutional controls). In addition, EPA's selected remedy 
addresses the remedial action objectives and is cost effective. MassDEP's suggestion to 
excavate portions of the soils from the SS area will significantly increase costs while not 
eliminating institutional controls. 

E. 30. MassDEP noted "that an aerator will be a component of the groundwater/surface 
water remedy south of the upper cofferdam. Apparently the aerator is needed to increase 
oxygen levels and increase the precipitation of arsenic. This is potentially a part of the 
remedy requiring frequent maintenance. Therefore, the DEP recommends a method of 
aeration requiring the lowest-maintenance possible, and enough flexibility in design to 
allow for the use of a non-polluting energy source for the aerator (e.g., solar panels)." 
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EPA Response: The specific design of the aeration or oxygenation part of the remedial 
alternative will be developed as part of the pre-design investigation and the final remedial 
design. Maintenance and energy efficiencies will be important factors when evaluating aeration 
treatment technologies and system configurations. MassDEP will have an opportunity to 
comment on the design during this period. 

E. 31. The consultant for DEK commented that: "[a] reactive barrier installed as part of 
proposed remedy GW-4 along the NSTAR Easement to the north of 
the DEK property should be re-considered to protect the DEK property, the HBHA and 
the downstream sediments in the Aberjona River in the long term, while still retaining 
remedy GW-2 combined with sediment remedy HBHA-4 to eliminate downstream 
migration of arsenic bearing sediment in the short term. 
... if groundwater impact to the HBHA could be eliminated through upgradient 
treatment or control of the plume through installation of a reactive barrier as part of 
remedial alternative GW-4, then the long term impacts of operation and maintenance of 
HBHA-4 could also be eliminated." 

EPA Response: The capped and buried organic waste (animal hide residues) contribute to 
groundwater plumes. This buried organic waste will remain in place serving as a long-term 
source of the contaminated groundwater plumes. Hence, the contaminated groundwater plumes 
are expected to exist for the foreseeable future. EPA evaluated several remedial alternatives to 
address the risks associated with groundwater including remedies to intercept the groundwater at 
the current Industri-plex site boundary. Those risks were the result of potential future use of the 
groundwater as process water or in a car wash scenario. Other technologies and remedial 
alternatives were extensively evaluated in the FS including the reactive barrier as suggested in 
the comment. EPA believes that the selected alternative is the best alternative that balances all 
required evaluation criteria while still addressing the risks. 

E. 32. The MBTA asked why a 16-inch cap is being proposed for elevated metal levels 
along the Northern Portion of the HBHA Pond, and for the rationale for using a relatively 
thin soil cap. 

EPA Response: The Industri-plex (OU-1) ROD originally required a cap consisting of 30 inches 
of cover soils. This design requirement was later re-evaluated and revised to include the use of 
engineered geotextile materials to lessen the cap thickness while maintaining the cap's 
effectiveness. A similar engineered cap is proposed for the referenced soils. 

E. 33. The MBTA asked for the rationale for only placing 4 inches of topsoil on the cap 
proposed as part of Alternative HBHA-4 and comments that this is a relatively thin 
topsoil layer which will require significant monitoring and maintenance to prevent 
erosion damage. 

EPA Response: The required topsoil layer has been sufficient to establish and maintain 
vegetation in order to prevent erosion throughout the site. See above response to comment. 
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E. 34. The MBTA asked EPA to describe the cap monitoring and maintenance programs. 

EPA Response: The proposed design for the cap is consistent with the cap designs previously 
designed and installed under Industri-plex OU-1, including those previously installed by the 
MBTA at the Industri-plex site. The specific details of these designs are included in the 100% 
Design Report, Industri-plex Site. Woburn. Massachusetts, Remedial Work for Soil. Sediments 
and Air, dated April 25, 1992, and prepared by Colder Associates, Inc. Regarding caps for 
Industri-plex OU-2, specific design details and monitoring and maintenance requirements will be 
specified in the remedial design. 

E. 35. The MBTA commented that a "component of Alternative HBHA-4 requires the 
lining of a portion of the streambed located west of the MBTA railroad tracks with a 40
mil High Density Polyethylene (HDPE) Liner overlain with a 16-inch thick layer of 
gravel/cobble . . . Please provide the flooding criteria that were considered to assess 
stream levels during storm events." 

EPA Response: The conceptual design for the liner of the stream channel assumes that the 
stream bed will be excavated in order to install the liner and preserve the current volume capacity 
of the existing stream channel. A pre-design investigation is intended to evaluate flood storage 
issues and serve as part of the design basis for the final remedial design. The specific design 
details will be specified in the remedial design. 

E. 36. The MBTA asked whether the EPA considered the potential for structural damage 
to the railroad tracks, along with the potential for contaminated stormwater to discharge 
to the right of way (ROW). 

EPA Response: The purpose of the liner is to eliminate; potential contaminated groundwater 
from discharging to the stream, which is likely presently occurring, and ultimately discharge to 
the HBHA. The remedy will not cause contaminated water to discharge to the ROW. 

Although not specified in the comment, EPA assumes that "the potential for structural damage to 
the railroad tracks" referred to in the comment would be the result of construction activities 
during liner installation. Construction methods and procedure will be specified in the remedial 
design to prevent structural damage as was the case when approximately 350 linear feel of the 
NBSD along the ROW was previously capped with a permeable liner during the execution of 
Industri-plex OU-1 remedy. AMTRAK and MBTA will have an opportunity to review and 
comment on these designs. 

E. 37. The MBTA asked EPA to show the location of the streambed and proposed limit 
of work in relation to the MBTA ROW, and to explain why only a portion of the 
streambed is being lined. 

EPA Response: Please refer to Figure 4-3 of the FS and the Proposed Plan, and Figure J-7 of 
this ROD for the estimated location of the proposed stream channels requiring the impermeable 
cap liner. 
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As stated above, the purpose of the impermeable cap is to prevent the discharge of contaminated 
groundwater plumes, contamination of stream sediments, downstream migration of contaminants 
of concern, and potential impacts to other components of the selected remedy. 

E. 38. The MBTA commented that: "[i]f Alternative HBHA-4 is implemented,a 
geotextile cushion should be provided between the HDPE liner and the gravel cobble, to 
help prevent damage and punctures to the liner, which could be caused by the 
gravel/cobble layer." 

EPA Response: Details will be resolved during the predesign and design stage of the selected 
remedy. MBTA will have an opportunity to review and comment on these designs at that time. 

E. 39. The MBTA asked EPA to "explain how contaminated sediments that will enter the 
southern portion of the HBHA Pond via the stormwater by-pass structure during storm 
events will be managed. The Feasibility Study indicates that sediment will be periodically 
dredged from the sediment retention area, but it is not clear if periodic dredging is also 
proposed in the southern portions of the HBHA Pond." 

EPA Response: The selected remedy for HBHA Pond requires the design and construction of an 
impermeable cap to line stream channels (e.g. New Boston Street Drainway), and to prevent the 
discharge of contaminated groundwater plumes, contamination of stream sediments, downstream 
migration of contaminants of concern, and potential impacts to other components of the selected 
remedy. Therefore, once the upgradient portions of the selected remedy are constructed and the 
southern portion of the HBHA Pond is dredged and restored, EPA does not believe the southern 
portion of the pond will become re-contaminated and require additional dredging. EPA will 
evaluate the conclusion during the five-year reviews. 

E. 40. The MBTA asked EPA to "explain how the chemo-cline will be maintained in the 
southern portion of the HBHA Pond during and following storm events. As indicated on 
page E-6 of the Feasibility Study, the chemo-cline is destabilized during storm events and 
the amount of metals entering the water column and being transported further 
downstream is much greater." 

EPA Response: Under the selected remedy for the HBHA Pond, a chemocline is not expected to 
be present within the restored southern portion of the HBHA Pond. The selected remedy 
intercepts the contaminated groundwater plumes at the primary treatment cell within the northern 
portion of the HBHA Pond, and prevents the plumes from discharging into the secondary 
treatment cell and southern portion of the HBHA Pond. Low-head cofferdams will be 
constructed to help form the primary and secondary treatment cells. After construction of the 
low-head cofferdams, construction of the primary and secondary treatment cells, and sediment 
removal and restoration of the southern portion of the HBHA Pond, a chemocline should no 
longer be present in the restored southern portion. 

However, as part of the selected remedy, the chemocline within the primary treatment celJ of the 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond must be maintained. An important aspect of maintaining the 
chemocline within the primary treatment cell is the construction of a storm water by-pass system 
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at Halls Brook. The by-pass system will divert significant Halls Brook storm surface water 
flows from the primary treatment cell to the southern portion of the HBHA Pond, which could 
disturb the chemocline within the primary treatment cell, while maintaining Halls Brook base 
flow surface water conditions into the primary treatment cell during storm events. EPA's 
selected remedy will achieve surface water cleanup standards at the outlet of the northern portion 
of the HBHA Pond (secondary treatment cell outlet). 

E. 41. The MBTA asked EPA to "provide the flooding criteria that are being considered 
for the implementation of Alternative HBHA-4." 

EPA Response: A pre-design investigation is intended to evaluate flood storage issues and serve 
as part of the design basis for the final remedial design. The specific design details will be 
specified in the remedial design. 

E. 42. The MBTA asked EPA whether precautions would be taken to help ensure that 
contaminated stormwater does not discharge to the MBTA ROW. 

EPA Response: Under the selected remedy, arsenic contaminated groundwater would be 
prevented from discharging into the NBSD. 

E. 43. The MBTA asked EPA whether precautions would be taken to help ensure that 
stormwater flooding will not cause structural damage to the railroad tracks. 

EPA Response: A pre-design investigation is intended to evaluate flood storage issues and serve 
as part of the design basis for the final remedial design. The specific design details will be 
specified in the remedial design. 

E. 44. The MBTA asked EPA to provide details regarding the proposed dredging work, 
which will demonstrate that this activity will not cause structural damage to the MBTA 
railroad tracks and/or ROW. 

EPA Response: A pre-design investigation is intended to evaluate flood storage issues and serve 
as part of the design basis for the final remedial design. The specific design details will be 
specified in the remedial design. 

E. 45. The MBTA asked EPA to provide a complete set of design documents for each of 
the preferred alternatives when completed to review them and provide comments. 

EPA Response: The remedial design documents will be available to all interested parties, once 
completed. 

E. 46. The City of Wobum, Mayor's Office, commented that: it "does not question the 
ultimate goal of the remedy the Environmental Protection Agency has proposed. The 
concept and premise of the design seem sound. However, one area of concern is the 
amount of dredging proposed within the Halls Brook Holding Area. There appear to be 
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two schools of thought. One being that the best remedy involves the complete removal of 
a)] contaminated sediments and the other being that the very act of removal may cause a 
greater risk for release of sediments downstream." 

EPA Response: The selected remedy will address remedial action objectives and cleanup 
standards. We agree that it is critical to ensure that dredging does not itself cause further adverse 
impact. The remedial design will specify construction methods, materials, and performance 
goals to ensure that implementation of the plan will not cause downstream migration of 
contamination. 

E. 47. The Wobum City Council commented that: "EPA has not ful ly explained whether 
or not there are current/ongoing releases of COC'S into the Aberjona Watershed, 
particularly from points north, and if so, does the plan attempt to arrest the migration of 
such contaminants? Our understanding of the plan is that it principally reduces exposure 
to COC's and does not necessarily stop migration of COC's at the source or sources." 

EPA Response: The March 2005 MSGRP RI, the June 2005 MSGRP FS and Proposed Plan, 
and the selected remedy clearly state that there are current ongoing releases of contaminants into 
the environment that are originating from the Industri-plex site. These contaminants are 
impacting groundwater that in turn discharge into the HBHA, which discharges into the 
Aberjona River. The RI/FS also identified unacceptable human health and ecological risks 
associated with these contaminants of concern (COCs). To reduce those risks, remedial action 
objectives (RAOs) were established as the cleanup goals for any future remedial action and also 
to serve as the guideline for developing remedial alternatives that would accomplish these goals. 
Following a comprehensive evaluation process, the selected remedy represents the best set of 
remedial alternatives to achieve the RAOs for all affected media while balancing all of the 
required evaluation criteria. 

The principal source of groundwater contamination is contaminated soils ai the Industri-plex site 
that could be as much as several million cubic yards in volume. It is not cost-feasible to remove 
these wastes as was determined during the OU-1 FS. EPA's selected remedy will intercept 
contaminated groundwater plumes and reduce their migration downstream. A remedial strategy 
to manage the migration of these contaminants and associated risks is more appropriate. 

E. 48. The Wobum City Council asked EPA whether any of the Preferred Alternatives, 
such as pond or plume intercept methods, inadvertently increase health risks by altering 
the migration of COC's onto currently "clean" properties within the City, and whether 
any of the Preferred Alternatives could actually interfere with the natural attenuation 
process that is currently occurring within the sediments of the pond and increase the 
downstream migration of contaminants. 

EPA Response: EPA's selected remedy addresses the remedial action objectives and cleanup 
standards, as well as complies with all state and federal regulations. EPA's selected remedy will 
not cause the migration of COCs onto "clean" properties as suggested in the comment, but is 
expected to reduce the migration of contaminants of concern downstream and reduce health and 

Record of Decision 
OU-2, Industri-plex Superfund Site (and including OU-3, Wells G&M Supertund Site) January 2006 
Wobum, Massachusetts Page 173 



Record of Decision
 
Part 3: The Responsiveness Summary
 

environmental risks. Also, EPA's selected remedy utilizes and improves upon the treatment 
properties of the HBHA Pond. 

E. 49. The Wobum City Council asked EPA for the specific proposed dredging methods 
and guidelines, and for assurances that the most careful methods of removing chemicals 
had been selected. 

EPA Response: EPA's selected remedy addresses the remedial action objectives and cleanup 
standards, as well as complies with all state and federal regulations, including Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act and the Executive Order for Floodplain Management, Exec. Order 11988 
(1977), codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 6, App. A., 40 CFR 6.302(b). EPA's selected remedy includes 
sediment removal/dredging which will comply with all relevant and appropriate state and federal 
regulations. EPA's selected remedy envisioned hydraulic dredging for the deep sediments in the 
HBHA Pond and mechanical dredging for other sediments. The details of the sediment removal 
design will occur during remedial design. The Woburn City Council will have an opportunity to 
review and comment on specific design elements during the remedial design phase. 

E. 50. The Woburn City Council asked EPA whether there has been or will there be any 
on-site study of the effectiveness of the proposed bioremediation for groundwater before 
full-scale treatment begins. 

EPA Response: EPA believes that the selected bioremediation technology that was selected to 
address groundwater contamination at the West Hide Pile, if necessary, will be effective. As 
stated in the FS, a pre-design investigation will be conducted to develop the specific design 
details of the treatment application process as suggested. 

E. 51. The consultant for the Wobum City Council commented that: "there may not be 
adequate protection for downstream receptors during the removal of the contaminated 
sediments from the HBHA pond. This concern primarily relates to the use of a hydraulic 
excavator, rather than a hydraulic dredge, to remove those sediments. Two possible site 
preparation methods (and the nebulous "other") are listed to help mitigate for sediment 
transport." 

EPA Response: EPA's selected remedy includes sediment removal/dredging which will comply 
with all relevant and appropriate state and federal regulations. EPA's selected remedy 
anticipated hydraulic dredging for the deep sediments in the HBHA Pond and mechanical 
dredging or excavation for other near-shore sediments. The details of the sediment removal 
methods and protections will occur during remedial design. EPA's remedy will comply with all 
regulations and substantive permit requirements. 

E. 52. The consultant for the Woburn City Council asked whether Alternative HBHA-4 
will be effective in mitigating the mobilization of contaminants during storm and high 
water events. 

EPA Response: A pre-design investigation will be conducted to evaluate storm water 
management concerns and provide a design basis for the final location and design components of 
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the selected remedy. This design will be available to the City for review. At the northern portion 
of the HBHA Pond, the selected remedy will intercept contaminated groundwater plumes at the 
primary treatment cell, sequester/treat groundwater contamination at the primary and secondary 
treatment cells so that surface water effluent from the secondary treatment cell outlet achieves 
surface water cleanup standards. EPA believes that the selected remedy for the HBHA Pond will 
be effective at controlling the migration of contaminants above surface water cleanup standards 
downstream of the secondary treatment cell during base and storm flow events. 

E. 53. A resident of Wilmington commented that: "GW-1 (drinking water source areas) 
must be given the highest priority for cleanup. Better intervention is needed and should 
be updated for GW-1 to include only the newest and best technology available to identify 
and address the "actual break-down products and risks (contaminants imposed (forced on 
our environment) by the PRPs at possibly GW-2 or GW-3 locations if not at the source, 
or holding areas. Applying newer technologies along with "treatment trains" will further 
enhance removal." 

EPA Response: The aquifer near the Industri-plex site within the Northern Study Area is not 
considered GW-1 by MassDEP. MassDEP's Use and Value Determination identified this area of 
the aquifer by Industri-plex to be of "low use and value." 

E. 54. A resident of Wilmington commented that: "[t]he most up-to-date technology 
should be made available and used to be most protective of public health and the 
environment where there is a complete exposure pathway." 

EPA Response: EPA believes that the selected remedy utilizes appropriate technologies and 
addresses the remedial action objectives and cleanup standards. During the remedial design of 
the selected remedy, all appropriate technologies and methods to design the selected remedy will 
be evaluated for use at the Site. 

E. 55. SMC, Pharmacia and the consultant for SMC and Pharmacia commented that 
EPA's Proposed Remedy for the HBHA Pond will disrupt the natural ability of the pond 
to sequester arsenic. 

EPA Response: The selected remedy for the HBHA Pond and its periodic dredging will not 
negatively impair the chemocline or increase downstream contaminant migration. See previous 
responses. 

E. 56. SMC commented that EPA's sediment remedy is needlessly invasive, and would 
create greater human health risk than capping and institutional controls. 

EPA Response: The selected remedy for near shore sediments is more effective at reducing risk 
when compared with other alternatives is implementable, and its short-term effectiveness can be 
ensured through proper controls. EPA evaluated capping as an alternative in the FS, but it was 
eliminated from further consideration since in-situ caps may enhance accessibility to interior 
portions of the wetlands, which were previously considered inaccessible and typically have 
higher concentrations of contamination. In addition, capping would also require long-term 
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inspections, maintenance, and institutional controls to ensure that the cap remained intact and 
protective and that the biological barriers mentioned in the comment remained effective in 
preventing access. Institutional controls would also be required where land use restrictions 
would be imposed and would require periodic inspection and enforcement to remain effective. 
All of these factors would also increase the cost of the capping alternative. Please also refer to 
EPA's responses to SMC's consultant's comments. 

E. 57. SMC commented that benzene beneath the West Hide Pile is attenuating 
naturally, and may be addressed adequately with existing institutional controls. 

EPA Response: Benzene concentrations in groundwater remain elevated at the West Hide Pile, 
similar to concentrations previously detected in groundwater during the 1980s and 1990s. Also, 
elevated levels of benzene were detected in soils at the West Hide Pile (MSGRP RD- EPA 
conducted a baseline risk assessment based upon existing conditions that identified human health 
risks associated with potential future groundwater exposures to commercial/ industrial workers 
and excavation workers. 

EPA's RI identifies that plumes associated with the West Hide Pile (e.g., benzene, arsenic, 
ammonia) likely discharge to nearby wetlands (e.g., southern pond). Insufficient groundwater . 
data and no surface water data were available to assess the extent of the West Hide Piles 
groundwater plume's impact to surface water and sediments. Further pre-design investigation 
will be necessary for the area to evaluate West Hide Pile and East Hide Pile groundwater impacts 
on the near surface water and sediments and impacts to the downgradient plumes. 

EPA's selected remedy is necessary to remove the high concentrations of benzene from the West 
Hide Pile. Institutional controls required under the 1986 Record of Decision have not been 
recorded on any property to date. If institutional controls are implemented that eliminate 
exposures, and predesign investigation do not identify these plumes contributing to human health 
risks and hazards or an ecological risk (exceeding the cleanup levels established for this remedy), 
then EPA agrees that implementation of Alternative GW-4 for the West Hide Pile may not be 
necessary. 

E. 58. SMC commented that the proposed remedy is overly costly. 

EPA Response: EPA's selected remedy is estimated at $25.7 million, and does not represent the 
most expensive options that were evaluated under the Feasibility Study. The most expensive 
remedial alternatives could have exceeded a total cost of over $210 million as illustrated on 
Table 4-29 of the Proposed Plan, and Table K-8 of this ROD. 

E. 59. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: "USEPA has used the site-
specific PRGs calculated in the FS as screening levels to identify locations that have a 
PRG exceedance, and thus areas that require additional action. Use of PRGs in this 
manner exaggerates the areas that may need to be addressed in the FS. The PRGs are 
EPC surrogates, just as the EPCs take into account the distribution of the data and ideally 
represent the 95% upper bound on the arithmetic mean concentration, so too should the 
PRGs." 
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EPA Response: The areas requiring remediation presented in the Feasibility Study were based 
on samples spaced approximately 50 to 75 feet apart and an estimation of areas exceeding the 
sediment PRG. Application of the sediment PRO in this manner was appropriate in developing a 
cost estimate to support the Feasibility Study within an expected accuracy of -30 percent to +50 
percent based on the available data. However, as stated in the Feasibility Study, a pre-design 
investigation will be conducted to more closely delineate the extent of sediment contamination 
exceeding the sediment cleanup standards which requires remediation. The results of this 
investigation will serve as the basis of the Remedial Design. 

E. 60. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: "Wetland functions are being 
protected in the HBHA Pond under current conditions and would be also under USEPA's 
Proposed Plan. Therefore, wetland replication is not needed as part of any proposed 
remediation." 

EPA Response: The sediments throughout the HBHA Pond were extremely toxic and are 
associated with contaminated groundwater discharges originating from the Industri-plex site. 
EPA's ecological risk assessment identified these sediments as presenting an unacceptable 
ecological risk to benthic organisms. Due to the sediment toxicity and surface water quality 
exceedances of the NRWQC, EPA does not concur that the wetland functions and values are 
being protected in the HBHA Pond under current conditions. 

Due to sediment contaminant concentrations in both deep and shallow water and the periodic 
exceedances of the NRWQCs for arsenic and ammonia in surface water, the ability of the HBHA 
Pond to perform functions of providing wildlife habitat, fisheries habitat and pollution 
prevention are impaired. The selected remedy includes dredging contaminated sediments from 
the southern portion of HBHA Pond and restoring the impacted area. A compensatory wetland 
will be constructed to make up for any lost wetland functions and values in the northern portion 
of the pond and capped drainways. The lost functions and values of the southern portion will be 
restored in place. The degraded functions and values of the northern portion and capped 
drainways will be mitigated through the construction of compensatory wetlands nearby in the 
watershed. This mitigation will be consistent with ARARs. 

The selected remedy incorporates the northern portion of the HBHA Pond into the treatment 
process, which periodically requires sediments to be removed. Considering these contaminated 
sediments and future accumulated contaminated sediments will be retained, impact benthic 
community, and periodically be removed from the northern portion, EPA's selected remedy 
identified the northern portion as a habitat loss requiring compensation through the construction 
of alternative habitat within the watershed. EPA's selected remedy for the southern portion of 
the HBHA Pond requires contaminated sediment removal and restoration. Hence, habitat 
compensation is not necessary for the southern portion. 

E. 61. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that after a storm event, 
the chcmocline is not broken down in the northern end of the pond, and that EPA's 
conclusions regarding the impact of storm events on the chemocline are based upon 
incomplete data. 
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EPA Response: EPA disagrees with the comment and the: above analysis. EPA evaluated all the 
data associated with the HBHA Pond, not a limited data set as described by the commenter. EPA 
considered the nature and extent, fate and transport, and risks associated with all the data. Contrary 
to the comment, conductivity profiles collected throughout the water column by EPA indicate that 
during and followinga storm event, the chemocline does destabilize. The HBHA Pond under 
baseflow conditions consistently illustrated that the depth of the chemocline throughout the pond 
ranged between approximately 150 centimeters (cm) to 250 cm below the surface of the pond. After 
a significant storm event, the chemocline was no longer observed at the central and southern 
stations. In addition, hourly surface water monitoring data collected from the most downstream 
surface water monitoring stations during the storm events, revealed higher arsenic concentrations 
during first flush effects from upstream sources. This information correlates with storm water 
releases from the HBHA Pond. 

E. 62. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: "construction of a stormwater 
bypass and the Sediment Retention Cell, as proposed in USEPA's Proposed Plan, is not 
necessary to maintain the chemocline and associated arsenic removal processes." 

EPA Response: The secondary treatment cell (referred by the commenter as a polishing cell) will 
further reduce contaminant concentrations (e.g., precipitate metals, degrade organics, volatilization) 
during baseflow and storm flow conditions, as well as address any potential episodic releases from 
the primary treatment cell. The secondary treatment cell will also further reduce ammonia 
concentrations associated with the contaminated groundwater plume discharge. The objective of the 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond, serving as a treatment component of the remedy (primary and 
secondary treatment cells), is to intercept contaminated groundwater plumes that discharge into the 
HBHA Pond at the primary treatment cell, sequester/treat contaminated groundwater plumes at the 
primary and secondary treatment cells, periodically remove the accumulated contaminated sediments 
from the primary and secondary treatment cells, and ensure that effluent from the secondary 
treatment cell outlet do not exceed surface water cleanup standards.. 

E. 63. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: "[s]ediments in the HBHA 
provide a second important arsenic removal process in the HBHA Pond. This process 
should be maintained and not disturbed by dredging." 

EPA Response: The in-place sediments represent a partial arsenic sink for contaminated 
groundwater. However, EPA disagrees with the comment and reiterates that these sediments only 
remove a fraction of the arsenic as evidenced by the surface water data collected during the Natural 
Attenuation Study and the MSGRP investigations. Arsenic is continuing to migrate through the 
water column. 

EPA's selected remedy for Northern Portion of the HBHA Pond (primary and secondary treatment 
cells) requires sediments that accumulate in the northern portion of the HBHA Pond to be removed 
periodically and disposed off-site. The selected remedy for the HBHA Pond takes into account that 
a portion of the sediments in the HBHA Pond help maintain the supply of ferrous iron that 
contributes to the capture of arsenic near the chemocline and promote microbial degradation, which 
suggests that when dredging becomes necessary in the primary treatment cell, only partial dredging 
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should be implemented sufficient to lower the elevation of the chemocline and/or provide further 
sediment retention capacity. Also, dredging should only be implemented when necessary to ensure 
that the remedy is functioning appropriately, achieving the remedial action objectives and cleanup 
standards, and the chemocline remains below a depth of 100 cm in the water column ensuring no 
elevated releases of contaminants of concerns downstream. 

EPA's selected remedy established the following conditions that may trigger dredging in the 
Northern Portion of the HBHA Pond (primary and/or secondary treatment cells): 1) if the 
chemocline rises to within 100 cm of the lop of the primary treatment cell's low-head cofferdam 
(northern/first low-head cofferdam) outlet, or 2) concentrations of surface water effluent/outlet from 
the second treatment cell's low-head cofferdam (southern/second low-head cofferdam) exceed the 
surface water cleanup standards. However, EPA expects lhat other cost effective interim measures 
will be evaluated and possibly implemented prior to implementing dredging activities at the HBHA 
Pond. These interim steps (for example, actions other than dredging) may temporarily postpone the 
need for dredging operations, until the interim steps are no longer effective and excessive sediment 
accumulation within primary and/or secondary treatment cells requires dredging. Frequent long-
term monitoring will be necessary to monitor the system. 

The selected remedy for the Southern Portion of the HBHA Pond, which is not impacted by 
contaminated groundwater plume discharges, requires contaminated sediments be removed and the 
southern portion restored. In addition, EPA's selected remedy minimizes impacts to the HBHA 
Pond and maximizes the pond's restoration. EPA's selected remedy also requires the construction of 
compensatory wetlands to mitigate any wetland function and value losses. 

The commenter appears to not understand the concept of the storm water bypass system. All of the 
storm water from Halls Brook will not be diverted from the northern portion of the HBHA Pond 
(primary and secondary treatment cells). Halls Brook is the predominant source providing steady 
inputs of low conductivity, oxygenated water, while contaminated groundwater plumes provide 
steady inputs of iron and sulfates. Hence, surface water baseflow conditions from Halls Brook will 
continue to flow into the primary treatment cell during storm events to sustain the chemocline. A 
portion of the storm water flows from Halls Brook which could potentially disrupt the chemocline 

will be diverted/by-passed to the southern portion of the HBHA Pond. 

The purpose of the drainway liner is to prevent contaminated groundwater plumes from discharging 
to the drainway and contaminating sediments, which could migrate downstream and impact the 
selected remedy for HBHA Pond and contribute to further downstream migration during storm 
events. Surface water flow from the drainway will continue to flow into Halls Brook and the 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond. The drainway liner will not impact the functions of the 
selected remedy. Also, the primary source of iron to the HBHA Pond is from the discharge of 
contaminated groundwater plumes (not Halls Brook as the comment suggests). 

E. 64. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that pond partitioning will adversely 
affect arsenic removal. In particular, the comment suggests that the selected remedy may 
significantly affect the settling capacity within the HBHA Pond. 
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EPA Response: The principal component associated with sequestering arsenic in the existing 
HBHA Pond are the chemocline, which is caused by groundwater plumes discharge to the pond 
and baseflow surface water discharge to the pond, the shape of the HBHA Pond, and its very 
shallow outlet elevation. EPA's selected remedy enhances these properties, and achieves the 
remedial action objectives. The selected remedy is expected to treat/sequester the contaminated 
groundwater plumes discharging into the HBHA Pond (including but not limited to arsenic, 
benzene and ammonia contamination), and reduce contamination migration downstream. 

Groundwater discharge to the HBHA Pond, surface water discharge to the HBHA Pond, soil 
erosion, and contaminant fate and transport processes contribute to the distribution of the 
sediments in the HBHA Pond. EPA's selected remedy utilizes the northern portion of the HBHA 
Pond to intercept (via primary treatment cell) and sequester/treat groundwater plumes discharge 
to the pond (via primary and secondary treatment cells), and periodic removal of sediment (all 
sediment grains sizes, including fine grain) from the primary and secondary treatment cells . The 
comment points out the reduced settling area resulting from the installation of the low-head 
cofferdams but fails to acknowledge the reduced volume of water passing through the retention 
area during a storm event. Monitoring will be an important part of the design and remedy to 
ensure that the surface water cleanup standards are not exceeded. As noted in the FS and 
Proposed Plan and in previous responses, this portion of the selected remedy will also require 
further pre-design investigations. 

The purpose of the primary treatment cell (northern/first low-head cofferdam), is to intercept 
contaminated groundwater plumes. The purpose of the primary and secondary treatment cells 
are to treat/sequester contaminants, retain sediments for periodical removal, and achieve surface 
water cleanup criteria (e.g., NRWQC) at the outlet of the secondary treatment cell. These 
contaminated groundwater discharges are occurring in the northern portion of the HBHA Pond. 
Investigations conducted as part of the MSGRP RI and acknowledged by the comment 
demonstrate that a portion of the contaminated sediments are transported to downstream areas 
due to "interim natural forces" (i.e., storm events). Halls Brook represents the largest 
contribution of storm flow to the HBHA Pond. Diverting the high flows associated with storm 
flows from Halls Brook away from areas where contaminated sediments are concentrated will 
reduce the downstream migration of these contaminants. The final design of the low-head 
cofferdams system will be developed following a pre-design investigation. 

E. 65. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: "the arsenic mitigation strategy 
incorporated in the USEPA's Proposed Plan will likely be subject to periodic up-set and 
flushing via stormwater inflows from the Atlantic Avenue Drainway and the NSTAR 
ROW No. 9 drainage culvert. Similarly, re-suspended hydroxide floe transported to the 
Southern Basin will be flushed downstream by flows from the Halls Brook bypass. The 
intensity of these flushing flows will increase as development within the Pond's 
contributing drainage basin increases. Consequently, USEPA's Proposed Plan will 
remain susceptible to periodic flushing events and hence will continue to export sediment 
from the HBHA system . .. The new North Basin (Sediment Retention Cell) will be 
subjected to direct inflows from the Atlantic Avenue Drainway and the ephemeral stream 
draining NSTAR ROW No. 9. Collectively, these two inflow points drain approximately 
45 percent of the area discharging to the Pond (MSGRP RI, 2005). During major storm 
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events, runoff entering the basin from these sources will be significant and unmitigated. 
As evidenced by runoff hydrographs generated from the 5.31-inch precipitation event that 
occurred on March 22-24, 2001, peak inflows from the Atlantic Avenue Drainway 
approached 90 cubic feet per second (cfs), while the NSTAR ROW No. 9 culvert peaked 
at over 20 cfs (Roux Associates, 2002). The 5.31-inch event, while significant, 
corresponded to a design storm with a recurrent frequency of only 10 years (NCRS, 
1986). Peak inflows from a 100-year event would be substantially greater. Ultimately, the 
flushing effects associated with large design storms would significantly and adversely 
affect the performance of the USEPA's Proposed Plan." 

EPA Response: EPA disagrees with the comment. The flows from the identified tributaries 
during storm conditions were relatively minor compared with ihe storm flows from Halls Brook. 
Flows similar to these smaller storm flows have been experienced from the Halls Brook under 
baseflow conditions and no disruptions of the chemocline were observed. The data do not 
support the comment. EPA does not consider these tributary storm flows significant and does 
not believe they will disrupt the chemocline. As noted in the FS, Proposed Plan and this ROD, 
this portion of the selected remedy will also require further predesign investigations. 

The comment is speculative in suggesting that: "The intensity of these flushing flows will 
increase as development within the Pond's contributing drainage basin increases." This suggests 
that future area development will go unchecked with regards to storm water management. Recent 
large-scale development in the immediate area of the Industri-plex site contradicts the 
comment's claim. In the case of the Anderson Regional Transportation Center, Target, and 
National Development's development of the northern Commerce Way extension and Presidential 
Way, significant storm water management structures have been incorporated into the 
construction design. 

The comment is also speculative as far as predicting the failure of EPA's selected remedy, 
especially since the system has not yet been designed. As presented in the comment, the 
contributing flows of the Atlantic Avenue Drainway during the March 2001 storm event 
discussed in the comment are misleading in that the duration of the peak flow (90 cfs) was not 
presented nor was it discussed how the data was collecied. This specific measurement was not 
presented in the Downgradient Transport Draft Report prepared by Roux Associates, dated April 
1, 2002. The flow measurement presented in the report for this station on March 22, 2001 only 
showed a flow of 37.86 cfs. Again, this was a snapshol of the flow and the duration was not 
presented. However, it does illustrate the variability of Flows during a storm event. As stated in a 
response to previous comments, the final design of the low-head cofferdams system will be 
developed following a pre-design investigation which will identify major design components of 
the cofferdams and storm water bypass system that are important to maximize its sediment 
retention capabilities. 

E. 66. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: "[a]rsenic-containing iron 
hydroxide floe will form when reduced water in the bottom of the Sediment Retention 
Cell encounters the oxic/anoxic transition zone. Hydrous ferric oxides will form at the 
oxic/anoxic transition zone as reduced ferrous (Fe+2) iron encounters oxygenated water,, 
oxidizes to ferric Fe+3) iron and precipitates as hydrous ferric oxide (HFO) floe (Skousen 
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and Ziemkiewicz, 1995). Arsenic sorbs to the UFO floe, which would accumulate in the 
bottom of the Sediment Retention Cell. 

Flushing flows into the Sediment Retention Cell from the Atlantic Avenue Drainway (90 
cfs) and the ephemeral stream draining NSTAR ROW No. 9 (20 cfs) during major storm 
events would likely disrupt the chemocline and flush arsenic-bearing HFO floe to 
downgradient locations. The shortened length to width ratios created by the partitioning 
Coffer dams and the bypass of Halls Brook would significantly reduce TSS settling 
efficiency in the Southern Basin thereby increasing the export of the low density floe 
materials to downstream locations. The length to width ratios will shorten the amount of 
time and distance fine grained sediments will have to effectively settle out of the water 
columns. Similarly, the Joss of the Northern pond area to Halls Brook inflows during 
stormwater runoff periods will eliminate the hydraulic buffering capacity, shorten 
available sediment settling time and convey higher sediment loads directly to the pond 
outlet from a re-directed Halls Brook (i.e., the by -pass option). 

Perhaps more importantly, storms of lesser intensity occurring immediately after spring 
and fall turnover would export the re-entrained floe to the South Basin and similarly 
transport the arsenic bearing TSS downstream via the mechanisms discussed above. 
Turnover occurs in lakes and ponds deep enough to thermally stratify. In essence, as 
water cools in the fall, density differentials in the water column cause the cooler surface 
water to sink displacing warmer bottom water. This "turnover effect" results in a 
completely mixed water column that reintroduces low-density sediments present in the 
bottom of the Pond uniformly throughout the water column. The water will thermally re-
stratify during the colder winter periods. During late winter ice-out conditions, the 
surface water warms to maximum density (i.e. 4oC), subsequently sinks to the bottom 
resulting in a spring turnover event. Similar complete water column mixing occurs until 
thermal stratification is re-established and water column stability returns (Wetzel, 
1975, Tchobanogious and Schroeder, 1987). Even in the event that some of this material 
is re-deposited in the South Basin, it would be subject to re-entrainment and flushing 
during storm events via the high velocity inflows from the Halls Brook bypass option." 

EPA Response: The comment suggests that the chemocline in the primary treatment cell and the 
sediment retention areas within the primary and secondary treatment cells of the northern portion 
of the HBHA Pond will be ineffective during spring and fall turnover periods even though no 
site-specific data are presented to support this claim. EPA has evaluated a significant amount of 
surface water data collected during various seasons from the HBHA Pond. EPA has not observed 
any turn-over conditions that would impact the performance of the chemocline such that the 
remedial action objectives as stated in the FS, Proposed Plan and this ROD would not be 
achieved. Increases in arsenic concentrations migrating from the HBHA Pond have consistently 
been shown to correlate with storm events. 

Also, see above comment regarding tributary storm water flows. As noted in the FS, Proposed 
Plan, and this ROD, this portion of the selected remedy will also require further pre-design 
investigations. The actual size and location of the low-head cofferdams, which determines the 
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size and location of the selected remedy for the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (primary
 
and secondary treatment cells), will be determined during pre-design and design.
 

E. 67. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that a: "significant flaw in USEPA's 
Proposed Plan is the loss of future iron-rich sediment delivery to the proposed North 
Basin (Sediment Retention Cell). The elimination of the continuous supply of iron-rich 
organic materials from Halls Brook inflows during storm events could adversely impact 
the arsenic sequestration and attenuation processes in the Sediment Retention Cell ... 

Another negative effect of the proposed HaJIs Brook stormwater bypass would be the 
elimination of a continuously oxygenated water supply to the proposed Sediment 
Retention Basin. As the sole perennial stream entering the Pond, Halls Brook is the major 
source of dissolved oxygen delivery to the water body. Given the importance of 
maintaining aerobic conditions in the Sediment Retention Cell for arsenic removal, the 
proposed bypass of stormwater inflows to the southern basin of the Pond could 
significantly effect the long-term maintenance of aerobic conditions within the proposed 
basin. Ultimately, this could result in the periodic development of anaerobic conditions 
within the basin and significantly effect arsenic removal performance." 

Pharmacia commented that partitioning the HBHA will reduce the pond's arsenic 
reduction potential. 

EPA Response: EPA disagrees with these comments. The commenters misunderstand the 
conceptual design of the storm water bypass discussed in the Proposed Plan. EPA's selected 
remedy only diverts a portion of storm water flows from Halls Brook away from the northern 
portion of the HBHA Pond. It does not divert Halls Brook base flow component of surface 
water, which is an essential part of creating and maintaining the chemocline within the primary 
treatment cell. Only a portion of the storm water flows from Halls Brook, which could potential 
disrupt the chemoline, will be diverted downstream of the secondary treatment cell. As noted 
above, EPA wil l not be eliminating iron-rich organic materials. Contaminated groundwater, the 
primary source of iron in the HBHA Pond, will continue to discharge in the northern portion of 
the HBHA Pond. In addition, baseflow surface water discharge, as well as a portion of the storm 
water flows, will continue to contribute iron-rich sediments and dissolved iron. 

E. 68. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: "while dredging can remove 
sediment mass, it is not necessarily an effective technology when it comes to risk 
reduction; in fact, at a number of sediment sites, dredging has resulted in higher 
concentrations of the constituent of concern in surface sediments after implementation. 
As a result, the risks are increased as opposed to decreased." 

EPA Response: EPA has successfully implemented sediment dredging at many Superfund sites. 
The success of the dredging project in minimizing sediment resuspension, migration, and 
downstream migration is dependent upon the dredging method selected and other engineering 
controls installed during dredging (e.g., silt curtains). For the FS, EPA assumed that hydraulic 
dredging methods would be used since this particular method is best suited for low-specific 
gravity sediments in the HBHA Pond and minimizes sediment resuspension in the pond during 
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dredging. Details of the dredging will be refined during the design process. All dredging 
requirements will comply with all applicable state and federal regulations. 

E. 69. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commiented that: "although one of USEPA's 
goals of Alternative HBHA-4 is to provide an improved benthic habitat in a portion of the 
pond, dredging, no matter how effective, will never contribute to this end. The HBHA 
Pond is a man-made structure designed to retain stormwater, and its bottom is prone to 
anoxic conditions. Even if all the arsenic-containing sediments were removed, anoxia 
would likely continue, preventing the development of thriving communities." 

EPA Response: The dimensions of the HBHA Pond do not cause the atypical anoxic conditions 
present at the deep surface water of the HBHA Pond. Contaminated groundwater plumes that 
discharge into the HBHA Pond cause the chemocline and severe contamination in the sediments 
and surface water of the HBHA Pond, as well as the high conductivity, anoxic and reducing 
conditions in the deep surface water of the HBHA Pond. The selected remedy will remove the 
discharge of contaminated groundwater plumes from the southern portion of the HBHA Pond, 
and EPA believes the sediment remediation and restoration of the southern portion of HBHA 
Pond wilJ improve and provide additional habitat for aquatic life (e.g., benthic community and 
fish). The remediation of the southern portion of the HBHA Pond will also reduce downstream 
migration of contamination. 

E. 70. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: "the primary transport 
mechanism assumed in the Feasibility Study (FS) is scouring of the arsenic containing 
sediment from the bottom of the pond and downstream migration of these sediments. 
This, however, is not the case. Rather, the sediments in the HBHA Pond sorb arsenic 
entrained in groundwater as the groundwater discharges to the surface water. Further, 
hundreds of years of sorptive capacity remain in the sediments. Dredging these sediments 
would actually destroy an effective, functioning arsenic removal mechanism. In addition, 
since surface water velocities in the pond are quite low (a result of the pond's design as a 
retention basin), sediments are not scoured and transported downstream with any 
regularity." 

Pharmacia commented that the HBHA is sequestering and preventing downstream 
migration of contaminants. 

EPA Response: EPA refers the commenters to the March 2005 RI and June 2005 Surface Water 
Modeling Report which identify transport mechanisms along surface water and clearly associates 
downstream migration of contaminated sediments from the HBHA Pond to increased storm 
flows during storm events. EPA's selected remedy dredges and restores sediments from the 
southern portion of the HBHA Pond, while the northern portion serves to sequesier/treat 
contaminated groundwater discharging in the northern portion. The selected remedy for the 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond (primary and secondary treatment cells) requires sediments 
to be periodically dredged. 

E. 71. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: EPA "significantly 
underestimated the volume of sediments that would be dredged from the southern portion 
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of HBHA Pond if its Proposed Plan is implemented. USEPA's 6,700 cubic yard estimate 
of sediment volume was derived by multiplying the areal extent of the HBHA Pond south 
of the proposed northern cofferdam (135,000 square feet) by an assumed average 
sediment thickness of 1.33 feet (roughly equivalent to the 41-centimeter average 
sediment thickness of the 1991 GSIP Phase 2 Remedial Investigation data set). During 
implementation of the Final GSTP Scope of Work (SOW) in 2001, sediment thickness 
was measured at 22 locations throughout the HBHA Pond. Using this sediment thickness 
data, the portion of HBHA Pond to be dredged under USEPA's Proposed Plan contains 
approximately 10,000 cubic yards of sediments, almost 50 percent more than the 
sediment volume (6,700 cubic yards) used in the Proposed Plan to determine the costs for 
performance of this remedial action. Since sediment removal costs constitute a substantial 
proportion of the total capital costs for the HBHA Pond remedial action, USEPA 
significantly underestimated the cost of implementing its Proposed Plan." 

EPA Response: EPA utilized reasonable information to estimate the volume of sediments
 
requiring removal. The actual volume of sediments may increase or decrease depending upon
 
actual field conditions at the time of implementation. When developing the FS estimate, EPA
 
considered several sources of information including the Final GSIP data referenced in the
 
comment, and applied sediment core data from Robert Ford's September 2004 Natural
 
Attenuation Study (Appendix 2D of the March 2005 MSGRP RI), which was considered to be
 
the most reliable data set to estimate sediment volumes.
 

The methods employed to measure sediment thickness in the HBHA Pond during the Final GSIP 
performed by the Industri-plex Site Remedial Trust (i.e. pushing a perforated disk through the 
water column and "feeling" the differences in resistance between the water and sediment) were 
subjective with considerable uncertainty. No confirmation cores were collected to verify the 
accuracy of this method. 

E. 72. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: the "Wells G & H Wetland 
near shore sediments targeted for remediation are not easily accessible. The existing 
dense vegetation and adjoining rifle range make this wetland both difficult and 
potentially dangerous to access. Existing potential physical hazards pose far greater 
impediments to accessing deeper areas within the Wells G & H Wetland than potential 
access facilitated by above-grade in situ capping." 

EPA Response: EPA disagrees with the comment and considers the identified near shore 
sediment areas to be accessible. 

E. 73. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that "caps can be designed to 
provide dermal barriers to exposure without excessive thickness 
(e.g., incorporation of geotextiles). Because the proposed remedial areas are relatively 
confined, caps placed over wetland sediments would likely settle, keeping increases to 
the existing grade elevation to a minimum. 

... USEPA's concerns regarding potential access to deeper sediments as a result of 
capping could be effectively addressed through use of additional biological barriers to 
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supplement the existing dense vegetation (i.e., planting vegetation containing 
briars/thorns while avoiding those that produce edible fruits [e.g., blackberry])." 

EPA Response: The selected remedy for near shore sediments is more effective at reducing risk 
when compared with other alternatives. EPA evaluated capping as an alternative in the FS, but it 
was eliminated from further consideration since in-situ caps may enhance accessibility to interior 
portions of the wetlands, which were previously considered inaccessible and typically have 
higher concentrations of contamination. In addition, capping would also require long-term 
inspections, maintenance, and institutional controls to ensure that the cap remained intact and 
protective and that the biological barriers mentioned in the comment remained effective in 
preventing access. Institutional controls would also be required where land use restrictions 
would be imposed and would require periodic inspection and enforcement to remain effective. 
All of these factors would also increase the cost of the capping alternative. 

E. 74. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that future human exposures to 
groundwater at the West Hide Pile can be prevented or controlled through the use of 
institutional controls. In addition, SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: 
"[g]iven the absence of any chemical-specific ARARs for Site groundwater ... or any 
other regulatory driver for groundwater cleanup at the West Hide Pile,.. .there was no 
need for USEPA to include enhanced in-situ bioremediation for the West Hide Pile in its 
Proposed Plan." 

EPA Response: Benzene concentrations in groundwater remain elevated at the West Hide Pile, 
similar to concentrations previously detected in groundwater. EPA conducted a baseline risk 
assessment based upon existing conditions resulting in the identification of human health risks 
associated with potential future groundwater exposures to commercial/ industrial workers. 

EPA's selected remedy is necessary to remove the high concentrations of benzene from the West 
Hide Pile. Predesign investigations will be necessary to further evaluate the West Hide Pile and 
East Hide Pile contaminated groundwater plumes impact on the nearby wetlands and 
downgradient groundwater plumes. Institutional controls required under the 1986 Record of 
Decision have not been recorded on any property to date. If institutional controls that eliminate 
human health risks are implemented and maintained, and predesign investigation do not identify 
these plumes contributing to human health risks and hazards or an ecological risk (exceeding the 
cleanup standards established for this remedy), then EPA agrees that implementation of 
Alternative GW-4 for the West Hide Pile may not be necessary. 

E. 75. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: "further reductions in the 
concentration of benzene in West Hide Pile groundwater will likely require the injection 
of oxygen in quantities designed to cause the complete degradation of the soluble organic 
carbon from the hides. Consequently, enhanced in-situ bioremediation cannot feasibly be 
implemented to treat benzene in groundwater at the West Hide Pile as proposed in 
USEPA's Proposed Plan is technically infeasible." 

EPA Response: Injection of oxygen enriching compounds will stimulate biodegradation of 
organic compounds such as benzene. A pre-design investigation will be required to define the 
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target area of application and the specific oxygen formula composition and application rates. In 
addition, with regards to arsenic, application of this technology may have a secondary benefit in 
that injection of oxygen-releasing compounds may actually reverse the reducing conditions at the 
hide pile that are driving the mobilization and migration of arsenic. 

E. 76. The ASC consultant commented that: "• In designing the cofferdam system EPA 
should carefully consider likely changes (e.g., due to inputs of salts to the hypolimnion, 
seasonal effects, and large storms) in the physical and chemical constraints that govern 
the reactions that are hoped will occur in the north basin (i.e., nitrification, oxidation of 
arsenic and sorption onto ferric iron, biodegradation of benzene). • EPA should consider 
adopting concentration-based standards for contaminants of concern in waters 
discharging from the cofferdams. In setting the standards, EPA should mandate both 
regular and event monitoring to capture the range of anticipated flow conditions and 
pollutant discharges. • EPA should also answer the following questions regarding the 
treatment system and cofferdam/aeration system. • How long will it take for the treatment 
system to achieve the ammonia PRO of 4 mg/L in groundwater entering the north basin? 
• What is the design life of the cofferdam and aeration system? • If the PRGs for arsenic 
and benzene are achieved before that of ammonia, will the treatment system be 
maintained and operated until the ammonia PRO is achieved? 

EPA Response: Predesign investigations will be implemented to determine the design of 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond (primary and secondary treatment cells, storm water by
pass system, etc). The outlet of the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (secondary treatment 
cell effluent) will serve as the surface water compliance boundary and must achieve surface 
water cleanup standards. Due to waste remaining in place at the Industri-plex site (e.g. animal 
hide wastes), cleanup standards for ammonia in groundwater are not expected to be achieved for 
the foreseeable future. The selected remedy will be required as long as there are exceedances of 
the cleanup standards. 

F. Questions and Comments Concerning Scope of the Feasibility Study 

F. 1. A resident of Wilmington commented that while Olin Chemical is mentioned, the 
report does not include source discharges to Halls Brook from Olin Chemical 
Industry/Wilmington under EPA NPDES permits. 

EPA Response: Sediment data collected from the East Drainage Ditch and the New Boston 
Street Drainway were presented in the 2005 MSGRP RL In addition surface water data from the 
East Drainage Ditch and the New Boston Street Drainway were presented in the October 2005 
Technical Memorandum - Evaluation of Ammonia and Supplemental Soil Data Report. 

F. 2. A resident of Wilmington asked whether there were any NPDES discharge permits 
to Halls Brook or the Study Area not mentioned in the FS. 

EPA Response: Information regarding current NPDES permits was presented in the 2005 
MSGRP RL 
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F. 3. A resident of Wilmington asked where Woburn's current town drinking-water 
sources are in relation to the study area, whether there is there any possible impact to the 
drinking water sources, and whether the best technology has been employed to protect the 
sources beyond drinking water standards. 

EPA Response: Drinking water sources for Woburn were identified in the 2005 MSGRP RI. 
Currently, Woburn obtains its drinking water from two sources 1) Horn Pond aquifer located in 
West Woburn, and 2) Quabbin Reservoir located in Central Massachusetts and provided by 
Massachusetts Water Resource Authority. The Horn Pond aquifer is situated west of the study 
area in West Woburn. As presented in the MSGRP RI and FS, EPA does not believe that 
contamination addressed under Industri-plex OU-2 impacts any of Wobum's current drinking 
water sources. 

F. 4. A resident of Wilmington asked whether there is a listing of any and all private 
wells within the Study Area and whether receptors within 5001 (or other required 
footage) were notified and updated on the conditions. Ms. Duggan also commented that 
if private well owners were not notified, they should be and receive assistance as part of 
the process. 

EPA Response: Private wells in the vicinity of the Industri-plex Site were identified in the 2005 
MSGRP RI. There are no private wells currently located within the groundwater plume areas 
requiring remediation. 

F. 5. The MBTA asked EPA to provide the report reference that indicates the depth to 
groundwater and location of contaminated surface water (if any) within the MBTA 
ROW. 

EPA Response: Monitoring wells installed within the MBTA ROW are identified on Figure 2-4
 
of the RI. The depths to groundwater observed during sample collection are presented in
 
Appendix 2 of the RJ, and elevations are presented in Appendix 3A of the RI.
 

The comment is somewhat vague in requesting the location of "contaminated surface water". 
All surface water in the HBHA has some degree of contamination. However, surface water did 
not present an unacceptable human heath risk for the exposure scenarios evaluated for the 
contaminants of concern. Please refer to Section 6.0 of the RI for a more thorough discussion of 
human health risks. 

F. 6. One commenter stated that Kraft Foods has applied to increase the amount of water 
they are permitted to pump from Walkers Pond a/k/a Whittemore Pond on Montvale 
Avenue, and asked EPA whether or not an increase in pumping could draw contaminants 
into the pond or into their plant. 

EPA Response: EPA is unaware of any contamination issue at Whittemore Pond that may 
present water quality issues for Kraft Foods. The commenter's letter does not specify how much 
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more water Kraft is intending on withdrawing from wells located near the pond in addition to the 
approximate 200,000 gallons per day that they are currently permitted. 

The MSGRP RI investigations did not extend to the area of Whittemore Pond, but was 
concentrated along the Aberjona River. The impacts of additional withdrawals on the pond are 
unknown. EPA is unaware of any geochemical or hydrogeologic information presently available 
for the area between the Aberjona River and Whittemore Pond. However, based on the 
evaluation of data from the Wells G&H wetland and their potential impact under a drinking 
water withdrawal (see Appendix 5A of the RI), EPA does not believe that dissolved arsenic 
present in surface water of the Aberjona River will impact Whittemore Pond. EPA suggests 
however, that if these additional withdrawals are of concern, the City should request that Kraft 
Foods conduct a hydrogeologic investigation that models the impacts of the proposed withdrawal 
increases, specifically with regard to seasonal pond elevations. 

F. 7. The consultant for the City Council commented that: "[w]e were unable to 
determine if a site specific treatability study was performed using the proposed 
oxygenates (which were not detailed) to determine if this treatment method would be 
applicable for this site. Since there are many factors that influence in-situ oxidation, a 
careful evaluation of the site-specific parameters and the extent of contamination is 
crucial to the proper application and success of this remedial technology. There is a need 
to understand the interaction between native soil and oxidants, determine soil oxidant 
demand (SOD), and to determine efficacy of oxidants on target compounds. Conducting 
this study and analyzing and subsequently reporting the data could go a long way to 
determine if this proposed remediation method will be effective. 

EPA Response: EPA believes that this technology will be effective at this site. As stated in the 
FS, a pre-design investigation will be conducted to develop the specific design details of the 
treatment application process as suggested. 

F. 8. EPA received a telephone message from Ms. Theresa Murphy, Woburn 
Conservation Commission. Ms. Murphy understands that EPA has identified 
contamination in the Aberjona River, and asked the following question: She was 
informed that a business in Woburn may be withdrawing surface water from the 
Aberjona River for use in its commercial products such as hydro-seeding mixtures. If 
surface water were being withdrawn from the river, then what would EPA's position be 
on the matter, and does it violate any federal laws? 

EPA Response: EPA is unaware of any federal laws that would prohibit the withdrawal of 
surface water in the estimated quantities stated. The Massachusetts Water Management Act (Act) 
requires a permit for surface water withdrawals over 100,000 gallons per day. The Act does give 
MassDEP the authority to regulate withdrawals below 100,000 gallon per day, but MassDEP has 
not yet exercised this authority. 

F. 9. MBTA expressed a concern regarding the nature and extent of ammonia 
contamination in groundwater west of the Lower South Pond and north of the intersection 
of Merrimac and New Boston Streets: "It does not appear that the EPA characterized soil 
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and groundwater in this area. Due to the likely presence if high ammonia concentrations 
in this area, which is located west of three hide piles (hide piles are the known source of 
ammonia), our comments/concerns are as follows: 

• The EPA should collect additional ammonia data in this area." 

MBTA further stated that: 
'The chosen remedial measure by the EPA should take into account the depth of the hide 
piles, which was reported to be over 40 feet deep in areas." 

EPA Response: EPA did collect three groundwater samples for ammonia analysis in the vicinity 
of the area identified in the comment. Soil sampling was not required since the soils in this area 
were addressed under OU-1. Other groundwater samples analyzed for ammonia were collected 
west and southwest of the East Central Hide Pile and South Hide Pile. The ammonia sampling 
was sufficient to address site risks related to ammonia contaminated groundwater. EPA has 
included the subject area within the boundaries of Industri-plex OU-2. It should be noted that 
the concentrations of ammonia exceeding the ammonia PRO were found to be within the limits 
of the arsenic/benzene plume (see Figure 2-4, June 2005 Feasibility Study) that will also be 
addressed under Alternative GW-2. Also, as stated in the MSGRP RI and the FS, EPA did 
consider the depth of the buried wastes at the hide piles, and the impacts on the fate and transport 
of contaminants in soil and groundwater. Remedial measures for these buried wastes have 
already been completed under OU-1. 

F. 10. The Custodial Trust asked: 

"1) Do you know why no elevated ammonia shows up around the West and East 
Hide Piles? 

2) And, did EPA look at the most recent work being done at Tufts regarding 
ammonia?" 

EPA Response: Samples for ammonia analysis were collected near the West Hide Pile at 
groundwater sampling location A01 and A02 (see Appendix A, October 2005 Draft Final 
Technical Memorandum - Evaluation of Ammonia and Supplemental Soil Data Report). 
Ammonia concentrations of 63.7 mg/L and 79.3 mg/L were detected at A01 and A02, 
respectively. Also, EPA did review the Tufts MS thesis prepared by M. Cutrofello (Tufts). 

F. 11. The concerned Citizens Network expressed an interest that the scope of the source 
investigation for the Industri-plex RI should extend to the Olin Chemical site in 
Wilmington, MA: "The ammonia contamination on the Olin site and the site's 
contamination migratory pathway into the Aberjona watershed, are both well 
documented. In our opinion it is more than reasonable to investigate this site as a 
potential source contributor of the high ammonia levels found in the northern areas of the 
Industrial-Plex (sic)." 

Other comments also expressed extending/ expanding investigations to Olin Chemical, 
as well as the Woburn Landfill, relative to their potential contribution of ammonia. 
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EPA Response: Sediment data collected from the East Drainage Ditch and the New Boston 
Street Drainway were presented in the 2005 MSGRP RI. In addition surface water data from the 
East Drainage Ditch and the New Boston Street Drainway were presented in the October 2005 
Draft Final Technical Memorandum - Evaluation of Ammonia and Supplemental Soil Data 
Report. Concentrations of ammonia were detected in these streams. Further pre-design 
investigations will be implemented to evaluate the background concentrations of ammonia. 
Please be advised that the Olin Chemical facility was proposed on EPA's National Priority List 
(NPL) on September 14, 2005, and will be the subject of a separate Remedial Investigation. 
Olin's contribution to groundwater contamination will be addressed as part of the investigations 
at the Olin facility. 

F. 12. National Development's consultant stated that they believe the interpreted 
groundwater plume requiring remediation does not extend onto MetroNorth Business 
Center's property. "According to Figure 2-4 of the Report, four monitoring wells were 
installed within the MNBC property, or on the northern border of the MNBC property 
B7-02, B7-04, B7-05, and B7-07. Well B7-02 is in the tail area; the other wells are on the 
main portion of the property or at the northern border of the property. Only one of these 
wells B7-02, at the tail of the property, is included among the monitoring wells with 
contaminant concentrations that pose future human health risk." 

EPA Response: Based upon available data and hydrogeology, EPA maintains that contaminated 
groundwater exceeding the groundwater cleanup standards for arsenic, benzene, naphthalene, 
etc., does extend onto the subject property and will require remediation in accordance with the 
selected remedy (i.e. GW-2 Institutional Controls). Monitoring well locations on the property, 
immediately upgradient of the property (including B7-03), and immediately downgradient of the 
property all exhibit concentrations exceeding the groundwater cleanup standards. As presented 
in the MSGRP RI, groundwater flows in a general south to southwesterly direction. These 
concentrations and aquifer hydrological conditions were modeled to determine the boundaries of 
the groundwater plumes. Further pre-design investigations may be implemented to determine 
the extent of groundwater institutional controls. 

F. 13. The consultant for ASC commented that: "Conversion of ammonia to gaseous 
nitrogen is not likely to occur at significant rates and EPA's conjecture that it may occur 
is misleading and unsupported." ASC includes a specific quote from the October 2005 
Draft Final Technical Memorandum - Evaluation of Ammonia and Supplemental Soil 
Data Report, describing the fate and transport of the ammonia in surface water. 

EPA Response: EPA's discussion of the fate and transport of ammonia presented in the 
Technical Memorandum - Evaluation of Ammonia and Supplemental Soil Data - October 2005, 
does not suggest or imply that all ammonia is converted to nitrogen gas. The discussion presents 
the fate and transport processes affecting ammonia which are part of the nitrogen cycle, and 
includes the conversion of some ammonia to nitrogen gas, thus "completing the nitrogen cycle". 
The fate and transport discussion recognizes that the nitrogen cycle may be incompJete for some 
of the ammonia within the HBHA. 
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Specifically, the technical memorandum states, "As ammonia migrates to the chemocline, 
aerobic bacteria can convert the ammonia to nitrite. Through diffusion, the nitrite comes into 
contact with the more oxygenated zone of the chemocline where it can be further oxidized to 
nitrate. Further reductions can also occur through facultative anaerobic bacteria where the nitrate 
can be reduced to nitrite and nitrogen gas can be released." 

F. 14. The consultant for ASC indicated that the groundwater data was insufficient to 
contour ammonia plumes. Specifically, the consultant commented that: "EPA did not 
collect sufficient data to assess ammonia transport, and the available groundwater data 
are not sufficient to justify contouring." 

EPA Response: EPA did not present an ammonia contour map as suggested in the comment. 
Figure 3-1 presents groundwater sample locations that were sampled for ammonia and presents 
the results of the sample analyses at each of those locations. The contour line that is shown on 
Figure 3-1 represents the approximate boundary of the contaminated groundwater plume area 
that would be addressed by the preferred alternatives presented in the Proposed Plan, as indicated 
in the figure legend. As highlighted in Figure 3-1, monitoring wells containing concentrations of 
ammonia above 4 mg/L were situated within the contaminated groundwater plume area. The 
ammonia data was sufficient to understand the nature and extent of significant ammonia 
concentrations, fate and transport processes, and address site groundwater risks. As outlined in 
the October 2005 Draft Final Technical Memorandum - Evaluation of Ammonia and 
Supplemental Soil Data Report, 1) ammonia concentrations are greatest closer to areas with 
buried animal hides (e.g. hide piles); 2) buried animal hides present a significant source of 
organic nitrogen; 3) site-wide reducing conditions in groundwater favor the production and 
mobilization of ammonia in groundwater; and 4) based on the site hydrogeology, ammonia in 
groundwater would follow the same migration pathways as other site groundwater contaminants 
previously documented. 

F. 15. The consultant for ASC commented that: "EPA should consider the requirements 
of the Clean Water Act as Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 
(ARARs) and should demonstrate that the proposed plan complies. As required by the 
Clean Water Act, EPA should perform an assessment of nitrogen loading to the Aberjona 
River including contamination from the Industri-plex and Wells G&H Superfund sites." 

EPA Response: EPA conducted a baseline risk assessment and identified various compounds 
contributing to unacceptable human health and/or ecological risks in groundwater, surface water, 
sediments and soils. At the Industri-plex site, contaminated groundwater discharges into the 
HBHA Pond causing elevated levels of arsenic, ammonia and benzene in surface water above 
surface water cleanup standards. The selected remedy for HBHA Pond will adequately address 
the unacceptable risks posed by these compounds, and prevent the downstream migration of 
these compounds from the northern portion of the HBHA Pond above the surface water cleanup 
standards, which are based on the freshwater chronic (CCC) NRWQC and consistent with the 
Massachusetts Water Quality Standards. The Commonwealth of Massachusetts, will continue 
assessing the Aberjona River and other rivers within the Commonwealth, and will develop a total 
mximum daily load (TMDL) for certain pollutants in the Aberjona. Any TMDLs will be 
considered in the five-year review process. EPA will require implementation of a 
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comprehensive monitoring program to evaluate the effectiveness and protect!veness of the 
selected remedy. The details of the monitoring program will be developed during the remedial 
design phase. 

G. Questions and Comments Concerning Monitoring and Ongoing Review of the 
Remedy 

G. 1. The Woburn City Council asked EPA how frequently clean-up methods will be re
evaluated, and how frequently and in what format will EPA communicate with the public 
and public officials about the efficacy of the methods. The consultant for the ASC also 
commented that "EPA should consider mandating that contingency plans be developed in 
the event that the cofferdam system does not meet the concentration-based standards." 

EPA Response: A comprehensive review will be conducted at least every five years to evaluate 
the protectiveness of the remedy. The findings of the five-year review will be presented in a 
report which will be made available to the public and will be included in the Administrative 
Record. The purpose of the five-year review is to evaluate the implementation and performance 
of the remedy in order to determine if the remedy is or wil l be protective of human health and the 
environment. The five-year review will document recommendations and follow-up actions as 
necessary to ensure long-term protectiveness of the remedy or bring about protectiveness of a 
remedy that is not protective. These recommendations could incjude providing additional 
response actions, improving O&M activities, optimizing the remedy, enforcing access controls 
and institutional controls and conducting additional studies and investigations. For example, if 
under the selected remedy the NRWQC values cannot be achieved at the HBHA Pond 
compliance point, then additional actions may be required. If different remedial actions are 
necessary, then other remedial alternatives, such as GW-3 Plume Intercept by Groundwater 
Extraction, Treatment and Discharge and Monitoring with Institutional Controls coupled with 
HBHA-5 Removal and Off-Site Disposal, outlined in the June 2005 FS, may be considered. 

G. 2. The consultant for the Woburn City Council commented that: "[sjince there is a 
heavy reliance on institutional controls and some in-situ remediation activities rather than 
removal actions, we believe that it would be in the best interest to have annual reviews of 
the monitoring data generated with an accompanying public meeting." 

EPA Response: The five-year review process is not the only process whereby the effectiveness 
of the proposed remedy will be evaluated. An EPA-approved comprehensive monitoring 
program will be developed during remedial design and instituted as part of the selected remedy. 
This EPA-approved monitoring program wi l l be performed consistent with previous RI 
monitoring methods and procedures so that on-site and off-site contaminant trends and migration 
patterns can be adequately evaluated and compared to previous RI data. Monitoring will also be 
performed to evaluate the performance of the selected remedy. Specific details of the monitoring 
program will be developed during the remedial design process. The results of the monitoring 
program will be made available to the public. 

G. 3. The consultant for SMC and Pharmacia commented that: "During the feasibility 
study process, long-term monitoring evolved from a multi-medium approach to a 
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medium-specific approach that is contrary to the USEPA's own Conceptual Site Model 
approach and framework for monitoring plan development, and is not integrated to the 
extent warranted by the interdependent nature of the preferred remedial alternatives; and 
[t]his medium-specific approach results in an inappropriately extensive sampling 
program." 

EPA Response: EPA identifies monitoring as a necessary component of the selected remedy. 
The monitoring program described in the Proposed Plan is the result of combining individual 
alternatives from the FS, which presented monitoring programs specific to the medium and 
remedial alternative selected. EPA recognizes that monitoring efficiencies can be realized when 
a multi-medium approach is taken. An EPA-approved monitoring program will be performed 
consistent with previous RI monitoring methods and procedures so that on-site and off-site 
contaminant trends and migrations patterns can be adequately evaluated and compared to 
previous RI data. Monitoring will also be performed to evaluate the performance of the selected 
remedy. Specific details of the monitoring program will be developed during the remedial 
design process. 

G. 4. The consultant for SMC and Pharmacia commented that: "The objective of long-
term monitoring for the Site is to monitor the effectiveness and protectiveness of the 
proposed remedial actions. However, due to the non-integrated nature of the long-term 
monitoring program proposed by USEPA, most of the data generated can not be used to 
meet this objective. For example, groundwater and surface water data will be developed 
for many areas of the Site where changes in contaminant concentrations will have little or 
no impact on the effectiveness or protectiveness of the proposed remedial actions, since 
there are no current risks in these areas and potential future risks will be managed by 
institutional controls. Also, some of the analytical parameters (e.g., semivolatiJe organic 
compounds) are proposed for media and locations where they don't exist or where their 
presence has little or no effect on overall Site risks. Lastly, sampling frequencies 
proposed in the various medium-specific long-term monitoring plans, which range from 
quarterly to semi-annually, are also inappropriate. 

Typically, quarterly or semi-annual sampling is performed to identify seasonal trends, 
such as fluctuations in contaminant concentrations associated with higher or lower water 
levels. However, seasonal monitoring is clearly not needed for the duration of long-term 
monitoring." 

EPA Response: An EPA-approved monitoring program wi l l be performed consistent with 
previous RI monitoring methods and procedures so that on-site and off-site contaminant trends 
and migrations patterns can be adequately evaluated and compared to previous RI data. 
Monitoring will also be performed to evaluate the performance of the selected remedy. Specific 
details of the monitoring program will be developed during the remedial design process. 

G. 5. The MBTA commented that: 'The EPA should require that post-remediation 
monitoring for ammonia be conducted, to ensure that levels are maintained within 
acceptable limits." 

Record ol Decision 
OU-2. Industn-plex Superfurtd Site (and including OU-3, Wells G&H Superfund Site) January 2006 
Wotmm, Massachusetts Page 194 



Record of Decision 
Part 3: The Responsiveness Summary 

EPA Response: Ammonia is a contaminant of concern that will be monitored to ensure 
compliance with the cleanup standards. 

G. 6. The consultant for DEK commented that the proposed pre-design 
investigations/studies and long-term monitoring should also consider the ammonia by-
products from the selected remedy for HBHA Pond. 

EPA Response: The selected remedy addresses the unacceptable risks identified at the Industri
plex site. The details associated with long-term monitoring will be addressed during remedial
 
design.
 

H. Questions and Comments Concerning Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate 
Requirements ("ARARs") 

H. 1. SMC commented that: "EPA acknowledges that the subaqueous cap complies with 
all applicable ARARs more effectively than does the partial dredging remedy. Id. tbl. 4
28D; see also Proposed Plan tbl. 4-29. Unlike dredging, a Subaqueous Permeable 
Reactive cap complies completely with chemical-specific ARARs for the Pond, because 
the cap would ensure that the discharge of arsenic from the groundwater does not make 
its way into the surface water of the Pond. A Subaqueous Permeable Reactive cap, 
proposed in SMC's Alternative Remedial Action Plan, achieves complete compliance 
with identified ARARs, while the dredging remedy does not." 

EPA Response: The comment states that the subaqueous cap alternative performs slightly better 
than the HBHA-4; Storm Water Bypass and Sediment retention with Partial Dredging and 
Providing and Alternate Habitat. As referenced in the comment, this is graphically shown on 
Table 4-29 of the Proposed Plan. However, this slightly better performance in complying with 
ARARs is based on the fact that, under the Subaqueous Cap scenario (Alternative HBHA-3), 
contaminated groundwater discharges are assumed to be completely eliminated through another 
groundwater alternative (e.g. GW-3 pump and treatment system). The remedy selected in this 
ROD does not include a pump and treat system. EPA does not believe that a subaqueous cap 
alone will be effective in eliminating contaminated groundwater discharges. HBHA-4 allows 
contaminated groundwater to discharge into a controlled northern part of the HBHA Pond 
sediment retention area (primary treatment area/cell) where natural processes decrease the 
arsenic concentrations in surface water. When the cost of a groundwater pump and treat system, 
along with measures needed to avoid recontamination, are taken into account, the partial 
dredging remedy is a more cost-effective means to achieve remedial action objectives, and it 
minimizes impacts to the aquatic environment. 

EPA's Response to the Alternative Remedial Action Plan is contained in Section I, below. 

H. 2. SMC commented that: "EPA's dredging will contravene an action-specific ARAR 
identified by EPA for the Pond, namely a Massachusetts water pollution control 
regulation, which states that 'No discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if 
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there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have less adverse 
impact on aquatic ecosystem. .." 

EPA Response: See Response to Comment H. 1, above. 

H. 3. SMC commented that the preferred alternative HBHA-4 may not be cost-effective 
"as required" by the Massachusetts Contingency Plan ("MCP"), Mass. Regs. Code 310, § 
40.0860(7). 

EPA Response: The cited provision of the MCP is not applicable or relevant and appropriate 
under CERCLA. EPA and MassDEP rely on the provision of the MCP that provides that "(t)he 
Department shall deem response actions at a disposal site subject to CERCLA adequately 
regulated for purposes of compliance with 310 CMR 40.0000, provided: (a) the Department 
concurs with the ROD and/or other EPA decisions for remedial actions at such site in accordance 
with 40 CFR 300.515(e)." Massachusetts has concurred with the ROD, and, therefore, the site is 
"adequately regulated" for purposes of state law. 

H. 4. SMC commented that EPA's assumptions regarding exposure to near-shore 
sediments in the Wells G & H Wetland and Cranberry Bog Conservation Area is 
unrealistic, and stated that "EPA has dropped from its list of future areas of concern 
locations NT- 1 and NT-2, precisely because the City of Wobum has decided not to build 
a boardwalk in that location,.. .thus acknowledging implicitly the sufficiency of 
institutional controls. In fact, the City's Redevelopment Plan actually includes 
observation decks to prevent exposure to sediments, not facilitate it as EPA says." 

SMC goes on to comment that institutional controls and monitoring would be sufficient 
to remedy the unacceptable risk in the Wells G & H Wetland and Cranberry Bog 
Wetlands, further stating that: "[t]o the extent a waiver of ARARs is necessary with 
respect to the near-shore sediments of the Wells G&H Wetlands and the Former 
Cranberry Bog, EPA may consider capping and institutional controls to be an "interim 
measure" as part of a "total remedial action" that will satisfy ARARs, 40 C.F.R. § 

300.430(0(1 )(ii)(C)(l), or an alternative that will attain an "equivalent" standard of 
performance to that required under the ARARs, id. § 300.430(f)(l)(ii)(C)(4). EPA should 
also consider whether the drastic remedy of excavation and off-site removal of sediments, 
the scope of which is inadequately defined, see footnote 5, may pose a greater risk to 
human health than institutional controls and monitoring, thus warranting a waiver of 
ARARs under 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(0(1 )(ii)(C)(2). Under any of these provisions, a 
waiver of ARARs would be appropriate, to the extent a waiver is necessary." 

EPA Response: The commenter's description of accessibility is overstated. EPA and MassDEP 
have had little trouble accessing the areas for sample collection and in fact have observed 
evidence of activity by others (trash, fire pits, etc.). Please also refer to previous responses 
regarding exposure scenarios. 

If the City of Wobum recommends nature trail options NT-1 and NT-2, which constructs trails 
deeper into the wetlands, then those nature trail options will need to be considered in the remedy 
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since the boardwalks would actually provide an avenue to more easily access areas deeper into 
the wetlands where contamination may present a human health risk. 

No waiver of ARARs under 40 C.F.R. § 300.430(f)(l)(ii)(C)(2) is necessary. The selected 
remedy is more effective at reducing risk when compared with institutional controls and 
monitoring. The current volume estimate of sediments requiring removal may actually be 
overestimated since the proposed limits are bounded only by limited samples shown not to 
exceed the sediment cleanup standards. Pre-design investigation sampling could in fact more 
closely delineate the remediation area and reduce the overall area and volume of sediments 
requiring excavation. 

H. 5. SMC commented that: "[rjemedial option GW-4 is unnecessary to achieve 
compliance with ARARs for groundwater at the MSGRP Study Area. Remedial option 
GW-2, which combines a pond intercept mechanism with monitoring and institutional 
controls, already achieves compliance with ARARs, reduces the toxicity, mobility, and 
volume of contaminants, is less costly, and is significantly easier to implement than the 
in-situ groundwater treatment option. Proposed Plan tbl. 4-29. Moreover, injecting 
oxygen-rich compounds into the groundwater beneath the West Hide Pile is not likely to 
diminish the size of the benzene plume, because: other organic compounds will compete 
for the oxygenated material, thus preventing the material from targeting the benzene 
effectively. This proposal is therefore not only unnecessary, but fails to recognize that it 
is technologically impracticable to devise a system that will diminish the benzene plume 
by injecting oxygen into the groundwater beneath the West Hide Pile. In fact, injecting 
oxidizing material will lock up the iron in the groundwater, even though iron is needed to 
make the Pond work as an arsenic sink. Although SMC does not believe that injecting 
oxygenated compounds into the benzene plume is necessary to satisfy ARARs not 
already met by GW-2, if EPA disagrees, it should waive ARARs pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 
300.430(f)(l)(ii)(C)(3)." 

EPA Response: Both GW-2 and GW-4 comply with ARARs. However, implementation of 
GW-4 may also be necessary if the groundwater discharge from the West Hide Pile is having an 
unacceptable impact on surface water and sediments. EPA disagrees with the stated opinion that 
"injecting oxygen-rich compounds into the groundwater beneath the West Hide Pile is not likely 
to diminish the size of the benzene plume". Injection of oxygen-enriching compounds will 
stimulate biodegradation of organic compounds such as. benzene. A pre-design investigation will 
be required to define the target area of application and the specific oxygen formula composition 
and application rates. Regarding arsenic, application of this technology may have a secondary 
benefit in that injection of oxygen-releasing compounds may actually reverse the reducing 
conditions at the hide pile that are driving the mobilization and migration of arsenic. 

H. 6. SMC commented that: "institutional controls and monitoring may be considered an 
'interim measure' that, along with the natural attenuation of benzene beneath the West 
Hide Pile, will become part of 'total remedial action' that will meet ARARs. Id. 
§300.430(f)(l)(ii)(C)(l). Or institutional controls and monitoring, along with natural 
attenuation, may be considered a remedial alternative that 'will attain a standard of 
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performance that is equivalent to that required under the otherwise applicable standard, 
requirement, or limitation through use of another method or approach.'" 

EPA Response: See Response to Comment H. 5, above, 

H. 7. MassDEP requested "specifically listing 314 CMR 3.00 - the Surface Water 
Discharge Permit Program as a Chemical-Specific and an Action-Specific State ARAR 
because there may be instances where discharge to surface water may be necessary 
during the sediment remedy (right now it is only mentioned for consideration under the 
listing for their Federal NPDES program)." 

EPA Response: The comment is acknowledged. Since the comment does not change the 
outcome of the FS, the document will not be revised. However, this ARAR will be included in 
the ROD. 

H. 8. MassDEP recommended "removing the MCP Method 1 Groundwater Standards 
from the State Regulatory Requirements section and placing it instead in the Criteria, 
Advisories, and Guidance section as a To Be Considered. In addition, the listing is a 
little confusing as the requirement column only lists the Groundwater Standards, whereas 
the Consideration for FS column states that the standards will be considered for 
developing both soil and groundwater PRGs. The Method 1 Standards are only required 
at state sites that choose to conduct a Method 1-type risk assessment (not for Method 3 
risk assessments which are roughly equivalent to the EPA risk method), therefore the 
standards are not used consistently at all sites. However, EPA is of course free to 
consider and use these numbers at any time during the Superfund process. 

EPA Response: The comment is acknowledged. Since the comment does not change the 
outcome of the FS, the document will not be revised. However, this ARAR will be re-located in 
the ROD as suggested. 

H. 9. MassDEP requested "listing 310 CMR 19.000 - Solid Waste Management as an 
Action-Specific ARAR because some of the remedy involves the capping of sediment 
and the surrounding banks, therefore some of the landfill capping requirements may be 
relevant and appropriate." 

EPA Response: EPA does not believe that the cited provision is relevant and appropriate for the 
capping of sediment and surrounding banks. 

H. 10. MassDEP commented regarding page 78, Section 2.1.4 of the MSGRP FS: 'This 
section cites the MassDEP Method 1 standards as 'to be considered,' then states that the 
standards are relevant. The standards should solely be cited as 'to be considered' because 
the standards are not applied at every site (just those that choose to use Method 1). In 
addition, the section states that the soil categories are 'established based on a site-specific 
risk/exposure analysis.' Since the soil categories are already established and are only 
selected by the environmental professional for use after evaluating their site-specific 
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exposure scenario, it would be more accurate to state the following: '.. .the category of 
standards used are selected based on a site-specific risk and exposure analysis.' " 

EPA Response: The comment is acknowledged. Since the comment does not change the
 
outcome of the FS, the document will not be revised.
 

I. EPA's Response to SMC and Pharmacia's Alternative Proposed Plan 

SMC and Pharmacia submitted an Alternative Proposed Plan which varied in certain respects 
from EPA's Proposed Plan; EPA responds herein to that plan. No responses are provided for 
soil media (EPA's selected remedy SS-2 and SUB-2) due to SMC and Pharmacia's general 
agreement with EPA's selected remedy (i.e., institutional controls). Also, no response is 
provided for deep wetlands sediments (EPA's selected remedy DS-2) due to SMC and 
Pharmacia's general agreement with EPA's selected remedy (i.e., institutional controls), with the 
exception of SMC and Pharmacia's alternative remedial action for HBHA Wetland proposing the 
installation of various dikes, et. al. 

I. 1. SMC and Pharmacia's "Alternative Remedial Action treats sediments in the HBHA 
Pond through placement of the subaqueous cap designed to treat groundwater in situ, 
addresses migration of sediments in the HBHA Pond and Wetland through construction 
of surface water flow controls (low-head dikes)." 

SMC and Pharmacia commented that: the "subaqueous permeable reactive cap proposed 
for treating groundwater in the HBHA Pond would more effectively reduce the toxicity, 
mobility and volume of arsenic in groundwater entering the HBHA Pond and discharging 
to surface water than USEPA's Proposed Plan. The capping of HBHA Pond sediments 
would also more effectively reduce the mobility of arsenic in sediments through 
treatment than USEPA's proposed hydraulic dredging. Enhancing sedimentation in the 
HBHA Wetland through construction of low-head dikes would reduce the mobility of 
arsenic in sediments through burial of existing sediments by increasingly cleaner 
suspended particles. Specifically, the reactive cap would reduce release of arsenic into 
HBHA Pond surface water, where it can coprecipitate on iron hydroxide floe and 
suspended sediments entering and flowing through the HBHA Pond. Capping sediments 
in the HBHA Pond and the Wells G&H and Cranberry Bog Conservation Area wetlands 
would not constitute treatment. Conversely, potential stabilization of dewatered 
sediments hydraulically dredged from the HBHA Pond and excavated from near-shore 
wetlands areas would provide some reduction of mobility through treatment. In total, the 
Alternative Remedial Action would provide greater reduction of toxicity, mobility or 
volume through treatment, as summarized belov^." 

EPA Response: EPA disagrees with the suggestion that a subaqueous cap is a better, more 
effective alternative than the selected remedy component HBHA-4. EPA's selected remedy wiJJ 
intercept all contaminated groundwater plumes from Industri-plex at the primary treatment 
area/cell (final location of low-head cofferdams will be determined during predesign), 
treats/sequesters contaminated groundwater, surface water and sediments in the northern portion 
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of the HBHA Pond (primary and secondary treatment cells), periodically removes accumulated 
contaminated sediments from the bottom of the northern portion (primary and secondary 
treatment cells), constructs compensatory wetlands to mitigate any wetland function and value 
losses (including flood storage losses) associated with the selected remedy, removes 
contaminated sediment from the southern portion of HBHA Pond, and restores the southern 
portion of the HBHA Pond. The chemocline will be closely monitored and maintained and the 
aeration system will be designed to treat contaminants (including ammonia) to meet the surface 
water cleanup standards. EPA's selected remedy for the southern portion of the HBHA Pond 
requires off-site disposal of excavated sediments that complies with all federal and state 
transportation regulations. This portion of the selected remedy is a permanent solution for the 
southern portion of the HBHA Pond that permanently removes contaminated sediments and 
restores the wetland. Any traffic impacts during implementation of the selected remedy would be 
temporary and controlled through traffic control planning, resulting in a permanent solution for 
the sediments. 

EPA's selected remedy will be implemented in accordance with federal and state regulation, 
including Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the Executive Order for Floodplain 
Management, Exec. Order 11988 (1977), codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 6, App. A., 40 CFR 6.302(b), 
and control any releases during sediment removal and construction activities. This component of 
the remedy (contaminated sediment removal via dredging) is a common and proven technology. 
This component of the selected remedy reduces toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants, is 
implementable, and results in a permanent solution (via contaminated sediment removal). 

EPA's selected remedy incorporates portions of existing sequestering properties occurring in the 
HBHA Pond through the maintenance of the chemocline within the northern part of the HBHA 
Pond sediment retention area (primary treatment cell). Also, EPA's selected remedy intercepts 
the contaminated groundwater plumes (primary treatment cell) which provide the most 
significant source of iron to the pond. Baseflow surface water discharges from the Halls Brook, 
and baseflow and storm flow surface water discharges from minor tributaries will continue to 
provide suspended solids containing iron as well. 

The existing sediments at the bottom of the HBHA Pond are not effectively removing arsenic 
from groundwater, as evident with the high concentrations of contamination in the surface water 
exceeding the NRWQC. 

It is unlikely that the sediments at the bottom of the HBHA Pond possess "hundreds of years of 
remaining sorptive capacity", due to the ISRT contractor's application of inappropriate collection 
and test methods. Specifically, sediment collection procedures and batch sorption tests 
documented in the Supplemental Site Investigation Report, Industri-Plex Site (pp. 15-18, 
September 1997), prepared by the ISRT indicate that no precautions were taken to prevent 
oxidation of sediments from sampling locations SED-1 and SED-2 within the HBHA Pond. 
These procedures lead to oxidation of poorly crystalline iron sulfides that are produced within 
the sediments. Weight percent concentrations of acid volatile sulfides such as FeS have been 
identified in these sediments (R. T. Wilkin and R. G. Ford, 2002, Use of hydrochloric acid for 
determining solid-phase arsenic partitioning in sulfidic sediments. Environmental Science & 
Technology, 36(22): 4921-4927). Sampling procedures used by Wilkin and Ford (2002) to 
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prevent sediment oxidation during collection and processing included: 1) capping and 
immediately freezing sediment cores upon retrieval; and 2) sectioning and drying frozen 
sediments within a glove box under an inert gas mixture (97% N2:3% Ha). Dried sediments were 
stored in the glove box prior to extraction with hydrochloric acid to determine the fraction of 
acid volatile sulfides. Upon oxidation, FeS is converted to hydrous ferric oxide, which has a 
much higher sorption capacity for arsenic. Thus, the apparent sorption capacity based on ISRT 
batch sorption test data is not reflective of the actual sorption capacity of the intact sediments. 

The current sediments at the bottom of the HBHA Pond are not stable or irreversible, as evident 
with the diffusion of contaminants from the sediment to the surface water, and the high 
concentrations of contamination in the surface water. The ability of the proposed alternative to 
convert these bottom sediments to stable and irreversible conditions is uncertain, and the sorption 
of capacity of the subaqueous cap is limited and reversible. 

EPA did not choose a subaqueous cap as a component of the selected remedy due to poor 
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment, poor implementability, and unlikely 
success. The contaminated sediments at the bottom of the HBHA Pond are greater than 90% 
water and have a specific gravity very similar to water. This condition presents significant 
construction issues and concerns relative to displacement, entrainment, re-suspension and 
downstream migration during placement of cap materials. In addition, the deep surface water 
has very high concentrations of the contaminants of concern. Placing a cap with 
geogrid/geosynthetics on top of the deep surface water and sediment will likely cause the release 
of contaminated surface water and sediments that could re-contaminate the cap itself and 
downstream depositional areas. 

The proposed subaqueous cap does not take into consideration that the source of the 
contaminated groundwater plumes discharging into the HBHA Pond are the buried and capped 
wastes at the Industri-plex site that will remain in place and continue to discharge into the pond 
in the future. The subaqueous cap has a limited capacity and will require periodic replacement 
which is not discussed in the proposed alternative. The replacement warrants previous cap 
materials to be removed and disposed off-site. The periodic removal of this cap material would 
be similar to dredging but would be further complicated by the installed geosynthetics. In 
addition, similar to reasons specified in the FS, the reliability of ZVI to effectively remove 
arsenic over a long period of time is uncertain given the chemical constituents of the 
contaminated groundwater. The high concentrations of dissolved solids present in groundwater 
will compete with the arsenic for binding sites of the ZVI and could cause contaminated 
groundwater to break through the cap and discharge unchecked into the water column. Another 
concern is that the cap materials could become clogged as a result of chemical reactions with the 
groundwater. In this situation, contaminated groundwater could migrate and discharge further 
downstream, beyond the treatment zone. In addition, the clogging and limited capacity of ZVI 
will require the subaqueous cap to be periodically removed and replaced. 

The subaqueous cap will not address all contaminants of concerns, such as ammonia. 

The proposed cap thickness is not discussed. In order to accomplish the goal of capturing all 
arsenic discharging from groundwater as stated, the cap thickness may be substantial. In this case 
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the flood storage capacity of the HBHA Pond would be severely impacted, a condition of 
concern noted throughout SMC's and Pharmacia's comment documents. Mitigation of these 
flood storage losses do not appear to have been accounted for in SMC/Pharmacia's cost 
estimates. 

Placing a cap over the contaminated sediments does not address the unacceptable ecological 
risks to the sediments, and does not mitigate for wetland function and value losses. Contrary to 
the proposed alternative, placing a cap over sediments impacts wetland functions and values. 

The proposed alternative does not address contaminated surface water which exceeds NRWQC. 

The proposed alternative would construct low head dikes in the HBHA Pond and HBHA 
Wetlands and attempts to control surface water flows in the HBHA Pond system. Under this 
aspect of the alternative proposal, the HBHA Pond and HBHA Wetland is incorporated into the 
treatment process and allows contamination to release and migrate downstream of the HBHA 
Pond and deposit throughout the HBHA wetlands. The release, downstream migration and 
deposition, and accumulation of contamination in sediments may cause future unacceptable 
ecological risks to the environment, as well as reduce wetland functions and values downstream, 
including flood storage. The proposal does not account for these impacts, and incorrectly 
suggests these impacts will improve habitat equivalent to mitigation. 

The proposed alternative would result in greater impacts to the wetlands considering the 
intrusive construction activities associated with a cap are similar to dredging (both the selected 
remedy and proposed alternative disturb existing wetlands), the proposed alternative calls for 
greater intrusive activities over a broader area of wetlands (throughout the entire HBHA 
Wetlands), and the proposed alternative does not compensate for wetland function and value 
losses. 

The dimensions of the HBHA Pond do not cause the atypical anoxic conditions present at the 
deep surface water of the HBHA Pond. Contaminated groundwater plumes that discharge into 
the HBHA Pond cause the chemocline and severe contamination in the sediments and surface 
water of the HBHA Pond, as well as the high conductivity, anoxic and reducing conditions in the 
deep surface water of the HBHA Pond. 

The MSGRP RI documented the impacts of significant storm events on the HBHA Pond. The 
proposed alternative plan does not adequately account for these impacts. 

I. 2. Under SMC and Pharmacia's Alternative Remedial Action, "[institutional controls, 
which are ready to be inaugurated, would be used to restrict groundwater use at the West 
Hide Pile. MCP AULs would be used to restrict groundwater use on those other portions 
of the Study Area where arsenic and benzene are migrating in groundwater toward and 
discharging to HBHA Pond." 

SMC and Pharmacia commented that "[w]hile not necessary to achieve the RAOs, 
USEPA's Proposed Plan includes in situ bioremediation of groundwater at the West Hide 
Pile. Although bioremediation would generally be considered to provide greater overall 
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protection of human health and the environment than institutional controls, the in situ 
bioremediation as described in USEPA's Proposed Plan will not achieve greater reduction 
of benzene concentrations than ongoing natural attenuation. Therefore, the institutional 
controls proposed as part of the Alternative Remedial Action are considered to provide 
comparable overall protection of human health and the environment. 

The in situ bioremediation as described in USEPA's Proposed Plan will not achieve 
greater reduction of benzene concentrations than ongoing natural attenuation. Therefore, 
the institutional controls proposed as part of the Alternative Remedial Action are 
considered to provide comparable compliance with ARARs. 

The in situ bioremediation as described in USEPA's Proposed Plan will not achieve 
greater reduction of benzene concentrations than ongoing natural attenuation. Therefore, 
the institutional controls proposed as part of the Alternative Remedial Action are 
considered to provide comparable long-term effectiveness. 

USEPA's Proposed Plan for in situ bioremediation of groundwater at the West Hide Pile 
will not provide any greater reduction of benzene toxicity, mobility or volume through 
treatment than ongoing natural attenuation processes. As a result, the institutional 
controls proposed as part of the Alternative Remedial Action, which do not include 
"treatment" per se, are considered comparable to USEPA's preferred alternative under 
this evaluation criterion." 

EPA Response: Groundwater contamination at the West Hide Pile has been shown to present a 
risk to human health exceeding the remedial action objectives and cleanup standards, and has 
been a consistent source of benzene contamination to the groundwater at the Industri-plex site. 
Limited groundwater data were available at the West Hide Pile, and no surface water or sediment 
data were collected by the West Hide Pile to assess the extent of contaminated groundwater 
plume discharges and potential impacts to the adjacent wetlands. The 2002 groundwater data 
were not collected from the same location (vertical and horizontal position) or interval as 
previous groundwater data samples as suggested in the comment and can not be directly 
compared to determine a degree or percent reduction. EPA's selected remedy for the West Hide 
Pile will rapidly address the high concentrations of benzene in the groundwater and addresses the 
remedial action objectives and cleanup standards, as well as address any arsenic and ammonia 
contaminants in groundwater at the West Hide Pile. 

Notwithstanding the above, if the following items can be adequately addressed during pre-design 
and remedial design activities, then implementation of the in-situ enhanced bioremediation 
system at the West Hide Pile may not be necessary: 1) Predesign investigations are adequately 
implemented for groundwater surface water and sediment near the West Hide Pile, East Hide 
Pile, and adjacent wetlands; 2) EPA further evaluates this data and determines there are no 
unacceptable human health risks or hazards or ecological risks; and 3) If Industri-plex OU-1 
institutional controls are recorded on the properties with human health groundwater risks and 
adequately remove/reduce human health risks. 
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I. 3. SMC and Pharmacia's Alternative Remedial Action "addresses migration of 
sediments in the HBHA Pond and Wetland through construction of surface water flow 
controls (low-head dikes), addresses migration of sediments in the HBHA Pond and 
Wetland through construction of surface water flow controls (low-head dikes), and 
prevents exposure to deep wetland sediments through institutional controls." 

SMC and Pharmacia commented that: "[t]he construction of flow control structures and 
devices in the HBHA Pond and HBHA Wetland would pose considerably fewer short-
term impacts to the community than the hydraulic dredging of HBHA Pond sediments 
proposed in USEPA's Proposed Plan, which involves hazardous material processing on 
land, then offsite transport for disposal. Similarly, the construction of flow control 
structures would pose less risk of worker exposure to hazardous materials. Increased 
sedimentation from the flow control structures should not cause any adverse 
environmental impacts. The combination of capping and construction of flow control 
structures will immediately present an improved benthic habitat upon construction 
completion. However, anoxic conditions will to continue for HBHA Pond sediments 
under this or USEPA's Proposed Plan, since the pond was designed as a stormwater 
detention basin rather than aquatic habitat, and its very design is what creates the anoxic 
conditions." 

EPA Response: EPA's selected remedy does not require action within the HBHA Wetlands, 
except for institutional controls to control future dredging activities within the wetland. EPA's 
selected remedy for the HBHA Pond (HBHA-4) will intercept all contaminated groundwater 
plumes from Industri-plex (final location of low-head cofferdams will be determined during 
predesign) at the primary treatment cell, treats/sequesters contaminated groundwater, surface 
water and sediments in the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (primary and secondary 
treatment cells), periodically removes accumulated contaminated sediments from the primary 
and secondary treatment cells, constructs compensatory wetlands to mitigate any wetland 
function and value losses (including flood storage losses) associated with the selected remedy, 
removes contaminated sediment from the southern portion of the HBHA Pond, and restores the 
southern portion of the HBHA Pond. Surface water releases from the northern portion of the 
HBHA Pond (outlet of the secondary treatment cell) must comply with surface water cleanup 
standards. EPA expects that the selected remedy will improve habitat and flood storage capacity 
in the watershed. 

Placing cap materials within the pond wi l l impact the HBHA Pond's wetland functions and 
values, and decrease the existing flood storage capacity. 

Placing a cap over the contaminated sediments does not address the unacceptable ecological 
risks associated with the sediments, and does not mitigate wetland function and value losses. 
Contrary to the proposed alternative, placing a cap over sediments impacts wetland and value 
functions. 

The proposed alternative would construct low head dikes in the HBHA Pond and HBHA 
Wetlands and attempts to control surface water flows in the HBHA system. Under this aspect of 
the alternative proposal, the HBHA Pond and HBHA Wetland are incorporated into the treatment 
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process and allow contaminated groundwater and sediments to be released, migrate downstream, 
and deposit and accumulate in the HBHA Pond and HBHA Wetlands. The release, downstream 
migration and deposition, and accumulation of contaminated sediments may cause future 
unacceptable ecological risks to the environment, as well as reduce wetland functions and values 
downstream, including flood storage. The proposal does not account for these impacts, and does 
not properly mitigate for these lost wetland functions and values. 

The proposed alternative would result in greater impacts to the wetlands considering that a 
broader area of wetlands will require disturbance and construction activities (i.e., throughout the 
HBHA Wetlands, the proposed alternative does not construct wetlands to compensate for 
wetland function and value losses (e.g. proposed alternative suggests deposited contaminated 
solids/sediments serves as the basis for creating new benthic invertebrate habitats)) nor does it 
make provisions for mitigating flood storage losses. 

The proposed alternative does not address all of the contaminants of concern, specifically 
benzene and ammonia. 

The proposed alternative does not address contaminants in surface water which exceed surface 
water cleanup standards, such as ammonia. 

I. 4. SMC and Pharmacia's Alternative Proposed Plan proposes capping near-shore 
sediments in the Wells G&H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area. SMC 
and Pharmacia commented that: "[c]apping near-shore sediments in the Wells G&H 
Wetland and the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area would isolate these sediments in 
place in a manner that would prevent human exposure. Installation of these caps would 
create upland islands that would increase habitat diversity within the existing wetland 
systems. Capped areas would be re-vegetated with plants inhospitable to humans to 
create natural biological barriers to the capped areas and deter access to deep sediments 
in the interior of the wetland. Capping would add to the mosaic of habitats present in this 
riparian system, providing new habitat types and increased habitat edges and assure long-
term protection of human health and the wetland ecosystem." 

EPA Response: EPA disagrees with the suggestion that capping near shore sediments is a better, 
more effective alternative than the selected remedy component NS-4. EPA's selected remedy 
will remove the contaminated near shore sediments, dispose of the contaminated sediments off-
site, and restore the area. The selected remedy is a permanent solution for the near shore 
sediments contributing to unacceptable risks. Any traffic impacts during implementation of the 
selected remedy would be temporary and controlled through traffic control planning. Off-site 
disposal will comply with all federal and state transportation requirements. 

EPA's selected remedy will be implemented in accordance with federal and state regulation, 
including Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and the Executive Order for Floodplain 
Management, Exec. Order 11988 (1977), codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 6, App. A., 40 CFR 6.302(b), 
and control any releases during sediment removal construction activities. This component of the 
remedy (contaminated sediment removal via dredging) is a common and proven technology. 
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This component of the selected remedy reduces toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants, is 
implementable, and results in a permanent solution (via contaminated sediment removal). 

Unless dredging is incorporated into the design, the proposed capping alternative will increase 
the elevation over the sediments and increase accessibility to deeper/interior wetlands and 
generally higher concentrations of contaminated sediments. 

The proposed alternative does not account for contamination desorption impacts or long-term 
erosion impacts. Sediment desorption impacts may re-contaminate the cap, while long-term 
erosion impacts may impact long-term effectiveness and permanence of the cap. 

The proposed alternative, if compared with EPA's selected remedy, would provide less long-
term effectiveness and permanence, and poorer reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume of 
contaminated sediments. 

The proposed alternative inappropriately mitigates for lost wetland functions and values through 
the use of its cap by considering the change in elevation as providing "new habitat types and 
increased ecotones", and by HBHA Wetland mitigations by allowing contaminated sediments to 
deposit and accumulate and considering these elevated contaminated sediment new habitat with 
supplemental vegetation plantings. 

Placing cap material over the sediments will impact wetland functions and values, including 
decreased flood storage capacity, which are not addressed. 

The degree of impacts on the wetlands during construction would be similar to EPA's selected 
remedy. However, the proposed alternative when compared with EPA's selected remedy would 
result in greater impacts to the wetlands considering it does not construct wetlands to compensate 
for wetland function and value losses and will reduce flood storage capacity within the 
watershed. 

The proposed installation of vegetation that would be inhospitable to humans to create biological 

barriers would not adequately protect human health, provide long-term permanence, or reduce 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contamination to future accessible deeper/interior wetland 
sediments. 

Biological barriers would be inconsistent with the land use of the property which includes open 
space (including recreational use, e.g. periodic paint ball games) and future recreational reuse. 

Costs to implement and maintain institutional controls were not accounted for in the evaluation 
of the sediment capping alternative for near-shore sediments. 

I. 5. SMC and Pharmacia commented that: "[b]y adapting an integrated approach to site 
monitoring, monitoring efforts could be focused on arsenic-containing and benzene-
containing groundwater discharging from the Industri-plex Superfund Site to surface 
water in Halls Brook Holding Area Pond, arsenic accumulation in HBHA Pond 
sediments, the potential for arsenic-containing groundwater from Former Lake 
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Mishawum to discharge into HBHA Wetland and arsenic flux from Hall Brook Holding 
area wetland via the surface water pathway (Figure 2). Groundwater discharge from the 
site would be monitored by installing three well clusters at the north end of HBHA Pond 
to determine whether or not arsenic concentrations were increasing, decreasing or steady 
state. Sampling would be conducted quarterly for two years, semiannually for three years 
and annually thereafter. Sediment sampling would be performed annually at three 
locations in HBHA Pond (upstream end, center and downstream end) to determine the 
amount of arsenic sorbed to the sediments and the amount of sorption capacity remaining. 
Three monitoring well clusters would be installed on the eastern edge of HBHA Wetland 
to determine if arsenic was mobilized from buried lake bottom sediment and migrating to 
the wetland. One well cluster would be located at the north end of HBHA Wetland, one 
well cluster would be located in the center of the wetland and the other well cluster would 
be located at the south end of the wetland. Sampling would be conducted semiannually 
for five years, annually for five years and discontinued if arsenic is not discharging to 
surface water at concentrations that would cause an adverse impact on public health or 
the environment. To determine arsenic flux from HBHA Wetland, a surface water 
sampling station would be maintained at the outlet of the wetland to sample monthly 
baseflow and storms with greater than 0.5 inches of precipitation. Samples would be 
analyzed for TSS and Total and Dissolved Arsenic." 

EPA Response: The monitoring program generally described in EPA's Proposed Plan is the 
result of combining individual alternatives from the FS, which presented monitoring programs 
specific to the medium and remedial alternative selected. EPA recognizes that monitoring 
efficiencies can be realized when a multi-media approach is taken. An EPA-approved monitoring 
program will be performed consistent with previous RI monitoring methods and procedures so 
that on-site and off-site contaminant trends and migrations patterns can be adequately evaluated 
and compared to previous RI data. Monitoring will also be performed to evaluate the 
performance of the selected remedy. Specific details of the monitoring program will be 
developed during remedial design process. 

J. Questions and Comments Regarding Liability and Enforcement 

J. 1. SMC and Pharmacia made repeated claims that EPA's decision-making was 
"arbitrary and capricious and otherwise not in accordance with law." SMC and 
Pharmacia further challenge the constitutionality of CERCLA both as drafted and 
applied, and claim that any effort to compel them to perform or pay for the remedy would 
constitute a taking without just compensation. 

EPA Response: Legal challenges to EPA's decision-making process or to EPA's legal authority 
are not considered comments on the remedy, but rather comments on the enforcement process 
and thus are not addressed in this responsiveness summary. 

J. 2. SMC and Pharmacia claim that components of the Proposed Alternative are 
governed by the Consent Decree they entered in 1989 and any attempts to alter the 
Consent Decree must be approved by the United States District Court for the District of 
Massachusetts. 
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EPA Response: Comments regarding the 1989 Consent Decree are not considered comments on 
the remedy, but rather comments on the enforcement process. However, it should be noted that 
EPA has carefully reviewed the terms of that settlement and has determined that the selected 
remedy is fully consistent with that Consent Decree. 

J. 3. Several commenters expressed concern that they would be forced to expend funds 
on actions such as the implementation of institutional controls despite having alleged 
defenses to liability. One commenter noted that under Massachusetts state law and 
regulation, parties with defenses to liability have a reduced burden with regard to 
institutional controls. One commenter suggested that non-liable parties should be granted 
covenants not to sue or other forms of contribution protection in exchange for 
implementing institutional controls. 

EPA Response: Comments regarding liability are not considered comments on the remedy, but 
rather comments on the enforcement process and thus are not addressed in this responsiveness 
summary. See Section B for response to comments re: institutional controls. 

J. 4. One commenter asked who would be liable if they incurred damages resulting from 
response actions on their property. 

EPA Response: Comments regarding potential liability from response actions are not addressed 
in this responsiveness summary. However, whether the response actions are undertaken by EPA 
or by private parties, EPA will ensure that all contractors are fully insured. 

J. 5. One commenter asked how much money has been spent on studies and litigation. 

EPA Response: EPA estimates that the various studies supporting this Record of Decisions have 
cost approximately $10 million. Currently, no litigation costs have been incurred regarding the 
selected remedy. 

K.	 Questions and Comments Regarding Errors or Omissions in the Feasibility 
Study 

K. 1. The consultant for ASC commented that: "Section 3.4.5.2 (Sediment Retention 
Area at Northern Portion of the HBHA Pond), on page 3-31, paragraph 2, describes 
'construction of a dual low-head cofferdam system starting at the approximate location of 
the mouth of the Halls Brook and continuing west across HBHA Pond... with the 
northern portion serving as the sediment retention and secondary polishing area.' It 
should be noted that Hall Brook enters HBHA on the western shore; thus, if the 
cofferdam is constructed from the brook outlet across the pond, construction will proceed 
to the east and not the west. 

Page 3-31, paragraph 3, makes reference to 'diffusion from accumulated sediments and 
subsequent chemocline precipitation.' It is not clear what is meant by these statements 
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and what they refer to. It appears that this phrase was inadvertently appended to the 
sentence in which it appeared." 

EPA response: The comments are acknowledged. However, since the errors do not change the 
outcome of the FS, the document will not be revised. 

K. 2. The consultant for ASC commented that: "[o]n page 3-31, paragraph 3, sentence 3, 
it is not clear how the sediment storage figure of '2,000 yd3 of in-place sediment per 
vertical foot' is arrived at. Is this an estimate arrived at from carefully performed 
measurements and calculations, or is this simply a rough estimate? EPA should describe 
how the sediment storage volume was estimated." 

EPA Response: The estimate provided is a rough estimate of the in-place volume of sediment 
that would accumulate over the estimated area of the settling basin that is presented in the FS 
report. The surface area of the sediment retention basin that is depicted in the FS is 
approximately 56,000 square feet. One foot of sediment depth represents an average estimate of 
sediment depth assuming that the sediment thickness will be greater towards the center of the 
pond and lesser near the shores. 

56,000 SF x 1 LF = 56,000 CF 
56,000 CF x 1 CY/27 CF = 2,074 CY 

K. 3. MassDEP commented that: it "would prefer that the term 'concur' not be used in 
[Section 2.1.4, on page 78] with reference to the findings of the risk, assessment primarily 
because DEP has a formal concurrence process in relation with the ROD that has not yet 
occurred. DEP has evaluated the federal and the state risk assessment methodologies and 
views the EPA risk assessment procedures as equivalent to those that are conducted 
under the MCP (Method 3), and we in this case consider the remedial goals developed 
from that process adequate." 

EPA Response: The comment is acknowledged. However, since the comment does not change 
the outcome of the FS, the document will not be revised. 

K. 4. MassDEP recommended that: "the last sentence in [Section 2.1.4, on page 78] 
which refers to institutional controls be moved to another section because arguing the 
reasonableness of one of the remedial alternatives seems out of place within the ARARs 
section." 

EPA Response: The comment is acknowledged. However, since the comment does not change 
the outcome of the FS, the document will not be revised. 

K. 5. SMC and Pharmacia's consultant commented that: "the PRO equations provided in 
Appendix A of the FS (USEPA, 2005b), are incorrect on both the risk assessment and 
simple arithmetic levels." 
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EPA Response: As noted in the comment, the PRO equations presented in the MSGRP FS are 
incorrect. However, the numerical PRGs were calculated utilizing the original spreadsheets from 
the human health risk assessment and are therefore, not impacted. The correct equation will be 
incorporated into the Record of Decision. 
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Table G-1 

Summary of Chemical of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration 

Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Medium: Sediment 
Exposure Medium: Sediment 

Exposure Point 
Chemical of 

Concern 
Concentration Detected Units 

Frequency of 
Detection 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Units 

Statistical 
Measure 

Minimum Maximum (1) 
Station WH 

Arsenic 4.7 3230 mg/kg 12 /12 1910 mg/kg 95% UCL - T 

Station CB-03 

Arsenic 9.1 1410 mg/kg 12/12 595 mg/kg 95% UCL - G 

Key 

(1)	 Statistics: Maximum Detected Value (Max); 95% UCL of Transformed Data (95% UCL - T); 95% UCL of Normal Data (95% UCL - N); 95% UCL of Non-parametric Data (95% UCL - NP); 

95% UCL of Gamma Distributed Data (95% UCL - G); Arithmetic Mean (Mean) 

The table represents the current chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for each of the COCs detected in sediment (i.e., the concentrations that will be used to estimate the 
exposure and risk for each COC in sediment). The table includes the range of concentrations detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was detected in 
the samples collected at each station), the EPC, and how the EPC was derived. This table indicates that arsenic is the only COC in sediment at the site. The 95% UCL on the arithmetic mean was used as the 
EPC for arsenic. 



Table G-2 

Summary of Chemical of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Medium: Sediment 
Exposure Medium: Sediment 

Exposure Point 
Chemical of Frequency of Exposure Point Statistical 

Exposure Point Concentration Detected Units Concentration 
Concern Detection Concentration Measure 

Units 
Minimum Maximum (D 

Station 13/TT-27 
Benzo(a)pyrene 0.15 1.7 mg/kg 6 /  6 1.3 mg/kg 95% UCL - N 

Arsenic 15.9 4210 mg/kg 9 / 9 3635 mg/kg 95% UCL - G 

Station WH 

Benzo(a)pyrene 1 1 mg/kg 1 /1 1 mg/kg Max 

Arsenic 4.7 3230 mg/kg 12/12 1910 mg/kg 95% UCL - T 

Station NT-3 

Arsenic 6.6 3230 mg/kg 22/22 496 mg/kg 95% UCL - T 

Station CB-03 

Arsenic 9.1 1410 mg/kg 12/12 595 mg/kg 95% UCL - G 

Key 
(1) Statistics: Maximum Detected Value (Max); 95% UCL of Transformed Data (95% UCL - T); 95% UCL of Normal Data (95% UCL - N); 95% UCL of Non-parametric Data (95% UCL - NP); 

95% UCL of Gamma Distributed Data (95% UCL - G); Arithmetic Mean (Mean) 

The table represents the future chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for each of the COCs detected in sediment (i.e., the concentrations that will be used to estimate the exposure 
and risk for each COC in sediment). The table includes the range of concentrations detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was detected in the samples 
collected at the site), the EPC, and how the EPC was derived. This table indicates that arsenic is the most frequently detected COC in sediment at the site. The 95% UCL on the arithmetic mean was used as the 
EPC for arsenic, and for the organic chemical benzo(a)pyrene at Station 13/TT-27. Due to the limited amount of sample data for benzo(a)pyrene at Station WH, the maximum detected concentration was used as 
the default EPC 



Table G-3 

Summary of Chemical of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 

Medium: Sediment 
Exposure Medium: Sediment Cores 

Exposure Point 
Chemical of Frequency of Exposure Point Statistical 

Exposure Point Concentration Detected Units Concentration 
Concern Detection Concentration Measure 

Units 

Minimum Maximum (1) 
SC02 

Arsenic 27 1600 mg/kg 4 / 4 1600 mg/kg Max 

SC05 

Arsenic 210 900 mg/kg 4 / 4 900 mg/kg Max 

SC06 

Arsenic 66 1700 mg/kg 4 / 4 1700 mg/kg Max 

SC08 

Arsenic 140 1250 mg/kg 2 / 4 1250 mg/kg Max 

Key 
(1) Statistics: Maximum Detected Value (Max); 95% UCL of Transformed Data (95% UCL - T); 95% UCL of Normal Data (95% UCL - N); 95% UCL of Non-parametric Data (95% UCL - NP); 

95% UCL of Gamma Distributed Data (95% UCL - G); Arithmetic Mean (Mean) 

The table represents the future chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for each of the COCs detected in sediment cores (i.e., the concentrations that will be used to estimate the 
exposure and risk for each COC in sediment cores). The table includes the range of concentrations detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was 
detected in the samples collected at the site), the EPC, and how the EPC was derived. This table indicates that arsenic is the only COC detected in sediment cores at the site. Due to the limited amount of 
sample data available for arsenic, the maximum detected concentration was used as the default EPC. 



Table G-4 

Summary of Chemical of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 

Medium: Soil 
Exposure Medium: Surface Soil 

Exposure Point 
Chemical of 

Concern Concentration Detected Units 
Frequency of 

Detection 
Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Units 

Statistical 
Measure 

Minimum Maximum (1) 
SO (Former Mishawum 

Lake Bed Area) Arsenic 5.7 192 mg/kg 20/20 92 mg/kg 95% UCL --T 

Key 

(1) Statistics: Maximum Detected Value (Max); 95% UCL of Transformed Data (95% UCL - T); 95% UCL of Normal Data (95% UCL - N); 95% UCL of Non-parametric Data (95% UCL - NP); 

95% UCL of Gamma Distributed Data (95% UCL - G); Arithmetic Mean (Mean) 

The table represents the future chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for each of the COCs detected in surface soil (i.e., the concentrations that will be used to estimate the 
exposure and risk for each COC in surface soil). The table includes the range of concentrations detected for each COG, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was detected 
in the samples collected at the site), the EPC, and how the EPC was derived. This table indicates that arsenic is the only COC in surface soil at the site. The 95% UCL on the arithmetic mean was used as the 
EPC for arsenic. 



Table G-5 

Summary of Chemical of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Medium: Soil 
Exposure Medium: Subsurface Soil 

Exposure Point 
Chemical of 

Concern 
Concentration Detected Units 

Frequency of 
Detection 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Units 

Statistical 
Measure 

Minimum Maximum (D 
SO (Former Mishawum 

Lake Bed Area) Arsenic 1.6 2680 mg/kg 14/14 1900 mg/kg 95% UCL - T 

Key 
(1) Statistics: Maximum Detected Value (Max); 95% UCL of Transformed Data (95% UCL - T); 95% UCL of Normal Data (95% UCL - N); 95% UCL of Non-parametric Data (95% UCL - NP); 

95% UCL of Gamma Distributed Data (95% UCL - G); Arithmetic Mean (Mean) 

The table represents the future chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for each of the COCs detected in subsurface soil (i.e., the concentration that will be used to estimate the 
exposure and risk for each COC in subsurface soil). The table includes the range of concentrations detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was 
detected in the samples collected at the site), the EPC, and how the EPC was derived. This table indicates that arsenic is the only COC in subsurface soil at the site. The 95% UCL on the arithmetic mean was 
used as the EPC for arsenic. 



Table G-6 

Summary of Chemical of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Medium: Ground water 
Exposure Medium: Shallow Groundwater 

Exposure Point 
Chemical of 

Concern Concentration Detected Units 
Frequency of 

Detection 
Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Units 

Statistical 
Measure 

Minimum Maximum (1) 
Study Area 

Arsenic 0.252 24432.5 ug/L 93/107 3427 ug/L 95% UCL - NP 

Key 

(1) Statistics: Maximum Detected Value (Max); 95% UCL of Transformed Data (95% UCL - T); 95% UCL of Normal Data (95% UCL - N); 95% UCL of Non-parametric Data (95% UCL - NP); 

95% UCL of Gamma Distributed Data (95% UCL - G); Arithmetic Mean (Mean) 

The table represents the chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for each of the COCs detected in shallow groundwater (i.e., the concentrations that will be used to estimate the 
exposure and risk for each COC in shallo'.v groundwater). The table includes the range of concentrations detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was 
detected in the samples collected at the site), the EPC, and how the EPC was derived. This table indicates that arsenic is the only COC in shallow groundwater at the site. The 95% UCL on the arithmetic mean was 
used as the EPC for arsenic in shallow groundwater. 



Table G-7 

Summary of Chemical of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentration 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Medium: Groundwater 
Exposure Medium: Groundwater (All Depths) 

Exposure Point 
Chemical of Frequency of Exposure Point Statistical 

Exposure Point Concentration Detected Units Concentration 
Concern Detection Concentration Measure 

Units 
Minimum Maximum (1) 

Study Area 

1 ,2-Dichloroethane 0.17 48 ug/L 2/153 2.1 ug/L 95% UCL - NP 

Ammonia 49 2710000 ug/L 67/92 320000 ug/L 95% UCL - NP 

Benzene 0.1 69000 ug/L 126/445 2389 ug/L 95% UCL - NP 

Trichloroethene 0.15 110 ug/L 31/153 9.5 ug/L 95% UCL - NP 

Naphthalene 3 220 ug/L 12/68 28 ug/L 95% UCL - NP 

Arsenic 0.161 24432.5 ug/L 288 / 357 1130 ug/L 95% UCL - NP 

Key 
(1) Statistics: Maximum Detected Value (Max); 95% UCL of Transformed Data (95% UCL - T); 95% UCL of Normal Data (95% UCL - N); 95% UCL of Non-parametric Data (95% UCL - NP); 

95% UCL of Gamma Distributed Data (95% UCL - G); Arithmetic Mean (Mean) 

The table represents the chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentrations (EPCs) for each of the COCs detected in groundwater (i.e., the concentrations that will be used to estimate the exposure and 
risk for each COC in groundwater). The table includes the range of concentrations detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the number of times the chemical was detected in the samples 
collected at the site), the EPC, and how the EPC was derived. This table indicates that the inorganic chemical, arsenic, is the most frequently detected COC in groundwater at the site. The 95% UCL on the arithmetic 
mean was used as the EPC for all COCs detected in groundwater. 



Table G-8
 

Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
 

Pathway: Ingestion, Dermal 
Chemical of Oral Cancer Dermal Cancer Slope Factor Weight of Date 

Concern Slope Factor Slope Factor Units Evidence/Cancer Source (MM/DD/YYYY) 
Guideline Description 

Benzene 5.5E-02 5.5E-02 (mg/kg-day) ' A IRIS 01/05/05 
Trichloroethene 4.0E-01 4.0E-01 (mg/kg-day)" C-B2 NCEA 01/05/05 

Benzo(a)pyrene 7.3E+00 7.3E+00 (mg/kg-day)" B2 IRIS 01/05/05 

Arsenic (other media) 1.5E+00 1.5E+00 (mg/kg-day) ' A IRIS 01/05/05 
Arsenic (sediment) 7.7E-01 1 .5E+00 (mg/kg-day)" A Site-specific (1) 

Pathway: Inhalation 
Chemical of Inhalation Weight of Date 

Concern Unit Risk Units Cancer Slope Evidence/Cancer Source (MM/DD/YYYY) 
Factor Guideline Description 

1 ,2-Dichloroethane 2.6E-05 (ug/m0)" N/A B2 IRIS 01/05/05 

Ammonia N/A (ug/mT N/A D IRIS 08/01/05 

Benzene 7.8E-06 (ug/mT N/A A IRIS 01/05/05 

TriuiiiuruyiiitJne 1 . 1 E-04 (ug/rn-y N/A C-B2 NCEA U1 /Ob/Ob 

Naphthalene N/A (ug/m-) ' N/A C IRIS 01/05/05 

Key EPA Group 
N/A: Not applicable A - Human carcinogen 

IRIS: Integrated Risk Information System, U.S. EPA B1 - Probable human carcinogen - Indicates that limited human data are available 

NCEA: National Center for Environmental Assessment, U.S. EPA B2 - Probable human carcinogen - indicates sufficient evidence in animals and inadequate or no 

CalEPA = California Environmental Protection-Agency evidence in humans 

(1) The IRIS oral cancer slope factor was adjusted based on the results C - Possible human carcinogen 

of a site-specific sediment arsenic bioavailability study. D - Not classifiable as a human carcinogen
 

E - Evidence of noncarcinogenicity
 

This table provides the carcinogenic risk information which is relevant to the contaminants of concern in sediment, soil, and groundwater. At this time, slope factors are not available 
for the dermal route of exposure. Thus, the dermal slope factors used in this assessment have been extrapolated from oral values. An adjustment factor is sometimes applied, and 
is dependent upon how well the chemical is absorbed via the oral route. Adjustments are particularly important for chemicals with less than 50% absorption via the ingestion route. 
However, adjustment is not necessary for the chemicals evaluated at this site. Therefore, the same values presented above were used as the dermal carcinogenic slope factors for 
these contaminants. Three of the COCs are also considered carcinogenic via the inhalation route. Benzo(a)pyrene and arsenic, as non-volatile contaminants, were not included in 
the evaluation of inhalation exposures. 



Table G-9
 

Non-Cancer Toxicity Data Summary
 

Pathway: Ingestion, Dermal 
Combined 

Dates of Rfd: 
Chemical of Chronic/ Dermal RfD Primary Target Uncertainty/ Sources of RfD: Oral RfD Value Oral RfD Units Dermal RfD Target Organ 

Concern Subchronic Units Organ Modifying Target Organ (MM/DD/YYYY) 
Factors 

Benzene Chronic 4.0E-03 mg/kg-day 4.0E-03 mg/kg-day Immune System 300 IRIS 01/05/05 

Trichloroethene Chronic 3.0E-04 mg/kg-day 3.0E-04 mg/kg-day Liver 3000 NCEA 01/05/05 

3enzo(a)pyrene Chronic N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
 

Arsenic (other media) Chronic 3.0E-04 mg/kg-day 3.0E-04 mg/kg-day Skin 3 IRIS 01/05/05
 
Arsenic (sediment) Chronic 5.9E-04 mg/kg-day 3.0E-04 mg/kg-day Skin 3 Site-specific (1)
 
Arsenic (other media) Subchronic 3.0E-04 mg/kg-day 3.0E-04 mg/kg-day Skin 3 IRIS 01/05/05
 

Arsenic (sediment) Subchronic 5.9E-04 mg/kg-day 3.0E-04 mg/kg-day Skin 3 Site-specific (1)
 

Pathway: Inhalation 
Combined 

Sources of RfC: 
Chemical of Chronic/ Inhalation RfC Inhalation RfD Primary Target Uncertainty/ Dates 

Inhalation RfC Inhalation RfD RfD: Target 
Concern Subchronic Units Units Organ Modifying (MM/DD/YYYY) 

Organ 
Factors 

1 ,2-Dichloroethane Chronic 5 ug/m" N/A N/A Liver/Kidney/GI System 3000 NCEA 01/05/05 
Ammonia Chronic 100 ug/mj 

N/A N/A Respiratory 30 IRIS 08/01/05 

Benzene Chronic 30 ug/mj 
N/A N/A Immune System 300 IRIS 01/05/05 

Tnchioroetnene Chronic 4U ug/nr N/A N/A Liver/CNS 3000 NCEA 01/05/05 

Naphthalene Chronic 3 ug/m" N/A N/A Respiratory 3000 IRIS 01/05/05 

Key 
N/A - No information available (1) The IRIS oral reference dose was adjusted based on the results 

IRIS - Integrated Risk Information System, U.S. EPA of a site-specific sediment arsenic bioavai ability study. 

NCEA - National Center for Environmental Assessment, U.S. EPA 

This table provides non-carcinogenic risk information which is relevant to the contaminants of concern in soil, sediment, and groundwater. Three of the COCs have oral toxicity data indicating their potential for adverse non-carcinogenic health 
effects in humans. Chronic and subchronic toxicity data available for the three COCs for oral exposures have been used to develop chronic and subchronic oral reference doses (RfDs), provided in this table. The available chronic and 
subchronic toxicty data indicate that benzene affects the immune system, trichloroethene affects the liver, and arsenic affects the skin. Reference doses are not available for the carcinogenic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon, benzo(a)pyrene. 
Dermal RfDs are not available for any of the COCs. As was the case for the carcinogenic data, dermal RfDs can be extrapolated from oral RfDs by applying an adjustment factor as appropriate. However, no adjustment is necessary for any of 
the COCs, and the oral RfDs discussed were used as the dermal RfDs for all COCs. Inhalation reference concentrations (RfCs) are available for the five volatile COCs evaluated for the inhalation pathway. Benzo(a)pyrene and arsenic, as a 
non-volatile contaminants, were not included in the evaluation of inhalation exposures. 



Table G-10 

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe: Current 
Receptor Population: Recreational User 
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult 
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Primary Target Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Medium Concern Organ 
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 

Routes Total 
Sediment Sediment Station WH 

Arsenic Skin 2E+00 -- 5E-01 2E+00 

Sediment Hazard Index Total = 2E+00 

Skin Hazard Index = 2E+00 

Sediment Sediment Station CB-03 
Arsenic Skin 2E+00 -- 6E-01 3E+00 

Sediment Hazard Index Total = 3E+00 

Skin Hazard Index = 3E+00 

Key 
N/A - Toxicity criteria are not available to quant tatively address this route of exposure. 

— Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. 

This table provides hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of the hazard quot ents) for all routes of exposure for the current child and adult recreational user exposed to 
sediment. The Risk Assessment Guidance (RAGS) for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (HI) of greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse noncancer effects. The estimated HI of 2 for 
Station WH and 3 for Station CB-03 indicates that the potential for adverse noncancer effects could occur from exposure to contaminated sediment containing arsenic. 



Table G-11
 

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens
 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Recreational User 
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult 

Medium 
Exposure 
Medium 

Exposure Point 
Chemical of 

Concern 
Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal 
Exposure 

Routes Total 
Sediment Sediment Station 13/TT-27 

Benzo(a)pyrene 2E-06 1E-06 3E-06 

Arsenic 5E-04 2E-04 7E-04 

Sediment Risk Total • 7E-04 

Sediment Sediment Station WH 

Benzo(a)pyrene 1E-06 1E-06 2E-06 

Arsenic 3E-04 9E-05 4E-04 

Sediment Risk Total •• 4E-04 

Total Risk = N/A 

Key 

- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. 

N/A - Not applicable. Summing of sediment risks across exposure points is not applicable since risks were estimated assuming all of a receptor's exposure occurred at each station. 

This table provides risk estimates for the significant routes of exposure for the future child and adult recreational user. These risk estimates are based on a reasonable maximum exposure 
and were developed by taking into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of a child's and adult's exposure to sediment, as well as the toxicity of the 

COCs (benzo(a)pyrene and arsenic). The total risk from direct exposure to contaminated sediment at this site to a future child and adult recreational user is estimated to be 7 x 10 "* for 
Station 13/TT-27 and 4 x 10"4 for Station WH. The COC contributing most to this risk level is arsenic in sediment. This risk level indicates that if no clean-up action is taken, an individual 
would have an increased probability of 7 in 10,000 and 4 in 10,000 of developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure to the COCs at Stations 13/TT-27 and WH, respectively. 



Table G-12 

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Recreational User 
Receptor Age: Young Child/Adult 
Medium 

Sediment 

Exposure Exposure Point
Medium

Sediment Station 13fTT-27 

 Chemical of
 Concern

Arsenic 

 Prima 
0 

ry Target
rgan 

Skin

Ingestion

 9E+00

Sediment Sediment Station WH 

Arsenic Skin 5E+00

Sediment Sediment Station NT-3 
Arsenic Skin 1E+00

Sediment Sediment Station CB-03 
Arsenic Skin 2E+00

Key 
N/A - Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of exposure. 

- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. 

 Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

 Inhalation Dermal 

 -- 3E+00 

Sediment Hazard Index Total = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

 -- 2E+00 

Sediment Hazard Index Total = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

 -- 4E-01 

Sediment Hazard Index Total = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

 -- 6E-01 

Sediment Hazard Index Total = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

Exposure Routes
 
Total
 

1E+01
 

1E+01
 

1E+01
 

6E+00
 

6E+00 

6E+00 

2E+00 

2E+00 

2E+00 

3E+00 

3E+00 

3E-KX) 

This table provides hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of the hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure for the future child and adult recreational user. The Risk 
Assessment Guidance (RAGS) for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (HI) of greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse noncancer effects. The estimated His of 10, 6, 2, and 3 indicate that the 
potential for adverse noncancer effects could occur from exposure to contaminated sediment containing arsenic at Stations 13/TT-27, WH, NT-3, and CB-03, respectively. 



TableG-13 

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Dredger 
Receptor Age: Adult 
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Prima ry Target Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Medium Concern 0 rgan 
Ingestion

Sediment Sediment Cores SC02 
Arsenic Skin 4E+00

Sediment Sediment Cores SC05 
Arsenic Skin 2E+00

Sediment Sediment Cores SC06 
Arsenic Skin 4E+00

Sediment Sediment Cores SC08 
Arsenic Skin 3E-1-00

Key 
N/A - Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of exposure. 

— Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. 

 Inhalation Dermal 

 -- 7E-01 

Sediment Hazard Index Total = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

 -- 4E-01 

Sediment Hazard Index Total = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

 -- 7E-01 

Sediment Hazard Index Total = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

 - - 5E-01 

Sediment Hazard Index Total = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

Exposure Routes
 
Total
 

4E+00
 

4E+00
 

4E+00
 

2E+00
 

2E+00
 

2E+00
 

4E+00
 

4E+00
 

4E+00
 

3E+00
 

3E+00
 

3E+00
 

This table provides hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of the hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure for the future dredging worker. The Risk Assessment Guidance 
(RAGS) for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (HI) of greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse noncancer effects. The estimated His of 4, 2, 4, and 3 indicate that the potential for adverse 
noncancer effects could occur from exposure to contaminated sediment cores containing arsenic at locations SC02, SC05, SC06, and SC08. respectively. 



Table G-14
 

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens
 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Day Care Child 
Receptor Age: Young Child (ages 1-6) 

Medium 
Exposure 
Medium 

Exposure Point 
Chemical of 

Concern 
Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal 
Exposure 

Routes Total 
Soil Subsurface Soil SO (Former Mishawum 

Lake Bed Area) (Arsenic 1E-03 1E-04 1E-03 

Soil Risk Total = 1E-03 

Total Risk = 1E-03 

Key 
— Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. 

This table provides risk estimates for the significant routes of exposure for the future day care child. These risk estimates are based on a reasonable maximum exposure and were 
developed by taking into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of an child's exposure to subsurface soil, as well as the toxicity of the COC (arsenic). 

The total risk from direct exposure to contaminated subsurface soil at this site to a future day care child is estimated to be 1 x 10 "3. The only COC contributing to this risk level is arsenic in 
subsurface soil. This risk level indicates that if no clean-up action is taken, an individual would have an increased probability of 1 in 1,000 of developing cancer as a result of site-related 
exposure to arsenic. 



TableG-15
 

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens
 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Day Care Child 
Receptor Age: Young Child (ages 1-6) 
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Primary Target Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Medium Concern Organ 
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 

Routes Total 
Soil Surface Soil SO (Former Mishawum 

Lake Bed Area) Arsenic Skin 2E+00 - 1E-01 2E+00 

Soil Hazard Index Total = 2E+00 

Skin Hazard Index = 2E+00 

Soil Subsurface Soil SO (Former Mishawum 
Lake Bed Area) Arsenic Skin 3E+01 -- 3E+00 4E+01 

Soil Hazard Index Total = 4E+01 

Skin Hazard Index = 4E+01 

Key 
N/A - Toxicity criteria are not available to quant tatively address this route of exposure. 

-- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. 

This table provides hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of the hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure for the future day care child. The Risk Assessment Guidance 
(RAGS) for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (HI) of greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse noncancer effects. The estimated His of 2 and 40 indicate that the potential for adverse 
noncancer effects could occur from exposure to contaminated surface and subsurface soil, respectively, containing arsenic. 



TableG-16
 

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens
 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Construction Worker 
Receptor Age: Adult 
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Primary Target Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Medium Concern Organ 
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 

Routes Total 
Soil Subsurface Soil SO (Former Mishawum 

Lake Bed Area) Arsenic Skin 6E+00 2E-01 6E-01 7E+00 

Soil Hazard Index Total = 7E+00 

Groundwater Shallow Groundwater Study Area 
Arsenic Skin 3E+00 -- 2E-01 3E+00 

Groundwater Hazard Index Total = 3E+00 

Receptor Hazard Index = 1 E+01 

Skin Hazard Index = 1 E+01 

Key 
N/A - Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of exposure. 

-- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. 

This table provides hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of the hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure for the future construction worker. The Risk Assessment 
Guidance (RAGS) for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (HI) of greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse noncancer effects. The estimated HI of 10 indicates that the potential for adverse 
noncancer effects could occur from exposure to contaminated subsurface soil and shallow groundwater containing arsenic. 



TableG-17
 

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens
 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Industrial Worker 
Receptor Age: Adult 
.. ..
Medium

 Exposure 
 ....Medium 

.. _. . .
Exposure Point

 Chemical of 
_
Concern 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingi istion Inhalation Dern 
Exposure 

Routes Total 
Groundwater Groundwater Study Area 

1,2-Dichloroethane 1E-05 1E-05 

Benzene 2E-05 4E-03 4E-C 5 4E-03 

Trichloroethene 7E-07 2E-04 1E-C 6 2E-04 

Arsenic 3E-04 - - 2E-C 5 3E-04 

Groundwater Ri: :k Total = 5E-03 

Tot al Risk = 5E-03 

Key 
- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. 

This table provides risk estimates for the significant routes of exposure for the future industrial worker exposed to groundwater used as process water. These risk estimates are based on 
a reasonable maximum exposure and were developed by taking into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of an industrial worker's exposure to 
groundwater, as well as the toxicity of the COCs (1 ,2-dichloroethane, benzene, trichloroethene, and arsenic). The total risk from direct exposure to contaminated groundwater at this site to 
a future industrial worker is estimated to be 5 x 10"3. The COCs contributing most to this risk level are benzene, trichloroethene, and arsenic in groundwater. This risk level indicates that if 
no clean-up action is taken, an individual would have an increased probability of 5 in 1 ,000 of developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure to the COCs. 



Table G-18
 

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens
 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Industrial Worker 
Receptor Age: Adult 
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Primary Target Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Medium Concern Organ 
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 

Routes Total 
Groundwater Groundwater Study Area 

Benzene Immune System 5E+01 5E+01 

Naphthalene Respiratory 6E+00 6E+00 

Arsenic Skin 2E+00 1E-01 2E+00 

Groundwater Hazard Index Total - 6E+01 

Immune System Hazard Index = 5E+01 

Respiratory Hazard Index = 6E+00 

Skin Hazard Index = 2E+00 

Key 

N/A - Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of exposure. 

— Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. 

This table provides hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of the hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure for the future industrial worker exposed to groundwater used as 
process water. The Risk Assessment Guidance (RAGS) for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (HI) of greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse noncancer effects. The estimated target organ His 
between 50 and 2 indicate that the potential for adverse effects could occur from exposure to contaminated groundwater containing benzene, naphthalene, and arsenic. 



Table G-19
 

Risk Characterization Summary - Carcinogens
 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Car Wash Worker 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 
Exposure
....Medium

 _ _ . .
 Exposure Point

 Chemical of 
„ Concern 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingi jstion Inhalation Dermal _ Xf _/. . Routes Total 
Groundwater Indoor Air Study Area 

1,2-Dichloroethane 1E-05 - 1E-05 

Benzene 6E-03 - 6E-03 

Trichloroethene 3E-04 - 3E-04 

Groundwater Risk Total = 6E-03 

Total Risk = 6E-03 

Key 
- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. 

This table provides risk estimates for the significant routes of exposure for the future car wash worker. These risk estimates are based on a reasonable maximum exposure and were 
developed by taking into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of a car wash worker's exposure to groundwater, as well as the toxicity of the COCs 

(1 ,2-dichloroethene, benzene, and trichloroethene). The total risk from direct exposure to contaminated groundwater at this site to a future car wash worker is estimated to be 6 x 1 0 "3. 
The COCs contributing most to this risk level are benzene and trichloroethene. This risk level indicates that if no clean-up action is taken, an individual would have an increased probability 
of 6 in 1 ,000 of developing cancer as a result of site-related exposure to the COCs. 



Table G-20
 

Risk Characterization Summary - Non-Carcinogens
 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Car Wash Worker 
Receptor Age: Adult 
Medium Exposure Exposure Point Chemical of Prima ry Target Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Medium Concern 0rgan 
Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure 

Routes Total 
Groundwater Indoor Air Study Area 

Ammonia Re spiratory -- 9E+01 -- 9E+01 

Benzene Immu ne System - - 7E+01 - - 7E+01 

Naphthalene Re spiratory - - 5E+00 - - 5E+00 

Groundwater Hazard Index Total = 2E+02 

Immune System Hazard Index = 7E+01 

Respiratory Hazard Index = 9E+01 

Key 
N/A Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of exposure. 

-- Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium. 

This table provides hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of the hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure for the future car wash worker. The Risk Assessment Guidance 
(RAGS) for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (HI) of greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse noncancer effects. The estimated target organ His of 90 and 5 indicate that the potential for adverse 
effects could occur from exposure to contaminated groundwater conta n ng ammonia, benzene, and naphthalene. 



Table G-21
 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs)
 

Study Area: Wells G&H Superfund Site - Aberjona River Study - OU3 - Aberjona River Study Area 
Medium: Surface Water 

Maximum Location of 
Detected Maximum Screening Reason 

Chemical Frequency Concentration'1 Detected Criterion COPC? * for 
of Detection (ug/L) Cone. (ug/L) Type Exclusion 

Aluminum 6/133 37 IPSW-08-00-051602FT 87 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC No DF, BSV 
Antimony 10/133 4 IPSW-09-051502FT 30 SCV No BSV 
Arsenic 63/133 13 IPSW-05-051502FT 150 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC J 

No BSV 
Barium 132/133 63 IPSW-08-091002FT 4 Tier II Yes 
Beryllium 6/133 0.25 IPSW-08-00-072502FT 5.3 Tier II No DF, BSV 
Cadmium 7/133 0.31 IPSW-09-042602FT 0.27 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC " Yes 
Calcium 133/133 58,100 IPSW-05-111901FT NA NA No Nutrient 

Chromium 62/133 2.9 IPSW-06-042602FT 83.7 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC 4 5 
No BSV 

Cobalt 29/133 2.1 IPSW-05-102502FT 3 Tier II No BSV 

Copper 56/133 52 IPSW-06-042602FT 10.2 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC4 
Yes 

Iron 69/133 1,480 IPSW-05-071401FT 1,000 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC Yes 
Lead 8/133 3.8 IPSW -08-00-0831 02FT 3.0 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC4 

Yes 
Magnesium 133/133 9,280 IPSW-05-111901FT NA NA No Nutrient 
Manganese 118/133 770 SW-MC-13-0 80 Tier II Yes 

Mercury 10/133 0.17 IPSW-06-080602FT 0.77 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC No BSV 

Nickel 67/133 2.7 IPSW-09-071401FT 59 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC4 
No BSV 

Potassium i 32/132 7,690 lPSW-Ub-U215U7FT NA NA No Nutrient 

Selenium 8/133 2.7 IPSW-05-062002FT 4.61 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC No BSV 

Silver 7/133 0.55 IPSW-10-051502FT 0.12 Tier II Yes 

Sodium 132/132 144,000 IPSW-06-021502FT NA NA No Nutrient 

Thallium 7/133 3.6 IPSW-06-102502FT 12 SCV No BSV 

Vanadium 14/133 2.0 IPSW-09-071401FT 19 Tier II No BSV 

Zinc 105/133 121 IPSW-05-121701FT 134 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC * No BSV 

Notes: 
1 Dissolved (filtered) concentrations. 
2 Analytes with maximum detected concentrations exceeding screening criteria were included as Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs). 
3 Value reported for arsenic 3>.
 
4 Metals criteria were adjusted to a site-specific hardness value 116 mg/L as CaCO 3 using equations provided in USEPA, 2002.
 
5 Value reported for chromium3*, it is assumed that chromium in surface water is present in reduced form.
 

COPC - Chemical of Potential Concern
 
NAWQC - National Ambient Water Quality Criterion (USEPA 1986a,b; 1987; 1992a, 1998, 2002).
 

SCV - Secondary Chronic Value as presented in Suter and Tsao (1996).
 

Tier II - Ecotox Thresholds Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Tier II Methodology (USEPA, 1 996).
 

NA - Screening criterion Not Available
 

BSV - Below Screening Value
 

DF - Detection Frequency < 5%
 

A bolded value indicates that a maximum detected concentration exceeds screening benchmarks.
 



Table G-22
 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs)
 

Study Area: Industrl-Plex Superfund Site - Sltewlde 
Medium: Surface Water 

Maximum Location of 
Detected Maximum Screening Reason 

Chemical Frequency Concentration Detected Criterion COPC? for 
of Detection <«g/D Cone. (ufl/L) Type Exclusion 

Benzene 2 / 1 0 190 SW-MC-05-10.8-D 46 Tier II Yes 

Chtofobenzene 21 10 4.0 SW-MC-05-10.8-D 130 Tier II No BSV 

cis.1.2-Dichloroethene 71 10 13 SW-MC-05-10.8-D 590 SCV No BSV 

oluene 1/10 40 SW-MC-06-0 130 Tier II No BSV 

Tnchtoroelhene 6/10 40 SW-MC-05-10.8-D 350 Tier II No BSV 
Vinyl Chloride 2 /10 3 0 SW-MC-05-10.8-D NA NA Yes 
Xytene, m/p- 1/10 2.0 SW-MC-05-10.8-D 13 SCV No BSV 

Anthracene 1/28 01 SW-09-IP 073 SCV No BSV/DF 

Benzole acid 3/9 69 SW-04-IP 42 SCV Yes 

bls(2-Elhylhexyl)phlhalale 1/28 120 SW-09-IP 32 Tier II Yes 

^ydohexanofie 6/ IB 290 SW-04-IP NA NA Yes 
Oiethylphlhalalfl 5 /28 0.3 SW-09-iP 220 Tier II No BSV 

Di-n-Butylphthalale 2 /28 0.2 SW-04-IP 33 Tier II No BSV 

Di-n-octylphthalate 1/28 0.3 SW-09-IP NA NA No DF 

Fluoranthene 2/28 0.6 SW-09-IP NA NA Yes 

Phenol 3 /28 7 SW-04-IP NA NA Yes 

Pyrene 2 /28 04 SW-09-IP NA NA Yes 

Aluminum 6 /75 82 IPSW-02-010402FT 87 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC No BSV 

Antimony 10/75 4.4 IPSW-02-111901FT 30 SCV No BSV 

Arsenic 73/93 120 SW-MC-05-10 8-D 150 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC1 
No BSV 

Barium 73/75 44.2 IPSW-02-111901FT 4 Tier II Yes 

Beryllium 5 / 7 5 0.37 IPSW- 04-00-0 72 502 FT 53 Tier II No BSV 

Cadmium 6 / 7  5 0.84 IPSW-02-062002FT 034 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC3 
Yes 

Chromium 44 /75 10 SW-MC-05-10.B-D 1095 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC *'* No BSV 

Cobalt 28/75 5.0 SW-MC-07-9.8-D 3 Tier II Yes 

Copper 3S '7E r.i !PE'A'C2 1110C1FT 135 Froufv.vGtcr Chronic NAV.'QC3 
No BSV 

Iron 61 175 27,000 SW-MC-05-10.8-D 1,000 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC Yes 

Lead 9/75 1.4 IPSW-04-DO-051602FT 4.2 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC3 
No BSV 

Manganese 75 /75 1.500 SW-MC-05-10.8-D 80 Tier II Yes 

Mercury 6 /75 010 IPSW-03-092502FT 0.77 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC No BSV 

Nickel 52/75 7.0 SW-MC-D5-10.8-D 78 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC3 
No BSV 

Selenium 5 /7  5 1.6 IPSW-04-00-092502FT 4.61 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC No BSV 

Silver 5 / 7 5 0.40 IPSW-04-00-101802FT 0.36 SCV Yes 
Thallium 6/75 2.7 IPSW-02-072502FT 12 SCV No BSV 

Vanadium 12/75 19 SW-MC-05-10 8-D 19 Tier II No BSV 

Zinc 73/75 380 SW-MC-D5-0-S 177 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC3 
Yes 

Supplemental Date Set 

Benzene5 54/67 2530 N ML -8-09/04 46 Tier II Yes 

Arsenic* 47/51 5043 N ML -8-09/01 150 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC* Yes 
Ammonia* 85/127 2110 NML-10-09/01 2.9 Freshwater Chronic NAWQC' Yes 

Notes: 
1 Analytes with maximum detected concentrations exceeding screening criteria were included as Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs). 
2 Value reported for arsenic3'.
 
3 Metals criteria adjusted lor hardness (161 mg/L as CaCOj) using equations provided in USEPA, 2002
 
' Value reported for chromium * . It Is assumed that chromium In surface water Is present in reduced form.
 
1 Data set compiled for natural attenuation report presented in Appendix 2D of Ri report. Benzene data from Tables 1 to 3 of Appendix G of natural attenuation report;
 

Arsenic data from Tables D 4 and D.5 of natural attenuation report 
* Data set compiled for Technical Memorandum. Evaluation of Supplemental Data (TtNUS, 2005c) Ammonia data from Table 4.1 of Ihe Technical Memorandum
 
7 Ammonia criterion adjusted for pH and temperature using equations provided In USEPA, 2002
 

COPC - Chemical of Potential Concern
 

NAWQC - National Ambient Water Quality Criterion (USEPA 19B6a,b, 1987; 1992a. 1998. 2002).
 

SCV - Secondary Chronic Value as presented In Suter and Tsao 1 996).
 

Tier II - Ecotox Thresholds Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Tier II Methodology (USEPA. 19%).
 

NA - Screening criterion Not Available
 

BSV - Below Screening Value
 

DF - Detection Frequency < 5%
 



Table G-23
 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs)
 

Study Area: Wells G&H Superfund Site - Aberjona River Study - OU3- Aberjona River Study Area 
Medium: Sediment 

Maximum Location of Screening 
Chemical Frequency Detected Maximum Criterion Reason 

of Concentration Detected Cone, COPC?2 for 
Detection (mg/kg) Cone. (mg/kg) Type1 Exclusion3 

1,1,1 -Trichloroethane 3/100 110 SD-TT-30-01-TR na na No DF 

1 ,1 ,2-Trichloro-1 ,2,2-trifluoroethane 1 /  5 37.5 SD-UF-02-TR na na No LC 

1,1-Dichloroethane 1/87 3 SD-18-01-FW 27 SCV No BSV/DF 

1 ,2-Dichloroethene(total) 8 /65 59 SD-18-01-FW 400 SCV No BSV 

2-Butanone 22/71 290 SD-19-01-FW 270 SCV Yes 

Acetone 22/81 7300 SD-TT-30-01-TR 8.7 SCV Yes 

Benzene 8 /87 22 SD-21-01-ME 57 SQB No BSV 

Carbon Disulfide 3 /63 29 SD-10-02-TR 0.85 SCV No DF 

c/s-1 ,2-Dichloroethene 18/28 562 SD-20-01-ME 400 SCV Yes 

Eihyibenzene 4 / B  / 9 SD-06-03-ME 3600 SQB No BSV/DF 

Methyl Acetate 4 /  6 530 SD-TT-30-01-TR na na No LC 

Methylene chloride 2/101 100 SD-22-03-FW 370 SCV No BSV/DF 

Naphthalene 3/26 208 SD-21-01-ME 480 ERL No BSV 

Tetrachloroethene 5/90 3164 SD-22-02-ME 530 SQB Yes 

Toluene 3 /63 22 SD-TT-30-01-TR 670 SQB No BSV/DF 

frans-1 ,2-Dichloroethene 1 /28 387 SD-11-01-ME 400 SCV No BSV/DF 

Trichloroethene 18/91 2025 SD-20-01-ME 1600 SQB Yes 

Vinyl chloride 2/87 255 SD-11-01-ME na na No DF 

Xylene, m/p- 2/28 25 SD-06-03-ME 25 SQB No BSV 

2-Methylnaphthalene 28/98 220 SD-09-06-FW 70 ERL Yes 

Acenaphthene 39/99 520 SD-09-06-FW 620 SQC No BSV 

Acenaphthylene 38/98 480 SD-07-10-FW 44 ERL Yes 

Anthracene 55/99 1300 SD-06-03-FW 220 LEL Yes 

Benzo(a)anthracene 85/109 9600 SD-07-10-ME 320 LEL Yes 

Benzo(a)pyrene 84/106 10000 SD-07-10-ME 430 ERL Yes 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 95/116 16000 SD-07-10-ME 240 LEL4 
Yes 
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Table G-23 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) 

Study Area: Wells G&H Superfund Site - Aberjona River Study - OU3 - Aberjona River Study Area 

Medium: Sediment 
Maximum Location of Screening 

Chemical Frequency Detected Maximum Criterion Reason 

of Concentration Detected Cone, COPC?2 for 
Detection (mg/kg) Cone. (mg/kg) Type1 Exclusion3 

3enzo(g,h,i)perylene 62/103 5300 SD-07-10-ME 170 LEL Yes 
3enzo(k)fluoranthene 84/109 14000 SD-07-05-FW 240 LEL Yes 

jis(2-etnylhexyl)phthalate 49/89 13000 SD-07-05-FW 890000 SCV No BSV 

Butylbenzylphthalate 9 /7  4 620 SD-07-05-FW 11000 SQB No BSV 

Carbazole 19/74 680 SD-07-09-FW na na Yes 

Chrysene 88/110 10000 SD-07-10-ME 340 LEL Yes 

Di-n-octylphthalate 3 /73 430 SD-07-05-FW na na No DF 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 42/100 2000 SD-07-10-ME 60 LEL Yes 

Dibenzofuran 8 / 7 2 500 SD-09-06-FW 2000 SQB5 
Yes 

Uiethylphthalate 1 /72 240 SD-07-04-FW 567 SQB" No BSV/DF 

Fluoranthene 102/116 23000 SD-07-10-ME 2900 SQC Yes 

Fluorene 46/99 810 SD-09-06-FW 540 SQB Yes 

lndeno(1 ,2,3-cd)pyrene 69/106 6900 SD-07-10-ME 200 LEL Yes 

N-nitrosodiphenylamine 7 /75 560 SD-10-01-FW na na Yes 

Naphthalene 36/99 2500 SD-21-02-FW 480 SQB Yes 

Phenanthrene 81/106 12000 SD-07-10-ME 850 SQC Yes 

Pyrene 100/114 15000 SD-07-10-ME 660 ERL Yes 

4,4'-DDD 74/111 310 SD-13-03-ME 8 LEL Yes 

4,4'-DDE 91/115 160 SD-10-01-ME 5 LEL Yes 

4,4'-DDT 62/104 47 SD-07-10-FW 1.6 ERL Yes 

Aldrin 23/96 18 SD-10-01-ME 2 LEL Yes 
a/p/?a-BHC 14/98 2.7 SD-07-02-FW 6 LEL No BSV 

a/pha-Chlordane 71 /111 93 SD-13-03-ME 7 LEL Yes 

Aroclor-1248 26/103 560 SD-10-01-ME 30 LEL Yes 

Aroclor 1254 10/103 2600 SD-JY-07 60 LEL Yes 

Aroclor-1260 38/105 2400 SD-JY-07 5 LEL Yes 
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Table G-23 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) 

Study Area: Wells G&H Superfund Site - Aberjona River Study - OU3 - Aberjona River Study Area 
Medium: Sediment 

Maximum Location of Screening 
Chemical Frequency Detected Maximum Criterion Reason 

of Concentration Detected Cone, COPC?2 for 
Detection (mg/kg) Cone. (mg/kg) Type1 Exclusion3 

bete-BHC 19M01 6.6 SD-07-07-FW 5 LEL Yes 
delta -BHC 21/95 25 SD-06-03-FW 3 LEL7 

Yes 

Dieldrin 54/103 20 SD-14-03-FW 52 SQC No BSV 

Endosulfan 1 23/105 68 SD-21-01-FW 2.9 SQB Yes 

Endosulfan II 23/96 8.4 SD-07-09-FW 14 SQB No BSV 

Endosulfan Sulfate 9 /94 3.9 SD-07-04-FW na na Yes 

Endrin 43/101 17 SD-06-03-ME 20 SQC No BSV 

Endrin Aldehyde 34/97 27 SD-07-02-ME na na Yes 

Endrin Ketone 4 /93 2.9 SD-08-02-FW na na No DF 

gamma-BHC (Lindane) 4 /93 1.4 SD-07-02-FW 3.7 SQB No BSV/DF 

gamma -Chlordane 66/108 650 SD-13-03-ME 0.5 ERL Yes 

Heptachlor 12/93 1.6 SD-07-06-FW 68 SCV No BSV 

Heptachlor Epoxide 21/96 4.9 SD-22-01-FW 5 LEL No BSV 

Methoxychlor 3 /93 12 SD-07-10-FW 19 SQB No BSV/DF 

Aluminum 341 /355 34400 SD-13-02-FW 25500 TEL Yes 

Antimony 196/317 329 SD-TT-22-01 2 ERL Yes 

Arsenic 338 / 353 4550 SD-12-03-ME 8.2 ERL Yes 

Barium 339 / 355 3420 SD-WW-11 na na Yes 

Beryllium 280 / 351 2.9 SD-19-01-ME na na Yes 

Cadmium 302 / 354 37.7 SD-01-06-FW 1.2 ERL Yes 

Chromium 351 / 355 24600 SD-WW-08 81 ERL Yes 

Cobalt 351 / 355 130 SD-CB-03-06 50 LEL* Yes 

Copper 351 /355 3760 SD-TT-30-03 34 ERL Yes 

Cyanide 57/122 12.1 SD-WS-08 0.1 LEL* Yes 

Iron 351 / 355 258000 SD-19-01-TR 20000 LEL Yes 

Lead 351 /355 41000 SD-TT-22-01 47 ERL Yes 
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Table G-23 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) 

Study Area: Wells G&H Superfund Site - Aberjona River Study - OU3 - Aberjona River Study Area 
Medium: Sediment 

Maximum Location of 
Chemical Frequency Detected Maximum 

of Concentration Detected 
Detection (mg/kg) Cone. 

Manganese 351/355 3060 SD-UM-02 

Mercury 300 / 344 89.2 SD-TT-30-03 

Nickel 338/355 177 SD-CB-04-03 

Selenium 223/351 30.3 SD-12-03-ME 

Silver 104/320 11.5 SD-CB-04-02 

Thallium 148/331 18.1 SD-BW-03 

Vanadium 341/355 180 SD-UM-02 

Zinc 350/355 8750 SD-CB-04-03 

Notes: 

Screening 
Criterion Reason 

Cone, COPC?2 for 
(mg/kg) Type1 Exclusion3 

460 LEL Yes 

0.15 ERL Yes 

21 ERL Yes 

na Yes 

0.5 LEL* Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

120 LEL Yes 

SCV, SQB, and SQCs based on 1% sediment organic carbon content; where SCV, SQBs and SQCs are used, 

sediment organic carbon content was greater than 1%, unless indicated otherwise 
2 Analytes with maximum detected concentrations exceeding screening criteria were included in the BERA. 
3 Reasons for exclusion were that the maximum level was below the screening value (BSV) and/or 

the frequency of detection was less than or equal to 5% (DF). 
4 Screening value for benzo(k)fluoranthene 
5 Organic carbon content at SD-09-06-FW was 0.1%; if the SQB were adjusted based on 0.1% organic carbon 

content, the maximum level of dibenzofuran would be greater than the screening criterion. 
6 SQB was adjusted downward for organic carbon content at SD-01-07-FW (0.9%) 
7 Value for BHC in Persaudef a/. (1993) 

DF - detection frequency 

BSV - below screening value 

LC - laboratory contaminant 
ERL - NOAA Effects Range-Low (Longef a/., 1995; Long and Morgan, 1990) 

SCV - Secondary Chronic Value (Jonese? a/., 1997) 

SQC - USEPA Sediment Quality Criterion (USEPA, 1993 b,c) - used for endrin and dieldrin only 

SQB - USEPA Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response Sediment Quality Benchmark (USEPA, 1996) 
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Table G-23 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) 

Study Area: Wells G&H Superfund Site - Aberjona River Study - OU3 - Aberjona River Study Area 
Medium: Sediment 

Maximum Location of Screening 
Chemical Frequency Detected Maximum Criterion Reason 

of Concentration Detected Cone. COPC?" for 
Detection (mg/kg) Cone. (mg/kg) Type 1 Exclusion3 

LEL - Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy Lowest Effect Level (Persaudf a/., 1993)
 

LEL*- Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy Lowest Effect Level (OME, 1996)
 

TEL - Threshold Effects Level (Buchman, 1999)
 

na - not available
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Table G-24 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) 

Study Area: Industri-Plex Superfund Site  Sitewide 

Medium: Sediment 
Maximum Location of Screening 

Chemical Frequency Detected Maximum Criterion Reason 

of Concentration Detected Cone, COPC?2 for 
Detection (mg/kg) Cone. (mg/kg) Type1 Exclusion3 

1,1-Dichloroethane 2 /  8 0.045 SD-MC-07 0.027 scv Yes 
2-Butanone 3 /  8 0.52 SD-MC-05 0.27 scv Yes 

Acetone 8 /  8 2.3 SD-MC-05 0.0087 scv Yes 

Benzene 4 /  8 46 SD-MC-05 0.057 SQB Yes 

Carbon Disulfide 4 /  8 0.060 SD-MC-05 0.00085 SCV Yes 

Chlorobenzene 1 /8 0.026 SD-MC-05 0.82 SQB No BSV 

cis-1 ,2-Dichloroethene 3 /  8 0.036 SD-MC-05 0.40 SCV No BSV 

Ethyl benzene 1 /  8 0.50 SD-MC-05 3.6 SQB No BSV 

Toluene 1 /  8 0.093 SD-MC-05 0.67 SQB No BSV 

Tricnlcroeinene 2 /  8 0.016 SD-MC-05 1.6 SQB No BSV 

Vinyl Chloride 1 IS 0.013 SD-MC-05 na na Yes 

Xylene, m/p 1 /8 2.4 SD-MC-05 0.025 SQB Yes 

Xylene, o 1 /8 0.30 SD-MC-05 0.16 SCV Yes 

2-Methylphenol 1 /8 0.38 SD-MC-05 0.012 SCV Yes 

Acenaphthene 5 /  8 0.80 SD-MC-05 0.62 SQC Yes 

Acenaphthylene 3 /  8 0.11 SD-MC-13 0.044 ERL Yes 

Anthracene 6 /  8 1.2 SD-MC-05 0.22 LEL Yes 

Benzo(a)anthracene 8 /  8 4.9 SD-MC-05 0.32 LEL Yes 

Benzo(a)pyrene 8 /  8 7.2 SD-MC-11 0.43 ERL Yes 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 8 /  8 10 SD-MC-05 0.24 LEL4 
Yes 

Benzo(g,h,i)perylene 8 /  8 4.1 SD-MC-05 0.17 LEL Yes 

Benzo(k)fluoranthene 8 /  8 8.3 SD-MC-05 0.24 LEL Yes 

bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 8 /  8 37 SD-MC-06 890 SCV No BSV 

Butylbenzylphthalate 1 /  8 0.14 SD-MC-13 11 SQB No BSV 

Carbazole 6 /  8 2.1 SD-MC-05 na na Yes 

Chrysene 8 /  8 10 SD-MC-05 0.34 LEL Yes 
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Table G-24 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) 

Study Area: Industri-Plex Superfund Site  Sitewide 
Medium: Sediment 

Maximum Location of Screening 
Chemical Frequency Detected Maximum Criterion Reason 

of Concentration Detected Cone, COPC?2 for 
Detection (mg/kg) Cone. (mg/kg) Type1 Exclusion3 

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene 8 /  8 1.2 SD-MC-11 0.060 LEL Yes 
Dibenzofuran 4 /  8 0.83 SD-MC-05 2.0 SQB No BSV 

Diethylphthalate 2 /  8 0.46 SD-MC-11 0.63 SQB No BSV 

Fluoranthene 8 /  8 19 SD-MC-05 2.9 SQC Yes 

Fluorene 5 /  8 1.3 SD-MC-05 0.54 SQB Yes 

lndeno(1 ,2,3-cd)pyrene 8 /  8 5.2 SD-MC-05 0.20 LEL Yes 

Naphthalene 5 /  8 0.83 SD-MC-05 0.48 SQB Yes 

N-Nitrosodiphenylamine 4 /  8 0.17 SD-MC-11 na na Yes 

Phenanthrene 8 /  8 10 SD-MC-05 0.85 SQC Yes 

Phenol 2 /  8 O.bb SD-MC-05 na na Yes 

Pyrene 8 /  8 14 SD-MC-11 0.66 ERL Yes 

4,4'-DDD 3 /  8 0.022 SD-MC-06 0.0080 LEL Yes 

4,4'-DDE 2 /  8 0.017 SD-MC-13 0.0050 LEL Yes 

4,4'-DDT 1 /8 0.013 SD-MC-13 0.0016 ERL Yes 

alpha-Chlordane 1 /  8 0.092 SD-MC-06 0.0070 LEL Yes 

gamma-Chlordane 1 /8 0.093 SD-MC-06 0.00050 ERL Yes 

Aluminum 68/68 19,900 AR04 25,500 TEL No BSV 

Antimony 37/51 20 AR04 2 ERL Yes 

Arsenic 68/68 2,390 SD-MC-07 8.2 ERL Yes 

Barium 68/68 227 HB02-12 na na Yes 

Beryllium 52/68 2.0 HB02-03 na na Yes 

Cadmium 67/68 45 HB02-10 1.2 ERL Yes 

Chromium 68/68 1,120 AR04 81 ERL Yes 

Cobalt 68/68 136 HB02-03 50 LEL* Yes 

Copper 68/68 2,000 HB01-05 34 ERL Yes 
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Table G-24 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) 

Study Area: Industri-Plex Superfund Site - Sitewide 
Medium: Sediment 

Maximum Location of Screening 
Chemical Frequency Detected Maximum Criterion 

of Concentration Detected Cone, 
Detection (mg/kg) Cone. (mg/kg) Type1 

ron 68/68 233,000 HB02-11 20000 LEL 

_ead 68/68 672 HB01-04 47 ERL 

Manganese 68/68 3,900 HB02-11 460 LEL 

Mercury 59/65 3.8 SD-MC-09 0.15 ERL 

Nickel 68/68 55 HB02-03 21 ERL 

Selenium 65/68 20 AR04 na na 

Silver 55/68 19 AR05 0.5 LEL* 

Thallium 31/51 18 HB02-11 na na 

Vanadium 68/68 84 HB02-17 na na 

Zinc 68/68 12,900 HB01-08 150 ERL 

Chromium VI 68/68 12 AR04 na na 

Notes: 
1 SCVs, SQBs, and SQCs based on 1% sediment organic carbon content; actual sediment organic 

carbon content is greater than 1% at all sample locations. 
2 Analytes with maximum detected concentrations exceeding screening criteria were included in the BERA. 
3 Reasons for exclusion were that the maximum detected level was below the screening value (BSV) and/or 

the frequency of detection was less than or equal to 5% (DF). 
4 Screening value for benzo(k)fluoranthene 

DF - detection frequency 

BSV - below screening value 

COPC - Contaminant of potential ecological concern 

ERL - NOAA Effects Range-Low (Longer a/., 1995; Long and Morgan, 1990) 

SCV - Secondary Chronic Value (Jonesef a/., 1997) 

SQC - USEPA Sediment Quality Criterion (USEPA, 1996) 

SQB - USEPA Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response Sediment Quality Benchmark (USEPA, 1996) 

Page 30 of 48 

Reason 
COPC?2 for 

Exclusion3 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 



Table G-24 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs) 

Study Area: Industri-Plex Superfund Site - Sitewide 
Medium: Sediment 

Maximum Location of Screening 
Chemical Frequency Detected Maximum Criterion Reason 

of Concentration Detected Cone. COPC?Z for 
Detection (mg/kg) Cone. (mg/kg) Type 1 Exclusion3 

LEL - Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy Lowest Effect Level (Persaudf a/., 1993)
 

LEL*- Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy Lowest Effect Level (OME, 1996)
 

TEL - Threshold Effects Level (Buchman, 1999)
 

na - not available
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Table G-25
 

Occurrence, Distribution, and Selection of Chemicals of Potential Concern (COPCs)
 

Study Area: Industri-Plex Superfund Site - A6 and HB03 areas 
Medium: Soil 

Maximum Location of Screening 
Chemical Frequency Detected Maximum Criterion 

of Concentration Detected Cone, COPC?2 

Detection (mg/kg) Cone. (mg/kg) Type1 

Aluminum 23 /2  3 6530 A612 (0-1} na na Yes 
Antimony 14/23 50 A608(0-1) 0.248 Mammal Yes 
Arsenic 23/23 719 A608(0-1) 0.25 Mammal Yes 
Barium 23/23 535 A608(0-1) 17.2 Avian Yes 

Beryllium 10/23 0.30 HB04-02 (0-0.5) 2.42 Mammal No 

Cadmium 17119 2.3 A607 (0-1) 0.38 >SL (Mammal Yes 

Chromium 23/23 2680 A61 0(0-1) 0.4 Mammal Yes 

Cobalt 23/23 11 A608(0-1) 13 SSL (Phyto) No 

Copper 23/23 611 A608(0-1) 38.9 Avian Yes 

ron 23/23 66900 A608(0-1) na na Yes 

Lead 23/23 5200 A6Q8 (0-1) 0.94 Avian Yes 

Manganese 23/23 353 A606(0-1) 322 Mammal Yes 

Mercury 21/23 9.6 A608(0-1) 0.1 Earthworm Yes 

Nickel 23/23 17 A611 (0-1) 30 Phyto No 

Selenium 12/23 7.6 A608(0-1) 0.331 Avian Yes 

Silver 8 /23 17 A60B (0-1) 2 Phyto Yes 

Thallium 19/23 42 A608(0-1) 0.027 Mammal Yes 

Vanadium 23/23 37 A611 (0-1) 0.714 Mammal Yes 

Zinc 23/23 901 A610(0-1) 12 Mammal Yes 

Chromium VI 15123 45 A610 (0-1) 12 Mammal Yes 

Notes:
 
1 Value in parentheses indicates the depth interval of soil core.
 
2 Analytes with maximum detected concentrations exceeding screening criteria were included in the BERA.
 
3 Reasons for exclusion were that the maximum detected level was below the screening value (BSV) and/or
 

the frequency of detection was tess than or equal to 5% (OF). 
4 Aluminum is identified as a COPC only for soils with a pH <5.5 (EPA, 2003b). Because soil pH data 

was not available for this location, aluminum was retained as a COPC. 
5 At soil pH values between 5 and 8, iron is generally not toxic (EPA, 2003b). Because soil pH data 

was not available for this location, iron was retained as a COPC. 

DF - detection frequency 

BSV - below screening value 

COPC - Contaminant of potential ecological concern 

SSL - EPA Interim Final Ecological Soil Screening Level (EPA 2003b) 

Mammal - benchmark based on lowest mammalian value (Sample, Opresko, & Suter, 1996) 

Avian - benchmark based on lowest avian value (Sample et al., 1996) 

Earthworm - benchmark based on toxicity concentrations for earthworm (Efroymson, et al., 1997a) 

Phyto - benchmark based on phytoxicity value (Efroymson, et al. 1997b) 

na - not available 

Reason
 
for
 

Exclusion •*
 
pH<
 

BSV 

BSV 

pH5 

BSV 



Table G-26
 

Ecological Exposure Pathways of Concern
 

Sensitive Endangered/ 
Exposure Environment Receptor Threatened Exposure Assessment Measurement 
Medium Flag Species Flag Routes Endpoints Endpoints 

Yor  N YorN 
Sediment N Benthic N ngestion and direct Sustainability (survival, - Comparison of sediment COPC concentrations 

Invertebrates contact with growth, reproduction) of to benchmarks 
chemicals in local populations of benthic - Toxicity of sediment to Hyallela azteca and 

sediment invertebrates Chironomus tentans 
- Comparison of tissue COPC concentration of 
invertebrates to reference locations 
- Multivariate analysis of benthic invertebrate 
community compositon 

Surface Water N Aquatic N Ingestion and direct Sustainability (survival, - Comparison of surface water COPC 
invertebrates and contact with growth, reproduction) of concentrations to criteria/benchmarks 
warmwater fish chemicals in aquatic life 

populations surface water 

Direct and dietary Sustainability (survival, - Comparison of tissue COPC concentration of 
exposures of growth, reproduction) of fish to reference locations 

COPCs in surface warmwater fish populations - Comparison of tissue concentrations with ftsh 
water tissue benchmarks 

- Evaluation of population statistics to reference 
locations 

Soil N Small terrestrial N Ingestion of Sustainability (survival, - Comparison of soil COPC concentrations to 
mammals chemicals in soil growlri, reproduction) of benchmarks 

local populations of small - Comparison of estimated dietary doses in 
terrestrial mammals insectivorous wildlife with TRVs 

Surface N Muskrat N Dietary exposures Sustainability (survival, - Comparison of estimated dietary doses in 
Water/Sediment/ of COPCs growth, reproduction) of herbivorous mammals with TRVs 
Biota local populations of semi-

aquatic mammals 

Surface N River Otter1 N Dietary exposures Sustainability (survival, - Comparison of estimated dietary doses in 
Water/Sediment/ of COPCs growth, reproduction) of piscivorous mammals with TRVs 
Biota local populations of small 

terrestrial mammals 

Surface N Mallard N Dietary exposures Sustainability (survival, - Comparison of estimated dietary doses in 
Water/Sediment/ of COPCs growth, reproduction) of omnivorous waterfowl with TRVs 
Biota local populations of small 

terrestrial mammals 

Surface N Green Heron N Dietary exposures Sustainability (survival, - Comparison of estimated dietary doses in 
Water/Sediment/ of COPCs growth, reproduction) of predatory birds with TRVs 
Biota local populations of small 

terrestrial mammals 

Notes: 

(1 ) River otter evaluated for the Norther Study Area, only. 

COPC - Chemical of Potential Concern 

TRVs - Toxicity reference values 



Table G-27
 

SUMMMARY OF RISK CONCLUSIONS FOR COMBINED STUDY AREAS
 

INCREASING LEVEL OF RISK FROM NEGLIGIBLE TO HIGH Ecological Significance ' e 
9 
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habital !
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nd level of 

affected
1 

S

e affected 

rsistencc
 7 

Endpoinl Low Uncertainty Increased Uncertainly High Uncertainty Decreased Uncertainty Low Uncertainty 
1 

s 

a 
M 

1 1
 

Muskrat 

Moderate risk - arsenic in 
diet in Reaches 0, 1 & 2. 

Modeling with high 
uncertainty. Uncertain 

population effects. 

No U/L' ' ' L U/M' ° U /M U/M " No 

RIVCT Otter 
Low risk. Modeling with 

moderate uncertainty. 
No n /  a n /  a n /  a n /  a n /  a No 

Green Heron 
Negligible Risk Potential 

Low Uncertainty. 
No n /  a n /  a n /  a n /  a n /  a No 

Mallard 

Low risk due to metals in 
limited area of Reach 1 . 

uncertainty. 

No u / L * ° L U / L  :  C U /  L U / L  " No 

Northern Short-
tailed Shrew 

Low risk - arsenic in diet. 
Modeling with high 

uncertainty. Uncertain 
population effects. 

No U/L'- ' L U/L '  ° L U /L  " No 

Warmwaler fish 
populations 

Reaches 2 to 6 with low 
risk based on tissue data. 
Uncertain risk in Reach 1. 

HBHA Pond and HBHA 
Wetlands with low risk based 
on tissue arsenic data Some 

cxceedenccs of tissue 
benchmarks. Uncertain 

population effects. 

No L,» L U/L ' ° L L" No 

Bcnthic 
Invertebrate 

Communities 

HBHA wetland and Reaches 
1 & 2 with Low/uncertain 
loxicity and communtiy 

HBHA Pond with high 
risk based on severe 

toxicily and community 
impairment. High 

tissue mclals. 

No U/M*" L L L L" Yes 

RATING: L LOW, M- MODI-RATE, H-HIGH. U - UNCERTAIN . n/a  NEGLIGIBLE RISK, or not applicable 
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NOTES: 
1 Ecological significance is defined in USEPA (1997) orOSWER Directive 928^.7-28, "Ecological Risk Assessment and Risk Management Principles for Supcrfund Sites," dated October 7, 1999. 

The six categories address the factors recommended in the OSWER guidance to be considered in evaluating the significance of ecological effects The magnitude of the potential risk was 
considered in evaluating the significance of each factor; a low risk to the receptor generally equates to low ecological significance. 

2 No endangered species were identified. The affected populations do not represent other known species with sensitivity to the chemical of potential concern (arsenic). 
3 The magnitude of the observed or predicted ecological effects and level of biological organization affected (individual, local population, or community). 
4 The likelihood that effects will occur or continue in terms ofbioaccumulation or biomagnificalion into the food chain. 
5 The extent to which the affected area is important to the functioning of the surrounding habitat (e.g., wildlife migration corridor, overwintering habitat, etc.). 
6 The degree to which the affected area itself (directly) represents highly sensitive or ecologically unique (essential) habitat to the receptor population (e.g., nursery habitat). 
7 The likelihood an affected receptor will not recover from the effect of site releases (i.e., species has long generation time or limited foraging range, chemical persistence in the environment). 
8 There is high uncertainty in the magnitude of risk because it was estimated using modeling methods without any direct measure of effect (no model verification). 
9 Loss of individuals or effects on reproduction may be mitigated in the affected area by immigration from nearby habitats (recruitment from the regional population). 

10 Halls Brook and the Aberjona River could function as migration corridors to wildlife and fi$h, however, it is uncertain whether they are used for this purpose. 
11 Receptor has generation time that is moderately short, sediment arsenic is persistent in the affected area, but not fully bioavailable because of dictation to iron. 
12 No population effect was detected in Reaches 1 to 6 based on tissue data, however, no fish tissue samples were collected in Reach 1. Tissue concentrations of arsenic exceeded benchmarks 

in Reach 0. Population effects uncertain in Reach 0. 
13 Receptor has generation time that is short (invertebrates) or moderately short (fish), sediment arsenic is persistent in the affected area, but not fully bioavailable because of chclation to iron 
14 Triad analysis (chemical, biological, and ecological field sampling) identified a high magnitude of cffccl in ihe HBHA Pond, however, downgradicnt of the pond there was lower community 

effects associated with higher uncertainty. 
15 Unacceptable Risk is defined in USEPA (sec footnote 1) as a predicted impact to a local population or community of sufficient magnitude, severity, arcal extent, and 

duration that they will not be able to recover and/or maintain themselves in a healthy state. Additionally, these effects are predicted to exceed the natural variation in similar reference areas 
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Table G-28 

COC Concentrations Expected to Provide Adequate Protection of Ecological Receptors 

Habitat Exposure COC Protective Units Basis Assessment 
Type/Name Medium Level Endpoint 

Suslainability (survival, growth, 

eproduction) of local populations of 

benthic invertebrates HBHA Pond Sediment Arsenic 273 mg/kg Site-Specific LOAEL 

Sustainability (survival, growth, 

reproduction) of populations of aquatic 

organisms including invertebrates and 

NRWQC1 fishSurface Water Arsenic 150 ug/L 

Sustainability (survival, growth, 

reproduction) of populations of aquatic 

organisms including invertebrates and 

Tier II Benchmark* fishBenzene 46 ug/L 

Sustainability (survival, growth, 

NRWQC, pH and reproduction) of populations of aquatic 

temperature organisms including invertebrates and 

Ammonia dependent ug/L NRWQC3 fish 

Notes: 

(1) The NRWQC value is selected as the surface water PRG 

(2) The TIER II value is selected as the surface water PRG 

(3) The NRWQC value is selected as the surface water PRG for ammonia and is calculated based on an adjustment for pH and temperature; tables and formulas 

provided in EPA (2002) should be used to calculate the appropriate value. 

COC - Chemical of Concern 

LOAEL - Lowest Observable Adverse Effect Level 

NRWQC - National Recommended Water Quality Criterion (EPA, 2002) 

Tier II - Great Lakes Water Quality Initiave Tier II methodology (Suter and Tsao, 1996) 
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TABLE K-1
 
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR SURFACE SOILS
 

RECORD OF DECISION
 
INDUSTRI-PLEX SITE
 

WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS
 

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH 
AND THE ENVIRONMENT 

Protection of Human Health 

Ecological Protection 

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs 

Chemical-Specific ARARs 

Location-Specific ARARs 

Action-Specific ARARs 

Other Criteria, Advisories, Guidance 

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND 
PERMANENCE 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Human Health: 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Ecological: 

Adequacy and Reliability of Controls 

REDUCTION OF TOXtCITY, MOBILITY, AND 
VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT 

Treatment/Recycling Processes Utilized 

Amount of Hazardous Materials Destroyed or 
Treated 
Degree of Expected Reductions in Toxicity, 
Mobility or Volume: 

Irreversibility 

Type and Quantity of [Process] Residuals 

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS 

Protection of Community and Workers 
During Remedial Actions 

Environmental Impacts 

Time Until Remedial Action Objectives are 
Achieved 

IMPLEMENTABILJTY 

Ability to Construct and Operate the 
Technoloav 

Reliability of the Technology 

Ease of Undertaking Additional Remedial 
Actions, if Necessary 

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness of the Remedy 

Ability to Obtain Approvals from Other 
Agencies 

Coordination with Other Agencies 

Availability of Off-Site Treatment, Storage, and 
Disposal Services and Capacity 
Availability of Necessary Equipment and 
Specialists 

Availability of Prospective Technologies 

COST 

Capital 

O&M 

Present Worth 

Alternative SS-3: Alternative SS-5: Alternative SS-2: Alternative SS-4: Alternative SS-1: Permeable Cover and Excavation, Monitoring with Excavation and No Action Monitoring with Treatment, and 
Institutional Controls Off-Site Disposal 

Institutional Controls On-Site Reuse 

D - No Protection, D - Partially Protective, • - Protective 

D D 
NA NA NA NA NA 

D - Does Not Meet, O - May Not Meet/Partially Meets, • - Meets 

NA NA NA NA NA 

NA 

NA 

D 

D- No Protection, U - Partially Protective, •- Protective 

n 

n D a 
D - Low or Reversible, D - Moderate or Moderately Reversible, • - High or In-reversible 

n n n D 
• 

n n a D 
• 

n n a n 
• 

n n a n 
• 

n n a n D 

D - High Impacts, O- Moderate Impacts, • - Low Impacts 

• a D a 
• 
n 

D - High Effort or Lew Reliability, D - Moderate Effort or Moderate Reliability, • - Low Effort or High Reliability 

• n n n 
• 
D n a 

• a • • 
• 
n a a • • 

n 
• • • a• 

$0 $135,000 $5,329,000 $47,172,000 $22,993,000 

$0 $30 000/yr $48,000/yr $0 $0 

$0 $600,000 $5,992,000 $47,172,000 $22,993,000 
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TABLE K-2
 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR SUBSURFACE SOILS
 

RECORD OF DECISION
 

INDUSTRI-PLEX SITE
 

WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS
 

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

Protection of Human Health 

Ecological Protection 

COMPLIANCE WITH ARAR* 

Chemical-Specific ARARs 

Location-Specific ARARs 

Action-Specific ARARs 

Other Criteria, Advisories, Guidance 

-ONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Human Health: 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Ecological: 

Adequacy and Reliability of Controls 

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, AND VOLUME THROUGH 
TREATMENT 

Treatment/Recycling Processes Utilized 

Amount of Hazardous Materials Destroyed or Treated 

Degree of Expected Reductions in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume: 

Irreversibility 

Type and Quantity of [Process] Residuals 

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS 

Protection of Community and Workers During Remedial Actions 

Environmental Impacts 

Time Until Remedial Action Objectives are Achieved 

IMPLEMENTABIUTY 

Ability to Construct and Operate the Technology.
 

Reliability of the Technology
 

Ease of Undertaking Additional Remedial Actions, if Necessary 

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness of the Remedy
 

Ability to Obtain Approvals from Other Agencies
 

Coordination with Other Agencies
 

Availability of Off-Site Treatment. Storage, and Disposal Services 
and Capacity 

Availability of Necessary Equipment and Specialists 

Availability of Prospective Technologies 

COST 

Capital 

O&M 

Present Worth 

Alternative SUB-3: 
Alternative SUB-2: 

Alternative SUB-1: Permeable Cover and 
Monitoring with 

No Action Monitoring with 
Institutional Controls 

Institutional Controls 

D - No Protection, D- Partially Protective, • - Protective 

n 
NA NA NA 

D - Does Not Meet, D - May Not Meet/Partially Meets, • - Meets 

NA NA NA 

NA 

NA 

D 
D - No Protection, D - Partially Protective, • - Protective 

D 

D D 
• 

D - Low or Reversible, D - Moderate or Moderately Reversible, • - High or 
In-reversible 

D D D 

D n n 
D n n 
D n n 
D n D 

D - High Impact:;, D - Moderate Impacts, • - Low Impacts 

• 
• n 

• 
n D• 

O - High Effort or Low Reliability, D - Moderate Effort or Moderate Reliability, • 
Low Effort or High Reliability 

n 
n ••
• n• 
n •• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

$0 $315,000 $6,495,000 

$108,000 (Years 1-10) $159,000 (Years 1-10; 
$0 

$30,000 (Years 11-30; $81 ,000 (Years 11-30; 

$0 $1,276,000 $8,070,000 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 

• • 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 

TABLE K-3
 
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR GROUNDWATER
 

RECORD OF DECISION
 
INDUSTRI-PLEX SITE
 

WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS
 

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AN! 
THE ENVIRONMENT 

Protection of Human Health 

Ecological Protection 

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs 

Chemical-Specific ARARs 

Location-Specific ARARs 

Action-Specific ARARs 

Other Criteria, Advisories, Guidance 

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND 
PERMANENCE 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Human Health: 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Ecological: 

Adequacy and Reliability of Controls 

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, AND 
VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT 

Treatment/Recycling Processes Utilized 

Amount of Hazardous Materials Destroyed or 
Treated 
Degree of Expected Reductions in Toxicity. 
Mobility or Volume: 

Irreversibility 

Type and Quantity of [Process] Residuals 

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS 

Protection of Community and Workers During 
Remedial Actions 

Environmental Impacts 

Time Until Remedial Action Objectives are 
Achieved 

IMPLEMENTABILJTY 

Ability to Construct and Operate the Technology 

Reliability of the Technology 

Ease of Undertaking Additional Remedial Actions, 
if Necessary 

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness of the Remedy 

Ability to Obtain Approvals from Other Agencies 

Coordination with Other Agencies 

Availability of Off-Site Treatment, Storage, and 
Disposal Services and Capacity
 
Availability of Necessary Equipment and
 
Specialists
 

Availability of Prospective Technologies 

COST 

Capital 

O&M 

Present Worth 

Alternative GW-3: Plume Alternative GW-4-. Plume 
Alternative GW-2: Intercept by Groundwater Intercept by In-Situ Alternative GW-1: Pond Intercept with Extraction, Treatment and Groundwater Treatment No Action Monitoring and 

Discharge and Monitoring and Monitoring with 
Institutional Controls with Institutional Controls Institutional Controls 

O - No Protection, D - Partially Protective, • - Protective 

D a
 
D n
 

O - Does Not Meet, O - May Not Meet/Part ally Meets, • - Meets 

NA a 
NA n 
NA n
 
D n
 

O - No Protection, D - Partially Protective, • - Protective 

n a O D 

n a • 
• 

n a • a 
D - Low or Reversible, U - Moderate or Moderately Reversible, • - High or Irreversible 

D n • • 
D El • • 
n a 
n El • a 
n El n a 

O - High Impacts, O- Moderate Impacts, • - Low Impacts 

n • 
El a a 

• 
n El • • 

D - High Effort or Low Reliability, D - Moderate Effort or Moderate Reliability, • - Low Effort or 
High Reliability 

•I n a
• 
D • • a 

•I a a
• 
D •I • • 

•I • •
• 

• 

• 
• n 

• • a
• 

$0 $432,000 $4,739,000 $13,089,000 

$410,000 (yr 1-5) $1, 297,500 (yr 1-2) $444,000 (yr 1-5) 
$0 $205,500 (yr 6-30) $1, 040,000 (yr 3-30) $222,000 (yr 6-30) 

$0 $3,918.000 $19,137,000 $17,792,000 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 

• • • 

• 

• 

• 

•• 
• 

•
• 
• 

•
• 
• 

• 

•
• 

TABLE K-4
 
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR HBHA POND SEDIMENTS
 

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND 
IKE ENVIRONMENT 

Protection of Human Health 

Ecological Protection 

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs 

Chemical-Specific ARARs 

Location-Specific ARARs
 

Action-Specific ARARs
 

Other Criteria, Advisories, Guidance 

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Human Health: 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Ecological: 

Adequacy and Reliability of Controls 

REDUCTION OF TOMCITY, MOBILITY, AND 
VOLUME THROUGH TREATMENT 

Treatment/Recycling Processes Utilized 

Amount of Hazardous Materials Destroyed or 
Treated 

Degree of Expected Reductions in Toxicity, 
Mobility or Volume: 

Irreversibility 

Type and Quantity of [Process] Residuals 

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS 

Protection of Community and Workers During 
Remedial Actions 

Environmental Impacts 

Time Until Remedial Action Objectives are 
Achieved 

IMPLEHENTABILITY 

Ability to Construct and Operate the Technology 

Reliability of Ihe Technology 

Ease of Undertaking Additional Remedial Actions, if 
Necessary 

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness of the Remedy 

Ability to Obtain Approvals from Other Agencies 

Coordination with Other Agencies 

Availability of Off-Site Treatment. Storage, and 
Disposal Services and Capacity 

Availability of Necessary Equipment and Specialists 

Availability of Prospective Technologies 

COST 

Capital 

O&M 

Present Worth 

RECORD OF DECISION
 
INDUSTRI-PLEX SITE
 

WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS
 

Alternative HBHA-4: Storm 
Water Bypass and Alternative HBHA-5: Alternative HBHA-1: Alternative HBHA-2: Alternative HBHA-3: 

Sediment Retention with Removal and Off-Site 
No Action Monitoring Subaqueous Cap 

Partial Dredging and Disposal 
Providing Alternate Habitat 

D - No Protection, D - Partially Protective, • - Protective 

D n a
 
D n a
 

D - Does Not Meet, D - May Not Meat/Partially Meets, • - Meets 

D n D•
NA NA
 

NA NA •
 
D D • D
 

• 

Q - No Protection, D - Partially Protective, • - Protective 

D n 
• 

D n a a 
• 

D n a D 
• 

D - Low or Reversible, D - Moderate or Moderately Reversible, • - High or Irrreversible 

D n a a a
 
D n n a a
 
D n n D a 
D n a • • 
D n n a D 

D - High Impacts, D - Moderate Impacts, • - Low Impacts 

D • • • • 
D n n n

•
 
D n
 

a - High Effort or Low Reliability, U - Moderate Effort or Moderate Reliability, • - Low Effort or High Reliability 

• n a a 
• 
D n D a • 

• a a • 
•
 
D • a •
 •

• 

• 
• a a a 

• 
• a • 

$0 so $3,160,000 $4,833,000 $3,560,000 
$144,000/yr1-2 $144,000/yr 

$0 $70,000 yr 3-30 $144,000/yr $1,136,500 (every 5 yrs) $95,000/yrs 1-3 only 

$0 $1 ,201 ,000 $5,291,000 $8,237,000 $3.810,000 

NOTE: The effectiveness of HBHA-2, HBHA-3, and HBHA-5 assume that contaminated groundwater discharges to the HBHA Pond will be 
eliminated. This assumption is not necessary for HBHA-4. 



• • 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

•
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

TABLE K-5
 
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR NEAR-SHORE SEDIMENTS
 

RECORD OF DECISION
 
INDUSTRI-PLEX SITE
 

WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS
 

Alternative NS-2: Alternative NS-3: II Alternative NS-4: Alternative NS-1: 
Institutional Monitoring with Removal and Off-Site No Action 

Controls Institutional Controls!] Disposal 

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE 
O - No Protection, a - Partially Protective, • - Protective ENVIRONMENT 

Protection of Human Health n a D 
• 

Ecological Protection NA NA NA NA 

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs D - Does Not Meet, D - May Not Meet/Partially Meets, • - Meets 

Chemical-Specific ARARs a n n 
•

Location-Specific ARARs NA NA NA 
• 

Action-Specific ARARs a D n 
• 

Other Criteria, Advisories, Guidance a a D 
• 

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE D - No Protection, D- Partially Protective, • - Protective 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Human Health: D a D 
• 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Ecological: n • • • 
Adequacy and Reliability of Controls D a D 

• 
REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, AND VOLUME O - Low or Reversible, D - Moderate or Moderately Reversible, • - High or 
OIROUGH TREATMENT In-reversible 

Treatment/Recycling Processes Utilized D n D D 
Amount of Hazardous Materials Destroyed or Treated n a D D 
Degree of Expected Reductions in Toxicity, Mobility or 
Volume: n D D D 

Irreversibility n a n 
•

Type and Quantity of [Process] Residuals n a n D 
SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS a - High Impacts,D - Moderate Impacts, • - Low Impacts 

Protection of Community and Workers During Remedial 
Actions • 
Environmental Impacts 

• • • a 
Time Until Remedial Action Objectives are Achieved D 

D - High Effort or Low Reliability, D - Moderate Effort or Moderate Reliability, 
IMPLEMENTABILJTY 

• - Low Effort or High Reliability 

Ability to Construct and Operate the Technology a 
Reliability of the Technology n a D • 
Ease of Undertaking Additional Remedial Actions, if 
Necessary D • • • 
Ability to Monitor Effectiveness of the Remedy n • • D 
Ability to Obtain Approvals from Other Agencies 

Coordination with Other Agencies 
•Availability of Off-Site Treatment, Storage, and Disposal 

Services and Capacity • • •• 
Availability of Necessary Equipment and Specialists • • D• 
Availability of Prospective Technologies • 

COST 

Capital $0 $70,000 $70,000 $2,997,000 

O&M $0 $1 6,000 /yr $1 35,000 /yt $95,000 yrs 1-3 only 

Present Worth $0 $338,000 $1,807,000 $3,247,000 

D Low rating in comparison to other alternatives for D Mid-range rating in comparison to I High rating in comparison to other 

specified criterion other alternatives for specified criterion alternatives for specified criterion 



• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

TABLE K-6
 
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR DEEP SEDIMENTS CORES LOCATIONS
 

RECORD OF DECISION
 
INDUSTRI-PLEX SITE
 

WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS
 

Alternative DS-3: 
Alternative DS-1: No Alternative DS-2: 

Removal and Off-Site 
Action Institutional Controls 

Disposal 

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE 
ENVIRONMENT 

Protection of Human Health 

Ecological Protection 

COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs 

Chemical-Specific ARARs 

Location-Specific ARARs 

Action-Specific ARARs 

Other Criteria, Advisories, Guidance 

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Human Health: 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Ecological: 

Adequacy and Reliability of Controls 

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, AND VOLUME THROUGH 
TREATMENT 

Treatment/Recycling Processes Utilized 

Amount of Hazardous Materials Destroyed or Treated 

Degree of Expected Reductions in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume: 

Irreversibility 

Type and Quantity of [Process] Residuals 

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS 

Protection of Community and Workers During Remedial Actions 

Environmental Impacts 

Time Until Remedial Action Objectives are Achieved 

IMPLEMENTABIUTY 

Ability to Construct and Operate the Technology 

Reliability of the Technology 

Ease of Undertaking Additional Remedial Actions, if Necessary 

Ability to Monitor Effectiveness of the Remedy 

Ability to Obtain Approvals from Other Agencies 

Coordination with Other Agencies 

Availability of Off-Site Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Services 
and Capacity 

Availability of Necessary Equipment and Specialists 

Availability of Prospective Technologies 

COST 

Capital 

O&M 

Present Worth 

D - No Protection, D- Partially Protective, • - Protective 

D D 
•

NA NA NA 

Q - Does Not Meet, D - May Not Meet/Partially Meets, • - Meets 

n n 
•

NA NA 
• 

D n 
a •

• 

• 
D - No Protection, D - Partially Protective, • - Protective 

D n 

D D 
• 

O - Low or Reversible, n - Moderate or Moderately Reversible, • 
High or [irreversible 

D n D 

D n D 

D D a 
D n • 
D n a 

U - High Impacts, O - Moderate Impacts, • - Low Impacts 

• a 
• • D 
•

• D 
• 

D - High E-ffort or Low Reliability, D - Moderate Effort or Moderate Reliability, 

• - Low Effort or High Reliability 

D D 
• 
D D a 

• 
D a

• 
a 
• 
a 

. • a
• 

a 

$0 $44,000 $116,968,000 

$0 $30,000 /yr $1 00,000 yrs 1-3 only 

$0 $459,000 $117,378,000 



• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 

• • 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

TABLE K-7
 
COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES FOR SURFACE WATER
 

RECORD OF DECISION
 
INDUSTRI-PLEX SITE
 

WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS
 

Alternative SW-3: 
Alternative SW-1: No Alternative SW-2: Monitoring and 

Action Monitoring Providing an Alternate 
Habitat 

OVERALL PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH AND THE 
D - No Protection, D- Partially Protective, •- Protective ENVIRONMENT 

Protection of Human Health NA NA NA 

Ecological Protection D D D 
COMPLIANCE WITH ARARs D - Does Not Meet, a - May Not Meet/Partially Meets, • - Meets 

Chemical-Specific ARARs D D D 
Location-Specific ARARs 

Action-Specific ARARs D 
Other Criteria, Advisories, Guidance n n D 

LONG-TERM EFFECTIVENESS AND PERMANENCE D - No Protection, D - Partially Protective, • - Protective 

Magnitude of Residual Risk - Human Health: • 
Magnitude of Residual Risk - Ecological: D n D 
Adequacy and Reliability of Controls D n a 

REDUCTION OF TOXICITY, MOBILITY, AND VOLUME THROUGH D - Low or Reversible, a - Moderate or Moderately Reversible, • 
TREATMENT High or I irreversible 

Treatment/Recycling Processes Utilized D n n 
Amount of Hazardous Materials Destroyed or Treated D n . D 
Degree of Expected Reductions in Toxicity, Mobility or Volume: n n a 
Irreversibility n n n 
Type and Quantity of [Process] Residuals n n n 

SHORT-TERM EFFECTIVENESS D - High Impacts, D - Moderate Impacts, • - Low Impacts 

Protection of Community and Workers During Remedial Actions 

Environmental Impacts 
•

• a 
• 

Time Until Remedial Action Objectives are Achieved D n a 
D - High Effort or Low Reliability, D - Moderate Effort or Moderate 

IMPLEMENTAB1UTY 
Reliability, • - Low Effort or High Reliability 

Ability to Construct and Operate the Technology • a 
• 

Reliability of the Technology n • D 
Ease of Undertaking Additional Remedial Actions, if Necessary • D•
Ability to Monitor Effectiveness of the Remedy • • a 
Ability to Obtain Approvals from Other Agencies 

•
Coordination with Other Agencies 

Availability of Off-Site Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Services
 
and Capacity • •
•
Availability of Necessary Equipment and Specialists • a•
Availability of Prospective Technologies 

• 
COST 

Capital $0 $0 $7,807,000 

O&M $0 $236,000 /yr $236,000 /yi 

Present Worth $0 $3,226,000 $10,797,000 



TABLE K-8 
SUMMARY OF COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE! 
RECORD OF DECISION 
INDJSTRI-PLEX SITE 
WOBURN, MASSACHUSETTS 

MEDIUM 
SURFACE SOIL (SS) 

Alternative SS-1: No Action 

Alternative SS-2: Institutional Controls 

Alternative SS-3: Permeable Cover with Institutional Controls 

Alternative SS-4: Excavation and Off-Site Disposal 

Alternative SS-5: Excavation, Treatment, and On-SlteReuse 

SUBSURFACE SOIL (SUB) 

Alternative SUB-1: No Action 

Alternative SUB-2: Institutional Controls 

Alternative SUB-3: Permeable Cover with Institutional Controls 

GROUNDWATERIGW) 

Alternative GW-1 : NoAction 

Alternative GW-2:Pond Intercept with Monitoring and Institutional Controls 

Alternative GW-3: Ptum« Intercept by GTOunowateT Extraction, Treatment and Discharge and 
Monitoring with Institutional Controls 

Alternative GW-4: Plume Intercept by In-SItu Groundwater Treatment, and Monitoring with 
Institutional Controls 

HBHA POND SEDIMENTS (.HBHA) 

Alternative HBHA-1: No Action 

AltprnaHv. HBHA-2: MeriitcrSns. 

Alternative KBHA-3: Subaqueous Cap 

Alternative HBHA-4: Storm Water Bypass and Sediment Retention with Partial Dredging *nd 
Providing an Alternate Habitat 

Alternative HBHA-5: Removaland Off-Site Disposal 

NEAR SHORE SEDIMENTS (NS) 

Alternative NS-1 : No Action 

Alternative NS-2: Institutional Controls 

Alternative NS-3: Monitored Natural Recovery 

Alternative NS-4: Removaland Off-Site Disposal 

DEEP SEDIMENTS (DS) 

Alternative DS-1: No Action 

Alternative DS-2: Institutional Controls 

Alternative DS-3: Removaland Off-Dite Disposal 

SURFACE WATER (SW) 

Alternative SW-1 : No Action 

Anernative SW-2:Monitoring 

Alternative SW-3: Monitoring and Providing an Alternate Habitat 

Overall Protection 
of Human Health 

and the 
Environment 

D 
a 
•• 
• 

a 

• 
• 

a 
a 
• 

• 

0 

a 
• 

• 
• 

a 
a 
a 
• 

a 
a 
• 

a 
a 
Q 

'
Low rating In comparison to other 
alternatives for *pecificed criterion 

Mobility, or Volume
 
Through Treatment
 

n 
n 
n 
n 
• 

n 
n 

n 

n 
D 

• 

D 

n 
u 
D 

D 

D 

n 
n 
n 
a 

n 
n 
a 

a 
n 
n 

Short-Term
 
Effectiveness
 

• 

•a 
a 
a 

a 

• 
a 

a 
a 

a 

a 

a 
a 
a 

a 

a 

u 
• 
• 
a 

• 
• 
a 

• 
•• 

Implemen lability 

• 

•
D 

•a 

• 
• 

a 

a 
• 

a 

a 

D 

• 
n 

a 

D 

Q 

• 

D
•

D 

•
D 

D 

•D 

Compliance 
with ARARs 

D 

• 
• 
• 
• 

n 
• 

• 

D 

• 

• 

• 

n 
u 

• 
D 

• 

n 
D 
n 
• 

n 
D 
• 

D 
D 
Q 

Effectiveness and
 
Permanence
 

D 
D 
D 

• 
• 

n 
D 

• 

n 
D 

• 

D 

n 
D
 

D
 

D
 

• 

D 
D 
D 

• 

D 
D 

• 

D 
D 

Capital Costs 

$0 

$185.000 

$5,329,000 

$47,172.000 

$22,993,000 

$0 

$315.000 

$6,495,000 

$0 

$432.000 

$4,739.000 

$13,089,000 

$0 

$0 

$3,160,000 

$5,419.000 

$3.560.000 

$0 

$70,000 

$70,000 

$2,997.000 

$0 

$44,000 

$116.968.000 

$0 

$0 

$7,807,000 

.
'

COSTS 

Annual O&M Costs 

$0 

$30,000 

$48.000 

$0 

$0 

$0 

$108. 000 (yr 1-10) 
$30.000 (yr 11-30) 

$159,000 (yr 1-10) 
$81. 000 (yr 11-30) 

$0 

$410.000 (yr 1-5) 
$205,500 (yr 6-30) 

$1,297.500(yl1-2) 
$1.040,000 (yr 3-30) 

$444.000 (yr 1-5) 
$222,000 (yr 6-30) 

$0 
3144,uOO/yr i-2 
$70,000/yr 3-30 

$144.000 

$176,000/yr 1-3 
$100.000/yr4-30 

$1.136, 500 (every 5yrs) 

$95.000/yr 1-3 only 

$0 

$16.300 

$135.000 

$95,000/yr 1-3 only 

$0 

$30,000 

$100,000/yr 1-3 only 

$0 

$236.000 

$236,000 

Present Worth 

$0 

$600,000 

$5,992.000 

$47,172,000 

$22,993.000 

SO 

$1.276,000 

$8,070,000 

$0 

$3.918,000 

$19.137,000 

$17,792,000 

SO 

$1,201.000 

$5.291,000 

$9.187,000 

$3,810.000 

$0 

$338.000 

$1,807.000 

$3.247,000 

$0 

$459.000 

$117,378.000 

$0 

$3.226.000 

$10.797,000 

Mid-range rating in comparison to 
. other alternatives for specificed High rating In comparison to other alternativesfor 

specificed criterion 



Carcinogenic Chemical of
 
Concern
 

Benzene 
1 ,2-Dichloroethane 

Thchloroethene 

Arsenic 

Non-Carcinogenic Chemical 
of Concern 

Benzene 
Ammonia 

1,2-Dichloroethane 

Trichloroethene 

Naphthalene 

Arsenic 

Key 
HQ = Hazard Quotient 

Table L-1 : Groundwater Performance Standards 

Cancer Classification Performance Standards Basis 

(ug'L) 
A 4 risk
 
B2 2 risk
 

C-B2 1 risk
 

A 150 risk 

Sum of Carcinogenic Risk:

Target Endpoint Performance Standards Basis 

(U9/L) 
immune system 4 risk
 

respiratory 4000 HO
 

kidney 2 risk
 
liver 1 risk
 

general toxicity 5 HQ 

skin 150 nsk 

General Toxicity Hazard Index:

Liver Hazard Index:

Kidney Hazard Index:

Immune System Hazard Index:

Respiratory Hazard Index

Skin Hazard Index:

RME Risk 

1E-05 
1E-05 
3E-05 

4E-05 

 9E-05 

RME Hazard Quotient 

0.1 
1 

0.3 
0.02 

1 

0.3 

1 

 0.02 

 0.3 

 0.1 

1 

 0.3 



Table L-2: Soil Cleanup Standards for the Protection of Day Care Child Direct Contact Exposures 

Former Mishawum Lake Bed Area 

Carcinogenic Chemical of 
Concern 

Cancer Classification Cleanup Standard Basis RME Risk 

(mg/kg) 
Arsenic A 50 HQ 4E-05 

Sum of Carcinogenic Risk: 4E-05 

Non-Carcinogenic Chemical 
of Concern 

Target Endpoint Cleanup Standard Basis RME Hazard Quotient 

(mg'kg) 

Arsenic skin 50 HQ 1 
Liver Hazard Index: 1 

Key 
HQ = Hazard Quotient 



Table L-3: FORMULA AND ASSUMPTIONS 

ARSENIC SOIL CLEANUP STANDARD GOAL 

Scenario Timeframe. Future 

Medium: Soil 

Exposure Medium: Surface and Subsurface Soil 

Exposure Route Receptor Population Receptor Age Exposure Point Parameter Parameter Definition Value Units Rationale/ Intake Equation/ 
Code Reference Model Name 

Ingestion/Dermal Day Care Child Young Child Former Mishawum 
Lake Bed Area 

(ages 1-6) IF! Ingestion Rate of Soil 200 mg/day USEPA, 1997 Preliminary Remediation Goal (PRG) non-cancer = 

Fl Fraction Ingested 1 unitless Prof. Judgement THI x RfD/RBA x BW x AT-N 

EF Exposure Frequency 150 days/year USEPA, 1994 ED x EF x CF x [IR + (SA x AF x DAF)] 

ED Exposure Duration 6 years USEPA. 1994 

BW Body Weight 15 ks USEPA, 1997 

AT-N Averaging Time (Non-Cancer) 2,190 days USEPA, 1989 

CF Conversion Factor 0.000001 kg/mg 

SA Skin Surface Area Available for Contact 2,800 cm 2 
USEPA, 2004 

AF Skin Adherence Factor 0.2 mg/cm?-day USEPA, 2004 

DAF Arsenic Dermal Absorption Factor 0.03 -- - -

Rfd Arsenic Oral Reference Dose 3E-04 mg/kg-day - -

THI Target Hazard Index 1 

RBA1" Relative Bioavailability of Arsenic site-specific 

References: 

USEPA, 1989- Risk assessment guidance for Superfund. Volume I: Human health evaluation manual. PartA Interim Final. EPA/540/1-89/002. December 1989. 

USEPA, 1994 - Risk updates, no. 2. USEPA Region I. August 1994. 

USEPA, 1997 -Exposure factors handbook. Office of Research and Development. Washington, D.C. August 1997. 

USEPA, 2004 - Risk assessment guidance for Superfund Volume I: Human heafth evaluation manuaf (Part E. Supplemental guidance for derma) risk assessment), F/na/.Office of Superfund Remediation 

and Technology Innovation. Washington, D.C. EPA/540/R/99/005 
(" Two different site-specific RBAs would be experimentally determined; one for surface soils and one for surface soils. 



Table L-4: Sediment Cleanup Standards for the Protection of Recreational and Dredging Worker Direct Contact Exposures 

Cranberry Bog Conservation Area: CB-03 

Carcinogenic Chemical of
 
Concern
 

Arsenic 

Non-Carcinogenic Chemical 
of Concern 

Arsenic 

Wells G&H Wetland: WH, NT-3, 13HT-27 
Carcinogenic Chemical of 

Cancer Classification 
Concern 

Benzo(a)pyrene B2 

Arsenic A 

Non-Carcinogenic Chemical 
Target Endpoint of Concern 

Arsenic skin 

Sediment Cores: SC02, SC05, SC06, and SC08 

Cleanup Standard 

(mg/kg) 
230 

Cleanup Standard 

(mg/kg) 

230 

Cleanup Standards 

(mg/kg) 

4.9 

300 

Cleanup Standard 

(mgfkg) 

300 

Cleanup Standard 

(mg/kg) 
300 

Cleanup Standard 

(mglkg) 

300 

Basis 

HQ 

Sum of Carcinogenic Risk:

Basis 

HQ 

Skin Hazard Index:

Basis 

background 

HQ 

Sum of Carcinogenic Risk:

Basis 

HQ 

Skin Hazard Index:

Basis 

hsk 

Sum of Carcinogenic Risk:

Basis 

risk 

Skin Hazard Index:

RME Risk 

6E-05 

 6E-05 

RME Hazard Quotient 

1 

1 

RME Risk 

1E-05 

6E-05
 

 7E-05
 

RMF Hazard Quotient
 

1 
1 

RME Risk 

1E-05 

1 E-05 

RME Hazard Quotient 

0.8 

 0.6 

Cancer Classification 

A 

Target Endpoint 

skin 

Carcinogenic Chemical of
 
Concern
 

Arsenic 

Non-Carcinogenic Chemical 
of Concern 

Arsenic 

Key 
HQ = Hazard Quotient 

Cancer Classification 

A 

Target Endpoint 

skin 
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Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection Letter of Concurrence
 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
ONE WINTER STREET, BOSTON, MA 02108 617-292-5500 

MITT ROMNEV STEPHEN R. PRITCHARO 
Governor Secretary 

KERRY HEALEY ROBERT W. GOLLEDGE, Jr. 
Lieutenant Govarnor Commissioner 

30 January 2006 

Ms. Susan Studlien 
Office of Site Remediation and Restoration 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region1 
One Congress Street, Suite 1100 
Boston, MA 02114-2023 

Re: State Concurrence Determination 
Record of Decision - Industri-plex Superfund Site Operable Unit 2 (including 
Wells G&H Superfund Site Operable Unit 3} 
Wobum, Massachusetts 

Dear Ms. Studlien: 

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) has reviewed 
the Record of Decision (ROD) and the selected remedy recommended by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) for Operable Unit 2 of the Industri-plex 
Superfund Site. This ROD and selected remedy also incorporate Operable Unit 3 of the 
Wells G&H Superfund Site. Subject to the matters set forth, below, MassDEP concurs 
with the selected remedy documented in the ROD. 

Industri-plex is located in Wobum, north of Route 95 in a commercial/industrial area. 
The Industri-plex OU 2 ROD addresses groundwater, soil, sediment, and surface water 
impacts from past waste disposal practices at the site. This ROD also incorporates 
OU3 from the Wells G&H Superfund Site in Wobum, which extends from the Aberjona 
River near Route 95 to the Mystic Lakes in Arlington. 

The selected remedy involves excavation of shallow, near-shore sediments, interception 
and treatment of groundwater, and the establishment of institutional controls. 
Specifically, the selected remedy involves the following: 

•	 Removal of contaminated sediments from portions of the Halls Brook Holding 
Area (HBHA) Pond, near shore sediments at the Wells G&H Wetland, and from 

TUf iBhrariM b iviUaUt !• •html* fnrmiL Clll Do»U M. Cma, ADA Coordinator it 617-SS6-1H7. TDD Senfet • l-tt>D»2tt.ll07. 

DEP on ttie World Wida Web: http://www.mass.B0v/dop 
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the Cranberry Bog Conservation Area. Wetlands impacted by the proposed 
remedy will be restored or replaced. 

•	 Interception and treatment of a groundwater plume contaminated with arsenic, 
benzene, and ammonia at the northern portion of the HBHA Pond. The Pond 
will treat and sequester groundwater contaminants and minimize downstream 
migration of contaminants. Sediments that accumulate in the northern portion of 
the HBHA Pond will be periodically dredged and sent off-site for disposal. 

•	 If necessary, in-situ enhanced bioremediation of a smaller groundwater plume 
contaminated with benzene near the West Hide Pile (WHP). The WHP was 
capped under the Industri-Plex OU1 ROD. This decision will be made during 
the pre-design phase after additional groundwater information is collected. 

•	 Construction of an impermeable cap to line a nearby stream channel known as 
the New Boston Street Drainway to prevent contaminated groundwater from 
discharging into it. 

•	 Construction of a permeable cap to prevent contaminated soil erosion and 
downstream migration adjacent to the NSTAR and MBTA right-of-way. 

•	 Institutional controls to restrict contact with soils, groundwater and deeper 
interior wetland sediments with concentrations above performance standards. 

•	 Long-term monitoring of the groundwater, surface water, and sediments, and 
periodic Five-year Reviews of the remedy. 

We noted in our prior comments MassDEP's conceptual agreement with the use of 
institutional controls for those areas generally identified in the selected remedy as 
needing institutional controls, because of the future risk those areas present. We 
further noted that it was not possible for MassDEP to evaluate fully different types of 
institutional controls to determine what would be most appropriate for the site, due to a 
lack of information then available, and that certain EPA guidance addresses the 
development of such information. In EPA's summary of the selected remedy in the 
ROD, EPA indicates that additional studies during the pre-design and remedial design 
phase may be necessary to support the design and implementation of institutional 
controls. 

MassDEP agrees that EPA should ensure that such studies are done during the pre-
design and design phase to evaluate specific types and other details of institutional 
controls for the site. MassDEP requests that EPA, in determining what studies and 
other steps are needed to accomplish this purpose, and in selecting appropriate 
institutional controls for the selected remedy, give due consideration to its final fact 
sheet titled "Institutional Controls: A Site Manager's Guide to Identifying, Evaluating and 
Selecting Institutional Controls at Superfund and RCRA Corrective Action Cleanups" 



Susan Studlien 
State Concurrence Determination 
30 January, 2006 
Page 3 of 3 

EPA 540-F-00-005, OSWER 9355.0-74FS-P dated September 2000", among any other r relevant guidance or policies. 

Under the circumstances, until EPA determines, during the pre-design and design 
phase, what institutional controls would be most appropriate for areas outlined in the 
selected remedy, MassDEP fully reserves all rights to evaluate and comment upon 
specific institutional controls that EPA may propose, and to determine MassDEP's 
participation, if any, in the development, implementation, administration and 
enforcement of such institutional controls as EPA may select or approve for the selected 
remedy. MassDEP will evaluate and comment upon specific institutional control 
proposals once EPA identifies them pursuant to the additional studies mentioned, 
above. 

We believe that with proper design and construction the selected remedy will address 
the remaining contamination in a manner that Is protective of public health and the 
environment. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Mr. Jay Naparstek, 
Deputy Division Director at (617) 292-5697. 

Very truly yours, 

Robert W. Gollec
 
Commissioner
 
Department of Environmental Protection
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APPENDIX B - ACRONYMS 

21E 310 Code of Massachusetts Regulations (CMR) Chapter 21E 

ARAR Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements 

ASC Aberjona Study Coalition 

AST above ground storage tank 

As arsenic 

ATSDR Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry 

AUL Activity and Use Limitation 

AVS acid volatile sulfide 

B&M Boston and Maine 

BECO Boston Edison Company 

BERA baseline ecological risk assessment 

BTEX benzene, toluene, ethyl benzene, xylene 

CBCA Cranberry Bog Conservation Area 

CCC Criterion Continuous Concentration (chronic) 

CMC Criterion Maximum Concentration (acute) 

Cr chromium 

CT central tendency 

CD Consent Decree 

CDM Camp, Dresser & McK.ee 

CERCLA Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 

CERCLIS Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 

Information System 
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CF cubic foot 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

cfs cubic feet per second 

CMC Criterion Maximum Concentration (acute) 

CMR Code of Massachusetts Regulations 

COC chemical/contaminant(s) of concern 

COD chemical oxygen demand 

COE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

COPC contaminant of potential concern 

CPAH carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 

Cr chromium 

CSM Conceptual Site Model 

CT central tendency 

CWA Clean Water Act 

CVOC chlorinated volatile organic compounds 

CY cubic yard 

DCA dichloroethane 

DCE dichloroethene 

DDT p,p'-Dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane 

MassDEP Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

DEQE Department of Environmental Quality Engineering 

DNAPL dense non-aqueous phase liquid 

DNR Department of Natural Resources 
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DO dissolved oxygen 

DOC dissolved organic carbon 

DPS downgradient property status 

DPT direct push technology 

DPW Department of Public Works 

DS deeper (interior) wetland sediments 

EHP East Hide Pile 

EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency 

EPC exposure point concentration 

ERA ecological risk assessment 

Fe iron 

FS Feasibility Study 

gpd gal Ions per day 

g/hr grams per hour 

gpm gallons per minute 

GPR ground penetrating radar 

GSIP Groundwater/Surface Water Investigation Plan 

GW groundwater 

HBHA Halls Brook Holding Area 

Hg mercury 

HHRA human health risk assessment 

HI hazard index 

HQ hazard quotient 

Appendix B B-3 



1-95 Interstate 95 

1-93 Interstate 93 

ILCR Incremental Lifetime Cancer Risk 

IRIS Integrated Risk Information System 

ISRT Industri-plex Site Remedial Trust 

IRA Immediate Response Action 

IWPA Interim Wellhead Protection Area 

J Estimated value based on data QC 

Ib pound 

LEDPA Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative 

LF linear foot 

LLC limited liability corporation 

LOAEL lowest observed adverse effect level 

LNAPL Light Non-Aqueous Phase Liquid 

MA Massachusetts 

MADEP Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection 

MAPC Metropolitan Area Planning Council 

MBTA Massachusetts Bay Transportation Authority 

MCL maximum contaminant level 

MCP Massachusetts Contingency Plan 

MDC Metropolitan District Commission 

M&E Metcalf & Eddy, Inc 

mgd million gallons per day 
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mg/kg milligrams per kilogram 

mg/L milligrams per liter 

MIT Massachusetts Institute of Technology 

MM Management of Migration 

MMCL Massachusetts Maximum Contaminant Levels 

MOA Memorandum of Agreement 

MPT Mark Phillip Trust 

MRA Massachusetts Rifle Association 

MSGRP Multiple Source Groundwater Response Plan 

MSGRP RI Multiple Source Groundwater Response Plan Remedial Investigation 

MSMA Monosodium Methane Arsenate 

MRWA Mystic River Watershed Association 

MWRA Massachusetts Water Resources Authority 

NA Not analyzed 

NAPL Non-aqjeous phase liquid 

NAS Natural Attenuation Study 

NAWQC National Ambient Water Quality Criteria 

NBSD New Boston Street Drainway 

NCDC National Climatic Data Center 

NCP National Contingency Plan 

ND Not detected 

NDS Not a Disposal Site 

MDMA N-nitrosodimcthylamine 
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NERL (EPA) New England Regional Laboratory 

NFA no further action 

NGVD National Geodetic Vertical Datum 

NML northern multi-level (sampler) 

NOAA National Oceanic Atmospheric Admislration 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

NPDWSA Non-Potential Drinking Water Source Area 

NPL National Priorities List 

NRWQC National Recommended Water Quality Criteria 

NS near shore sediments 

NSTAR NSTAR Electric & Gas Company 

NWS National Weather Service 

O&M operation and maintenance 

OMEE Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Energy 

ORD (EPA) Office of Research and Development 

ORP oxidation-reduction potential 

OSHA Occupational Safety and Health Administration 

OSRR Office of Site Remediation and Restoration 

OU Operable Unit 

PA Preliminary Assessment 

PAH polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 

Pb lead 

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl compounds 

PCE tetrachlorocthene 
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FED photo-ionization detector 

PPA Prospective Purchaser Agreement 

ppb part per billion 

PPE personal protective equipment 

ppm part per million 

PQL Practical Quantitation Limit 

PRB permeable reactive barrier 

PRO Preliminary Remediation Goal 

PRP Potentially Responsible Parties 

RAO response action outcome 

RAM Release Abatement Measure 

RI Remedial Investigation 

RI/FS Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 

RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

RfD Reference Dose 

RME reasonable maximum exposure 

ROD Record of Decision 

RTC (Anderson) Regional Transportation Center 

RTN Release Tracking Number 

SARA Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act 

SC Source Control 

SEL severe effects level 

SEM selective extractable metals 

Appendix B B-7 



SIC Standard Industrial Code 

SP Settling Parties 

SS Surface Soil 

SUB Subsurface Soil 

SVE soil vapor extraction 

SVOC semi-volatile organic compound 

SW surface water 

SWAP Source Water Assessment Program 

SY square yard 

TAG Technical Assistance Grant 

TBC To Be Considered 

TCA trichloroethane 

TCE trichloroethene / trichloroethylene 

TCLP Toxicity Characteristic Leachate Procedure 

TCO total combustible organics 

TDS total dissolved solids 

TNT trinitro-toluene 

TOC total organic carbon 

TOSC Technical Outreach Services for Communities 

TPH total petroleum hydrocarbons 

TRC TRC Environmental Corporation 

TRY toxicity reference value 

TRI toxic release inventory 
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Trust Mark Phillip Trust 

TSP trisodium phosphate 

TSS total suspended solids 

TtNUS Tetra Tech NUS, Inc. 

UCL Upper Confidence Limit 

fig/kg microgram per kilogram 

lig/L microgram per liter 

USC United States Code 

USDA United States Department of Agriculture 

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS United States Geological Survey 

UST underground storage tank 

UV ultraviolet 

VOC volatile organic compound 

WHP West Hide Pile 

WNA Woburn Neighborhood Association 

WREN Woburn Resident Environmental Network 

XRF X-ray Fluorescence (Spectroscopy) 

ZVI zero valent iron 
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APPENDIX C-l 
INDUSTRI-PLEX SITE 

GROUNDWATER USE AND VALUE DETERMINATION 



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECT ON 
ONE WINTER STREET. BOSTON, MA 02108 617-292-5500 

ARGEOPAULCELLUCCI 
TRUDY COXE 

Governor Secretary 

DAVID 8. STRUHS 
Commissioner 

August 26,1997 

Mr. Daniel Coughlin, Chief
 
Massachusetts Super-fund Section
 
USEPA
 
JFK Federal Building, HBO
 
Boston, MA 02203
 

Dear Dan: 

Enclosed please find the Groundwater Use and Value Determination prepared by DEP for 
the Industri-Plex site. This first Use and Value Determination conducted by DEP, pursuant to 
the recently finalized Guidance developed by EPA, was done as a pilot in anticipation of the 
signing of a Memorandum of Agreement between the two agencies. 

In determining the use and value of the groundwater in the vicinity of the Industri-Plex 
site, we referred to the aquifer classification contained in the Massachusetts Contingency Plan. 
As we have discussed, the classification in the MCP gives consideration to all of the eight factors 
contained in the Use and Value Guidance. Enclosed with the Use and Value Determination is a 
copy of the GIS map used to determine the aquifer classification. This map provides a variety of 
information, including the LJSGS yield classification, the presence of public water supplies and 
zones of protection, surface water bodies, wetlands and protected open space areas. 

I trust you will find this example of how we will conduct Use and Value Determinations 
under the MOA acceptable. If so, I believe we are ready to finalize the MOA and begin 
implementing these determinations on other NPL.sites. The most recent version of the MOA 
was drafted by Bill Walsh-Rogalski of your office. I have included a copy of the comments we 
submitted on that draft. If you are satisfied with the Industri-Plex example, please send us a final 
version of the MOA for review and signature. 

If I can be of any further assistance on this, please do not hesitate to call me at 292-5697. 

Very truly yours. 

(\.<2A 

aparstek, Chief 
eral Sites Section 
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GROUNDWATER USE AND VALUE DETERMINATION PILOT
 
Industri-Plex Superfund Site
 

August, 1997
 

Consistent with the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) 1996 Final Ground Water Use 
and Value Determination Guidance, the Department has developed a "Use and Value 
Determination" of the groundwater impacted by the Iridustri-Plex Superfund Site (the "Site"). 
The purpose of the Use and Value Determination is to identify whether the aquifer at the site 
should be considered of "High, Medium", or "Low" use and value. In the development of its 
Determination, the Department has applied the criteria for groundwater classification as 
promulgated in the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). The classification contained in the 
MCP considers criteria similar to those recommended in the Use and Value Guidance. The 
Department's recommendation supports a low use and value for the Study Area groundwater. 
An explanation for the determination is outlined below. 

The Industri-Plex Superfund Site (the "Site") covers approximately 245 acres of land in 
Woburn, Massachusetts. Contamination at the Site includes soils containing arsenic, chromium, 
lead, and odorous tannery wastes; and groundwater and surface water containing heavy metals 
and volatile organics. The soil remedy is nearly complete, but the groundwater and surface 
water at the site are still under investigation. For the purposes of this Determination, the 
groundwater under evaluation is defined as the extent of the Ground water/Surface Water 
Investigation Plan (GSIP), which includes and expands upon the boundaries for the soil remedy 
(See Figure A, the "Study Area"). 

The aquifer underlying much of the Study Area is classified as medium or high yield by the 
United States Geological Survey (USGS). Portions of the north, southeast and southwest regions 
of the Area are classified as tow yield. Despite the medium/high yield classification of a 
significant portion of the aquifer, the Department has classified the Study Area as a Non-
Potential Drinking Water Source Area because of its concentrated industrial development. 
More specifically, the Study Area aquifer is classified as both GW-2 and GW-3 (see description 
below). Table 1 reviews the Study Area with respect to the eight factors contained in the Use 
and Value guidance. 

There are no public or private wells in the Study Area. However, the southern border at Route 
128 is the edge of the Wells G + H Interim Wellhead Protection Area (I WPA), Wells G + H are 
inactive, but are still considered a public drinking water supply. The medium and low yield 
portions of the Area aquifer flow into this I WPA. Study Area groundwater must meet drinking 
water standards (the GW-1 classification) before entering the I WPA. 

For the purposes of the risk assessment of the Study Area groundwater, the Department defines a 
GW-2 classification as areas where there is a potential for migration of vapors from groundwater 
to occupied structures. The classification applies to locations where groundwater has an average 
annual depth of 15 feet or less and where there is an occupied building or structure within a 30 
foot surface radius of that groundwater. The GW-3 designation considers the impacts and risks 
associated with the discharge of groundwater to surface water and therefore applies to all 



groundwater. Considering these classifications, the groundwater risk evaluation for the Industri-
Plex site should include, but is not limited to, the following: 

Human Health: a) vapor seepage into buildings, 
b) use of the water in industrial processes, 
c) excavation into groundwater (i.e., worker exposure), 
d) discharge into surface water (and the consequential effects of the discharge— 

i.e., wading scenarios, recreation, fishing). 
Ecological: a) effects on the biota that make up the benthic community, 

b) effects on the biota that feed on or in the benthic community, and on up the 
food chain, as determined by the substance's persistence and ability to 
bioaccumulate. 

In light of the use and value factors and similar criteria established in the MCP that were 
examined in this determination, the Department supports a low use and value for the Study Area 
aquifer. The Department welcomes the opportunity to participate in this new approach to 
evaluating groundwater, which furthers the goal of making more consistent and realistic remedial 
groundwater decisions at Superfund sites. 
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INDUSTR1-PLEX SITE GROUNDWATER USE AND VALUE DETERMINATION PILOT
 

August, 1997
 

USE AND VALUE FACTORS INDUSTRI-PLEX SITE: #3-1731 

Quantity 

Quality 

Current Public Drinking Water Supply 

Current Private Drinking Water Supply 
Likelihood and Identification of Future Drinking Water Use 

Other Current or Reasonable Expected Ground Water Use(s) in Review Area 

Ecological Value 

Public Opinion 

SITE-SPECIFIC DETERMINATION 
-Medium/High Yield, small portions Low Yield 
-Medium/High Yield covers entire south-western portion of the OU-I portion of 

the site, and three quarters of the Groundwater/ Surface Water Study Area
 
down to Route 128.
 

-Elevated levels of total magnesium, calcium, sodium, and iron and other metals 
in Study Area groundwater. Site groundwater contaminants include volatile 
organic* (primarily benzene and toluene), and metals (primarily arsenic and 
chromium). 

-No Wellhead Protection Area within the Study Area, but the study area borders 
the Wells G &. H IWPA to the south. 

-Home Pond wells supplemented by MWRA water are supplied by town for 
drinking water. 

-It is not a sole Source Aquifer. 
-No known private drinking water supplies in the Study Area. 
-Study Area groundwater is designated by the State as a Non-Potential Drinking 

Water Source Area. 
-Study Area is highly urbanized: industrial and commercial development, with 

some residential at southeast. 
-Not designated by the Town as an area for future drinking. 
-No known Activity and Use Limitations on the Study Area properties. 
-Several groundwater wells in the area are used for non-potable activities such 

as irrigation. 
-In the future, possible increase in production well use, and use of well water for 

irrigation. 
-Groundwater discharge to Halls Brook, Halls Brook Holding Area, and the 

Aberjona River. 
-Public comment occurs during the promulgation of MCP regulations, and 

under CERCLA will occur during the Record of Decision process. 
-No known petition in process for a change in groundwater classification in the 

Study Area. Would expect substantial opposition to possible use as a water 
supply. 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
ONE WINTER STREET. BOSTON. MA 02108 617-292-5500 

MITT ROMNEY 
Governor ELLEN ROY HERZFELDER 

Secretary 
KERRY HEALEY 
L,euu-nanl Governor ROBERT W. GOLLEDGE, Jr. 

Commitcioncr 

MEMORANDUM 

Date:	 July 8,2004 

To:	 Robert Cianciarulo, Chief, EPA Mass Superfund Section 

From: Anna Mayor, MADEP \. •
 
CC:	 JoeLeMay, EPA
 

Gordon Bullard, TTNUS
 

Re: Wells G + H Groundwater Use and Value Determination 

Enclosed is a newly signed original of the DEP's Wells G + H Groundwater Use and Value 
Determination. I am sending the revised version in response to a request made by Joe LeMay of 
your office to resubmit the Determination with our Assistant Commissioner's signature, rather than 
the Deputy Division Director's signature as in the November 24, 2003 version. Outside of the date, 
the signatory, the change in the EPA Section Chief, and the addition of Gordon Bullard to the cc list; 
no other changes were made to cover letter or ihe document. If there is anything else you need, 
please let me know. 

Tib Infcrwulfcw li ivtUsMc !• allcruir fi.rn.it. fill Ouuild M. l*mn. ADA CauriUiaiur u 6l7-$Sfr-105T. TUU Smlcr • I-WM-1W-1207. 

DEP on Ihe World Wido Wob: htlp:/taw\v mass.govWep 
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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS 
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
ONE WINTER STREET. BOSTON. MA 02108 617-292-5500 

MITT ROMNEY ELLEN ROY H ERZFELDER 
Governor Secretary 

KERRY HEALEY ROBERT W. GOLLEDGE, Jr. 
Lieutenant Governor Commissioner 

June 21,2004 

Robert Cianciarulo, Chief 
Massachusetts Superfund Section 
U.S. EPA Region I
 
JFK Federal Building
 
Boston. MA 02203
 

RE: Groundwater Use and Value Determination
 
Wells G + H Superfund Site (MAD #980732168, RTN#3-0479)
 

Dear Mr. Cianciarulo: 

Enclosed please find the Ground%vater Use and Value Determination prepared by the Department (DEP) 
for the Wells G + H Superfund Site (the Site). This Determination was conducted by the DEP pursuant to 
the Memorandum of Agreement (1998) between the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the DEP. 

In determining the use and value of the groundwater in the vicinity of the Wells G + H Site, we referred 
to (he aquifer classification system in the Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). The classification in 
the MCP gives consideration to all of the factors in the Use and Value Guidance. Enclosed with the Use 
and Value Determination is a copy of the CIS map used to determine the aquifer classification. This map 
provides a variety of information, including the USGS yield classification, the presence of public water 
supplies and zones of protection, surface water bodies, wetlands, protected open space areas, and drainage 
basin boundaries. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please don't hesitate to contact me at 617-654-6651. 

Sincerely, x-^ 

^V- Lx'CoZ-x'Vx '̂ 

Richard Chalpin \J {/
 
Assistant Commissioner, Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup
 

cc.	 Joe LeMay, EPA
 
Anna Mayor, MADEP
 
Gordon Bullard, TTNUS
 

enclosure 

Tbfa infonutfoii i> atailabk IB alternate formal. Call Aprct McCabc, ADA Coordinator al 1-617-JS6-1171. TOD Sn-vlce - l-no-298-2207. 

DEP on ihe World Wide Web: http://wwv.mus.gov/aep 

\J Printed on Recycled Paper 
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GROUNDWATER USE AND VALUE DETERMINATION 
Wells G - H Superfund Site 

Woburn, MA 

June 2004 

Consistent with the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) 1996 Final Ground Water Use and 
Value Determination Guidance, the Department has developed a "Use and Value Determination" 
of the groundwater beneath the Wells G •*- H Superfund Site (the "Site"). The purpose of the Use 
and Value Determination is to identify whether the aquifer at the site should be considered of 
"High", "Medium", or "Low" use and value. In the development of its Determination, the 
Department has applied the criteria for groundwater classification as promulgated in the 
Massachusetts Contingency Plan (MCP). The classification contained in the MCP considers 
criteria similar to those recommended in the Use and Value Guidance as agreed to in the 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between EPA and DEP. The Department's recommendation 
supports a medium use and value for the Site Area groundwater. A brief background of the Site, 
an explanation for the determination, and a table listing the criteria (hat facilitated the 
determination arc outlined below. 

The Site covers approximately 330 acres in eastern Woburn, Massachusetts. The Site is bounded 
by Route 128/95 to the north, Route 93 to the east, the Boston and Maine railroad to the west, and 
Salem Street to the south. The groundwater under evaluation for this determination is within the 
boundaries of the Site as shown on the attached Figure. 

The Site is almost entirely within the Interim Wellhead Protection Area (IWPA) of the two 
municipal wells G ->• H. The two wells reside near the center of the Site as shown on the Figure. 
The aquifer within the Site is classified as medium and high yield by the United States Geological 
Survey (USGS). Combined, the wells had a pumping capacity of approximately 1.73 million 
gallons of water per day (MGD). Wells G + H were shut down in May of 1979 when high 
levels of chlorinated organics were discovered in both wells. Since that date the wells have not 
heen used. However, the Ciry has not formally abandoned the wells in accordance with the 
DEP's regulations; therefore, at this time the DEP Drinking Water Program has classified the 
wells as inactive. 

Approximately two thirds of the water currently used by the City is from seven groundwaler 
wells in a separate aquifer under Horn Pond, and the remainder is supplied by the Massachusetts 
Water Resources Authority. There have been problems with TCE contamination from an 
unknown source in the aquifer at Horn Pond, as well as bacterial contamination from a nearby 
Combined Sewage Overflow (CSO), but these have been stabilized and controlled. City 
engineers have indicated to the DEP's Drinking Water Program that the stability of the current 
water supply and the expression of public opinion against the use of the G + H wells for drinking 
has meant that the likelihood of using the inactive wells in the near future is very low. However, 
they have also expressed to DEP thai they do nol want to eliminate the possible future use of the 
resource. Water usage has increased tenfold since the City's water system became operational in 
1873, and is now at least 6 million gallons of water per day. 

With regard to ihe cleanup of the Site, an intensive remedial investigation was conducted through 
the 1980s following the shut down of ihe wells. A Record of Decision issued hy EPA in 
September of 19R9 required ihe remediation of the sources of the contamination to the wells, and 
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Groundwater Use and Value Determination
 
Wells G + H Superfund Site, Woburn MA
 
June, 2004
 

the investigation of the Central Area groundwater and the Aberjona River. To date, contaminated 
soil at the Site has been remediated at three of the source areas known as Wildwood Conservation 
Trust (also known as Beatrice Food Corporation), New England Plastics, Inc., and W.R. Grace. 
Contaminated soils remain at the Unifirst Corporation and the Olympia Nominee Trust 
properties. The remaining contaminants include chlorinated organics, heavy metals, 
polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and other wastes. 

The investigation of the Aberjona River, which flows through the center of the site, has indicated 
that contaminants are present in both sediment and surface water. The sediment of the Aberjona 
River contains elevated levels of metals including arsenic, chromium, mercury, copper and lead, 
volatile and semi-volatile organics, pesticides, and PCBs. The surface water contains volatile 
organics, pesticides, semi-volatile organics, and metals. The groundwater within the Central 
Area, i.e., the area downgradient of the source area properties, contains a broad mix of inorganic 
and organic contaminants, including nitrates, sodium, chloride, barium, arsenic, chromium and 
lead, chlorinated organics consisting primarily of trichloroethylene and tetrachloroethylcne, other 
volatile organics, poly-aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and other semi-volatile organic 
compounds. 

Because the Site is within the IWPA of a current drinking water supply, and also because the 
aquifer is medium and high yield, the Site Area aquifcT is classified under the MCP as G W-l 
meaning a current or potential drinking water source area. The one-mile diameter IWPA default 
zone supercedcs any of the areas excluded as non-drinking water source areas under the MCP. 
The GW-2 classification applies to areas where there is potential migration of vapors from 
groundwater to occupied structures; specifically, where groundwater has an average annual depth 
of 15 feet or less and where the structure is within a 30 foot surface radius of that groundwater. 
Since much of the site is developed with commercial, industrial and residential structures, GW-2 
potentially applies to the majority of the aquifer. An exception to the developed areas is the land 
surrounding the wells owned by the City that is vacant. Potential uses for this land are being 
examined under a Superfund Redevelopment Grant by the EPA. So far all of the plans created 
under the grant have included various scenarios of recreational use. 

Lastly, at a minimum, all groundwater is considered as GW-3, which considers the ecological and 
human health impacts and risks associated with the discharge of groundwater to surface water. 
The aquifer discharges into the Aberjona River and ils associated wetlands. 

Considering these classifications, exposure scenarios for the groundwater risk evaluation should 
include, but not be limited to: ingestion and exposures from other domestic uses; inhalation of 
vapors from seepage into buildings; use of the water in industrial processes and other potential 
exposures to the use of the water in industrial and residential activities; worker exposure during 
excavation into groundwater; and exposures resulting from discharge to surface water. 

Overall, the aquifer has significant current ecological value for its contribution to the River and 
the associated wetlands; however, the groundwater and the sediment of the River and its wetlands 
are contaminated. The full ecological value of the groundwater won't be realized until it and the 
sediment of the area have been remediated, which is most likely several years away. Its potential 
human value is significant, but only in the far future. In light of these and other criteria 
established in the MCP that were examined in this determination, the Department supports a 
medium use and value for the Site Area aquifer. 
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Groundwater Use and Value Determination 
Wells G + H Superrlmd Site, Woburn MA 
June, 2004 

Factors 
I. Quantity 

2. Quality 

3. Current 
Public Water 
Supply Systems 

4. Current 
Private Drinking 
Water Supply 
Wells 
5. Likelihood 
and ID. of 
Future Drinking 
Water Use 

6. Other Current 
or reasonable 
Expected 
Groundwatcr 
Use(s) in Review 
Area 
7. Ecological 
Value 
8. Public 
Opinion 

Hi.ah Medium Low 
X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Groundwater Use and Value Considerations 
Comments 
Aquifer is high-yield (1 .75 million gal/day) The 
aquifer is alluvial, highly porous sand and 
gravel. 
Aquifer is contaminated throughout (upper 
aquifer into the bedrock) with a broad variety of 
contaminants above drinking water standards. 
Many of the contaminants arc organic and 

: volatile and therefore are expected to eventually 
breakdown or volatilize upon eventually 
reaching surface water. Main sources of 
anthropogenic contamination of the aquifer 
appear to have been identified, and most are 
being or have been removed. 
There are two public supply wells on site. Both 
are inactive due to the presence of 
contamination. The City uses groundwater from 
another aquifer (Horn Pond Aquifer) and 
supplements the lost supply from Wells G&H 
with IvTWRA water. The City experiences 
regular water shortages and voluntary and 
required reduction efforts during the summer 
months. 
No known private drinking water wells within 
the study area. The City does not allow private 
wells to be tied into the municipal drinking 
water system at any point. 
There are no other potential water supply 
development areas in the City that we are aware 
of. ll is unlikely that the Wells G&H will be 
used in the near future, but possibly in the 
longer term us demand increases. 
There are industrial wells used for processing 
and irrigation, and commercial wells also used 
for irrigation in the area. It is reasonable to 
expect similar uses to continue. 

'Groundwater in the study area discharges 
directly to the Aberjona River. 
Public opinion has been opposed to utilizing the 
Wells G&H for water supply, the City has 
expressed an interest in having the source 
available for the future. 
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Appendix D
 

Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) Tables
 



APPENDIX D- APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-1 ARARS AND TBCs FOR SS-2 (INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS WITH MONITORING)
 

AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

REQUIREMENT 

Statement of 
Procedures on 
Wetlands Protection, 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A, 
Exec. Order 11990 
(1977) 
40 CFR 6.302(a) 

Executive Order for 
Floodplain 
Management 
Exec. Order 11988 
(1977) 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A. 
40 CFR 6.302(b) 

RCRA Identification 
and Listing of 
Hazardous Wastes. 
40 CFR 261.3 

RCRA - Groundwater 
Monitoring (40 CFR 
264, Subpart F) 

RCRA Closure and 
Post-Closure 
Requirements, 
40 CFR, Subpart G 

STATUS 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable or
 
Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever possible, the long and 
short term impacts associated with the destruction of wetlands, 
and wetlands development wherever there is a practicable 
alternative in accordance with Executive Order 11990. 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood loss, 
minimize impact of floods, and restore and preserve the natural 
and beneficial values of floodplains. 

Criteria for determining if a waste or contaminated media is a 
hazardous waste subject to regulation. If a contaminated media 
exhibits the characteristics of a hazardous waste, RCRA 
hazardous waste regulations are applicable. If a contaminated 
media is sufficiently similar to listed RCRA hazardous wastes, 
these regulations are relevant and appropriate. 

This regulation details the requirements for groundwater 
monitoring and responding to releases from solid waste 
management units. 

If contaminated soil constitutes characteristic hazardous waste 
or are sufficiently similar to listed RCRA hazardous wastes, 
these regulations are relevant and appropriate. Closure must 
be completed in a manner that minimizes the need for further 
maintenance, and controls, minimizes or eliminates, to the 
extent necessary to protect human health and the environment, 
post-closure escape of hazardous waste, hazardous 
constituents, leachate, contaminated run-off, or hazardous 
waste decomposition products to the ground or surface waters 
or to the atmosphere. 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
 
REQUIREMENT
 

Will be attained. There is no practical alternative 
method to work in wetland buffer zones (i.e., 
installation of monitoring wells) with less adverse 
impact and all practicable measures would be taken 
to minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. 
Erosion and sedimentation controls would be 
adopted during construction and restoration 
activities. 

Will be attained. There is no practical alternative 
method to work in floodplains (i.e., installation of 
monitoring wells) with less adverse impact and all 
practicable measures would be taken to minimize 
and mitigate any adverse impacts. Erosion and 
sedimentation controls would be adopted during 
construction and restoration activities. 

EPA will assess the contaminated soils using this 
criteria to determine whether they should be 
managed as hazardous waste. 

Groundwater monitoring would be required to 
evaluate the natural attenuation processes and 
contaminant migration. 

The imposition of institutional controls would prevent 
exposure with surface soils, and groundwater 
monitoring would ensure that there is no migration of 
contamination from the soil. 



APPENDIX D- APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-1 ARARS AND TBCs FOR SS-2 (INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS WITH MONITORING) (cont.)
 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs {cont.)
 
ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS REQUIREMENT 

State Massachusetts Applicable Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, or polluting inland Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable 
Regulatory Wetlands Protection wetland resource areas and impose performance standards for alternative that would be less damaging to resource 
Requirements Act and Regulations, 

MGLc. 131 §40 
work in such areas. Protected resource areas include: 10,54 
(Bank); 10.55 (Bordering Vegetated Wetlands); 10.56 (Land 

areas; (b) all practical measures would be taken to 
minimize adverse Impacts on wetlands; (c) 

310 CMP 10.00 under Water); 10.57 (Bordering Land subject to Flooding); and stormwater discharges would be controlled through 
10.58 (Riverfront Area). best management practices (BMPs); (d) actions 

would be taken to minimize impact of hydrologic 
changes during the work to the extent practicable; 
(e) after completion of the work, there would be no 
significant net loss of flood storage capacity and no 
significant net increase in flood storage or velocities; 
and (f) disturbed vegetation, river, and nverbank 
would be restored. 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARS 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Federal Statement of Procedures Applicable Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever possible, the Will be attained. There is no practical alternative method to 
Regulatory on Wetlands Protection, long and short term impacts associated with the work within wetland buffer zones (i.e., installation of 
Requirements 40 CFR Part 6, App. A, destruction of wetlands, and wetlands development monitoring wells) with less adverse impact and all practicable 

Exec. Order 11990 wherever there is a practicable alternative in measures would be taken to minimize and mitigate any 
(1977) accordance with Executive Order 11990. adverse impacts. Erosion and sedimentation control 
40 CFR 6.302(a) measures would be adopted during construction and 

restoration activities. 

Executive Order for Applicable Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of Will be attained. There is no practical alternative method to 
Floodplain Management flood loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore work in floodplains (i.e., installation of monitoring wells) with 
Exec. Order 11988 and preserve the natural and beneficial values of less adverse impact and all practicable measures would be 
(1977) floodplains. taken to minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A. Erosion and sedimentation control measures would be 
40 CFR 6.302(b) adopted during construction and restoration activities. 



AUTHORITY 

Slate Regulatory 
Requirements 

AUTHORITY 

State Regulatory 
Requirements 

Criteria, 
Advisories, and 
Guidance 

APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

TABLE D-1 ARARS AND TBCs FOR SS-2 (INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS WITH MONITORING) (cont.) 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs (cont.) 

REQUIREMENT STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Massachusetts Wetlands Applicable Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, or 
Protection Act and 
Regulations, MGLc. 131 
§40 
310 CMR 10.00 

REQUIREMENT 

Massachusetts Contingency 
Pian (MCP - 31 0 CMR 40.000) 

Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) 

Reference Doses (RfDs) 

EPA Health Advisories, Human 
Health Risk Assessment 
Guidance, and Ecological Risk 
Assessment Guidance 

polluting inland wetland resource areas and impose 
performance standards for work in such areas. 
Protected resource areas include: 10.54 (Bank); 
10.55 (Bordering Vegetated Wetlands); 10.56 (Land 
under Water); 10.57 (Bordering Land subject to 
Flooding); and 10.58 (Riverfront Area). 

STATUS 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable 
alternative that would be less damaging to resource areas; 
(b) all practical measures would be taken to minimize 
adverse impacts on wetlands; (c) stormwater discharges 
would be controlled through best management practices 
(BMPs); (d) actions would be taken to minimize impact of 
hydrologic changes during the work to the extent practicable; 
(e) after completion of the work, there would be no significant 
net loss of flood storage capacity and no significant net 
increase in flood storage or velocities; and (f) disturbed 
vegetation, river, and riverbank would be restored. 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

The MCP has established a set of risk-based threshold 
concentrations {(JCLs) that must be attained in order to 
achieve a condition of no significant risk for groundwater 
or soil within a particular groundwater classification area. 

Guidance values used to evaluate the potential 
carcinogenic risk caused by exposure to contaminants. 

Guidance values used to evaluate the potential non
carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

These advisories and guidance documents provide 
guidance for developing health risk information and 
environmental assessments at Superfund sites. 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
 
REQUIREMENT
 

UCLs were used to compare the risk-based 
cleanup standards developed for this Site. The 
cleanup standards are below the UCLs. 

CSFs were used to evaluate health risks 
associated with site-related contaminants. 

RfDs were used to evaluate health risks 
associated with site-related contaminants. 

Risk guidance documents were used to 
evaluate human health and ecological risks 
associated with site-related contaminants and 
to develop cleanup standards. 



APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-2 ARARs and TBCs FOR SUB-2 (INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS WITH MONITORING)
 

AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

State Regulatory 
Requirements 

REQUIREMENT 

Statement of 
Procedures on 
Wetlands Protection, 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A, 
Exec. Order 11990 
(1977) 
40 CFR 6.302(a) 

Executive Order for 
Floodplain 
Management 
Exec. Order 11988 
(1977) 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A. 
40 CFR 6.302(b) 

RCRA - Groundwater 
Monitoring (40 CFR 
264, Subpart F) 

RCRA. Closure and 
Post-Closure 
Requirements, 40 
CFR, Subpart G 

Massachusetts 
Wetlands Protection 
Act and Regulations, 
MGLc. 131 §40 
310 CMR 10.00 

STATUS 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever possible, the 
long and short term impacts associated with the 
destruction of wetlands, and wetlands development 
wherever there is a practicable alternative in accordance 
with Executive Order 11990. 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood 
loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore and preserve 
the natural and beneficial values of floodplains. 

This regulation details the requirements for groundwater 
monitoring and responding to releases from solid waste 
management units. 

I! contaminated soil constitutes characteristic hazardous 
waste or are sufficiently similar to listed RCRA hazardous 
wastes, these regulations are relevant and appropriate. 
Closure must be completed in a manner that minimizes 
the need for further maintenance, and controls, minimizes 
or eliminates, to the extent necessary to protect human 
health and the environment, post-closure escape of 
hazardous waste, hazardous constituents, leachate, 
contaminated run-off, or hazardous waste decomposition 
products to the ground or surface waters or to the 
atmosphere. 

Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, or polluting 
inland wetland resource areas and impose performance 
standards for work in such areas. Protected resource 
areas include: 10.54 (Bank); 10.55 (Bordering Vegetated 
Wetlands); 10.56 (Land under Water); 10.57 (Bordering 
Land subject to Flooding); and 10.58 (Riverfront Area). 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Will be attained. There is no practicable alternative 
method to work within a wetland buffer zone (i.e., 
installation of monitoring wells) with less adverse impact, 
and all practicable measures would be taken to minimize 
and mitigate any adverse impacts. Erosion and 
sedimentation control measures would be adopted during 
construction and restoration activities. 

Will be attained. There is no practical alternative method 
to work in floodplains (i.e., installation of monitoring wells) 
with less adverse impact and all practicable measures 
would be taken to minimize and mitigate any adverse 
impacts. Erosion and sedimentation control measures 
would be adopted during construction and restoration 
activities. 

Groundwater monitoring would be required to evaluate 
the natural attenuation processes and contaminant 
migration. 

Ths imposition of institutional controls would prevent 
exposure with subsurface soils, and groundwater 
monitoring would be used to ensure that there is no 
migration of contamination from the soil. 

Will be attained because there is no practicable 
alternative that would be less damaging to resource 
areas and all practical measures would be taken to 
minimize adverse impacts on wetlands. 



AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

State Regulatory 
Requirements 

APPENDIX D- APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-2 ARARs and TBCs FOR SUB-2 (INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS WITH MONITORING) (cont.)
 

REQUIREMENT 

Statement of Procedures on 
Wetlands Protection, 40 CFR 
Part 6, App. A, Exec. Order 
11990(1977) 
40 CFR 6.302(a) 

Executive Order for 
Floodplain Management 
Exec. Order 11988 (1977) 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A. 
40 CFR 6.302(b) 

Massachusetts Wetlands 
Protection Act and 
Regulations, MGLc. 131 § 
40 
310 CMR 10.00 

STATUS
 

Applicable
 

Applicable 

Applicable 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs 
REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever 
possible, the long and short term impacts 
associated with the destruction of wetlands, 
and wetlands development wherever there is 
a practicable alternative in accordance with 
Executive Order 11990. 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the 
risk of flood loss, minimize impact of floods, 
and restore and preserve the natural and 
beneficial values of floodplains. 

Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, 
or polluting inland wetland resource areas 
and impose performance standards for work 
in such areas. Protected resource areas 
include: 10.54 (Bank); 10.55 (Bordering 
Vegetated Wetlands); 10.56 (Land under 
Water); 10.57 (Bordering Land subject to 
Flooding); and 10.58 (Riverfront Area). 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Will be attained. There is no practicable alternative method 
to work within a wetland buffer zone (i.e., installation of 
monitoring wells) with less adverse impact. All practicable 
measures would be taken to minimize and mitigate any 
adverse impacts. Erosion and sedimentation control 
measures would be adopted during construction and 
restoration activities. 

Wifl be attained. There is no practical alternative method to 
work in floodplains (i.e., installation of monitoring wells) with 
less adverse impact. All practicable measures would be 
taken to minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. 
Erosion and sedimentation control measures would be 
adopted during construction and restoration activities. 

Will be attained because there is no practicable alternative 
that would be less damaging to resource areas and all 
practical measures would be taken to minimize adverse 
impacts to wetlands. 



APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-2 ARARs and TBCs FOR SUB-2 (INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS WITH MONITORING) (cont.)
 

AUTHORITY 

State Regulatory 
Requirements 

Criteria, 
Advisories, and 
Guidance. 

REQUIREMENT 

Massachusetts Contingency 
Plan 
(MCP- 31 OCMR 40.000) 

Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) 

Reference Doses (RfDs) 

EPA Health Advisories, 
Human Health Risk 
Assessment Guidance, and 
Ecological Risk Assessment 
Guidance 

STATUS
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

The MCP has established a set of risk-based 
threshold concentrations (UCLs) that must be 
attained in order to achieve a condition of no 
significant risk for groundwater or soil within a 
particular groundwater classification area. 

Guidance values used to evaluate the potential 
carcinogenic risk caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

Guidance values used to evaluate the potential non
carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

These advisories and guidance documents provide 
guidance for developing health risk information and 
environmental assessments at Superfund sites. 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
 
REQUIREMENT
 

UCLs were used to compare the risk-based cleanup 
standards developed for this Site. The cleanup 
standards are below the UCLs. 

CSFs were used to evaluate health risks associated 
with site-related contaminants. 

RfDs were used to evaluate health risks associated 
with site-related contaminants. 

Risk guidance documents were used to evaluate 
human health and ecological risks associated with 
site-related contaminants and to develop cleanup 
standards. 



APPENDIX D- APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-3 GW-2 (POND INTERCEPT AND MONITORING WITH INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS)
 

AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

State Regulatory 
Requirements 

REQUIREMENT 

Statement of Procedures 
on Wetlands Protection, 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A, 
Exec. Order 11990 (1977) 
40 CFR 6.302(a) 

Executive Order for 
Floodplain Management 
Exec. Order 11988 (1977) 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A. 
40 CFR 6.302(b) 

RCRA- Groundwater 
Monitoring (40 CFR 264, 
Subpart F) 

Massachusetts Wetlands 
Protection Act and 
Regulations, 
MGLc. 131 §40 
31OCMR 10.00 

STATUS 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

ACTION-SPECIFIC 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever 
possible, the long and short term impacts 
associated with the destruction of wetlands, 
and wetlands development wherever there 
is a practicable alternative in accordance 
with Executive Order 11990. 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the 
risk of flood loss, minimize impact of floods, 
and restore and preserve the natural and 
beneficial values of floodplains. 

This regulation details the requirements for 
groundwater monitoring and responding to 
releases from solid waste management 
units. 

Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, 
or polluting inland wetland resource areas 
and impose performance standards for work 
in such areas. Protected resource areas 
include: 10.54 (Bank); 10.55 (Bordering 
Vegetated Wetlands); 10.56 (Land under 
Water); 10.57 (Bordering Land subject to 
Flooding); and 10.58 (Riverfront Area). 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Will be attained. There is no practicable alternative to work 
within a wetland buffer zone {i.e., Installation of monitoring 
wells) with less adverse impact and all practicable measures 
would be taken to minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. 
Erosion and sedimentation control measures would be adopted 
during construction and restoration activities. 

Will be attained. There is no practical alternative to work in 
floodplains (i.e., installation of monitoring wells) with less 
adverse impact and all practicable measures would be taken to 
minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. Erosion and 
sedimentation control measures would be adopted during 
construction and restoration activities. 

Alternative GW-2 would comply with this ARAR. Groundwater 
monitoring would be required to evaluate the natural 
attenuation processes and contaminant migration into HBHA 
Pond. 

Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable alternative 
that would be less damaging to resource areas; (b) all practical 
measures would be taken to minimize adverse impacts on 
wetlands; (c) stormwater discharges would be controlled 
through best management practices (BMPs); (d) actions would 
be taken to minimize impact of hydrologic changes during the 
work to the extent practicable; (e) after completion of the work, 
there would be no significant net loss of flood storage capacity 
and no significant net increase in flood storage or velocities; 
and (f) disturbed vegetation, river, and riverbank would be 
restored. Appropriate mitigation to compensate the continuing 
deposition of contaminants into the northern portion of HBHA 
Pond would be required to replace lost and impaired functions 
and values. 



AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

State Regulatory 
Requirements 

APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-3 GW-2 (POND INTERCEPT AND MONITORING WITH INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS) (cont.)
 

REQUIREMENT 

Statement of Procedures 
on Wetlands Protection, 
40 CFR Part 6. App. A, 
Exec. Order 11990 
(1977) 
40 CFR 6 302(a) 

Executive Order for 
Floodplain Management 
Exec. Order 11988 
(1977) 
40 CFR Part 6. App. A. 
40 CFR 6.302(b) 

Massachusetts Wetlands 
Protection Act and 
Regulations, MGLc. 131 
§40 
310 CMR 10.00 

STATUS
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever 
possible, the long and short term impacts 
associated with the destruction of wetlands, 
and wetlands development wherever there is 
a practicable alternative in accordance with 
Executive Order 11990. 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the 
risk of flood loss, minimize impact of floods, 
and restore and preserve the natural and 
beneficial values of floodplains. 

Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, 
or polluting inland wetland resource areas and 
impose performance standards for work in 
such areas. Protected resource areas 
include: 10,54 (Bank); 10.55 (Bordering 
Vegetated Wetlands); 10.56 (Land under 
Water); 10.57 (Bordering Land subject to 
Flooding); and 10.58 (Riverfront Area). 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Will be attained. There is no practicable alternative method to 
work within a wetland buffer zone (i.e., installation of monitoring 
wells) with less adverse impact and all practicable measures 
would be taken to minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. 
Erosion and sedimentation control measures would be adopted 
during construction and restoration activities. 

Will be attained. There is no practical alternative method to 
work in floodplains (i.e., installation of monitoring wells) with less 
adverse impact and all practicable measures would be taken to 
minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. Erosion and 
sedimentation control measures would be adopted during 
construction and restoration activities. 

Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable alternative 
that would be less damaging to resource areas; (b) all practical 
measures would be taken to minimize adverse impacts on 
wetlands; (c) stormwater discharges would be controlled 
through best management practices (BMPs); (d) actions would 
be taken to minimize impact of hydrologic changes during the 
work to the extent practicable; (e) after completion of the work, 
there would be no significant net loss of flood storage capacity 
and no significant net increase in flood storage or velocities; and 
(f) disturbed vegetation, river, and riverbank would be restored. 
Appropriate mitigation to compensate the continuing deposition 
of contaminants into the northern portion of HBHA Pond would 
be required to replace lost and impaired functions and values. 



APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-3 GW-2 (POND INTERCEPT AND MONITORING WITH INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS) (cont.)
 

AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

State Regulatory 
Requirements 

Criteria, 
Advisories, and 
Guidance 

REQUIREMENT 

Clean Water Act, Ambient Water 
Quality Criteria, 33 U.S.C. § 
1314,40CFR131.36(b)(1) 

Massachusetts Surface Water 
Quality Standards 314 CMR 
4.05(5)(e) 

Massachusetts Contingency Plan 
(MCP - 310 CMR 40.000) 

Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) 

Reference Doses (RfDs) 

EPA Health Advisories, Human 
Health Risk Assessment 
Guidance, and Ecological Risk 
Assessment Guidance 

STATUS
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

National recommended criteria for surface water 
quality. 
Arsenic Criteria: For protection of freshwater aquatic 
life due to chronic exposure: 150 ug/L 
Benzene: 46 ug/L 
Ammonia: NRWQC-CCC for Fish Early Life Stages 
Present (value to be adjusted for temperature & pH 
in accordance with EPA's 1999 Update of Ambient 
Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia; dated 
December 1999;EPA Document No, EPQ-822-R-99
014) 

Establishes federal water quality criteria as allowable 
water quality concentrations. Allows for site-specific 
criteria where federal criteria are invalid due to site-
specific characteristics. 

The MCP has established a set of risk-based 
threshold concentrations (UCLs) that must be 
attained in order to achieve a condition of no 
significant risk for groundwater or soil within a 
particular groundwater classification area. 

Guidance values used to evaluate the potential 
carcinogenic risk caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

Guidance values used to evaluate the potential non
carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

These advisories and guidance documents provide 
guidance for developing health risk information and 
environmental assessments at Superfund sites. 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
 
REQUIREMENT
 

NRWQC for arsenic and other site-related 
constituents would be achieved at the point of 
compliance (south of the HBHA cofferdam) and in 
the river downstream of the cofferdam. 

See above discussion of federal water quality 
criteria. 

UCLs were used to compare the risk-based 
cleanup standards developed for this Site. The 
cleanup standards are below the UCLs. 

CSFs were used to evaluate health risks 
associated with site-related contaminants. 

RfDs were used to evaluate health risks associated 
with site-related contaminants. 

Risk guidance documents were used to evaluate 
human health and ecological risks associated with 
site-related contaminants and to develop cleanup 
standards. 



AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

State Regulatory 
Requirements 

APPENDIX D- APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

TABLE D-4 GW-4 (PLUME INTERCEPT BY IN-SITU GROUNDWATER TREATMENT AND 
MONITORING WITH INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS)
 

REQUIREMENT 

Statement of Procedures on 
Wetlands Protection, 40 
CFR Part 6, App. A, Exec. 
Order 11990 (1977) 
40 CFR 6.302(a) 

Executive Order for 
Floodplain Management 
Exec. Order 11988 (1977) 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A. 
40 CFR 6.302(b) 

RCRA - Grcundwater 
Monitoring 
{40 CFR 264, Subpart F) 

Massachusetts Wetlands 
Protection Act and 
Regulations, 
MGLc. 131 §40 
31OCMR 10.00 

STATUS 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever possible, 
the long and short term impacts associated with the 
destruction of wetlands, and wetlands development 
wherever there is a practicable alternative in 
accordance with Executive Order 11990. 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of 
flood loss, minimize Impact of floods, and restore 
and preserve the natural and beneficial values of 
floodplains. 

This regulation details the requirements for 
groundwater monitoring and responding to releases 
from solid waste management units. 

Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, or 
polluting inland wetland resource areas and impose 
performance standards for work in such areas. 
Protected resource areas include: 10.54 (Bank); 
10.55 (Bordering Vegetated Wetlands); 10.56 (Land 
under Water); 10.57 (Bordering Land subject to 
Flooding); and 10.58 (Riverfront Area). 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
 
REQUIREMENT
 

Will be attained. If it is determined that in-situ 
treatment is required, there would be no practicable 
alternative method to work within a wetland buffer zone 
that would achieve the remedial action objective but 
would have less adverse impact. All practicable 
measures would be taken to minimize and mitigate any 
adverse impacts. Erosion and sedimentation control 
measures would be adopted during construction and 
restoration activities. 

Will be attained. If it is determined that in-situ 
treatment is required, there would be no practical 
alternative method to work in floodplains with less 
adverse impact. All practicable measures would be 
taken to minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. 
Erosion and sedimentation control measures would be 
adopted during construction and restoration activities. 

GW-4 would comply with this ARAR. Groufiuwaier 
monitoring would be required to evaluate the 
performance of in-situ groundwater technologies and 
contaminant migration into HBHA Pond. 

Will be attained if it is determined that in-situ treatment 
is required, there would be no practicable alternative 
method that would achieve the remedial action 
objective but would have less damaging impacts to 
resource areas. All practical measures would be taken 
to minimize adverse impacts to wetlands. 



AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

State Regulatory 
Requirements 

APPENDIX D- APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

TABLE D-4 GW-4 (PLUME INTERCEPT BY IN-SITU GROUNDWATER TREATMENT AND 
MONITORING WITH INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS) (cont.) 

REQUIREMENT 

Statement of Procedures on 
Wetlands Protection, 40 CFR 
Part 6, App. A, Exec, Order 
11990(1977) 
40 CFR 6.302(a) 

Executive Order for 
Floodplain Management 
Exec. Order 11988(1977) 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A. 
40 CFR 6.302(b) 

RCRA Floodplain 
Restrictions for Hazardous 
Waste Facilities 
(40CFR264.18(b)) 

Massachusetts Wetlands 
Protection Act and 
Regulations, MGLc. 131 § 
40 
310 CMR 10.00 

STATUS 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable
 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever possible, 
the long and short term impacts associated with the 
destruction of wetlands, and wetlands development 
wherever there is a practicable alternative in 
accordance with Executive Order 11990. 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of 
flood loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore 
and preserve the natural and beneficial values of 
floodplains. 

A hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal 
facility located in a 100-year fioodplain must be 
designed, constructed, operated, and maintained to 
prevent washout or to result in no adverse effects 
on human health or the environment if washout 
were to occur. 

Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, or 
polluting inland wetland resource areas and impose 
performance standards for work in such areas. 
Protected resource areas include: 10.54 (Bank); 
10.55 (Bordering Vegetated Wetlands); 10.56 
(Land under Water); 10.57 (Bordering Land subject 
to Flooding); and 10.58 (Riverfront Area). 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
 
REQUIREMENT
 

Will be attained. If it is determined that in-situ 
treatment is required, there would be no practicable 
alternative method to work within a wetland buffer zone 
with less adverse impact. All practicable measures 
would be taken to minimize and mitigate any adverse 
impacts. Erosion and sedimentation control measures 
would be adopted during construction and restoration 
activities. 

Will be attained. If it is determined thai in-situ 
treatment is required, there would be no practical 
alternative method to work in floodplains with less 
adverse impact. All practicable measures would be 
taken to minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. 
Erosion and sedimentation control measures would be 
adopted during construction and restoration activities. 

The design specifications and required construction 
procedures would ensure that Alternative GW-4 will 
comply with this ARAB for all areas within the 100-year 
fioodplain. 

The design specifications and required construction 
procedures would ensure that Alternative GW-4 will 
comply with this ARAR for all work areas within the 
100-foot buffer zone of a wetland to minimize impacts 
to wetlands and mitigate if necessary. 



APPENDIX D- APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

TABLE D-4 GW-4 (PLUME INTERCEPT BY IN-SITU GROUNDWATER TREATMENT AND 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT 

Federal National Pollution Discharge 
Regulatory Elimination System (NPDES) 
Requirements (40CFR122) 

Clean Water Act, Ambient 
Water Quality Criteria, 33 
U.S.C. §1314, 40CFR 

State Massachusetts Surface Water 
Regulatory Quality Standards 314 CMR 
Requirements 4.05(5)(e) 

Massachusetts Ground Water 
Discharge Permit Program 
(314 CMR 5.00) 

Massachusetts Groundwater 
Quality Standards 
(314 CMR 6.00) 

MONITORING WITH INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS) (cont.) 

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ARARs 

STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 
ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN 

REQUIREMENT 

Relevant and Regulates the discharge of water into public surface Will be attained. Alternative GW-4 would comply 
Appropriate waters. Major requirements include the following: with this ARAR. Design of the treatment system 

• Use of best available technology economically would ensure that treated groundwater would comply 
achievable is required to control toxic and non- with these standards. 
conventional pollutants. Use of best conventional 
pollutant control technology is required to control 
conventional pollutants. Technology-based 
limitations may be determined on a case-by-case 
basis. 

• Applicable federally-approved state water quality 
standards must be complied with. These standards 
may be in addition to or more stringent than other 
federal standards under the CWA. 

Relevant and National recommended criteria for surface water quality. Will be attained. Alternative GW-4 would comply 
Appropriate Arsenic Criteria: For protection of freshwater aquatic life with this ARAR. Design of the treatment system 

due to chronic exposure: 150 ug/L would ensure that treated groundwater would comply 
Benzene: 46 ug/L 
Ammonia1. NRWQC-CCC for Fish Early Life Stages 

with these standards. 

Present (value to be adjusted for temperature & pH in 
accordance with EPA's 1999 Update of Ambient Water 
Quality Criteria for Ammonia; dated December 
1999;EPA Document No. EPO-822-R-99-014) 

Relevant and Establishes federal water quality criteria as allowable Will be attained. Alternative GW-4 would comply 
Appropriate water quality concentrations. Allows for site-specific with this ARAR. Design of the treatment system 

criteria where federal criteria are invalid due to site- would ensure that treated groundwater would comply 
specific characteristics. with these standards. 

Relevant and Groundwater discharges shall not result in a violation of Will be attained. Alternative GW-4 would comply 
Appropriate Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards (314 with this ARAR. Design of the treatment system 

CMR 4.00) or Massachusetts Ground Water Quality would ensure that treated groundwater would comply 
Standards (314 CMR 6.00). with these standards. 

Applicable These standards designate and assign uses for which Will be attained. GW-3 standards apply to the site. 
groundwater in the Commonwealth shall be managed This aletemative provide in-situ treatment of organic 
and protected, and set forth water quality criteria contamination to the north of the West Hide Pile until 
necessary to maintain the designated areas. these standards are achieved. 



APPENDIX 0 - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

TABLE D-4 GW-4 (PLUME INTERCEPT BY IN-SITU GROUNDWATER TREATMENT AND 
MONITORING WITH INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS) (cont.) 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT

State 
Regulatory 
Requirements 
(cont.) 

Massachusetts Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (310 CMR 
6.0) and Massachusetts Air 
Pollution Control Regulations 
(310 CMR 7.00) 

Massachusetts Contingency 
Plan (MCP- 310 CMR 
40.000) 

Criteria, 
Advisories, 
and Guidance 

Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) 

Reference Doses (RfDs) 

EPA Health Advisories, 
Human Health Risk 
Assessment Guidance, and 
Ecological Risk Assessment 
Guidance 

 STATUS

Applicable 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

CHEMICAL SPECIFIC ARARs (cont.) 

 REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS

This regulation also contains standards for fugitive 
emissions, dust, and particulates during construction. 

The MCP has established a set of risk-based threshold 
concentrations (UCLs) that must be attained in order to 
achieve a condition of no significant risk for groundwater 
or soil within a particular groundwater classification area. 

Guidance values used to evaluate the potential 
carcinogenic risk caused by exposure to contaminants. 

Guidance values used to evaluate the potential non
carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

These advisories and guidance documents provide 
guidance for developing health risk information and 
environmental assessments at Superfund sites. 

 ACTIONS TOBE TAKEN TO ATTAIN 
HtUUIHcMCNT 

The design specifications and required construction 
procedures will ensure that GW-4 will comply with 
this ARAR to minimize fugitive dust and particulate 
emissions during construction. 

UCLs were used to compare the risk-based cleanup 
standards developed for this Site. The cleanup 
standards are below the UCLs. 

CSFs were used to evaluate health risks associated 
with site-related contaminants. 

RfDs were used to evaluate health risks associated 
with site- related contaminants. 

Risk guidance documents were used to evaluate 
human health and ecological risks associated with 
site-related contaminants and to develop cleanup 
standards. 



APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-5 HBHA-4 (STORM WATER BYPASS AND SEDIMENT RETENTION WITH PARTIAL DREDGING AND
 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

Statement of Procedures on 
Wetlands Protection, 40 CFR 
Part 6, App. A, Exec. Order 
11990(1977) 
40 CFR 6.302(a) 

Executive Order for 
Floodplain Management 
Exec. Order 11988 (1977) 
40 CFR Part 6, App, A. 
40 CFR 6.302(b) 

Clean Water Act §404, and 
regulations, 33 USC 1344, 
40 CFR Part 230 

STATUS
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

PROVIDING AN ALTERNATE HABITAT) 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever possible, the 
long and short term Impacts associated with the 
destruction of wetlands, and wetlands development 
wherever there is a practicable alternative in 
accordance with Executive Order 11990. 

Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of 
flood loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore and 
preserve the natural and beneficial values of 
floodplains. 

For discharge of dredged or fill material into water 
bodies or wetlands, there must be no practical 
alternative with less adverse impact on aquatic 
ecosystem; discharge cannot cause or contribute to 
violation of state water quality standard or toxic 
effluent standard or jeopardize threatened or 
endangered (T&E) species; discharge cannot 
significantly degrade waters of U.S.; must take 
practicable steps to minimize and mitigate adverse 
impacts; must evaluate impacts on flood level, flood 
velocity, and flood storage capacity. 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Will be attained. There is no practicable alternative method 
to work in wetlands with less adverse impact and all 
practicable measures would be taken to minimize and 
mitigate any adverse impacts. Erosion and sedimentation 
control measures would be adopted during construction and 
restoration activities. 

Will be attained. There is no practical alternative method to 
work in floodplains with less adverse impact and all 
practicable measures would be taken to minimize and 
mitigate any adverse impacts. Erosion and sedimentation 
control measures would be adopted during construction and 
restoration activities. 

Will be attained because (a) there is no practical alternative 
that will achieve the cleanup objective with less adverse 
impact; (b) all practical measures would be taken to minimize 
and mitigate any adverse impacts from the work; (c) there is 
no likely impact on T&E species; (d) actions would be taken 
to minimize impact oT hydrologic changes during the work; (e) 
after completion of the work, there would be no significant net 
loss of flood storage capacity, and no significant net increase 
in flood stage or velocities; and (f) river and riverbanks would 
be restored and habitat will be improved. 

Appropriate mitigation would be included to compensate for 
the continuing deposition of contaminants into the northern 
portion of HBHA Pond and to compensate for the portions of 
the New Boston Street Drainway (that were not accounted for 
in the original 1986 remedy decision) where an impermeable 
cap would be installed. These actions would be required to 
replace lost and impaired functions and values. 



APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-5 HBHA-4 (STORM WATER BYPASS AND SEDIMENT RETENTION WITH PARTIAL DREDGING AND
 

AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 
(cont.) 

REQUIREMENT 

RCRA Hazardous Waste 
Regulations (Storage and 
Disposal of Hazardous 
Waste) 40 CFR Part 262, 
Subpart A, 40 CFR Part 264, 
Subparts I and J 

RCRA Identification and 
Listing of Hazardous Wastes, 
40 CFR 261.3 

RCRA Closure and Post-
Closure Requirements, 40 
CFR, Subpart G 

PROVIDING AN ALTERNATE HABITAT) (cont) 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs (cont.) 

STATUS	 REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Applicable	 Subpart A of Part 262 provides that a generator who treats, 
stores, or disposes of hazardous waste on-site must determine 
whether or not ha has a hazardous waste, obtain an EPA 
identification number for any hazardous waste and comply with 
the regulations regarding accumulation of hazardous waste and 
recordkeeping. Subparts I and J of Part 264 Identify design, 
operating, monitoring, closure, and post-closure care 
requirements for long-term storage of RCRA hazardous waste 
in containers and tank systems, respectively. However, 
Section 262.34(a) allows accumulation of RCRA hazardous 
wastes for up to 90 days in containers or tanks provided 
generator complies with requirements of Subparts I and J of 
Part 265. 

Applicable Criteria for determining if a waste or contaminated media is a 
or Relevant hazardous waste subject to regulation. If a contaminated media 

and exhibits the characteristics of a hazardous waste, RCRA 
Appropriate	 hazardous waste regulations are applicable. If a contaminated 

media is sufficiently similar to listed RCRA hazardous wastes, 
these regulations are relevant and appropriate. 

Relevant If contaminated sediments constitute characteristic hazardous 
and waste or are sufficiently similar to listed RCRA hazardous 

Appropriate	 wastes, these regulations are relevant and appropriate. 
Closure must be completed in a manner that minimizes the 
need for further maintenance, and controls, minimizes or 
eliminates, to the extent necessary to protect human health and 
the environment, post-closure escape of hazardous waste, 
hazardous constituents, leachate, contaminated run-off, or 
hazardous waste decomposition products to the ground or 
surface waters or to the atmosphere. 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
 
REQUIREMENT
 

Will be attained. Any hazardous wastes, free 
product, drums, or contaminated equipment would, 
be managed and stored in accordance with the 
substantive requirements of the cited regulations 
prior to being sent off-site for disposal. Disposal 
regulations would also be complied with for any off-
site disposal. 

EPA will assess the contaminated sediments using 
this criteria to determine whether they should be 
managed as hazardous waste. 

Contaminated sediments in the HBHA Pond are 
the result of the discharge of contaminated 
groundwater. Periodic dredging of the sediments 
north of the cofferdam will remove unacceptable 
risks to human health and the environment beyond 
the point of compliance, south of the cofferdam. 



APPENDIX D -APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-5 HBHA-4 (STORM WATER BYPASS AND SEDIMENT RETENTION WITH PARTIAL DREDGING AND
 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT 

Federal National Pollutant Discharge 
Regulatory Elimination System 
Requirements (NPDES),40CFR122 
(cont.) 

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act and 
regulations, 

16 USC 662, 663 
40 CFR 6.302(g) 

State Massachusetts Wetlands 
Regulatory Protection Act and 
Requirements Regulations, MGL c. 131 § 

40 
310 CMR 10.00 

PROVIDING AN ALTERNATE HABITAT) (cont.) 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs (cony 

STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Applicable Regulates the discharge of water into public surface waters. 
Major requirements include the following: 

Use of best available technology economically achievable is 
required to control toxic and non-conventional pollutants. 
Use of best conventional pollutant control technology is 
required to control conventional pollutants. Technology-
based limitations may be determined on a case-by-case 
basis. 
Applicable federally-approved state water quality standards 
must be complied with. These standards may be in addition 
to or more stringent than other federal standards under the 
CWA. 

Applicable Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to protect fish 
and wildlife when federal actions may alter waterways. Must 
develop measures to prevent and mitigate potential loss to the 
maximum extent possible. 

Applicable Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, or polluting 
inland wetland resource areas and impose performance 
standards for work in such areas. Protected resource areas 
include: 10.54 (Bank); 10.55 (Bordering Vegetated Wetlands); 
10.56 (Land under Water); 10.57 (Bordering Land subject to 
Flooding); and 10.58 (Riverfront Area). 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATT AIM
 
REQUIREMENT
 

Alternative HBHA-4 will comply with this ARAB. 
Design specifications for the dredging methods and 
procedures and design of the dewatering treatment 
system would ensure that HBHA-4 will comply with 
applicable standards. 

Alternative HBHA-4 would comply with this ARAR. 
Consultations with the USFWS will be made during 
the design phase. 

Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable 
alternative that would be less damaging to resource 
areas; (b) all practical measures would be taken to 
minimize adverse impacts on wetlands; (c) 
stormwater discharges would be controlled through 
best management practices (BMPs); (d) actions 
would be taken to minimize impact of hydrologic 
changes during the work to the extent practicable: 
(e) after completion of the work, there would be no 
significant net loss of flood storage capacity and no 
significant net Increase in flood storage or velocities; 
and (f) disturbed vegetation, river, and riverbank 
would be restored. Appropriate mitigation to 
compensate the continuing deposition of 
contaminants into the northern portion of HBHA 
Pond will be required to replace lost and impaired 
functions and values. 



APPENDIX D-APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-5 HBHA-4 (STORM WATER BYPASS AND SEDIMENT RETENTION WITH PARTIAL DREDGING AND
 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT 

State 
Regulatory 
Requirements 
(com.) 

Massachusetts Surface 
Water Quality Standards 314 
CMR4.05(5)(e) 

Water Quality Certification for 
Discharge of Dredged or Fill 
Material, Dredging and 
Dredged Material Disposal in 
Waters of the United States 
within the Commonwealth, 
314CMR9.06 

Water Quality Certification for 
Discharge of Dredged or Fill 
Material, Dredging and 
Dredged Material Disposal in 
Watfirs of the United States 
within the Commonwealth, 
314 CMR 9.07 

Massachusetts Surface 
Water Discharge Permit 
Regulations, 314 CMR 3.00 

Mass. Hazardous Waste 
Regulations (Storage and 
Disposal of Hazardous 
Waste), 310 CMR 30.300, 
30.680, 30.690 
310 CMR 30.340 

PROVIDING AN ALTERNATE HABITAT) (cont.) 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs (cont.) 

STATUS	 REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Applicable	 Establishes federal water quality criteria as allowable water 
quality concentrations. Allows for site-specific criteria where 
federal criteria are invalid due to site-specific characteristics. 

Applicable	 For discharge of dredged or fill material, there must be no 
practicable alternative with less adverse impact on aquatic 
ecosystem; must take practicable steps to minimize adverse 
impacts on wetlands or land under water; stormwater 
discharges must be controlled with BMPs; must be no 
substantial adverse impact to physical, chemical, or biological 
Integrity of surface waters. 

Applicable	 Hydraulic or mechanical dredging allowed; must avoid 
Fisheries impacts. 

Applicable	 Regulates the discharge of water into public surface waters, 
allows Commonwealth to establish state standards under 
federal NPDES program. 

Applicable	 Section 30.300 identifies the requirements for disposal of 
hazardous waste; Sections 30.680 and 30.690 identify 
requirements for long-term storage of RCRA hazardous waste 
in containers and tank systems similar to federal RCRA 
storage requirements identified above. Section 30.340 allows 
on-site accumulation of hazardous waste for up to 90 days 
and Is also similar to federal RCRA storage requirements 
identified above. 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
 
REQUIREMENT
 

See above discussion of NPDES requirements and 
federal water quality criteria. 

Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable 
alternative method with less adverse impact on the 
aquatic ecosystem; (b) all practical measures would 
be taken to minimize adverse impacts on wetlands 
and land under water; (c) stormwater discharges 
would be controlled through BMPs; and (d) there 
would be no substantial long-term adverse impacts 
to integrity of river waters. 

Will be attained. There are no significant fisheries in 
area at present and aquatic habitat will be restored. 

See above discussion of federal NPDES 
requirements. 

Will be attained. See discussion of federal RCRA 
Hazardous Waste Regulations above. 



APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-5 HBHA-4 (STORM WATER BYPASS AND SEDIMENT RETENTION WITH PARTIAL DREDGING AND
 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT 

Federal Statement of Procedures on 
Regulatory Wetlands Protection 40 CFR 
Requirements Part 6, App. A, Exec. Order 

11990(1977)
 
40 CFR 6.302(a)
 

Executive Order for Floodplain
 
Management
 
Exec. Order 11988 (1977)
 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A.
 
40 CFR 6.302(b)
 

RCRA Floodplain Restrictions
 
for Solid Waste Disposal
 
Facilities and Practices
 
40 CFR 257.3-1
 

RCRA Floodplain Restrictions
 
for Hazardous Waste
 
Facilities
 
40CFR264.18(b)
 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination
 
Act and regulations,
 
16 USC 662, 663
 
40CFR6.302(g)
 

PROVIDING AN ALTERNATE HABITAT) (cont.) 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Applicable Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever 
possible, the long and short term impacts 
associated with the destruction of wetlands, 
and wetlands development wherever there is a 
practicable alternative in accordance with 
Executive Order 11990. 

Will be attained. There is no practicable alternative 
method to work in wetlands with less adverse impact and 
all practicable measures would be taken to minimize and 
mitigate any adverse impacts. Erosion and sedimentation 
control measures would be adopted during construction 
and restoration activities. 

Applicable Federal agencies are required to reduce the 
risk of flood loss, minimize impact of floods, 
and restore and preserve the natural and 
beneficial values of floodplalns. 

Will be attained. There is no practical alternative to work 
in floodplains with less adverse impact and all practicable 
measures would be taken to minimize and mitigate any 
adverse impacts. Erosion and sedimentation control 
measures would be adopted during construction and 
restoration activities. 

Relevant and Solid waste practices must not restrict the flow Will be attained. The design specifications and required 
Appropriate	 of a 100-year flood, reduce the temporary construction procedures would ensure thai the 

water storage capacity of the floodplain or implementation of Alternative HBHA-4 will not restrict the 
result in washout of solid waste, so as to pose flow of a 100-year flood, reduce the temporary water 
a hazard to human life, wiidiife, or land or storage capacity of the fiootipiain or result in washout of 
water resources. solid waste, so as to pose a hazard to human life, wildlife, 

or land or water resources. 

Relevant and	 A hazardous waste treatment, storage, or Will be attained. The design specifications and required 
Appropriate	 disposal facility located in a 100-year construction procedures would ensure that any treatment, 

floodplain must be designed, constructed, storage or disposal of hazardous waste undertaken 
operated, and maintained to prevent washout pursuant to Alternative HBHA-4 will not restrict the flow of 
or to result in no adverse effects on human a 100-year flood, reduce the temporary water storage 
health or the environment if washout were to capacity of the floodplain or result "in washout of soVid 
occur. waste, so as to pose a hazard to human life, wildlife, or 

land or water resources. 

Applicable	 Requires consultation with appropriate Alternative HBHA-4 will comply with this ARAR. 
agencies to protect fish and wildlife when Consultations with the USFWS will be made during the 
federal actions may alter waterways. Must design phase. 
develop measures to prevent and mitigate 
potential loss to the maximum extent possible. 



APPENDIX D -APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-5 HBHA-4 (STORM WATER BYPASS AND SEDIMENT RETENTION WITH PARTIAL DREDGING AND
 

AUTHORITY 

State 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

REQUIREMENT 

Massachusetts Wetlands 
Protection Act and Regulations, 
MGLc. 131 §40, 310 CMR 
10.00 

Water Quality Certification for 
Discharge of Dredged or Fill 
Material, Dredging and Dredged 
Material Disposal in Waters of 
the United States within the 
Commonwealth, 314 CMR 9.06 

Water Quality Certification for 
Discharge of Dredged or Fill 
Material, Dredging and Dredged 
Material Disposal in Waters of 
the United States within the 
Commonwealth, 314 CMR 9.07 

PROVIDING AN ALTERNATE HABITAT) (cont.) 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs (cont.) 

STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Applicable	 Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, 
or polluting inland wetland resource areas and 
impose performance standards for work in 
such areas. Protected resource areas include: 
10.54 (Bank); 10.55 (Bordering Vegetated 
Wetlands); 10.56 (Land under Water); 10.57 
(Bordering Land subject to Flooding); and 
10.58 (Riverfront Area). 

Applicable	 For discharge of dredged or fill material, there 
must be no practicable alternative with less 
adverse impact on aquatic ecosystem; must 
take practicable steps to minimize adverse 
impacts on wetlands or land under water; 
stormwater discharges must be controlled with 
BMPs; must be no substantial adverse impact 
to physical, chemical, or biological integrity of 
surface waters. 

Applicable	 Hydraulic or mechanical dredging allowed; 
must avoid fisheries impacts. 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable 
alternative that would be less damaging to resource areas; 
(b) all practical measures would be taken to minimize 
adverse impacts on wetlands; (c) stormwater discharges 
would be controlled through best management practices 
(BMPs); (d) actions would be taken to minimize impact of 
hydrologic changes during the work to the extent 
practicable; (e) after completion of the work, there would 
be no significant net loss of flood storage capacity and no 
significant net increase in flood storage or velocities; and 
(f) disturbed vegetation, river, and riverbank would be 
restored. 

Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable 
alternative with less adverse impact on the aquatic 
ecosystem; (b) all practical measures would be taken to 
minimize adverse impacts on wetlands and land under 
water; (c) stormwater discharges would be controlled 
through BMPs; and (d) there would be no substantial long* 
term adverse impacts to integrity of river waters 

Will be attained. There are no significant fisheries in area 
at present and aquatic habitat will be restored. 



APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-5 HBHA-4 (STORM WATER BYPASS AND SEDIMENT RETENTION WITH PARTIAL DREDGING AND
 

AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

State Regulatory 
Requirements 

Criteria, 
Advisories, and 
Guidance 

REQUIREMENT 

National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System 
(NPDES),40 CFR 122 

Clean Water Act, Ambient 
Water Quality Criteria, 33 
U.S.C. §1314, 40CFR 

Massachusetts Surface Water 
Quality Standards 314 CMR 
4.05(5)<e) 

Massachusetts Surface Water 
Discharge Permit Regulations, 
314 CMR 3.00 

EPA Health Advisories, Human 
Health Risk Assessment 
Guidance, and Ecological Risk 
Assessment Guidance 

PROVIDING AN ALTERNATE HABITAT) (cont.) 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs 

STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Applicable Regulates the discharge of water into public surface 
waters. Major requirements Include the following: 
• Use of best available technology economically 

achievable is required to control toxic and non-
conventional pollutants. Use of best conventional 
pollutant control technology is required to control 
conventional pollutants. Technology-based 
limitations may be determined on a case-by-case 
basis. 

• Applicable federally-approved state water quality 
standards must be complied with. These standards 
may be in addition to or more stringent than other 
federal standards under the CWA. 

Relevant and National recommended criteria for surface water quality. 
Appropriate Arsenic Criteria: For protection of freshwater aquatic life 

due to chronic exposure: 150 ug/L 
Benzene: 48 ug/L 
Ammonia: NRWQC-CCC for Fish Early Life Stages 
Present (value to be adjusted for temperature & pH in 
accordance with EPA's 1999 Update of Ambient Water 
Quality Criteria for Ammonia; dated December 1999;EPA 
Document No. EPQ-822-R-99-014) 

Applicable Establishes federal water quality criteria as allowable 
water quality concentrations. Allows for site-specific 
criteria where federal criteria are invalid due to site-
specific characteristics. 

Applicable Regulates the discharge of water into public surface 
waters, allows Commonwealth to establish state 
standards under federal NPDES program. 

To Be These advisories and guidance documents provide 
Considered guidance for developing health risk information and 

environmental assessments at Superfund sites. 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
 
REQUIREMENT
 

HBHA-4 would comply with this ARAR. Design 
specifications for the dredging methods and 
procedures and design of the dewatering 
treatment system would ensure that HBHA-4 
would comply with applicable standards. 

AWQC for arsenic and other site-related 
constituents would be achieved at the point of 
compliance (south of the HBHA cofferdam) and 
in the river downstream of the cofferdam. 

See above discussion of federal NPDES 
requirements and federal water quality criteria. 

See above discussion of federal NPDES 
requirements. 

Risk guidance documents were used to evaluate 
human health and ecological risks associated 
with site-related contaminants and to develop 
cleanup standards. 



APPENDIX 0 - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT 

Federal Statement of 
Regulatory Procedures on 
Requirements Wetlands Protection, 40 

CFRParte, App. A, 
Exec. Order 11990 
(1977) 
40 CFR 6.302(3) 

Executive Order for 
Floodplain 
Management 
Exec. Order 11988 
(1977) 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A. 
40 CFR 6.302(b) 

Clean Water Act §404, 
and regulations, 33 
USC 1344, 40 CFR, 
230, 

RCRA Identification and 
Listing of Hazardous 
Wastes, 40 CFR 261.3 

TABLE D-6 NS-4 (REMOVAL AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL)
 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Applicable Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever possible, the long Will be attained. There is no practicable alternative 
and short term impacts associated with the destruction of method to work in wetlands with less adverse impact and 
wetlands, and wetlands development wherever there is a all practicable measures would be taken to minimize and 
practicable alternative in accordance with Executive Order mitigate any adverse impacts. Erosion and sedimentation 
11990. control measures would be adopted during construction 

and restoration activities. 

Applicable Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood loss, Will be attained. There is no practical alternative method 
minimize impact of floods, and restore and preserve the to work in ftoodplains with less adverse impact and all 
natural and beneficial values of floodplains. practicable measures would be taken to minimize and 

mitigate any adverse impacts. Erosion and sedimentation 
control measures would be adopted during construction 
and restoration activities. 

Applicable For discharge of dredged or fill material into water bodies or Will be attained in part because (a) there is no practical 
wetlands, there must be no practical alternative with less alternative method that will achieve cleanup objectives 
adverse impact on aquatic ecosystem; discharge cannot with less adverse impact; (b) all practical measures would 
cause or contribute to violation o! state water quality standard be taken to minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts 
or toxic effluent standard or jeopardize threatened or from the work; (c) there would be no likely impact on T&E 
endangered (T&E) species; discharge cannot significantly species; (d) actions would be taken to minimize impact of 
degrade waters of U.S.; must take practicable steps to hydrologic changes during the work; (e) after completion 
minimize and mitigate adverse impacts; must evaluate of the work, there would be no significant net loss of flood 
impacts on flood level, flood velocity, and flood storage storage capacity, and no significant net increase in flood 
capacity. stage or velocities; and (f) river and riverbanks would be 

restored and habitat will be improved. 

Applicable Criteria for determining if a waste or contaminated media is a EPA will assess the contaminated sediments using this 
or Relevant hazardous waste subject to regulation. If a contaminated criteria to determine whether they should be managed as 

and media exhibits the characteristics of a hazardous waste, hazardous waste. 
Appropriate RCRA hazardous waste regulations are applicable. If a 

contaminated media is sufficiently simitar to listed .RCRA 
hazardous wastes, these regulations are relevant and 
appropriate. 



APPENDIX D


AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT 

Federal RCRA Closure and 
Regulatory Post-Closure 
Requirements Requirements, 40 CFR, 
(cont) Subpart G 

RCRA Hazardous 
Waste Regulations 
(Storage and Disposal 
of Hazardous Waste) 
40 CFR Part 262, 
Subpart A, 40 CFR Part 
264, Subparts I and J. 

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act and 
regulations, 
16 USC 662, 663 
40 CFR 6.302(g) 

- APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

TABLE D-6 NS-4 (REMOVAL AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL) (cont.)
 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs (cont.)
 

STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN 
REQUIREMENT 

Relevant If contaminated sediments constitute characteristic hazardous Closure of units which contain sediments which are 
and waste or are sufficiently similar to listed RCRA hazardous wastes, characteristic hazardous wastes, or which are 

Appropriate these regulations are relevant and appropriate. Closure must be sufficiently similar to hazardous wastes, would attain 
completed in a manner that minimizes the need for further compliance with this standard. 
maintenance, and controls, minimizes or eliminates, to the extent 
necessary to protect human health and the environment, post-
closure escape of hazardous waste, hazardous constituents, 
leachate, contaminated run-off, or hazardous waste 
decomposition products to the ground or surface waters or to the 
atmosphere. 

Applicable Subpart A of Part 262 provides that a generator who treats, Will be attained. Any contaminated media which is 
stores, or disposes of hazardous waste on-site must determine characterized as a hazardous waste, free product, 
whether or not he has a hazardous waste, obtain an EPA drums, or contaminated equipment will be managed 
identification number for any hazardous waste and comply with and stored in accordance with the substantive 
the regulations regarding accumulation of hazardous waste and requirements of the cited regulations prior to being 
recordkeeping. Subparts I and J of Part 264 identify design, sent off-site for disposal. Disposal regulations will 
operating, monitoring, closure, and post-closure care also be complied with for any off-site disposal. 
requirements for long-term storage of RCRA hazardous waste in 
containers and tank systems, respectively. However, Section 
262.34(a) allows accumulation of RCRA hazardous wastes for up 
to 90 days in containers or tanks provided generator complies 
with requirements of Subparts I and J of Part 265. 

Applicable Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to protect fish Alternative NS-4 would comply with this ARAR. 
and wildlife when federal actions may alter waterways. Must Consultations with the USFWS would be made 
develop measures to prevent and mitigate potential loss to the during the design phase. 
maximum extent possible. 



AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 
(conl.) 

State 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

APPENDIX D


REQUIREMENT 

National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination 
System {NPDES).40 
CFR 122 

Massachusetts 
Wetlands Protection Act 
and Regulations, MGL 
c. 131 §40 
310 CMR 10.00 

Massachusetts Surface 
Water Quality 
Standards 314 CMR 
4.00 

- APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

TABLE D-6 NS-4 (REMOVAL AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL) (cont.)
 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs (cont.)
 

STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 
ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN 

REQUIREMENT 

Relevant Regulates the discharge of water into public surface waters. Alternative NS-4 would comply with this ARAR. 
and Major requirements include the following: Design specifications for the removal methods and 

Appropriate Use of best available technology economically achievable is procedures and design of the dewatering treatment 
required to control toxic and non-conventional pollutants. system would ensure that NS-4 would comply with 
Use of best conventional pollutant control technology is applicable standards. 
required to control conventional pollutants. Technology-
based limitations may be determined on a case-by-case 
basis. 
Applicable federally-approved state water quality standards 
must be complied with. These standards may be in addition 
to or more stringent than other federal standards under the 
CWA. 

Applicable Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, or polluting inland Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable 
wetland resource areas and impose performance standards for alternative method that would be less damaging to 
work in such areas. Protected resource areas include: 10.54 resource areas; (b) all practical measures would be 
(Bank); 10.55 (Bordering Vegetated Wetlands); 10.56 (Land taken to minimize adverse impacts on wetlands; (c) 
underwater); 10.57 (Bordering Land subject to Flooding); and stormwater discharges would be controlled through 
10.56 (Riverfront Area). best management practices (BMPs); (H) actions 

would be taken to minimize impact of hydrologic 
changes during the work to the extent practicable; 
(e) after completion of the work, there would be no 
significant net loss of flood storage capacity and no 
significant net increase in flood storage or velocities; 
and (f) disturbed vegetation, river, and riverbank 
would be restored. 

Applicable These standards designate the most sensitive uses for which the Alternative NS-4 would comply with this ARAR 
various waters of the Commonwealth shall be enhanced, through the use of engineering controls and 
maintained, or protected. Minimum water quality criteria required protective construction methods and procedures 
to sustain the designated uses are established. Federal AWQC that will be specified during the pre-design and 
are to be considered in determining effluent discharge limits. design phase of remediation. Treatment standards 
Where recommended limits are not available, site-specific limits and methods would be instituted for sediment 
shall be developed. dewatering effluent 

http:NPDES).40


AUTHORITY 

State 
Regulatory 
Requirements 
(cont) 

APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

TABLE D-6 NS-4 (REMOVAL AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL) (cont.) 

REQUIREMENT 

Water Quality Certification 
for Discharge of Dredged 
or Fill Material, Dredging 
and Dredged Material 
Disposal in Waters of the 
United States within the 
Commonwealth, 314 
CMR9.06 

Water Quality Certification 
for Discharge of Dredged 
or Fill Material, Dredging 
and Dredged Material 
Disposal in Waters of the 
United States within the 
Commonwealth, 314 
CMR 9.07 

Massachusetts Surface 
Water Discharge Permit 
Regulations, 314 CMR 
3.00 

Mass. Hazardous Waste 
Regulations (Storage of 
Hazardous Waste), 310 
CMR 30.300, 30.680. 
30.690 
310 CMR 30.340 

STATUS 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Relevant 
and 

Appropriate 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs (cont.) 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

For discharge of dredged or fill material, there must be no 
practicable alternative with less adverse impact on aquatic 
ecosystem; must take practicable steps to minimize adverse 
impacts on wetlands or land under water; stormwater 
discharges must be controlled with BMPs; must be no 
substantial adverse impact to physical, chemical, or biological 
integrity of surface waters. 

Hydraulic or mechanical dredging allowed; must avoid fisheries 
impacts. 

Regulates the discharge of water into public surface waters, 
allows Commonwealth to establish siaie standards under 
federal NPDES program. 

Requirements for long-term storage, transport and disposal of 
RCRA hazardous waste in containers and tank systems 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN
 
REQUIREMENT
 

Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable 
alternative method with less adverse impact on the 
aquatic ecosystem; (b) all practical measures would 
be taken to minimize adverse impacts on wetlands 
and land under water; (c) stormwater discharges 
would be controlled through BMPs; and (d) there 
would be no substantial long-term adverse impacts 
to integrity of river waters. 

Will be attained. There are no significant fisheries in 
area at present and aquatic habitat will be restored. 

See above discussion of federal NPDES 
requirements. 

See discussion of federal RCRA Hazardous Waste 
Regulations above. 



APPENDIX D- APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

REQUIREMENT 

Statement of Procedures on 
Wetlands Protection 40 CFR 
Part 6, App. A, Exec. Order 
11990(1977) 
40 CFR 6.302(a) 

Executive Order for 
Floodplain Management 
Exec. Order 11988 (1977) 
40 CFR Part 6, App. A. 
40 CFR 6.302(b) 

RCRA Floodplain 
Restrictions for Solid Waste 
Disposal Facilities and 
Practices 
40 CFR 257.3-1 

RCRA Floodplain 
Restrictions for Hazardous 
Waste Facilities 
(40 CFR 264.18(b)} 

Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act and 
regulations, 
16 USC 662, 663 
4pCFR6.302(g) 

TABLE D-6 NS-4 (REMOVAL AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL) (cont.) 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Applicable Federal agencies shall avoid, whenever possible, 
the long and short term impacts associated with the 
destruction of wetlands, and wetlands development 
wherever there is a practicable alternative in 
accordance with Executive Order 11990. 

Will be attained. There is no practicable alternative 
method to work in wetlands with less adverse impact 
and all practicable measures would be taken to 
minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. Erosion 
and sedimentation control measures would be adopted 
during construction and restoration activities. 

Applicable Federal agencies are required to reduce the risk of 
flood loss, minimize impact of floods, and restore 
and preserve the natural and beneficial values of 
floodplains. 

Will be attained. There is no practical alternative 
method to work in floodplains with less adverse impact 
and all practicable measures would be taken to 
minimize and mitigate any adverse impacts. Erosion 
and sedimentation control measures would be adopted 
during construction and restoration activities. 

Relevant and 
Appropriate 

Solid waste practices must not restrict the flow of a 
100-year flood, reduce the temporary water storage 
capacity of the floodplain or result In washout of 
solid waste, so as to pose a hazard to human life, 
wildlife, or land or water resources. 

Will be attained. The design specifications and required 
construction procedures would ensure that the 
implementation of Alternative NS-4 will comply with this 
ARAR for all areas within the 100-year floodplain. 

Relevant and 
Appropriate 

A hazardous waste treatment, storage, or disposal 
facility located in a 100-year floodplain must be 
designed, constructed, operated, and maintained to 
prevent washout or to result in no adverse effects on 
human health or the environment if washout were to 

Will be attained. The design specifications and required 
construction procedures would ensure that any 
treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous waste 
undertaken pursuant to Alternative NS-4 will comply with 
this ARAR. 

occur. 

Applicable Requires consultation with appropriate agencies to 
protect fish and wildlife when federal actions may 
alter waterways. Must develop measures to prevent 
and mitigate potential loss to the maximum extent 
possible. 

Alternative NS-4 will comply with this ARAR. 
Consultations with the USFWS will be made during the 
design phase. 



AUTHORITY 

Stale 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

TABLE D-6 NS-4 (REMOVAL AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL) (cont.) 

REQUIREMENT 

Massachusetts Wetlands 
Protection Act and 
Regulations, MGLc. 131 § 
40, 310 CMR 10.00 

Water Quality Certification 
for Discharge of Dredged or 
Fill Material, Dredging and 
Dredged Material Disposal in 
Waters of the United States 
within the Commonwealth, 
314 CMR 9.06 

Water Quality Certification 
for Discharge of Dredged or 
Fill Material, Dredging and 
Dredged Material Disposal in 
Waters of the United States 
within the Commonwealth, 
314 CMR 9.07 

STATUS
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

Applicable
 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs (cont.) 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Regulations restrict dredging, filling, altering, or 
polluting Inland wetland resource areas and impose 
performance standards for work in such areas. 
Protected resource areas include: 10.54 (Bank); 
10.55 (Bordering Vegetated Wetlands); 10.56 (Land 
underWater); 10.57 (Bordering Land subject to 
Flooding); and 10.58 (Riverfront Area). 

For discharge of dredged or fill material, there must 
be no practicable alternative with less adverse 
impact on aquatic ecosystem; must take practicable 
steps to minimize adverse impacts on wetlands or 
land under water, stormwater discharges must be 
controlled with BMPs; must be no substantial 
adverse impact to physical, chemical, or biological 
integrity of surface waters. 

Hydraulic or mechanical dredging allowed; must 
avoid fisheries impacts. 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable 
alternative that would be less damaging to resource 
areas; (b) all practical measures will be taken to 
minimize adverse impacts on wetlands; (c) stormwater 
discharges will be controlled through best management 
practices (BMPs); (d) actions will be taken to minimize 
impact of hydrologic changes during the work to the 
extent practicable; (e) after completion of the work, there 
will be no significant net loss of flood storage capacity 
and no significant net increase in flood storage or 
velocities; and (f) disturbed vegetation, river, and 
riverbank will be restored. 

Will be attained because (a) there is no practicable 
alternative method with less adverse impact on the 
aquatic ecosystem; (b) all practical measures would be 
taken to minimize adverse impacts on wetlands and 
land under water; (c) stormwater discharges would be 
controlled through BMPs; and (d) there would be no 
substantial long-term adverse impacts to integrity of 
river waters 

Will be attained. There are no significant fisheries in 
area at present and aquatic habitat will be restored. 



APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs)
 

TABLE D-6 NS-4 (REMOVAL AND OFF-SITE DISPOSAL) (cent.)
 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs
 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 
ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN 

REQUIREMENT 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System 
(NPDES).40CFR122 

Relevant 
and 

Appropriate 

Regulates the discharge of water into public surface waters. 
Major requirements include the following: 
• Use of best available technology economically 

achievable is required to control toxic and non-
conventional pollutants. Use of best conventional 
pollutant control technology is required to control 
conventional pollutants. Technology-based limitations 
may be determined on a case-by-case basis. 

• Applicable federally-approved state water quality 
standards must be complied with. These standards 
may be in addition to or more stringent than other 
federal standards under the CWA. 

Alternative NS-4 would comply with this ARAR. 
Design specifications for the dredging methods 
and procedures and design of the dewatering 
treatment system would ensure that NS-4 will 
comply with applicable standards. 

Clean Water Act. Ambient 
Water Quality Criteria, 33 
U.S.C. §1314, 40CFR 
131.36(b)(1) 

Applicable National recommended criteria for surface water quality. 
Arsenic Criteria: 
For protection of freshwater aquatic life due to chronic 
exposure: 150 ug/L 

Will be attained once contaminated sediments are 
removed. Design of the temporary sediment 
dewatering treatment system would also ensure 
that treated effluent will comply with applicable 
standards. 

State 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

Massachusetts Surface Water 
Quality Standards 314 CMR 
4.05(5)(e) 

Applicable Establishes federal water quality criteria as allowable water 
quality concentrations. Allows for site-specific criteria where 
federal criteria are invalid due to site-specific 
characteristics. 

See above discussion of federal water quality 
criteria. 

Massachusetts Surface Water 
Discharge Permit Regulations, 
31 4 CMR 3.00 

Applicable Regulates the discharge of water into public surface waters, 
allows Commonwealth to establish state standards under 
federal NPDES program. 

See above discussion of federal NPDES 
requirements. 

Criteria, 
Advisories, 
and Guidance 

EPA Health Advisories, Human 
Health Risk Assessment 
Guidance, and Ecological Risk 
Assessment Guidance 

To Be 
Considered 

These advisories and guidance documents provide 
guidance for developing health risk information and 
environmental assessments at Supertund sites. 

Risk guidance documents were used to evaluate 
human health and ecological risks associated with 
site-related contaminants and to develop cleanup 
standards. 



APPENDIX D- APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

TABLE D-7 DS-2 (INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS) 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN 
REQUIREMENT 

Federal National Recommended Relevant and Provides surface water quality standards for a number Will be attained. Surface water monitoring would be 
Regulatory Water Quality Criteria Clean Appropriate of organic and inorganic contaminants. conducted to confirm that sediment contamination 
Requirements Water Act-Section 304(a)(1 ) that is left In place does not impact surface water. 

State Regulatory Massachusetts Surface Relevant and Establishes federal water quality criteria as allowable Will be attained. Surface water monitoring would be 
Requirements Water Quality Standards Appropriate water quality concentrations. Allows for site-specific conducted to confirm that sediment contamination 

314CMR4.05(5)(e) criteria where federal criteria are Invalid due to site- that Is left in place does not Impact surface water. 
specific characteristics. 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

NA None NA There are no location-specific ARARs applicable There are no actions that would be performed that would 
for Alternative DS-2. Invoke a location-specific ARAR. 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 
ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN 

REQUIREMENT 

Federal National Recommended Water Applicable Provides surface water quality standards for a number of Will be attained. Surface water monitoring would be 
Regulatory Quality Criteria Clean Water organic and inorganic contaminants. conducted to confirm that sediment contamination 
Requirements Act-Section 304(a)(1) that is left in place does not impact surface water. 

State Massachusetts Surface Water Applicable Establishes federal water quality criteria as allowable Will be attained. Surface water monitoring would be 
Regulatory Quality Standards (314 CMR water quality concentrations. Allows for srfe-specific conducted to confirm that sediment contamination 
Requirements 4.00) criteria where federal criteria are invalid due to site- that is left in place does not impact surface water. 

specific characteristics 



APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

TABLE D-7 DS-2 (INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS)
 

AUTHORITY 

Criteria, 
Advisories, 
and Guidance 

REQUIREMENT 

Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs) 

Reference Doses (RfDs) 

EPA Health Advisories, Human 
Health Risk Assessment 
Guidance, and Ecological Risk 
Assessment Guidance 

STATUS 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

To Be
 
Considered
 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs (cont.) 

REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 

Guidance values used to evaluate the potential 
carcinogenic risk caused by exposure to contaminants. 

Guidance values used to evaluate the potential non
carcinogenic hazard caused by exposure to 
contaminants. 

These advisories and guidance documents provide 
guidance for developing health risk information and 
environmental assessments at Superfund sites. 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN 
REQUIREMENT 

CSFs were used to evaluate health risks associated 
with site-related contaminants. 

RfDs were used 1o evaluate health risks associated 
with site-related contaminants. 

Risk guidance documents were used to evaluate 
human health and ecological risks associated with 
site-related contaminants and to develop cleanup 
standards. 



APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

State Regulatory 
Requirements 

AUTHORITY 

NA 

AUTHORITY 

Federal 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

State 
Regulatory 
Requirements 

REQUIREMENT 

National Recommended 
Water Quality Criteria Clean 
Water Act-Section 304(a)(1 ) 

Massachusetts Surface 
Water Quality Standards 
314CMR4.05(5)(e) 

REQUIREMENT 

None 

REQUIREMENT 

National Recommended Water 
Quality Criteria Clean Water 
Act-Section 304{a)(1) 

Massachusetts Surface Water 
Quality Standards 314 CMR 
4.05{5)(e) 

TABLE D-8 SW-2 (MONITORING)
 

ACTION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

Relevant and 
Appropriate 

Provides surface water quality standards for a 
number of organic and inorganic contaminants. 

This ARAR will be attained because other media-specific 
alternatives are selected in conjunction with this alternative 
to address groundwater and sediment contaminant 
sources. 

Relevant and 
Appropriate 

Establishes federal water quality criteria as 
allowable water quality concentrations. Allows for 
site-specific criteria where federal criteria are 
invalid due to site-specific characteristics. 

This ARAR will be attained because other media-specific 
alternatives are selected in conjunction with this alternative 
to address groundwater and sediment contaminant 
sources. 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC ARARs 

STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS	 ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN REQUIREMENT 

NA	 There are no location-specific ARARs applicable There are no actions that would be performed that would 
for Alternative SW-2 (Monitoring). invoke a location-specific ARAR. 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC ARARs 

ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN 
STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS REQUIREMENT 

Relevant and Provides surface water quality standards for a This ARAR will be attained because other media-
Appropriate number of organic and inorganic contaminants.	 specific alternatives are selected in conjunction with 

this alternative to address groundwater and sediment 
contaminant sources. 

Relevant and Establishes federal water quality criteria as This ARAR will be attained because unless other 
Appropriate	 allowable water quality concentrations. Allows for media-specific alternatives are selected in conjunction 

site-specific criteria where federal criteria are with this alternative to address groundwater and 
invalid due to site-specific characteristics. sediment contaminant sources. 



APPENDIX D - APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE REQUIREMENTS (ARARs) 

AUTHORITY REQUIREMENT STATUS REQUIREMENT SYNOPSIS 
ACTIONS TO BE TAKEN TO ATTAIN 

REQUIREMENT 

Advisories, and EPA Health Advisories. Human To Be These advisories and guidance documents Risk guidance documents were used to evaluate 
Guidance Health Risk Assessment Considered provide guidance for developing health risk human health and ecological risks associated with site-

Guidance, and Ecological Risk information and environmental assessments at related contaminants and to develop cleanup 
Assessment Guidance Superfund sites. standards. 
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Industri-Plex, MAD076580950 
Operable Unit 02 

Woburn, MA 
and Including 

Wells G & H, MAD980732168 
Operable Unit 03 

Woburn, MA 

Record of Decision (ROD)
 
Administrative Record File
 

January 31,2006 

Instruction on Viewing Administrative Record Documents 

The following index, and the administrative record (AR) documents that it 
links to, are provided here as a courtesy to the public in a convenience copy 
format. Official copies of the AR can be viewed at the US EPA Region 1 
Superfund Record Center. The AR is available on CD-ROM for viewing at 
the Woburn Public Library repository, Woburn, MA. 

To view the documents as described in the following index, click on the 
desired entry and the linked Adobe Acrobat© PDF file will open in a 
separate window. When viewing each document, use the PDF bookmarks 
provided in some documents, or look for red, boxed instructions to navigate 
through the document. 

Prepared by
 
EPA New England
 

Office of Site Remediation & Restoration
 



Introduction to the Collection 

This is the administrative record file for the Industri-Plex Superftmd Site, Wobum, US, 
Operable Unit 02, Record of Decision (ROD), dated January 31, 2006. The file contains 
site-specific documents and a list of guidance documents used by EPA staff in selecting a 
response action at the site. 

This file includes, by reference, the administrative record file for the Proposed Plan, 
issued June 30, 2005 and the administrative record file for the Supplemental Proposed 
Plan, issued October 20, 2005. 

The administrative record file is available for review at: 

EPA New England Superfimd Records and Information Center
 
1 Congress Street, Suite 1100 (HSC)
 
Boston, MA 02114
 
(by appointment)
 
617-918-1440 (phone)
 
617-918-1223 (fax)
 
www.epa.gov/regionO 1 /supcrrund/resource/records.htnri
 

Woburn Public Library
 
45 Pleasant Street
 
Woburn, MA 01801
 
781-933-0148 (phone)
 
781-938-7860 (fax)
 
http://www.woburnpubliclibrarv.org/
 

Questions about this administrative record file should be directed to the EPA New 
England site manager. 

An administrative record file is required by the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments 
and Reauthorization Act (SARA). 

http:http://www.woburnpubliclibrarv.org
www.epa.gov/regionO
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INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE 

This Remedial Design/Remedial Action ("RD/RA") Statement of Work ("SOW") defines 
the response activities and deliverable obligations that the Settling Defendants are 
obligated to perform in order to implement the Work required under the Consent Decree 
at Operable Uni t 2 of the Industri-plex Superfurid Site in Woburn, Massachusetts 
("Industri-plex OU-2"). The activities described in this SOW are based upon the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency's ("EPA") Record of Decision ("ROD") for 
Industri-plex OU-2 signed by the Director of the Office of Site Remediation and 
Restoration, New England Region, on January 31, 2006. 

The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection ("MassDEP") concurred 
with the ROD, subject to the matters identified in MassDEP's January 30, 2006 
concurrence letter (see Appendix A of the ROD). 

II.	 DEFINITIONS 

The definitions provided in the Consent Decree, as well as the Record of Decision, are 
incorporated herein by reference. In addition, the following definitions shall apply to this 
SOW: 

A.	 "Design" shall mean an identification of the technology and its performance and 
operational specifications, in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and 
local laws, including, but not limited to: 

1.	 all computations used to size units, determine the appropriateness of 
technologies, and the projected effectiveness of the remedial action; 

2.	 scale drawings of all system layouts, including, but not limited to, 
excavation cross-sections, well logs and geologic cross-sections, cap cross 
sections, erosion and sedimentation controls, and wetland construction 
plans; 

3.	 materials handling and system layouts for any 
cxcavation/dredging/removal, treatment and disposal of sediments and/or 
soils; extraction, treatment and disposal of groundwater and/or surface 
water, and decontamination and demobilization of facilities to include size 
and location of units, treatment rates, location of electrical equipment and 
pipelines, and treatment of effluent discharge areas; 
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4.	 quant i ta t ive analysis demonstrating the anticipated effectiveness of the 
Remedial Design to achieve the Performance Standards; 

5.	 technical specifications \ \hich detail the following: 

a.	 size and type of each major component; and 

b.	 required performance criteria of each major component; 

6.	 description of the extent of environmental and ambient air monitoring 
including equipment, monitoring locations, and data handling procedures; 
and 

7.	 description of access, land easement, restrictive covenants, and any other 
Institutional Controls required by the selected remedy, including 
implementation plans, construction plans and specifications. 

III.	 SELECTED REMEDY 

The ROD describes the selected remedy for Industri-plex OU-2. The selected 
alternatives (SS-2, SUB-2, GW-2, GW-4 for WHP, HBHA-4, NS-4, DS-2, and SW-2) 
which comprise the selected remedy are described in the ROD and are generally depicted 
in Figures J-l through J-9, and Figure L-l of the ROD and this SOW. 

The major components of the selected remedy include the following: 

•	 Dredging and off-site disposal of contaminated sediments in the southern portion 
of the HBHA Pond; dredging and off-site disposal of contaminated near shore 
sediments at the Wells G&H Wetland and Cranberry Bog Conservation Area; and 
restoration of all disturbed areas. This component shall address sediments posing 
unacceptable human health risks for near shore sediments and unacceptable 
ecological risks for the southern portion of HBHA Pond. 

•	 Use of the northern portion of HBHA Pond as a sediment retention area (primary 
and secondary treatment cells) that shall intercept contaminated groundwater 
plumes (including arsenic, benzene, ammonia, 1,2-dichloroethane, trichloroethene 
and naphthalene) from Industri-plex OU-1 *, treat/sequester contaminants of 

« The boundaries of the Industri-plex Superfund Site, Industri-plex OU-1, and Industri
plex OU-2 are generally depicted in Figures A- l . A-2 and A-3, respectively, of the ROD 
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concern ( inc lud ing arsenic, bcn/.cnc and ammonia), and minimize downstream 
migration of contaminants ( including arsenic, ben/ene and ammonia). The 
primary treatment cell shall intercept the contaminated groundwater plumes 
discharging into the 11BHA Pond. The secondary treatment cell shall further treat 
contaminants of concern, and address any episodic releases from the primary 
treatment cell. The effluent from the northern portion of the HBHA Pond 
(secondary treatment cell outlet) shall serve as the surface \vater compliance 
boundary and achieve National Recommended Water Quality Criteria (NRWQC). 
Sediments \vhich accumulate in the northern portion of the HBHA Pond shall be 
periodically dredged and sent off-site for disposal. Portions of storm \vater from 
Halls Brook, \vhich may interfere with the natural treatment processes occurring 
within the northern portion of the HBHA Pond, shall be diverted to the southern 
portion of HBHA Pond. 

•	 If selected by EPA, In-situ Enhanced Bioremediation of contaminated 
groundwater plumes (e.g., benzene) at the West Hide Pile (WHP). 

•	 Construction of an impermeable cap to line stream channels (e.g. New Boston 
Street Drainway), and to prevent the discharge of contaminated groundwater 
plumes, contamination of stream sediments, downstream migration of 
contaminants of concern, and potential impacts to other components of the 
selected remedy. 

•	 Construction of a permeable cap to prevent contaminated soil erosion (e.g. Area 
A6), downstream migration of contaminants of concern, and potential impacts to 
other components of the selected remedy. 

•	 Establishing Institutional Controls to restrict contact with soils, groundwater, or 
deeper interior wetland sediments with concentrations above cleanup standards 
and protect the remedy. The controls shall be consistent with EPA's "Institutional 
Controls: A Site Manager's Guide to Identifying, Evaluating and Selecting 
Institutional Controls at Superfund and RCRA Corrective Action Cleanups" 
(OSWER 9355.0-74 FS-P, cited in EPA's Administrative Record Compendium of 
Guidance Documents). 

•	 Construction of compensatory wetlands for any loss of wetland functions and 
values associated with the selected remedy (e.g. northern portion of HBHA Pond, 
Halls Brook storm water by-pass, capped stream channels) nearby in the 
watershed. 

and this SOW. 
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•	 Long-term monitoring of the groundwnter, surface water, and sediments, periodic 
monitoring and inspection of the Institutional Controls, and periodic Five-Near 
Reviews of the remedy. 

Under the In-situ Enhanced Bioremediation at the West Hide Pile (WHP), the Settling 
Defendants shall collect additional groundwater. surface water and sediments data at near 
the WHP area (including the East Hide Pile (EHP)) and nearby wetlands to further 
understand contaminated groundwater migration and impacts. The data must also be 
sufficient for EPA to determine if additional unacceptable human health and/or 
ecological risks exist at the WHP and nearby wetlands. If Insti tut ional Controls have 
been properly established on the properties restricting human health exposures to 
contaminated groundwater and EPA determines that there are no other unacceptable 
human health and/or ecological risks, then it may not be necessary to implement this 
enhanced bioremediation component of the remedy at the WHP. 

The specific details of the design and implementation of the selected remedy will be finalized 
during the Remedial Design phase, and wil l depend on the results of the various pre-design 
investigations. The final design of the HBHA Pond component of the selected remedy may 
differ somewhat from the conceptual layout of the two low-head cofferdam system described in 
the ROD for the HBHA Pond component. The HBHA Pond component, for example, has many 
sub-components which are inter-dependent: The location of the first low-head cofferdam and 
size of the primary treatment cell will greatly depend upon pre-design investigations to further 
delineate the extent of the contaminated groundwater plumes' discharge into the HBHA Pond so 
that the primary treatment cell captures all of the contaminated groundwater plumes. The 
locations of the first low-head cofferdam, the size of the primary treatment cell and the design of 
the secondary treatment cell will directly affect other remedy components such as the length/size 
of the Halls Brook storm water by-pass system, the size of the southern portion of the HBHA 
Pond requiring dredging and restoration, and the amount of wetlands compensation. During the 
pre-design investigations and Remedial Design phase, efforts wil l be made to design the 
cofferdams to be the same height as the HBHA pond outlet invert level in order to further 
minimize flood storage losses, without diminishing the effectiveness and objectives of the 
primary and secondary treatment cells in conformance with the ROD. Depending upon the final 
design of the HBHA Pond component, one design option may be using the entire HBHA Pond as 
the sediment retention area which includes the primary and secondary treatment cells. The final 
design wil l comply with all applicable or relevant and appropriate ("ARAR") standards identified 
in the ROD, including, but not limited to, the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act, and 
Federal Statement of Procedures on Floodplain Management and Wetlands Protection (including 
Executive Order on Floodplain Management and Executive Order on Protection of Wetlands). 
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IV. PERFORMANCE STANDARDS 

The Settling Defendants shall design, construct, operate, monitor, and maintain the 
remedy in compliance with Section L of the ROD, all ARARs standards cited in the 
ROD, and all requirements of the Consent Decree and this SOW. The Performance 
Standards in the ROD are incorporated herein by reference. 

The Sealing Defendants shall uti l ize local labor and materials to the extent practicable in 
all design and construction activities. 

The Settling Defendants shall achieve the following Performance Standards described in 
the ROD. If EPA, in consultation with MassDEP, determines that a Performance 
Standard is no longer being attained, Settling Defendants shall take additional actions 
consistent with the terms of the Consent Decree. 

As required under CERCLA Section 121(c), EPA wil l review the Site at least once every 
five years after the initiation of remedial action at the Site if any hazardous substances, 
pollutants or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that allow for unrestricted use 
and unlimited exposure. As part of this review, EPA will review environmental 
monitoring data and evaluate the effectiveness of Institutional Controls to determine if 
the remedy is still protective of human health and the environment. Pursuant to Section 
VII of the Consent Decree, Settling Defendants shall conduct any studies and 
investigations as requested by EPA, in order to permit EPA to conduct these reviews. 

A. Cleanup Standards 

1. Ground Water Performance Standards 

SUMMARY OF GROUNDWATER PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 

Arsenic 150ug/L 
Benzene 4 ug/L 

1,2-Dichloroethane 2 ug/L 
Trichloroethene ug/L 

Naphthalene 5 ug/L 
Ammonia 4000 ug/L 

ug/L = micrograms per liter 

Institutional Controls shall be required to restrict unacceptable exposure to groundwater that 
exceeds these Performance Standards. As determined by EPA, In-situ Enhanced Bioremediation 
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may be required at the West I lide Pile to achieve grounduater performance standards. 

2.	 Soil Cleanup Standard
 
SUMMARY OF SOU. C L E A N U P
 
STANDARDS
 

Arsenic 30 ing/kg
 
mg. kg - milligrams per kilogram
 

Institutional Controls shall be required to restrict unacceptable exposure to soil that exceeds this 
Performance Standard. 

3.	 Sediment Cleanup Standards 
SUMMARY OF SEDIMENT CLEANUP STANDARDS 

Near Shore Cranberry Bog Conservation Area (e.g. CB-03) 

Arsenic 230 mg/kg 

Near Shore Wells G&H Wetland (e.g. WH, NT-3, 13/TT-27) 

Arsenic 300 mg/kg 
Benzo(a)pyrene 4.9 mg/kg 

Deeper Interior HBHA Wetland and Wells G&H Wetland 
(e.g. SC02, SC05, SC06, SC08)
 

Arsenic 300 mg/kg
 

HBHA Pond (ecological)
 

Arsenic 273 mg/kg 
mg/kg = milligrams per kilogram 

These sediment cleanup standards must be met at the completion of the remedial 
action at the points of compliance as follows: 

(a)	 The compliance point for near shore sediments at the Wells G&H 
Wetland is identified as the areas of accessible sediments (as 
determined-consistent with those sediment areas previously 
identified as accessible in the baseline risk assessment) targeted for 
excavation that currently exceed the sediment cleanup standard 
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extending up to 30 feet from the shore line (generally east/west 
direction) into the \\etlands and cont inuing laterally (generally 
north/south direction) u n t i l the sediment cleanup standard is 
achieved based upon confirmation samples analy/ed for arsenic 
and ben'/.o(a)pyrene using the most recent version ot'CPA
approved analytical methods. The shoreline generally begins at the 
edge of uetlands. The approximate location of the near shore 
sediment areas targeted for excavation wi th in the Wells G&H 
Wetland are generally depicted on Figures J-8 and L-l of the ROD 
and this SOW. Note: although a performance standard is 
established for benzo(a)pyrene in wetland sediments, interim 
sampling to better delineate the extent of excavation may be 
performed only for arsenic, due to the sediments being primarily 
and extensively contaminated with arsenic, and containing 
relatively low benzo(a)pyrene concentrations when compared with 
background concentrations. Final confirmatory sampling will 
require samples to be analyzed for arsenic and benzo(a)pyrene. 

(b)	 The compliance point for near shore sediments at the Cranberry 
Bog Conservation Area is identified as the areas of accessible 
sediments (as determined consistent with those sediment areas 
previously identified as accessible in the baseline risk assessment) 
targeted for excavation that currently exceed the sediment cleanup 
standard primarily along the drainage swales (also known as bog 
irrigation channels) and continuing until the sediment cleanup 
standard is achieved based upon confirmation samples analyzed for 
arsenic using the most recent version of EPA-approved analytical 
methods. The approximate location of the near shore sediment 
areas targeted for excavation within the Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area are generally depicted on Figures J-8 and L-l 
of the ROD and this SOW. 

(c)	 The compliance point for deeper interior wetland sediments at the 
HBHA Wetlands and Wells G&H Wetlands is identified as the 
areas targeted for potential future dredging projects that currently 
exceed the sediment cleanup standard for arsenic. The 
approximate location of the deeper interior wetland sediment areas 
exceeding the cleanup standard at HBHA Wetlands and Wells 
G&H Wetlands are generally depicted on Figures J-9 and L-l of 
the ROD and this SOW. 
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(d)

(e)

Statement of Work
Industri-plex Superfund Site
Woburn. Massachusetts

 The compliance point for sediments at the southern portion of the 
I Hil lA Pond is identif ied as the areas for excavation/removal that 
currently exceed the sediment cleanup standard and continuing 
unt i l the sediment cleanup standard is achieved based upon 
confirmation samples analyzed for arsenic using the most recent 
version of L:PA-approved analytical methods. The approximate 
boundaries of the I IBM A pond ( inc luding northern and southern 
portions of the pond) are generally depicted on Figure J-6 of the 
ROD and this SOW. However, the boundaries of the area of 
sediment to be remediated in the southern portion of the HBHA 
Pond shall not be determined unt i l the size and location of the 
primary and secondary treatment cells within the northern portion 
of the HBHA pond is determined. The specific details of the 
design and implementation of the selected remedy will be finalized 
during the Remedial Design phase, and wil l depend on the results 
of the various pre-desigri investigations. The final design of the 
HBHA Pond component of the selected remedy may differ 
somewhat from the conceptual layout of the two low-head 
cofferdam system described in the ROD for the HBHA Pond 
component. Depending upon the final design of the HBHA Pond 
component, one design option may be using the entire HBHA 
Pond as the sediment retention area which includes the primary 
and secondary treatment cells. If the entire HBHA Pond is used, 
then sediment excavation/removal would no longer be needed 
within the pond, except for sediment removal performance 
standards under Section IV.B.l(a). 

 The compliance point for the impermeable cap is identified as the 
area of the stream channel (e.g., New Boston Street Drainway) 
where contaminated groundwater plumes discharge into the 
channel, contaminate sediments, and potentially migrate 
downstream, impacting components of the selected remedy 
(including the remediated southern portion of the HBHA Pond). 
The approximate location of the New Boston Street Drainway is 
generally depicted on Figures J-6 and L-l of the ROD and this 
SOW. The location and boundaries of stream channel(s) areas 
requiring an impermeable cap w i l l be determined during design 
based upon where contaminated groundwater plumes discharge 
into the stream channcl(s). These locations and boundaries shall 
consider groundwater concentrations which may contaminate 
sediment (above HBHA Pond sediment cleanup levels) and/or 
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surface water (above surface water cleanup standards). 

(f)	 The compliance point for the permeable cap is identified as the 
area where contaminated soils are above the HBHA Pond sediment 
cleanup standard for arsenic (e.g.. Area A6), and may erode and 
migrate downstream impacting components of the selected remedy 
(including the Northern Portion of the HBHA Pond)). The 
approximate location of the Area A6 is generally depicted on 
Figures J-6 and L-l of the ROD and this SOW, and other figures in 
the MSGRP RI and FS. The location and boundaries of 
contaminated soils requiring a permeable cap adjacent/near the 
HBHA Pond will be determined during design based upon soil 
concentrations that exceed the HBHA Pond sediment cleanup 
standard for arsenic. 

4. Surface Water Cleanup Standards 

SUMMARY OF SURFACE WATER CLEANUP
 
STANDARDS
 

Arsenic 150ug/L 
Benzene 46 ug/L 
Ammonia (temperature and pH 
dependent) NRWQC 

ug/L = micrograms per liter 

The surface water cleanup standard for arsenic (150 ug/L) is set at the NRWQC 
Criterion Continuous Concentration (NRWQC-CCC)(chronic criterion) value 
(EPA 2002). The surface water cleanup standard for ammonia is set at the 
NRWQC-CCC (chronic criterion) value for Fish Early Life Stages Present and is 
a 30-day average concentration of total ammonia nitrogen (in mg N/L), not to be 
exceeded more than once every three years on average. Since the toxicity of 
ammonia varies depending on water temperature and pH, the ammonia NRWQC
CCC value is adjusted for temperature and pH in accordance with EPA's 1999 
Update of Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Ammonia; dated December 1999 
(EPA Document No. EPQ-822-R-99-014). The cleanup standard for benzene (46 
ug/l) for the HBHA Pond is set at the Water Quality values calculated using Great 
Lakes Water Quality Initiative Tier II methodology (Tier II benchmark value). 

These surface water cleanup standards must be met at the completion of the 
remedial action at the point of compliance, which is defined as the discharge point 
of the secondary treatment cell within the northern portion of the HBHA pond. 
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Those cleanup standards are consistent wi th ARARs for surface water, attain 
[•'PA's risk management goals for remedial action, and are protective of the 
environment. The specific details of the design and implementation of the 
selected remedy w i l l be finali/.ed during the Remedial Design phase, and wi l l 
depend on the results of the various prc-design investigations. The final design of 
the HBHA Pond component of the selected remedy may differ somewhat from the 
conceptual layout of the two low-head cofferdam system described in the ROD 
for the HBHA Pond component. Depending upon the final design of the HBHA 
Pond component, one design option may be using the entire HBHA Pond as the 
sediment retention area which includes the primary and secondary treatment cells. 

B.	 Additional Performance Standards 

I.	 Groundwater Intercept System 

(a)	 HBHA Pond shall be used to intercept contaminated groundwater plumes 
from Industri-plex OU-1 and sequester/treat contaminants so that surface 
water discharge from the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (i.e. 
sediment retention area which includes the primary and secondary 
treatment cells) is below surface water cleanup standards (e.g. National 
Recommended Water Quality Criteria, benchmark criteria) for those 
contaminants. Sediments that accumulate in the northern portion of the 
HBHA Pond (or a larger portion of the pond as referenced in Section 
IV.A.3(d)) shall be removed periodically and disposed off-site at an 
approved licensed facility in conformance with the ROD and all ARARs. 
The northern portion of the HBHA Pond shall be divided into a primary 
and secondary treatment cell to achieve cleanup standards, comply with 
remedial action objectives, and not impact other components of the 
selected remedy. The sediments that accumulate in the northern portion of 
the HBHA Pond shall be removed periodically to prevent excessive 
accumulation of sediments, maintain the integrity of the chemocline, and 
maintain the functions of the primary and secondary treatment cells. The 
dredging measures associated with the northern portion of the HBHA 
Pond may include hydraulic dredging measures. In addition to other 
design and performance criteria that will be detailed in the remedial 
design, the following conditions wi l l trigger dredging in the northern 
portion of the HBHA Pond (primary and/ or secondary treatment cells): I) 
if the chemocline rises to within 100 cm of the top of the primary 
treatment cell low-head cofferdam (first cofferdam) outlet, or 2) 
concentrations of surface water effluent/outlet from the second treatment 
cell low-head cofferdam (second cofferdam) exceed the surface water 
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cleanup standards. However. F.PA may allow the Settling Defendants to 
implement interim measures, in order to postpone dredging aetivities at 
the 1 IBI1A Pond, if HPA determines sueh interim measures w i l l prevent 
excessive accumulation of sediments, maintain the integrity of the 
chemoeline. and maintain the functions of the primary and secondary 
treatment cells. These interim measures (for example, actions other than 
dredging) may temporarily postpone the need for dredging operations u n t i l 
the interim measures are no longer effective and excessive sediment 
accumulation and/or deteriorating surface water treatment performance 
w i t h i n	 primary and/or secondary treatment cells requires dredging. 
Frequent long-term monitoring wi l l be necessary to monitor the system. 

A portion of the sediments in the northern portion of the HBHA Pond help 
maintain the supply of ferrous iron that contributes to the capture of 
arsenic near the chemoeline and promote microbial degradation, which 
suggests that when dredging becomes necessary, only partial dredging 
should be implemented sufficient to lower the elevation of the chemoeline 
and provide further sediment retention capacity. Also, dredging in the 
northern portion of the HBHA Pond should only be implemented when 
necessary to ensure the selected remedy is functioning appropriately, to 
achieve the remedial action objectives and standards, and to ensure that 
the chemoeline remains sufficiently low in the water column to prevent 
elevated releases of contaminants of concern downstream of the HBHA 
Pond; 

(b)	 Sediments and surface water in the southern portion of the HBHA Pond 
shall be removed and restored to achieve sediment and surface water 
cleanup standards in conformance with the ROD, and all ARARs, 
including, but not limited to, the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act 
and Federal Clean Water Act; 

(c)	 Storm water by-pass system shall be designed and constructed for storm 
surface water flows (e.g. Halls Brook) that may disrupt the chemoeline 
(stratification of the heavier (greater density) contaminated deep water and 
lighter (lower density) shallow water) and sequestering/treatment 
processes within the northern portion of the HBHA Pond, and/or cause 
contamination above performance standards to migrate downstream. The 
specific details of the design and implementation of the selected remedy 
w i l l be finalized during the Remedial Design phase, and wil l depend on 
the results of the various pre-design investigations. The final design of the 
HBHA Pond component of the selected remedy may differ somewhat 
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from the conceptual layout of the t\vo low-head cofferdam system 
described in the ROD for the HBHA Pond component; 

Construction of the storm water by-pass system may be postponed, or 
avoided if a storm water holding and velocity dissipation system is instead 
evaluated, designed, and constructed. If EPA, in consultation wi th 
MassDEP, determines that the constructed storm water holding and 
velocity dissipation system satisfactorily addresses all the storm water by
pass system requirements and objectives in accordance with the ROD, 
including all ARARs at the surface water point of compliance (i.e. the 
discharge point of the secondary treatment cell within the northern portion 
of the HBHA pond), then construction of the storm water by-pass system 
may not be necessary. If EPA, in consultation with MassDEP, determines 
that the storm water holding and velocity dissipation system is 
unsatisfactory, then construction of a storm water by-pass system wi l l be 
required; 

(d)	 Impermeable caps shall be designed and constructed to line stream 
channels and prevent the discharge of contaminated groundwater plumes 
into surface water (e.g. New Boston Street Drainway), downstream 
migration of contaminants of concern and potential impacts to other 
components of the selected remedy; 

(e)	 Permeable caps shall be designed and constructed to prevent contaminated 
soil erosion (e.g. Area A6), downstream migration of contaminants of 
concern, and potential impacts to other components of the selected 
remedy; and 

(0 Wetland and water function and value losses resulting from the selected 
remedy (e.g. northern portion of the HBHA Pond, stormwater by-pass 
system, capped areas) shall be compensated nearby in the watershed in 
conformance with the ROD and all ARARs, including, but not limited to, 
the Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act and Federal Clean Water Act. 

The HBHA Pond remedy components associated with the Groundwater Intercept 
System are generally and conceptually depicted on Figures J-6, J-7 and L-l of the 
ROD and this SOW. The size/area and location of the primary and secondary 
treatment cells within the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (i.e. sediment 
retention area which includes primary and secondary treatment cells), as well as 
the southern portion of the HBHA pond, stormwater by-pass system, permeable 
and impermeable caps, and compensatory wetlands, shall be determined during 
design. 
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In addition, the design process for the I I H I I  A Pond component of the selected 
remedy \v i l l consider minimizing tlood storage losses. Any flood storage losses 
resulting from the selected remedy shall be compensated nearby in the watershed 
in conformance with the ROD and all ARARs, including, but not limited to, the 
Massachusetts Wetlands Protection Act, and Federal Statement of Procedures on 
Floodplain Management and Wetlands Protection (including Executive Order on 
Floodplain Management and Executive Order on Protection of Wetlands). 

2.	 Aberjona River Sediments 

(a)	 Near-shore sediments in the Wells G & H Wetland and the Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area exceeding the sediment cleanup standards are to be 
removed, the near shore area shall be restored, and the contaminated 
sediments shall be dewatered and disposed of off-site at an approved 
licensed facility in conformance with the ROD and all ARARs, including, 
but not limited to, the Wetlands Protection Act and Clean Water Act. The 
general locations of the near-shore areas requiring excavation are depicted 
on Figure J-8 in the ROD. 

(b)	 Implementation of this remedy component should include measures to: 
prevent the downstream migration of contaminants during construction; 
dewater the area proposed for excavation (as necessary) and dewater 
excavated materials; treat resulting water; install low-head cofferdams or 
other means to hydraulically isolate excavation areas from the open water 
portions of the wetland; replace wetland substrate and vegetation that was 
removed; and restore all areas impacted during construction in 
conformance with the ROD and all ARARs, including, but not limited to, 
the Wetlands Protection Act and Clean Water Act. During design, 
proposed construction methods, access points, and haul routes will be 
discussed and coordinated with local officials to ensure that adverse 
impacts on the community during construction are minimized. 

3.	 Institutional Controls 

Institutional Controls shall be consistent with EPA's "Institutional Controls: A 
Site Manager's Guide to Identifying, Evaluating and Selecting Institutional 
Controls at Superfund and RCRA Corrective Action Cleanups" (OSWER 9355.0
74 FS-P, cited in EPA's Administrative Record Compendium of Guidance 
Documents). The selected remedy may require Institutional Controls to be 
established in the form of a Grant of Environmental Restriction and Easement, 
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running \ v i t h the land. Any such Inst i tut ional Controls^ for which a request to 
MassDliP to serve as grantee is anticipated, shall also be consistent with liPA and 
MassDliP guidance documents and regulatory requirements, inc luding any model 
forms/ documents applicable to Inst i tut ional Controls (e.g. Grant of 
Environmental Restriction and Liasement). Li PA, in consultation wi th MassDCP, 
shall approve of the form, design and implementation of each Insti tutional 
Controls remedy component, including (a) through (d) below. 

(a)	 Risks from exposure to contaminated groundvvater shall be controlled 
through the implementation of Institutional Controls. In areas where 
groundvvater contamination exceeds the above performance standards in 
Section IV.A.I, Institutional Controls shall be required to restrict drinking 
water, industrial process water, or other purposes (such as water for a 
commercial car wash facility and groundwater encountered during 
excavation activities). 

(b)	 Risks from exposure to contaminated surface (0' - 3' below ground 
surface) and sub-surface (3' - 15' below ground surface) soils in the 
former Mishawum lakebed area shall be controlled through the 
implementation of Institutional Controls. In areas where surface or sub
surface soil contamination exceeds the cleanup standards in Section 
IV.A.2, Institutional Controls shall be required to restrict excavations 
without adequate worker health and safety precautions (e.g. engineering 
controls, personal protective equipment (PPE), monitoring, etc.) to 
minimize or prevent direct contact with contaminated soil during removal 
activities, and restrict potential on-site and off-site spread of 
contamination. Furthermore, on properties where surface soils exceed the 
cleanup standards, it will also be necessary to restrict land use so that child 
care facilities are prohibited in those areas, as well as other analogous land 
uses where children will be exposed to soil at similar high frequency and 
intensity such as schools, residential yards, etc. 

(c)	 Risks to humans from future exposures to deeper interior wetland 
sediments at the Halls Brook Holding Area (HBHA) Wetland and Wells G 
& H Wetland by dredging workers shall be addressed through the use of 
Institutional Controls in areas where sediment contamination exceeds the 
cleanup standards. In areas where deeper interior wetland sediment 
contamination exceeds the cleanup standards in Section IV.A.3, 
Institutional Controls shall be required to restrict dredging without 
adequate precautions (e.g. engineering controls, PPE, monitoring, etc.) to 
minimize or prevent direct contact with contaminated sediment during 
dredging activities, including regulatory oversight. 
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(d)	 Institutional Controls shall also be required to ensure that any remedial 
components constructed as part of the selected remedy, such as, but not 
limited to. monitoring \vells throughout the site, covers or caps over 
contaminated soil areas, or low-head cofferdams, or other structures 
constructed or equipment in or near the HBHA Pond as part of the remedy 
are not disturbed or otherwise compromised by any other use or activity. 
Permanent access to all components of the remedy will also be obtained. 

4.	 Long-term Monitoring 

(a)	 Groundwater monitoring shall be included to ensure that contaminated 
soils that are left in place do not impact groundwater and do not create 
unacceptable human health or ecological risks in the future. Groundwater 
monitoring wells shall be installed to evaluate contaminant trends and 
human health and ecological risks or hazards. Monitoring scope and 
frequency could change over time. Monitoring shall also be performed to 
evaluate the performance of the selected remedy. 

(b)	 Long-term inspections (e.g. walkovers, video/ photographs, checklists, 
etc.) and monitoring (e.g. frequency, entity(ies) responsible for 
monitoring, etc.) shall be required to ensure that Institutional Controls 
remain effective and are being enforced. 

(c)	 Long-term monitoring of groundwater, surface water, sediments and biota 
is necessary to evaluate the performance of the remedy and re-colonization 
of biota in the dredged area (excluding sediments that accumulate in, and 
are periodically dredged from, the northern portion of the HBHA Pond 
(i.e. sediment retention area which includes the primary and secondary 
treatment cells)), as well as the effectiveness of any revegetation, wetland 
restoration, or wetland replication area. Any post remedy monitoring for 
the presence of benthic organisms in the HBHA Pond will consider 
natural, non-site related factors (e.g., naturally occurring anoxia in deep 
portions of the water body) that could inhibit the benthic community. 

(d)	 Long-term monitoring of the northern portion of the HBHA Pond (i.e. 
sediment retention area which includes the primary and secondary 
treatment cells) shall be necessary to evaluate its sequestering/ treatment 
effectiveness and performance, as well as the chemocline (continued 
stratification of contaminated water based on higher density water with 
higher salt content). Monitoring shall include, at a minimum, the 
installation and monitoring of sampling stations at discrete sample depths 
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(e.g. sampling intervals 25 em to 50 cm apart) in the northern portion of 
the 111)1 IA Pond for contaminants of concern, specific conductance, 
dissolved oxygen, ferrous iron (filtered), total iron (unfiltered), and other 
appropriate water quality parameters, as \vell as monitoring at the outlets 
of the primary and secondary treatment cells. The monitoring shall also 
include sediment accumulation monitoring within the northern portion of 
t h e l l B H A P o n d . 

(c)	 It shall also be necessary to monitor the performance of the selected 
remedy and contaminant trends and migration patterns at Industri-plex 
OU-2 and downstream along the Aberjona River and Mystic Lakes. At a 
minimum, surface water monitoring at the HBHA Pond and monitoring 
along the series of surface water monitoring stations at Industri-plex OU
2, and downstream along the Aberjona River and Mystic Lakes is required 
(similar to Remedial Investigation surface water monitoring locations as 
generally depicted in Figure E-l of the ROD and this SOW). The 
monitoring shall also include a component of periodic sediment 
monitoring within Industri-plex OU-2 boundaries (e.g. wetlands near West 
Hide Pile, HBHA, Wells G&H Wetlands, Cranberry Bog Conservation 
Area) and Upper Mystic Lakes including the upper and lower forebays. 
This monitoring shall also include groundwater monitoring so that the fate 
and transportation trends of the groundwater plumes (as well as the 
surface water monitoring) and performance of the selected remedy can be 
adequately monitored. 

5.	 Wetlands Mitigation and Restoration 

For each wetland or aquatic habitat impacted by the remedy, design submittals shall 
include mitigation and restoration plans, mitigation and restoration monitoring plans, 
and performance standards in conformance with the ROD, and all ARARS including, 
but not limited to, the Massachusetts Wetland Protection Act (e.g. 310 CMR 10.55 
(4)(b)), Federal Statement of Procedures on Floodplain Management and Wetlands 
Protection (including Executive Order on Floodplain Management and Executive 
Order on Protection of Wetlands), and Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to 
Federal regulations for compliance with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, US 
Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory Guidance Letter dated August 3, 2006). 

V.	 REMEDIAL DESIGN 

The Settling Defendants shall develop a final Remedial Design for the remedy described 
in the ROD and this SOW that meets the Performance Standards specified in Section IV 
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of this SOW. Section V.A. describes the Settling Defendants' responsibilities for 
selecting a contractor and developing and implementing a surface water monitoring plan. 
Section V.B. describes the Settling Defendants' responsibilities for submitting 
deliverable:; dur ing the Remedial Design. Section V.C. describes the Settling 
Defendants' responsibilities for conducting Remedial Design Project Meetings. 

The Settling Defendants shall sequence the implementation of final Remedy Design and 
Remedial Action from upstream to downstream locations, so that contamination does not 
migrate from unremediated upstream areas and potentially impact downstream 
components of the remedy, unless otherwise approved by EPA. Sequencing may not 
apply to (i) the implementation of In-Situ Enhanced Bioremediation at the West Hide 
Pile; and (i i) groundwater, surface water and sediment investigations at/near the West 
Hide Pile, East Hide Pile, and adjacent wetlands investigations, to further evaluate the 
hide piles' potential impacts on human health and the environment (exceeding the 
cleanup standards established for this remedy). Consistent with this sequencing, no 
construction work shall occur in the Wells G&H Wetlands and Cranberry Bog 
Conservation Area until construction is substantially complete in upstream areas (e.g. 
HBHA Pond component of the remedy). 

A.	 Initial Remedial Steps 

The Init ial Remedial Steps Phase shall consist of contractor selection, and surface 
water monitoring plan implementation. 

The Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA and MassDEP a Remedial Design 
Init ial Remedial Steps schedule for the required deliverables (electronic and hard 
copies) as stated herein for each of the Initial Remedial Design activities. 

1.	 All work performed by the Settling Defendants pursuant to the Consent 
Decree shall be carried out under the oversight of a qualified Supervising 
Contractor and/or Project Coordinator, the selection of which shall be 
subject to disapproval by EPA. Within thirty (30) days after receipt of 
notice of the lodging of the Consent Decree, the Respondents shall notify 
EPA and MassDEP in writing of the name, title, and qualifications of the 
Supervising Contractor and the Project Coordinator they propose to use in 
carrying out all work required under the Consent Decree. EPA wi l l issue a 
notice of disapproval or an authorization to proceed. If at any time 
thereafter, Settling Defendants propose to change a Supervising 
Contractor and/or Project Coordinator, Settling Defendants shall give such 
notice to EPA and MassDEP, and must obtain an authorization to proceed 
from EPA before the new Supervising Contractor and/or Project 
Coordinator performs, directs, or supervises any Work under this Consent 
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Decree. 

2.	 All Remedial Design Work performed by the Settling Defendants pursuant 
to the Consent Decree shall be carried out under the direction and 
supervision of a qualified Remedial Design Contractor, the selection of 
\vhich shall be subject to disapproval by I:PA. Within thirty (30) days 
after receipt of notice of the lodging of the Consent Decree, the Settling 
Defendants shall notify EPA and MassDHP in writing of the name, title, 
and qualifications of the Remedial Design Contractor they propose to use 
in carrying out all Remedial Design Work required under the Consent 
Decree. EPA will issue a notice of disapproval or an authorization to 
proceed. If at any time thereafter, Settling Defendants propose to change 
the Remedial Design Contractor, Settling Defendants shall give such 
notice to EPA and MassDEP, arid must obtain an authorization to proceed 
from EPA before the new Remedial Design Contractor performs, directs, 
or supervises any Work under this Consent Decree. 

3.	 Within 30 days after approval of the Remedial Design Contractor, the 
Settling Defendants shall submit a Surface Water Monitoring Plan to EPA 
and MassDEP for EPA's review and approval or modification, after 
reasonable opportunity for review and comment by MassDEP. The 
Surface Water Monitoring Plan shall consist of monthly baseflow surface 
water sampling and quarterly storm flow sampling, and include a proposed 
schedule for all deliverables (Initial Remedial Steps schedule). The 
location and frequency of sampling shall be consistent with the monitoring 
conducted during the Remedial Investigation. The Surface Water 
Monitoring Plan shall include all monitoring and analyses necessary to 
satisfy the surface water monitoring outlined in the ROD and shall be 
generally consistent with the monitoring conducted during the RI/FS. It 
shall continue until the implementation of the Operation and Maintenance 
Plan, which shall include Long-Term Environmental Monitoring (much of 
the surface water monitoring will continue under Operation and 
Maintenance). The data shall be utilized to monitor surface water trends 
and demonstrate compliance during implementation of the remedy. 
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4.	 A Project Operations Plan (POP) shall be prepared in support of all 
fieldwork to be conducted according to the Surface Water Monitoring 
Plan. The Sett l ing Defendants shall prepare the POP in accordance w i t h 
Attachment A. w h i c h shall include, but not be l imited to, the fo l lowing: 

(a)	 a Site Management Plan (SMP); 

(b)	 a Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) which includes: 

(i)	 a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP); 

(ii)	 a Field Sampling Plan (FSP); 

( i i i )	 a site-specific Health and Safety Plan (HSP); 

(iv)	 a detailed description of how field data will be 
interpreted and presented in subsequent monthly 
baseflow and quarterly storm flow reports; and 

(vi)	 a maintenance program which shall contain 
provisions for inspection, continued maintenance, 
and repair of the surface water monitoring 
equipment and stations. 

5.	 Upon receiving EPA's approval or modification of the Surface Water 
Monitoring Plan, the Settling Defendants shall implement the Surface 
Water Monitoring Plan, and within sixty (60) days of receiving EPA's 
approval or modification of the Surface Water Monitoring Plan, the 
Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA and the MassDEP the first 
monthly baseflow Surface Water Monitoring Report. The Settling 
Defendants shall also submit storm flow Surface Water Monitoring 
Reports to EPA and MassDEP on quarterly basis. The Settling 
Defendants shall continue to implement the Surface Water Monitoring 
Plan and submit these monthly and quarterly reports until EPA approves 
and the Settling Defendants initiate the Environmental Monitoring Plan 
under Section VI.H. of this SOW (Initiation of Final Environmental 
Monitoring Plan and Revised POP). 

B.	 Delivcrables 

The Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA and MassDEP the required 
deliverables (electronic and hard copies) as stated herein for each of the Remedial 
Design activities. Except where expressly stated otherwise in this SOW, each 
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deliverable shall be subject to review and approval or modification or disapproval 
by KPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and comment by MassDEP, in 
accordance with Section XI of the Consent Decree, EPA Approval of Plans and 
Other Submissions. EPA will consider requests from the Settling Defendants to 
combine l\vo or more of the deliverable described below into one or more 
deliverable. 

The Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA and MassDEP a Remedial Design 
Deliverables schedule for the required deliverables (electronic and hard copies) as 
stated herein for each of the Remedial Design activities. 

1.	 Design Progress Reports 

On the 10th working day of every month beginning in the month EPA 
approves the Supervising Contractor and until EPA approval of the 100% 
Design,	 the Settling Defendants shall submit Design Progress Reports to 
the EPA and MassDEP in accordance with Section X of the Consent 
Decree, Reporting Requirements. The reports shall summarize all 
activities that have been conducted in the two months preceding the 
Design	 Progress Report and those activities planned for the next two 
months. The Design Progress Reports shall also identify the current 
percent design complete, any problems encountered and/or changes to the 
schedule, and shall summarize all the results of sampling and tests and all 
other data received by the Settling Defendants. 

2.	 Remedial Design Work Plan 

(a)	 Within sixty (60) days after EPA approval of the Remedial 
Design Contractor, the Settling Defendants shall submit a 
Remedial Design Work Plan with Settling Defendants' 
certification. The Remedial Design Workplan shall include 
a Remedial Design POP for any fieldwork to support 
investigations to take place during Remedial Design and 
prior to Remedial Action. 

(b)	 The Remedial Design POP shall be prepared in accordance 
with Attachment A of this SOW, and shall include, at a 
minimum: 

(i)	 Site Management Plan (SMP); 

(ii)	 Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) which includes: 
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(c)

(d)

(e)

(0

1I) Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP); 

(2) Field Sampling Plan (FSP); 

(3) Site-specific Health and Safety Plan (HSP); 
and 

(4) Community Relations Support Plan (which 
includes Surface Water Monitoring 
Plan)(CRSP). 

 The Remedial Design Workplan and POP shall summarize 
all activities to be undertaken in connection with the 
Remedial Design phase. The Remedial Design Workplan 
and POP shall include, at a minimum, detailed descriptions 
of all activities to be undertaken in connection with the 
Remedial Design, identification of the specific activities 
necessary to complete the Remedial Design, and a 
proposed schedule for completion of Remedial Design and 
all deliverables (Remedial Design Deliverables schedule); 
and detail the proposed scope and schedule for all 
deliverables for the Remedial Design. 

 Within 30 days after the Settling Defendants receive EPA 
approval or modification, after reasonable opportunity for 
review and comment by MassDEP, of the Remedial Design 
Workplan and POP, the Settling Defendants shall initiate 
the design activities in accordance with the Remedial 
Design Workplan and the schedules set forth therein. 

 The Remedial Design Workplan and POP shall be 
consistent with Section VI of the Consent Decree 
(Performance of Work by the Performing Settling 
Defendants), and Section L of the ROD, this SOW, and 
EPA's RD/RA guidance, then in effect. 

 The Remedial Design Workplan and POP shall describe in 
detail, at a minimum, the activities to be undertaken during 
the Remedial Design Phase per Section L of the Record of 
Decision, as well as any other investigations proposed by 
EPA or proposed by the Settling Defendants and approved 
by EPA. Some of these investigations include: 
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investigations to delineate the l imi t s of 
contamination requiring remediation in areas 
of accessible sediments; 

investigations to further delineate the limits 
of contamination requiring Institutional 
Controls ( including areas requiring caps) 
and evaluate background groundwater 
conditions for ammonia; 

studies to evaluate the most appropriate 
form(s) of Institutional Controls for the 
various components of the remedy, taking 
into account the various exposure pathways, 
and support the design and implementation 
of Institutional Controls. The studies shall 
evaluate the estimated duration, long-term 
effectiveness and enforceability of various 
forms of Institutional Controls, including but 
not limited to deed restrictions, easements, 
regulatory action, zoning ordinances, and/or 
other legal and/or administrative measures, 
either individually or in combination. The 
evaluation shall take into consideration all 
EPA and MassDEP guidance documents and 
regulatory requirements, including any 
available model forms/ documents 
applicable to Institutional Controls (e.g. 
Grant of Environmental Restriction and 
Easement). The studies shall also include 
examination of property title and related title 
work, and shall consider the practicality of 
establishing various forms of Institutional 
Controls taking into consideration the nature 
and scope of existing encumbrances on the 
subject property and the ease or difficulty of 
obtaining subordination agreements relative 
to such encumbrances; 

(iv)	 topographical or otherwise appropriate 
surveys to delineate property boundaries, 
boundaries of each individual area requiring 
Inst i tu t ional Controls within each property, 
uti l i t ies, rights-of-way, and easements in 
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order to establish the necessary Ins t i tu t iona l 
Controls; 

(v)	 studies to locate property suitable for the 
construction of compensatory wetlands to 
mitigate wetland and water function and 
value losses associated wi th the remedy; 

(vi)	 investigation of the contaminated 
groundwater plumes and where they 
discharge into the HBHA Pond so that size 
and location of the primary treatment cell 
can be appropriately located and capture the 
groundwater plumes (e.g. arsenic, benzene, 
ammonia); 

(vii)	 investigations regarding the design and 
construction of the primary and/ or 
secondary treatment cells in the HBHA 
Pond, including various vertical (e.g. 
secondary treatment cell) and shallow 
horizontal (e.g. primary treatment cell) 
aeration studies to enhance treatment of 
contaminants of concern (including methods 
for increasing oxygen levels in surface 
water), flood storage and mitigation, and 
additional site-specific studies to enhance 
performance and surface water compliance; 

(viii)	 additional site-specific, EPA-approved 
studies/tests may be conducted to determine 
the relative bioavailability of arsenic from 
surface soils, or from subsurface soils, if 
such an approach is deemed beneficial in 
limiting the extent of Institutional Controls 
that may be necessary for individual 
properties; 

(ix)	 pre-design investigations of groundwater, 
surface water and sediments to further 
evaluate the West Hide Pile (WHP) area 
(including the East Hide Pile (EHP)) 
contaminated groundwater plumes potential 
impact on the nearby wetlands (surface 
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water and sediments) and doungradient 
groundwater plumes. The investigations 
shall produce sufficient data tor EPA to 
further assess potential unacceptable human 
health and ecological risks near the W1IP 
area and nearby \vetlands; 

(\) any other investigation required by EPA, or 
proposed by the Settling Defendants and 
approved by EPA. 

3. 30% Design Submission 

Unless EPA extends this deadline, within 360 days of receiving EPA's 
approval or modification of the Remedial Design Work Plan and POP, the 
Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA and MassDEP the 30% Remedial 
Design for review and approval or modification by EPA, after reasonable 
opportunity for review and comment by the MassDEP. The 30% 
submission shall include, at a minimum, the results of all field 
investigations and pre-design studies, a discussion of how ARARs are 
being met by the design, the design criteria, the project delivery strategy, 
preliminary plans, drawings, sketches, and calculations, an outline of the 
required technical specifications, and a preliminary construction schedule 
and costs. The 30% design submission shall also include 
recommendation(s) for the most appropriate form(s) of Institutional 
Controls for the various components of the remedy to protect human 
health from potential exposures to contaminated soils, sediments, and 
groundwater, protect the remedy, and achieve the Performance Standards. 
The recommendations shall also describe how the performance 

standards, monitoring and enforcement of the Institutional Controls for 
components of the remedy will be met, include plan(s) showing proposed 
areas requiring Institutional Controls (locations and extent) for each 
component of the remedy within each property and/or areas within the 
property, and take into consideration: 1) all EPA and MassDEP guidance 
documents and regulatory requirements, including any model forms/ 
documents applicable to Institutional Controls (e.g. Grant of 
Environmental Restriction and Easement), 2) implementation of the 
Institutional Controls, and 3) enforcement of the Institutional Controls. 

4. 95% Design Submission 

Within 90 days of receiving EPA's approval or modification of the 30% 
Remedial Design from EPA, the Settling Defendants shall submit the 95% 
Remedial Design for review and approval. This design submittal shall 
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address 95% of the total Remedial Design for eaeh component of the 
Remedial Action including, but not limited to: 

Statement of Work
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(a)	 95% design construction drawings, plans and specifications 
(general specifications, drawings, and schematics), 
consistent wi th the technical requirements of all ARARs. 
This submit tal shall include general correlation between 
working construction plans/drawings and technical 
specifications in reproducible format. For each wetland or 
aquatic habitat impacted by the remedy, this submittal shall 
also include mitigation and restoration plans, mitigation 
and restoration monitoring plans, and performance 
standards in conformance with the ROD, and all ARARS 
including, but not limited to, the Massachusetts Wetland 
Protection Act (e.g. 310 CMR 10.55 (4)( b)), Federal 
Statement of Procedures on Floodplain Management and 
Wetlands Protection (including Executive Order on 
Floodplain Management and Executive Order on Protection 
of Wetlands), and Clean Water Act (including, but not 
limited to Federal regulations for compliance with Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act, US Army Corps of Engineers 
Regulatory Guidance Letter dated August 3, 2006). 

(b)	 Basis of design/assumptions, noting any changes from the 
approved 30% Design. 

(c)	 All revisions required by EPA based upon EPA and 
MassDEP comments on the 30% Design. 

(d)	 Draft Contingency Plan which shall address the on-site 
construction workers and the local affected population in 
the event of an accident or emergency. 

(e)	 Draft Constructability Review report which evaluates the 
suitability of the project and its components in relation to 
the Site. 

(0 Draft detailed statement of how Performance Standards, 
including but not limited to all ARARs listed in the ROD, 
wil l be achieved and maintained, and a statement of all 
assumptions and all drawings and specifications necessary 
to support the analysis of compliance with all Performance 
Standards and ARARS. This statement shall identify each 
ARAR, specify the statute and citation of the ARAR, 
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summari/.e ihc requirements of the ARAR, specify in detail 
all ac t iv i t ies that \ v i l l be conducted to comply wi th the 
ARAR, and specify in detail all activit ies that w i l l be 
conducted to demonstrate compliance wi th the ARAR. 

(g) A Draft Remedial Action (RA) Workplan. This workplan 
shall include, at a m i n i m u m , discussion of project 
construction and delivery strategy, schedule for work, 
change order procedures, lines of and frequency of 
communications during RA, subcontractor 
submittal/approval process, and cost estimates (to be kept 
confidential by E;.PA). It shall also include a description of 
all activities necessary to implement all components of the 
RA, in accordance with this SOW, the Consent Decree and 
the ROD. 

(h) A Draft Revised POP for use during Remedial Action, 
prepared in accordance with Attachment A of this SOW, to 
include and address similar components as the Remedial 
Design POP and other issues as necessary. In addition, the 
Draft Revised POP for use during Remedial Action shall 
address construction quality assurance components, 
including, at a minimum, the following elements: 

(i) Responsibility and authority of all 
organization and key personnel involved in 
the remediation action construction. 

(ii) Construction Quality Assurance (CQA) 
Personnel Qualifications and the minimum 
qualifications of the CQA Officer and 
supporting inspection personnel. 

(iii) Inspection Activities including the 
observations and tests that wi l l be required 
to monitor the construction and/or 
installation of the components of the 
Remedial Action(s), and verify compliance 
with health and safety procedures and 
environmental requirements (e.g., air quality 
and emissions monitoring records, waste 
disposal transportation manifests). 
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(iv)	 Checklists for the required tests and 
inspections. 

(v)	 Sampling requirements and activities 
including standard operating procedures for 
sampling and testing, sample size, sample 
locations, frequency of testing, criteria for 
acceptance and rejection (i.e., quality 
assurance and quality control procedures), 
and plans for correcting problems as 
addressed in the project specifications. 

(vi)	 Documentation and requirements for CQA 
activities. This shall include such items as 
daily summary reports and inspection data 
sheets. 

(vii)	 A process for notifying EPA and MassDEP 
and seeking approval for changes to the 
design. 

(viii)	 A process for responding to significant 
weather events during construction. 

A Draft Institutional Controls Plan(s). The Plan(s) shall 
consider the results of any Institutional Controls studies 
performedjanderjhe Remedial Design Work Plans (e.g. 
V.B.2.f (iii)) and any recommendation of Institutional 
Controls form(s) included within the 30% Design 
Submission. The Plan(s) shall also include design(s)/or 
Institutional Controls for the various components of the 
remedy to protect human health from potential exposures to 
contaminated soils, sediments, and groundwater, protect the 
remedy, and achieve the Performance Standards. Where 
Institutional Controls design(s) include Grant of 
Environmental Restriction and Easement, the Grant shall be 
designed to satisfy all EPA and MassDEP guidance 
documents and regulatory requirements, including any 
model forms/documents applicable to Institutional 
Controls (e.g. Grant of Environmental Restriction and 
Easement). The Plan(s) shall also include the following: 
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(i) all plans, drau ings i l l u s t r a t ing restricted areas, 
including surveyed plans meeting all applicable 
recording requirements; 

( i i ) all plans and schedule for compliance monitoring of 
Inst i tu t ional Controls including, but not limited to. 
schedule and frequency of inspections, protocol tor 
required document review prior to performing each 
inspection (e.g., detailed list of documents to be 
reviewed), protocol for interviews to be performed 
as part of the inspections (e.g., types of information 
to be discussed during interview); inspection 
checklist; list of evidence to be gathered during 
inspections (including videos/ photographs), and 
method of gathering and preserving such evidence; 
inspection reporting, and actions taken to ensure 
compliance with Institutional Controls. The plan 
shall regularly gather information that will be useful 
for evaluating the effectiveness of Institutional 
Controls. This information and information 
gathered under the O&M Plan, as well as any other 
relevant information, shall also be applicable to 
Five Year Reviews; 

(in) Grant of Environmental Restriction and Easement, 
where appropriate, specific to the appropriate 
property and ownership; 

(iv) title certification, where appropriate, specific to the 
appropriate property and ownership; 

(v) identification of party(ies) performing compliance 
monitoring and reporting; and 

(vi) financial assurance plan(s) for long-term 
compliance monitoring and reporting. 

(j) A Draft Operation and Maintenance Plan. This plan shall 
include, at a minimum, the following: 

(i) Description of normal operations and maintenance, 

( i i ) Description of potential operational problems. 
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Description of routine process monitoring and 
analysis. 

( i v )	 Description of contingency operation and 
monitoring. 

(v)	 Operational safety plan. 

(vi)	 Description of equipment. 

(vii)	 Annual operation and maintenance budget. 

(viii)	 Recordkeeping and reporting requirements. 

(ix)	 Well maintenance program including, at a 
minimum, a provision for inspection, continued 
maintenance and repair, if necessary, of all existing 
wells, and a provision for prompt and proper well 
abandonment, as appropriate. 

(x)	 Establishment of financial assurance mechanisms 
for post-closure care consistent with the Consent 
Decree. 

(xi)	 Post-closure care inspection schedules and 
provisions for implementing such activities 
consistent: with 40 CFR Part 264; and 

(xii)	 Detailed discussions describing the procedures that 
the Settling Defendants shall use to fulf i l l the five-
year review requirements of CERCLA after 
initiation of the Remedial Action. 

(xiii)	 Access plan that describes how access to all 
components of the remedy wil l be obtained for the 
entire period the component is required for the 
remedy. 

(k)	 A Draft Environmental Monitoring Plan. The 
environmental monitoring plan shall identify the long-term 
groundwater, surface water and sediment monitoring to 
evaluate contamination status and migration, demonstrate 
conformance and compliance, and support Five-Year 
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Reviews. This plan shall be developed in accordance wi th 
40 C.F.R. 264.97 and shall include at a min imum, the 
following: 

(i)	 sampling locations; 

( i i )	 sampling frequency; 

( i i i )	 appropriate statistical modeling or other data 
interpretation techniques. 

(I)	 A Draft Revised POP. A Draft Revised POP to be prepared 
in support of all fieldwork to be conducted according to the 
Environmental Monitoring Plan. This Revised POP shall 
be prepared in accordance with Attachment A of this SOW. 

5.	 100% Design Submission 

Within 90 days of receiving EPA's approval or modification of the 95% 
Remedial Design from EPA, the Settling Defendants shall submit the 
100% Remedial Design for review and approval. This design submittal 
shall address 100% of the total Remedial Design for each component of 
the Remedial Action including, but not limited to: 

(a)	 Complete set of final construction drawings, plans and 
specifications (general specifications, drawings, and schematics), 
consistent with the technical requirements of all ARARs and in 
reproducible format. This submittal shall include general 
correlation between working constructions plans/drawings and 
technical specifications. 

(b)	 Final bid documents including final drawings and technical 
specifications, complete cost proposal, and the required schedule. 

(c)	 All revisions required by EPA based upon EPA and MassDEP 
comments on the 95% Design. 

(d)	 Final Contingency Plan which shall address the on-site 
construction workers and the local affected population in the event 
of an accident or emergency. 

(e)	 Final Constructability Review report which evaluates the 
suitability of the project and its components in relation to the Site. 
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(0 Final detailed stateinent of how Performance Standards, including 
but not limited to all ARARs listed in the ROD. are achieved and 
shall be maintained, and a statement of all assumptions and all 
drawings and specifications necessary to support the analysis of 
compliance wi th all Performance Standards and ARARS. 

(g) Draft Final RA Workplan. 

(h) Draft Final Revised POP. 

(i) Draft Final Institutional Controls Plan(s). 

(j) Draft Final O&M Plan. 

(k) Draft Final Environmental Monitoring Plan. 

(1) Draft Final Revised POP. 

C. Design Progress Meetings 

The Settling Defendants and their Supervising Contractor shall meet with EPA 
and MassDEP during the design phase to discuss the status of the design, present 
the results of any investigations, and to discuss any issues associated with the 
development of design. These meetings shall occur on a monthly basis, or on a 
schedule approved by EPA. In addition, EPA may schedule meetings to discuss 
any interim design plans or any issues that arise during design. 

VI. REMEDIAL ACTION 

The Settling Defendants shall implement the final design for the remedy, as described in 
the Record of Decision and this SOW that meets the applicable Performance Standards 
specified in Section IV of this SOW. 

The Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA and MassDEP the required deliverables as 
stated herein for each of these Remedial Action activities. Except where expressly stated 
otherwise in this SOW, each deliverable shall be subject to review and approval or 
modification or disapproval by EPA, after a reasonable opportunity for review and 
comment by MassDEP, in accordance with Section XI of the Consent Decree, (EPA 
Approval of Plans and Other Submissions). EPA will consider requests from the Settling 
Defendants to combine two or more of the deliverables described below into one or more 
deliverable. 
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A.	 Final Remedial Action Work Plan 

Within 30 days after EPA approval of the 100% Design Submission, the Settling 
Defendants shall submit a Final Remedial Action Work Plan for EPA review and 
approval or modification or disapproval, after a reasonable opportunity for review 
and comment by MassDEP. The Remedial Action Work Plan for implementing 
the Remedial Action and associated activities shall include a Final Revised POP 
and be consistent with the approved 100% Remedial Design. Upon EPA approval 
of the Final Remedial Action Work Plan, Settling Defendants shall implement the 
work plan. 

The Final Remedial Action Work Plan shall provide a detailed description of all 
construction activities, operations and maintenance, performance monitoring, and 
an overall management strategy necessary to implement and complete the 
Remedial Action. The Final Remedial Action Work Plan shall contain, at a 
minimum: 

A description of all activities necessary to implement the Remedial 
Action, in accordance with the approved Remedial Design, this 
SOW, the Consent Decree and the ROD, including but not limited 
to the following: 

(a)	 award of project contracts, including all agreements with 
off-Site treatment, and/or disposal facilities; and 

(b)	 contractor mobilization/Site preparation, including 
construction of necessary utility hookups. 

A Final Revised POP which shall be prepared in support of all 
fieldwork to be conducted according to the approved Remedial 
Action Work Plans. The Final Revised POP shall be consistent 
with Attachment A of this Statement of Work. 

An Implementation Schedule which shall identify all major 
milestones for completion of the Remedial Action including the 
commencement and completion of construction. The 
Implementation Schedule shall also identify the key construction 
dates including the init iat ion and completion date of the remedy. 
The Implementation Schedule shall also identify the projected 
dates of the Progress Meetings conducted during the 
implementation, including those required pursuant to Section VLB 
of this SOW. 
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4.	 A detailed statement of how all other Performance Standards, 
including but not limited to all ARARs listed in the ROD, will be 
achieved and maintained, and a statement of all assumptions and 
all drawings and specifications necessary to support the analysis of 
compliance with all Performance Standards and ARARs. This 
statement shall identify each ARAR, specify the statute and 
citation of the ARAR, summarize the requirements of the ARAR, 
specify in detail all activities that will be conducted to comply with 
the ARAR, and specify in detail all activities that will be 
conducted to demonstrate compliance with the ARAR. 

B.	 Remedial Action Progress Reports 

On the I Oth working day of each month during construction and every other 
month at other times, beginning with the submission of the Final Remedial Action 
Work Plan and until EPA approval of the Construction Completion Report, the 
Settling Defendants shall submit to EPA and MassDEP Remedial Action Progress 
Reports with Settling Defendants' Certification. The Remedial Action Progress 
Reports shall summarize all activities that have been conducted during each 
period and those planned for the next period. The Progress Reports shall also: 

1.	 identify the percent of construction completed; 

2.	 identify any problems encountered and/or changes to the schedule; 

3.	 summarize the results of all sampling and tests, including long-
term groundwater monitoring, and all other data received by the 
Settling Defendants (results of sampling and tests may be 
submitted under separate cover within 30 days of the receipt of 
data and test results by the Settling Defendants); 

4.	 identify the status of each component of remedy. If a component 
of the remedy has been completed since the last Progress Report, 
the Progress Report shall provide a description and chronology of 
the activities completed, as-built drawings signed and stamped by a 
professional engineer, sufficient documentation that the remedy 
component meets the applicable Performance Standards, including 
sampling results and QA/QC documentation of these results,and 
certification that the work was performed consistent with the ROD, 
the Consent Decree, this SOW, the Remedial Design plans and 
specifications, and the Remedial Action Work Plan and POP. The 
summary of each completed component of the remedy may be 
submitted as a report under separate cover by the Settling 
Defendants. 
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5.	 if appropriate, photographs of the Site activit ies. Photographs shall 
be labeled \ \ i t h the date, brief description of the activity, weather 
conditions and direction/orientation of the photograph. 

C.	 Pro-construction Conference 

With in	 10 days of receiving EPA's approval or modification of the Final 
Remedial Action Workplan, the Settling Defendants shall hold a Pre-construction 
Conference. The participants shall include all parties involved in the Remedial 
Action, including but not l imited to the Settling Defendants and their 
representatives, EPA, and MassDEP. 

D.	 Initiation of Construction 

Within thirty (30) days of receiving EPA's approval or modification of the Final 
Remedial Action Workplan and Final Revised POP, the Settling Defendants shall 
initiate all the Remedial Action activities specified in the schedule contained 
therein. 

E.	 Meetings During Construction 

During the construction period, the Settling Defendants and their construction 
contractor(s) shall meet monthly, or more frequently as needed, with EPA and 
MassDEP regarding the progress and details of construction. Conference calls 
may be substituted for meetings upon approval of EPA. 

F.	 Final Environmental Monitoring Plan and Revised POP 
s 

Within 30 days of the 50% construction complete date, the Settling Defendants 
shall submit to EPA for review and approval or modification, after reasonable 
opportunity for review and comment by MassDEP, a Final Environmental 
Monitoring Plan, and Revised POP. The Final Environmental Monitoring Plan 
and Revised POP shall be based on the Draft Final Environmental Monitoring 
Plan and Revised POP submitted as part of the 100% Remedial Design, and 
include all aforementioned relevant requirements. 

G.	 Final Operation and Maintenance Plan 

Wi th in 30 days of the 75% construction complete date, the Settling Defendants 
shall submit to EPA for review and approval or modification, after reasonable 
opportunity for review and comment by MassDEP, a Final Operation and 
Maintenance Plan. The Final Operation and Maintenance Plan shall be based on 
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the Draft l:inal Operation and Maintenance Plan submitted as part of the 100% 
Remedial Design, and include all aforementioned relevant requirements. 

II.	 Initiation of Final rnvironmcntal Monitoring Plan and Revised POP 

Within	 10 days of receiving EPA's approval or modification of the Final 
Environmental Monitoring Plan and Revised POP, the Settling Defendants shall 
implement the Final Environmental Monitoring Plan and Revised POP. 

I.	 Final Construction Inspection 

Within 30 days after Settling Defendants conclude that the construction has been 
fully (100% complete) performed, the Settling Defendants shall schedule and 
conduct a Final Construction Inspection. This inspection shall include 
participants from all parties involved in the Remedial Action, including but not 
limited to the Settling Defendants and their contractors, EPA and MassDEP. 

J.	 Construction Completion Report 

Upon completion of construction of the Remedial Action, the Settling Defendants 
shall submit a Construction Completion Report (entitled "Close-Out Report") to 
EPA for approval or modification, after reasonable opportunity for review and 
comment by MassDEP. The report shall be submitted within 45 days of the Final 
Construction Inspection. The report shall be consistent with then current EPA 
Superfund construction completion guidance and shall include, at a minimum, the 
following documentation: 

1.	 A summary of all procedures actually used (in chronological order) 
during construction. 

2.	 Tabulation of all analytical data and field notes prepared during the 
course of the Remedial Design and Remedial Action to document 
that materials used were as specified in the approved 100% 
Remedial Design. Full copies of all results and notes shall be 
available and produced for EPA and MassDEP upon request. 

3.	 QA/QC documentation of these results. 

4.	 Presentation of these results in appropriate figures. 

5.	 ''As-built" drawings, signed and stamped by a professional 
engineer. 

6.	 Documentation of the Final Construction Inspection, including 
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description of the deficient construction items, if any. identified 
dur ing the inspection and documentation of the final resolution of 
all deficient items. 

7.	 Certification that the work was performed consistent with the 
ROD, the Consent Decree, this SOW. the design plans and 
specifications, and the Remedial Action POP. 

8.	 A description, with appropriate photographs, maps and tables of 
the disposition of the Site ( including areas and volumes of 
soil/sediment placement and disturbance). 

9.	 Final, detailed cost breakdowns^ for each of the remedy 
components. 

10.	 Conclusions regarding conformance of construction activities with 
the Performance Standards. 

11.	 Schedule for remaining maintenance activities, and compliance 
monitoring including summary of the Operation and Maintenance 
Plan and Compliance Monitoring Plans, and discussion of any 
problems/concerns. 

K.	 Initiation of Final Operation and Maintenance Plan 

Within 30 days of receiving EPA's approval or modification of the Settling 
Defendants' Final Construction Completion Report for the Remedial Action, the 
Settling Defendants shall implement all operation and maintenance activities in 
accordance with the terms and schedules set forth in the Final Operation and 
Maintenance Plan approved by EPA. 

L.	 Demonstration of Compliance Report 

At the completion of the period necessary to demonstrate compliance with the 
Performance Standards and objectives of the ROD, the Settling Defendants shall 
submit to EPA for review and approval a Demonstration of Compliance Report. 
This report shall contain all information necessary to demonstrate compliance 
with Performance Standards. If EPA, after reasonable opportunity for review and 
comment by the MassDEP, determines that the Performance Standards have not 
been achieved, EPA w i l l notify the Settling Defendants of its disapproval of the 
Demonstration of Compliance Report and the activities that must be undertaken 
by the Settling Defendants. 
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If I-PA concludes, based on the i n i t i a l or any subsequent Demonstration of 
Compliance Report, and after reasonable opportunity for review and comment by 
the MassDEP, that all Performance Standards have been achieved, LPA \ \ i l l issue 
its approval of such report. 

M.	 Inst i tut ional Controls 

Within sixty (60) days of receipt of EPA approval or modification of the Draft 
Final Institutional Control Plan (V.B.S.i), after reasonable opportunity for review 
and comment by MassDEP, and consistent with Section IX ("Access and 
Institutional Controls") of the Consent Decree, the Settling Defendants shall use 
best efforts (as such term is used and defined in the Consent Decree) to implement 
the Institutional Control Plan. In the event that a request to MassDEP to serve as 
grantee of any grant of environmental restriction and easement is anticipated, 
Settling Defendants shall comply with MassDEP guidance documents and 
regulatory requirements, including any model forms/documents applicable to 
Institutional Controls (e.g. Grant of Environmental Restriction and Easement). 

VII.	 SUBMISSIONS REQUIRING AGENCY APPROVAL 

A.	 All plans, deliverables and reports identified in the SOW for submittal to EPA and 
the MassDEP shall be delivered (electronically and hard copies) to EPA and 
MassDEP in accordance with the Consent Decree and this SOW. 

B.	 Any plan, deliverable, or report submitted to EPA, in consultation with MassDEP, 
for approval shall be printed using two-sided printing and marked "Draft" on each 
page and shall include, in a prominent location in the document, the following 
disclaimer: "Disclaimer: This document is a DRAFT document prepared by the 
Settling Defendants under a government Consent Decree. This document has not 
undergone formal review by the EPA and MassDEP. The opinions, findings, and 
conclusions, expressed are those of the author and not those of the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency or the Massachusetts Department of 
Environmental Protection." 

C.	 Approval of a plan, deliverable or report does not constitute approval of any 
model or assumption used by the Settling Defendants in such plan, deliverable or 
report. 
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ATTACHMENT A
 
RD/RA STATEMENT OF WORK
 
PROJECT OPERATIONS PLAN
 

Before any Held activities commence on the Site, Settl ing Defendants shall submit 
several site-specific plans to establish procedures to be followed by the Settling 
Defendants in performing field, laboratory, and analysis \\ork. These site-specific plans 
include the: 

A. Site Management Plan (SMP), 
B. Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP), 
C. Health and Safety Plan (HSP), and 
D. Community Relations Support Plan (CRSP). 

These plans shall be combined to form the Site Project Operations Plan (POP). The four 
components of the POP are described in A. through D. herein. 

The format and scope of each Plan shall be modified as needed to describe the sampling, 
analyses, and other activities that are clarified as the RD/RA progresses. EPA may 
modify the scopes of these activities at any time during the RD/RA at the discretion of 
EPA in response to the evaluation of RD/RA results, changes in RD/RA requirements, 
and other developments or circumstances. 

A.	 Site Management Plan (SMP) 

The Site Management Plan (SMP) shall describe how the Settling Defendants will 
manage the project to complete the Work required at the Site. The overall 
objective of the Site Management Plan is to provide EPA and MassDEP with a 
written understanding and commitment of how various project aspects such as 
access, security, contingency procedures, management responsibilities, waste 
disposal, budgeting, and data handling are being managed by the Settling 
Defendants. Specific objectives and provisions of the Site Management Plan shall 
include, but are not limited to the following: 

1.	 Provide a map and a list of properties, the property owners, and 
addresses of owners to whose property access may be required. 

2.	 Clearly indicate the exclusion zone, contamination reduction zone, 
and clean area for on-site activities. 

3.	 Establish necessary procedures and provide sample letters to land 
owners to arrange field activities and to ensure EPA and MassDEP 
are informed of access-related problems and issues. 
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4.	 Provide for the security of government and private property on the 
Site. 

5.	 Prevent unauthori/ed entry to the Site, uh ich might result in 
exposure of persons to potentially hazardous conditions. 

6.	 Secure access agreements for the Site. 

7.	 Establish the location of a Held office for on-site activities. 

8.	 Provide contingency and notification plans for potentially 
dangerous activities associated with the RD/RA. 

9.	 Monitor airborne contaminants released by Site activities which 
may affect the local populations. 

10.	 Communicate to EPA, MassDEP, and the public the organization 
and management of the RD/RA, including key personnel and their 
responsibilities. 

11.	 Provide a list of contractors and subcontractors of the Settling 
Defendants in the RD/RA and description of their activities and 
roles. 

12.	 Provide regular financial reports of the Settling Defendants'
 
expenditures on the RD/RA activities.
 

13.	 Provide for the proper disposal of materials used and wastes 
generated during the RD/RA (e.g., drill cutting, extracted 
groundwater, protective clothing, disposable equipment). These 
provisions shall be consistent with the off-site disposal aspects of 
SARA, RCRA, and applicable state laws. The Settling 
Defendants, or their authorized representative, or another party 
acceptable to EPA and MassDEP shall be identified as the 
generator of wastes for the purpose of regulatory or policy 
compliance. 

14.	 Provide plans and procedures for organizing, manipulating, and 
presenting the data generated and for verifying its quality before 
and during the RD/RA. These plans shall include a description of 
the computer database management systems that are compatible 
with hardware available to EPA Region I personnel for handling 
media-specific sampling results obtained before and during the 
RD/RA. The description shall include data input fields, examples 
of data base management output from the coding of all RD/RA 
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sample data, appropriate quality assurance/quality control to ensure 
accuracy, and capabilit ies of data manipulat ion. To the degree 
possible, the data base management parameters shall be compatible 
with the RPA Region I data storage and analysis system. 

B.	 Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) 

The SAP shall be consistent with Section VIM of the Consent Decree. Quality 
Assurance, Sampling, and Data Analysis. The SAP consists of both (1) a Quality 
Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) that describes the policy, organization, functional 
activities, and the quality assurance and quality control protocols necessary to 
achieve the data quality objectives dictated by the intended use of the data; and 
(2) the Field Sampling Plan (FSP) that provides guidance for all fieldwork by 
defining in detail the sampling and data-gathering methods to be used on a 
project. Components required by these two plans are described below. 

The SAP shall be the framework of all anticipated field activities (e.g., sampling 
objectives, evaluation of existing data, standard operating procedures) and contain 
specific information on all field work (e.g., sampling locations and rationale, 
sample numbers and rationale, analyses of samples). During the RD/RA, the SAP 
shall be revised as necessary to cover each round of field or laboratory activities. 
The purpose of the SAP is to ensure that sampling data collection activities wi l l 
be comparable to and compatible with previous data collection activities 
performed at the Site while providing a mechanism for planning and approving 
field activities. The overall objectives of the two documents comprising the SAP 
are as follows: 

1.	 to document specific objectives, procedures, and rationales for 
fieldwork and sample analytical work; 

2.	 to provide a mechanism for planning and approving Site and 
laboratory activities; 

3.	 to ensure that sampling and analysis activities are necessary and 
sufficient; and 

4.	 to provide a common point of reference for all Settling Defendants 
to ensure the comparability and compatibility of all objectives and 
the sampling and analysis activities. 

To achieve this last objective, the SAP shall document all field and sampling and 
analysis objectives as noted above, as well as all data quality objectives and 
specific procedures/protocols for field sampling and analysis. 
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The following critical elements of the SAP shall be described for each sample 
medium (e.g., ground \\atcr. surface water, soil, sediment, air, and biota) and for 
each sampling event: 

1.	 sampling objectives (e.g., engineering related, well yields, /.one of 
influence, performance monitoring, demonstration of attainment, 
five year review, etc.); 

2.	 data quality objectives, including data uses and the rationale for the 
selection of analytical levels and detection limits (see Guidance for 
the Data Quality Objectives Process. EPA QA/G-4 (EPA/600/R
96/055, August 2000); Data Quality Objectives Decision Errors 
Feasibility Trials (DEFT) Software QA/G-4D (EPA/240/B-01/007, 
September 2001); and Final Guidance Data Usability in Risk 
Assessment (Part A) (publication 9285.7-09A, April 1992, PB92
963356); Guidance for Data Usability in Risk Assessment (Part B). 
(publication 9285.7-09B, May 1992, PB92-963362). 

3.	 site background update, including an evaluation of the validity, 
sufficiency, and sensitivity of existing data; 

4.	 sampling locations and rationale; 

5.	 sampling procedures and rationale and references; 

6.	 numbers of samples and justification; 

7.	 numbers of field blanks, trip blanks, and duplicates; 

8.	 sample media (e.g., ground water, surface water, soil, sediment, 
air, and buildings, facilities, and structures, including surfaces, 
structural materials, and residues); 

9.	 sample equipment, containers, minimum sample quantities, sample 
preservation techniques, maximum holding times; 

10.	 instrumentation and procedures for the calibration and use of 
portable air, soil-, or water-monitoring equipment to be used in the 
field; 

11.	 chemical and physical parameters in the analysis of each sample; 

12.	 chain-of-custody procedures must be clearly stated (see EPA NEIC 
Policies and Procedures Manual. EPA 330/9-78 001-R) (May 
1978, revised May 1986); 
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13.	 procedures to eliminate cross-contamination of samples (such as 
dedicated equipment); 

14.	 sample types, including collection methods and if Held and 
laboratory analyses will be conducted; 

15.	 laboratory analytical procedures, equipment, and detection limits; 

16.	 equipment decontamination procedures; 

17.	 consistency with the other parts of the Work Plan(s) by having 
identical objectives, procedures, and justification, or by cross-
reference; 

18.	 analysis from each medium for all Hazardous Substance List 
(HSL) inorganic and organic analytes; 

19.	 analysis for other potential site-specific contaminants not on the 
HSL in each media; 

20.	 analysis of selected background and contaminated ground water 
samples for substances listed in RCRA Appendix IX, unless the 
exclusion of certain substances on this list is approved by EPA; 
and 

21.	 for any limited field investigation (field screening technique), 
provisions for the collection and laboratory analysis of parallel 
samples and for the quantitative correlation analysis in which 
screening results are compared with laboratory results. 

The SAP must be the framework of all anticipated field activities (e.g., sampling 
objectives, evaluation of existing data, standard operating procedures) and contain 
specific information on each round of field sampling and analysis work (e.g., 
sampling locations and rationale, sample numbers and rationale, analyses of 
samples). During the RD/RA, the SAP shall be revised as necessary to cover each 
round of field or laboratory activities. Revisions or a statement regarding the 
need for revisions shall be included in each deliverable describing all new field 
work. 

The SAP shall allow for notifying EPA, at a minimum, three weeks before field 
sampling or monitoring activities commence. The SAP shall also allow split, 
replicate, or duplicate samples to be taken by EPA (or their contractor personnel) 
and by other Settling Defendants approved by EPA. At the request of EPA, the 
Settling Defendants shall provide these samples in appropriately pre-cleaned 
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containers to the government representatives. Identical procedures shall be used 
to collect the Settling Defendants and the parallel split samples unless otherwise 
specified by F.PA. Several references shall be used to develop the SAP, for 
example: 

1.	 Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility 
Studies Under CERCLA (OSWER Directive 9355.3-01, 
EPA/540/G-89/004, October 1988); 

2.	 Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste. Physical/Chemical 
Methods (EPA Pub. SW-846, Third Edition, or most recent 
update); 

3.	 EPA Requirements for Quality Assurance Plans. QA/R-5 
(EPA/240/B-01/003) March 2001; 

4.	 Region I. EPA-New England Quality Assurance Project Plan 
Program Guidance. April 2005; 

5.	 Guidance for the Data Quality Objectives Process. QA/G-4 
(EPA/600/R-96/055) August 2000; 

6.	 Data Quality Objectives Decision Errors Feasibility Trials (DEFT) 
Software. QA/G-4D (EPA/240/B-01-007) September 2001); 

7.	 Guidance for the Data Quality Objectives Process for Hazardous 
Waste. QA/G-4HW (EPA/600/R-00/007) January 2000; 

8.	 Guidance for Preparing Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs). 
QA/G-6 (EPA/240/B-01/004) March 2001; 

9.	 Region 1. EPA-New England Data Validation Functional 
Guidelines for Evaluating Environmental Analyses. Revised 
December 1996; 

10.	 Guidance for Data Quality Assessment: Practical Methods for Data 
Analysis. QA/G-9 (QAOO Version, EPA/600/R-96/084) July 2000; 

11.	 EPA Requirements for Quality Management Plans. QA/R-2 (EPA 
240/B-01/002) March 2001; and 

12.	 Guidance for Quality Assurance Project Plans. QA/G-5 
(EPA/240/R-02/009) December 2002. 
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B.I. Ql AM TV ASSIRANCE PKOJKCT Pl.AN (OAPP) 

The Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) shall document in wr i t ing the site-
spec i tic objectives, policies, organi/ations. functional activities, sampling and 
analysis act ivi t ies and specific qual i ty assurance/quality control activities 
designed to achieve the data quality objectives (DQOs) of the RD/RA. The 
QAPP developed for this project shall document quality control and qual i ty 
assurance policies, procedures, routines, and specifications. 

Project activities throughout the RD/RA shall comply with the QAPP. QAPP 
sampling and analysis objectives and procedures shall be consistent w i t h EPA 
Requirements For Quality Assurance Plans (QA/R-5) and appropriate EPA 
handbooks, manuals, and guidelines including Guidance for Quality Assurance 
Project Plans. QA/G-5 (EPA/240/R-02/009) December 2002, Region I. EPA-New 
England Quality Assurance Project Plan Program Guidance. April 2005, and 
Guidelines Establishing Test Procedures For the Analysis of Pollutants (40 CFR, 
Part 136), Compendium of Methods for the Determination of Toxic Organic 
Compounds in Ambient Air. (EPA-600/4-84-041 April 1984) 

All the QAPP elements identified in EPA QA/R-5 and EPA QA/G-5 must be 
addressed. 

As indicated in EPA QA/R-5 and EPA QA/G-5, a list of essential elements must 
be considered in the QAPP for the RD/RA. If a particular element is not relevant 
to a project and therefore excluded from the QAPP, specific and detailed reasons 
for exclusion must be provided. 

Information in a plan other than the QAPP may be cross-referenced clearly in the 
QAPP provided that all objectives, procedures, and rationales in the documents 
are consistent, and the reference material fu l f i l l s requirements of EPA QA/R-5 
and EPA QA/G-5. Examples of how this cross reference might be accomplished 
can be found in the Guidance for the Data Quality Objectives Process. QA/G-4 
(EPA/600/R-96/055) and the Data Quality Objectives decision Errors Feasibility 
Trials (DEFT) Software. QA/G-4D (EPA/240/B-01/007). EPA-approved 
references, or equivalent, or alternative methods approved by EPA shall be used, 
and their corresponding EPA-approved guidelines should be applied when they 
are available and applicable. 

Laboratory QA/AC Procedures. 

The QA/QC procedures and SOPs for any laboratory (both fixed and mobile) used 
during the RD/RA shall be included in the Settling Defendants' QAPP. When this 
work is performed by a contractor to a private party, each laboratory performing 
chemical analyses shall meet the following requirements: 
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1.	 be approved by the State Laboratory Evaluat ion Program, if 
available: 

2.	 have successful performance in one of EPA's National Proficiency 
Sample Programs (i.e.. Water Supply or Water Pollut ion Studies or 
the State's proficiency sampling program); 

3.	 be famil iar with the requirements of 48 CFR Part 1546 contract 
requirements for quality assurance; and 

4.	 have a QAPP for the laboratory including all relevant analysis. 
This plan shall be referenced as part of the contractor's QAPP. 

Data Validation Procedures. 

The Settling Defendants are required to certify that a representative portion of 
the data has been validated by a person independent of the laboratory according 
to the Region I. EPA-New England Data Validation Functional Guidelines for 
Evaluating Environmental Analyses. Revised December 1996 (amended as 
necessary to account for the differences between the approved analytical 
methods for the project and the current Contract Laboratory Program 
Statements of Work (CLP SOW)). A data validation reporting package as 
described in the guidelines cited above must be delivered at the request of the 
EPA project manager. Approved validation methods shall be contained in the 
QAPP. 

The independent validator shall not be the laboratory conducting the analysis 
and should be a person with a working knowledge of or prior experience with 
EPA data validation procedures. The independent validator shall certify that the 
data has been validated, discrepancies have been resolved if possible, and the 
appropriate qualifiers have been provided. 

Data Package Requirements. 

The Settling Defendants must require and keep the complete data package and 
make it available to EPA on request in order for EPA to conduct an independent 
validation of the data. The complete data package shall consist of all results, the 
raw data, and all relevant QA/QC information. The forms contained in the data 
validation functional guidelines must be utilized to report the data when 
applicable. Raw data includes the associated chromatograms and the instrument 
printouts with area and height peak results. The peaks in all standards and 
samples must be labeled. The concentration of all standards analyzed with the 
amount injected must be included. All laboratory tracking information must also 
be included in the data package. An example data package deliverable is listed 
below: 
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1. a summary of positive results and detection limits of non-detects 
uith all ra\v data; 

2.	 tabulate surrogate recoveries and QC limits from methods 3500 
and 8000 in SW-846 and all validation and sample raw data; 

3.	 tabulated matrix spike/matrix spike duplicate recoveries, relative 
percent differences, spike concentrations, and QC limits from 
methods 3500 and 8000 in SW-846 and all validation and sample 
raw data; 

4.	 associated blanks (trip, equipment, and method with 
accompanying raw data for tests); 

5.	 tabulated initial and continuing calibration results 
(concentrations, calibration factors or relative response factors 
and mean relative response factors, % differences and % relative 
standard deviations) with accompanying raw data; 

6.	 tabulated retention time windows for each column; 

7.	 a record of the daily analytical scheme (run logbook, instrument 
logbook) which includes samples and standards order of 
analysis; 

8.	 the chain of custody for the sample shipment groups, DAS 
packing slip, DAS analytical specifications; 

9.	 a narrative summary of method and any problems encounter 
during extraction or analysis; 

10.	 tabulated sample weights, volumes, and % solids used in each 
sample calculation; 

11.	 example calculation for positive values and detection limits; and 

12.	 SW-846 method 3500 and 8000 validation data for all tests. 

The forms contained in Chapter I of SW-846 (Second Edition 1982 as amended 
by Update I, April 1984, and Update II, April 1985) or the current CLP SOW 
forms must be utilized to report the data when applicable. Raw data includes 
the associated chromatograms and the instrument printouts with area and height 
peak results. The peaks in all standards and samples must be labeled. The 
concentration of all standards analyzed with the amount injected must be 
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included. All interim! and external laboratory sample trucking information 
nni.st he included in llie data package. 

B.2 Field Sampling Plan (FSP) 

The objective of the Field Sampling Plan is to provide 1:PA and all parties 
involved \v ith the collection and use of field data \v i th a common \vritten 
understanding of all field work. The FSP should be written so that a field 
sampling team unfamiliar with the Site would be able to gather the samples and 
field information required. Guidance for the selection of field methods, 
sampling procedures, and custody can be acquired from the Compendium of 
Superfund Field Operations Methods (OSWER Directive 9355.0-14, 
EPA/540/P-87/001), December 1987, which is a compilation of demonstrated 
field techniques that have been used during remedial response activities at 
hazardous waste sites. The FSP shall be site-specific and shall include the 
following elements: 

1.	 Site Background. If the analysis of the existing Site details is not 
included in the Work Plan or in the QAPP, it must be included in 
the FSP. This analysis shall include a description of the Site and 
surrounding areas and a discussion of known and suspected 
contaminant sources, probable transport pathways, and other 
information about the Site. The analysis shall also include 
descriptions of specific data gaps and ways in which sampling is 
designed to fill those gaps. Including this discussion in the FSP 
will help orient the sampling team in the field. 

2.	 Sampling Objectives. Specific objectives of sampling effort that 
describe the intended uses of data must be clearly and succinctly 
stated. 

3.	 Sampling Location and Frequency. This section of the FSP 
identifies each matrix to be collected and the constituents to be 
analyzed. Tables shall be used to clearly identify the number of 
samples, the type of sample (water, soil, etc.), and the number of 
quality control samples (duplicates, trip blanks, equipment 
blanks, etc.). Figures shall be included to show the locations of 
existing or proposed sample points. 

4.	 Sample Designation.A sample numbering system shall be 
established for the project. The sample designation should 
include the sample or well number, the sample round, the sample 
matrix (e.g., surface soil, ground water, soil boring), and the 
name of the Site. 
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5.	 Sampling Equipment and Procedures. Sampling procedures must 
be clearly wr i t t en . Step-by-step instructions tor each type of 
sampling that are necessary to enable the Held team to gather 
data that w i l l meet the Data Quality Objectives (DQOs). A list 
should include the equipment to be used and the material 
composition (e.g.. Teflon, stainless steel) of equipment along 
w i t h decontamination procedures. 

6.	 Sampling Handling and Analysis.A table shall be included that 
identifies sample preservation methods, types of sampling jars, 
shipping requirements, and holding times. Examples of 
paperwork such as traffic reports, chain-of-custody forms, 
packing slips, and sample tags filled out for each sample as well 
as instructions for filling out the paperwork must be included. 
Field documentation methods including field notebooks and 
photographs shall be described. 

Each Field Sampling Plan submitted as a part of the Project Operations Plan for 
the RD/RA shall be sufficiently detailed to carry out the study, and shall provide 
data needed to address the objective of the study and to complete the study. 
Each study shall be designed to achieve a high performance on the first attempt. 
Each work plan shall be related (by cross-references) to the other requirements 
in the Project Operations Plan. 

C.	 Health and Safety Plan (HSP) 

The objective of the site-specific Health and Safety Plan is to establish the 
procedures, personnel responsibilities and training necessary to protect the 
health and safety of all on-site personnel during the RD/RA. The plan shall 
provide procedures and plans for routine but hazardous field activities and for 
unexpected Site emergencies. 

The site-specific health and safety requirements and procedures in the HSP shall 
be updated based on an ongoing assessment of Site conditions, including the 
most current information on each medium. For each field task during the 
RD/RA, the HSP shall identify: 

1.	 possible problems and hazards and their solutions; 

2.	 environmental surveillance measures; 

3.	 specifications for protective clothing; 

4.	 the appropriate level of respiratory protection; 
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5.	 the rationale tor selecting that level; and 

6.	 criteria, procedures, and mechanisms for upgrading the level of 
protection and for suspending activity, if necessary. 

The I ISP shall also include the delineation of exclusion zones on a map and in 
the Held. The HSP shall describe the on-sitc person responsible for 
implementing the HSP for the Settling Defendants representatives at the Site, 
protective equipment personnel decontamination procedures, and medical 
surveillance. The following documents and resources shall be consulted: 

1.	 OSHA e-HASP Software - Version 1.0. September 2003 
(www. osha.gov/dep/etools/chasp/index.html) 

2.	 Hazardous Waste Operations and Emergency Response 
(Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration, (OSHA) 29 CFR Part 1910.120); and 

3.	 Occupational Safety and Health Guidance Manual for Hazardous 
Waste Site Activities: Appendix B (NIOSH/OSHA/EPA 1986). 

OSHA regulations at 40 CFR 1910, which describe the routine emergency 
provisions of a site-specific health and safety plan, and the OSHA e-HASP 
Software, shall be the primary references used by the Settling Defendants in 
developing and implementing the Health and Safety Plan. 

The measures in the HSP shall be developed and implemented to ensure 
compliance with all applicable state and Federal occupational health and safety 
regulations. The HSP shall be updated at the request of EPA during the course 
of the RD/RA and as necessary. 

D.	 Community Relations Support Plan (CRSP) 

EPA shall develop a revised Community Relations Plan (CRP) to describe 
public information and public involvement activities anticipated during the 
RD/RA. The Settling Defendants shall develop a Community Relations Support 
Plan, whose objective is to ensure and specify adequate support from the 
Settling Defendants for the community relations efforts of EPA. This support 
shall be at the request of EPA and may include: 

I. participation in public informational or technical meetings, 
including the provision of presentations, logistical support, visual 
aids and equipment; 
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2. publication and copying of tact sheets or updates; and 

3. assistance in placing HPA public notices in print. 
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APPENDIX E
 

GUARANTE E AC RE EM EINT
 

This GUARANTEE AGREEMENT, dated as of [ ], 200 (this 
"Guarantee'"), is made by Monsanto Company, a corporation organi/.ed and existing under the 
laws of the State of Delaware ("Guarantor"), to and for the benefit of the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency, an agency of the federal government of the United States of 
America ("EPA"). This Guarantee is made on behalf of Pharmacia Corporation ("Settling 
Defendant"), which is an indemnitee of Guarantor. 

RECITALS 

WHEREAS, pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 9607 et seq. ("CERCLA"), 
Settling Defendant has entered into a Consent Decree with EPA, approved by the United States 
Dsitrict Court for the District of Massachusetts on [ ], 2007, Docket No. (the 
•'Consent Decree"), for certain environmental remediation work to be performed at the Industri
plex Superfund Site, Second Operable Unit (the "Site") in the vicinity of Woburn, MA ; 

WHEREAS, Section XIII of the Consent Decree requires that Settling Defendant 
provide financial assurance to EPA that funds or other resources wil l be available as and when 
needed to ensure completion of the work required to be conducted by Settling Defendant under 
the Consent Decree; 

WHEREAS, in order to provide part of such financial assurance required by the 
Consent Decree, Settling Defendant has agreed to provide EPA with a guarantee, issued by 
Guarantor, of Settling Defendant's obligations arising under the Consent Decree, all as set forth 
more fully in this Guarantee; 

WHEREAS, Gurarantor has indemnified Settling Defendant with respect to the 
Site and the Guarantor wi l l receive substantial benefits from the agreements made by and 
between EPA and Settling Defendant as set forth in the Consent Decree; and 

WHEREAS, Guarantor has agreed to, among other things, guarantee payment and 
performance in full of the Guaranteed Obligations (as hereinafter defined) and undertake such 
other commitments to EPA or for EPA's benefit as set forth in this Guarantee. 

AGREEMENT 

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the promises contained herein, and to 
induce EPA to enter into the Consent Decree and to settle with Settling Defendant under 
CERCLA as contemplated thereby, and for other good and valuable consideration, the receipt 
and adequacy of which are hereby acknowledged, Guarantor hereby agrees with EPA as follows: 

http:organi/.ed


ARTICLE I .
 

1.1 Defined Terms. The following terms (whether or not underscored) when 
used in this Guarantee, ine luding its preamble and recitals, shall have the following meanings: 

"Affiliate" means, when used w i t h respect to a specified entity, another entity 
that directly, or indirectly through one or more intermediaries. Controls or is Controlled by or is 
under common Control with the entity specified. 

"Annual Audited Financial Statements' means an entity's annual audited financial 
statements prepared in accordance with U.S. Generally Accepted Accounting Procedures. 

"Control" means the possession, directly or indirectly, of the power to direct or 
cause the direction of the management or policies of an entity, whether through the ownership or 
control of voting securities, partnership interests or other equity interests, by contract, or 
otherwise, and "Controlling" and "Controlled" shall have meanings correlative thereto. 

"EPA" has the meaning given in the preamble to this Guarantee. 

"Guaranteed Obligations" means and includes all obligations and liabilities, 
howsoever arising, owed by Settling Defendant to EPA of every kind and description (whether 
or not for the payment of money), direct or indirect, absolute or contingent, due or to become 
due, now existing or hereafter arising, pursuant to the terms of the Consent Decree. 

"Guarantor" has the meaning given in the preamble to this Guarantee. 

"Guarantee" has the meaning given in the preamble to this Guarantee. 

"Maximum Amount" shall mean twelve million eight hundred fifty thousand U.S. 
dollars ($12,850,000). 

"Site" has the meaning given in the preamble to this Guarantee. 

1.2 General Definitions. Unless otherwise defined herein or unless the 
context otherwise requires, capitalized terms used in this Guarantee, including its preamble and 
recitals, have the meanings provided in the Consent Decree. 

ARTICLE II .
 
GUARANTEE
 

2.1 Guarantee. 

(a) Guarantor, as primary obligor and not merely as surety, hereby 
unconditionally and irrevocably guarantees to EPA the prompt payment in fu l l and the prompt 
performance in fu l l of the Guaranteed Obligations; provided however, that, notwithstanding 



am th ing heroin to the contrary, the aggregate amount of: (i) payments made by Guarantor 
hereunder to th i rd party vendors in connection \\ ith the performance of the Guaranteed 
Obligations; (ii) payments made to l:PA pursuant to subsections 2 . l (b) or 2.1(c) hereof: and ( i i i ) 
costs incurred by Guarantor in performing the Guaranteed Obligations directly, shall in no event 
exceed the Maximum Amount. 

(b) Subject to the provisions of subsection 2.1 (a) hereof. Guarantor 
agrees that if for any reason Settling Defendant shall fa i l to pay or perform, as the case may be, 
\vhen due any of the Guaranteed Obligations, Guarantor shall promptly pay or perform, as the 
case may be, the same forthwith on the date such payment or performance of such Guaranteed 
Obligation is due or required, without regard to any exercise or non-exercise by Guarantor, 
Settling Defendant, or EPA of any right, remedy, power or privilege under or in respect of the 
Consent Decree, and that in the case of any extension of time of the payment, performance, or 
renewal of any of the Guaranteed Obligations, the same will be promptly paid or performed, as 
the case may be, in fu l l when due in accordance with the terms of such extension or renewal. 

(c) Without limiting the foregoing, Guarantor acknowledges and 
agrees that, subject to the provisions of subsection 2.1(a) hereof, upon the occurrence and during 
the continuance of a "Work Takeover" as specified in Section [ ] of the Consent Decree, at 
the election of EPA, Guarantor shall immediately upon written demand from EPA deposit into 
an account specified by EPA, in immediately available funds and without setoff, counterclaim, or 
condition of any kind, a cash amount up to but not exceeding the estimated cost of the remaining 
Work to be performed as of such date, as determined by EPA. 

2.2 Obligations Absolute and Unconditional. 

(a) The obligations of Guarantor hereunder are primary obligations of 
Guarantor and constitute an absolute, unconditional, continuing and irrevocable guarantee of 
payment and performance of the Guaranteed Obligations and the other obligations of Guarantor 
hereunder and not of collectibility, and are in no way conditioned on or contingent upon any 
attempt to enforce in whole or in part Settling Defendant's liabilities and obligations to EPA. 
Subject to the provisions of subsection 2.1 (a) hereof , each failure by Guarantor to pay or 
perform, as the case may be, a Guaranteed Obligation or any other obligation hereunder shall 
give rise to a separate cause of action hereunder, and separate suits may be brought hereunder as 
each cause of action arises. 

(b) Subject to the provisions of subsection 2.1 (a) hereof,EPA may, at 
any time and from time to time (whether or not after revocation or termination of this Guarantee) 
without the consent of or notice to Guarantor, except such notice as may be required by the 
Consent Decree or applicable law which cannot be waived, without incurring responsibility to 
Guarantor, without impairing or releasing the obligations of Guarantor hcreunder, upon or 
without any terms or conditions and in whole or in part: 

(i) change the manner, place and terms of payment or performance 
of, or renew or alter, any Guaranteed Obligation or any obligations and liabili t ies 
( including any of those hereunder) incurred directly or indirectly in respect thereof or 
hereof, or in any manner modify, amend or supplement the terms of the Consent Decree 



or any documents, instruments or agreements executed in connection therewith, in each 
case \ \ i t h the consent of Set t l ing Defendant (in each case, as and to the extent required by 
the Consent Decree), and the agreements and guarantees herein made shal l apply to the 
Guaranteed Obligations or such other obligations as changed, extended, renewed, 
modi tied, amended, supplemented or altered in any manner; 

( i i ) exercise or retrain from exercising any rights against 
Settling Defendant or others ( including Guarantor) or otherwise act or refrain from 
acting; 

( i i i ) add or release any other guarantor from its obligations 
without affecting or impairing the obligations of Guarantor hereunder; 

(iv) settle or compromise any Guaranteed Obligations or any 
obligations and liabilities incurred directly or indirectly in respect thereof; 

(v) consent to or waive any breach of, or any act, omission or 
default under, the Consent Decree or otherwise amend, modify or supplement (with the 
consent of Settling Defendant, as and to the extent required by the Consent Decree) the 
Consent Decree or any of such other instruments or agreements; and/or 

(vi i i ) act or fail to act in any manner referred to in this Guarantee 
which may deprive Guarantor of its right to subrogation against Settling Defendant to 
recover full indemnity for any payments or performances made pursuant to this 
Guarantee or of its right of contribution against any other party. 

(c) No invalidity, irregularity or unenforceability of the Guaranteed 
Obligations or invalidity, irregularity, unenforceability or non-perfection of any collateral 
therefor, shall affect, impair or be a defense to this Guarantee, which is a primary obligation of 
Guarantor. 

(d) This is a continuing Guarantee and all obligations to which it 
applies or may apply under the terms hereof shall be conclusively presumed to have been created 
in reliance hereon. In the event that, notwithstanding the provisions of Section 2.2(a) above, this 
Guarantee shall be deemed revocable in accordance with applicable law, then any such 
revocation shall become effective only upon receipt by EPA of written notice of revocation 
signed by Guarantor. To the extent permitted by applicable law, no revocation or termination 
hereof shall affect, in any manner, rights arising under this Guarantee with respect to Guaranteed 
Obligations arising prior to receipt by EPA of written notice of such revocation or termination. 
Any such revocation or termination without EPA's prior written consent shall be deemed to be a 
violation of the Consent Decree. 



ARTICI.I; in . 
RHPRF.SF.NTAT1ONS AND WARRANT1HS 

3.1 Guarantor Representations and Warranties. Guarantor represents and 
warrants to and in favor of F.PA, as of the date of this Guarantee, that: 

3.1.1 Existence. Guarantor is duly organi/ed and validly existing under 
the laws of the jurisdiction of its incorporation and is qual i f ied to do business in such jurisdiction 
and in each other jurisdiction in which the conduct of its business requires such qualification. 

3.1.2 Power and Authorization. Guarantor has fu l l power and authority 
to enter into and execute this Guarantee. This Guarantee has been duly authorized, executed and 
delivered by Guarantor. 

3.1.3 No Conflict. The execution, delivery and performance by 
Guarantor of this Guarantee and the execution, delivery, and performance by Settling Defendant 
of the Consent Decree do not and will not (a) violate any provision of (i) any legal requirement 
applicable to Guarantor, (i i) the organizational and other corporate governance documents of 
Guarantor or (iii) any order, judgment or decree of any court or agency or governmental 
instrumentality binding on Guarantor, (b) conflict with, result in a breach of, or constitute a 
default under any material contractual obligation of Guarantor, (c) result in or require the 
creation or imposition of any lien upon any of the properties or assets of Guarantor, or (d) require 
any approval or consent of any person or entity, except for such approvals or consents which wil l 
be obtained on or before the date of this Guarantee and which have been disclosed in writing to 
EPA. 

3.1.4 Enforceable Obligations. This Guarantee constitutes a legal, valid 
and binding obligation of Guarantor, enforceable in accordance with its terms, except to the 
extent that enforceability may be limited by applicable bankruptcy, insolvency, moratorium, 
reorganization or other similar laws affecting the enforcement of creditors' rights generally. 

3.1.5 Compliance with Law. Fraud. 

(a) Guarantor (i) is not in violation of any applicable legal 
requirements in any material respect and (ii) is not subject to or in default in any material respect 
with respect to any final judgments, writs, injunctions, decrees, rules or regulations of any court 
or any federal, state, municipal or other governmental department, commission, board, bureau, 
agency or instrumentality, domestic or foreign, in the case of either (i) or (ii) which would have a 
material adverse effect on the ability of Guarantor to perform its obligations under this 
Guarantee. 

(b) Guarantor is not executing this Guarantee with any intention to 
hinder, delay or defraud any present or future creditor or creditors of Guarantor. 

3.1.6 Relationship To Settling Defendant. Guarantor has a "substantial 
business relationship" (as defined in 40 C.F.R. § 264.141(h)) with Settling Defendant. 



3.1.7 No bankruptcy Fi l ing. Guarantor is not contemplating cither the 
t i l i ng of a petition by it under any state or federal bankruptcy or insolvency laws or the 
l iquida t ion of all or a major portion of its assets or property, and Guarantor has no knowledge of 
any person contemplating the f i l ing of any such petit ion against it. 

ARTICLE IV.
 
COVENANTS
 

Guarantor hereby covenants and agrees for the benefit of EPA, unt i l this 
Guarantee is terminated pursuant to Section 6.16. as follows: 

4.1 Maintenance of Corporate Existence. Guarantor shall maintain and 
preserve its existence and all material rights, privileges and franchises necessary in the normal 
conduct of its business. Guarantor shall notify EPA in writing within 60 days after any change in 
its name or place of business or chief executive office, or change in its type of organization or 
jurisdiction of organization. 

4.2 Compliance with Laws. Guarantor shall promptly comply, or cause 
compliance, in all material respects with all legal requirements to the extent any noncompliance 
with such legal requirements could have a material adverse effect on the ability of Guarantor to 
perform and discharge its obligations under this Guarantee. 

4.3 Notice of Bankruptcy or Insolvency. Etc. Guarantor shall notify EPA 
within 10 days after the occurrence of any of the following: filing by the Guarantor of a petition 
seeking to take advantage of any laws relating to bankruptcy, insolvency, reorganization, 
winding up or composition or adjustment of debts; Guarantor's consent to (or failure to contest 
in a timely manner) any petition filed against it in an involuntary case under such bankruptcy or 
other laws; Guarantor's application for (or consent to or failure to contest in a timely manner) the 
appointment of, or the taking of possession by, a receiver, custodian, trustee, liquidator, or the 
like of itself or of all or a substantial part of its assets; Guarantor's making a general assignment 
for the benefit of creditors; or Guarantor's taking any corporate action for the purpose of 
effecting any of the foregoing 

4.4 Further Assurances. Guarantor shall promptly provide EPA with such 
information and other documents related to this Guarantee and the Guaranteed Obligations that 
EPA may reasonably request. 

4.5 Compliance with Financial Measures. Guarantor shall at all times during 
the term of this Guarantee comply with and satisfy the financial measures and conditions set 
forth in either Exhibit A or Exhibit B attached hereto. Guarantor shall also notify EPA 
immediately if. at any time during the term hereof, Guarantor fails or has reason to believe that it 
may fail any of the financial measures set forth in Exhibit A or Exhibit B. as the case may be. 

4.6 Submission of Documents. For so long as this Guarantee is in effect, 
contemporaneously with the filing of its Annual Report on Form 10K with the Securities and 
Exchange Commission, Guarantor shall submit to EPA: 



(a) a letter signed by Guarantor 's Chief Financia l Officer ce r t i fy ing 
Guarantor's compliance \ \ i t h the financial conditions and measures set forth in either Exhibit A 
or Exhibi t lj. wh i ch letter shal l be substant ia l ly in the form of Exh ib i t C attached hereto; and 

(b) a copy of Guarantor's audited financial statements for its latest 
completed fiscal year, and a copy of the Guarantor's independent certified public accountant's 
report on examination of such financial statements, which report on examination shall be 
unqualif ied or, if qualif ied, shall have been approved in \v r i t ing by EPA; and 

(c) a special report from Guarantor's independent certified public 
accountant to Guarantor attesting to Guarantor's compliance with the financial conditions and 
measures set forth in either Exhibit A or Exhibit B which special report shall be substantially in 
the form of Exhibit D attached hereto. 

ARTICLE V.
 
SUBROGRAT1ON: ETC.
 

5.1 Waiver. Subject to the provisions of subsection 2.1(a) hereof, Guarantor 
hereby unconditionally and irrevocably waives and relinquishes, to the maximum extent 
permitted by applicable legal requirements, all rights and remedies accorded to sureties or 
guarantors and agrees not to assert or take advantage of any such rights or remedies, including: 

(a) any right to require EPA to proceed against Settling Defendant or 
any other person or to pursue any other remedy in EPA's power before proceeding against 
Guarantor; 

(b) any defense that may arise by reason of the incapacity, lack of 
power or authority, dissolution, merger, or termination of Guarantor, Settling Defendant, or any 
other person or the failure of EPA to file or enforce a claim against the estate (in administration, 
bankruptcy or any other proceeding) of Guarantor or Settling Defendant, or any other person; 

(c) promptness, diligence, demand, presentment, protest and notice of 
any kind, including notice of the existence, creation or incurring of any new or additional 
indebtedness or obligation or of any action or non-action on the part of Settling Defendant or 
EPA; 

(d) as to EPA, any defense based upon any settlement entered into by 
EPA with other potentially responsible parties at the Site that provide such parties with 
protection from contribution claims pursuant to Section 113(f)(2) of CERCLA, 42 U.S.C. 
Section 9613(0(2); 

(e) any defense based on any offset against any amounts which may 
be owed by any person to Guarantor for any reason whatsoever; 

(0 any defense based on any act, fai lure to act, delay or omission 
whatsoever on the part of Settling Defendant or the failure by Settling Defendant to do any act or 



t h ing or to observe or perform any covenant, condit ion or agreement to be observed or performed 
by it under the Consent Decree; 

(g) any defense based upon any statute or rule of law which provides 
that the obligation of a surety must be neither larger in amount nor in other respects more 
burdensome than that of the pr incipal ; 

(h) any duty on the part of EPA to disclose to Guarantor any facts 
EPA may now or hereafter know about Settling Defendant or the Site, regardless of whether 
EPA has reason to believe that any such facts materially increase the risk beyond that which 
Guarantor intends to assume, or have reason to believe that such facts are unknown to Guarantor, 
or have a reasonable opportunity to communicate such facts to Guarantor, since Guarantor 
acknowledges that Guarantor is fu l ly responsible for being and keeping informed of the financial 
condition of Settling Defendant and of all circumstances bearing on the risk of non-payment or 
non-performance of any Guaranteed Obligation; 

(i) any defense, setoff or counterclaim which may at any time be 
available to or asserted by Settling Defendant against E',PA under the Consent Decree; 

(j) any defense based on any change in the time, manner or place of 
any payment or performance under, or in any other term of, the Consent Decree, or any other 
amendment, renewal, extension, acceleration, compromise or waiver of or any consent or 
departure from the terms of the Consent Decree; 

(k) any right to assert the bankruptcy or insolvency of Settling 
Defendant or any other person as a defense hereunder or as the basis for rescission hereof and 
any defense arising because of EPA's institution of any proceeding under the Federal 
Bankruptcy Code; and 

(1) any other circumstance (including any statute of limitations), any 
act or omission by Settling Defendant, or any existence of or reliance on any representation by 
Settling Defendant or EPA that might otherwise constitute a defense available to, or discharge of, 
any guarantor or surety. 

5.2 Bankruptcy. 

(a) The obligations of Guarantor under this Guarantee shall not be 
altered, limited or affected by any proceeding, voluntary or involuntary, involving the 
bankruptcy, reorganization, insolvency, receivership, liquidation or arrangement of Settling 
Defendant or any Affiliate thereof, or by any defense which Settling Defendant or any Affiliate 
thereof may have by reason of any order, decree or decision of any court or administrative body 
resulting from any such proceeding. 

(b) Guarantor hereby irrevocably waives, to the extent it may do so 
under applicable legal requirements, any protection against enforcement of this Guarantee to 
which it may be entitled under the Federal Bankruptcy Code or equivalent provisions of the laws 
or regulations of any other jurisdiction with respect to any proceedings, or any successor 
provision of law of similar import, in the event of any bankruptcy event wi th respect to Settling 



Defendant. Specifical ly, in the event that the trustee (or s imi lar official) in a bankruptcy event 
w i t h respect to Set t l ing Defendant or the debtor-in-possession takes any action ( inc lud ing the 
ins t i tu t ion of any action, suit or other proceeding tor the purpose of enforcing the rights of 
Settling Defendant under this Guarantee). Guarantor shall not assert any defense, claim or 
counterclaim denying l i a b i l i t y hereunder on the basis that this Guarantee or the Consent Decree 
is an executory contract or a "financial accommodation" that cannot be assumed, assigned or 
enforced or on any other theory directly or indirectly based on the Federal Bankruptcy Code, or 
equivalent provisions of the law or regulations of any other jurisdiction wi th respect to any 
proceedings or any successor provision of law of similar import. If a bankruptcy event with 
respect to Settling Defendant shall occur. Guarantor agrees, after the occurrence of such 
bankruptcy event, to reconfirm in writing, to the extent permitted by applicable legal 
requirements and at EPA's written request, its pre-petition waiver of any protection to which it 
may be entitled under the Federal Bankruptcy Code or equivalent provisions of the laws or 
regulations of any other jurisdiction with respect to proceedings and, to give effect to such 
waiver, Guarantor consents to the assumption and enforcement of each provision of this 
Guarantee by the debtor-in-possession or Settling Defendant's trustee in bankruptcy, as the case 
may be. 

5.3 Reinstatement. This Guarantee and the obligations of Guarantor 
hereunder shall continue to be effective or be automatically reinstated, as the case may be, if and 
to the extent that for any reason any payment or performance by or on behalf of Guarantor in 
respect of the Guaranteed Obligations is rescinded or otherwise restored to Guarantor or Settling 
Defendant, whether as a result of any proceedings in bankruptcy or reorganization or otherwise, 
all as if such payment or performance had not been made, and Guarantor agrees that it w i l l 
indemnify EPA on demand for all reasonable costs and expenses (including reasonable fees of 
counsel) incurred by EPA in connection with any such rescission or restoration. 

ARTICLE VI.
 
MISCELLANEOUS
 

6.1 Obligations Secured. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, this 
Guarantee secures the payment and performance when due of all Guaranteed Obligations. If, 
notwithstanding the representation and warranty set forth in Section 3.1.4 or anything to the 
contrary herein, enforcement of the liability of Guarantor under this Guarantee for the full 
amount of the Guaranteed Obligations would be an unlawful or voidable transfer under any 
applicable fraudulent conveyance or fraudulent transfer law or any comparable law, then the 
liability of Guarantor hereunder shall be reduced to the highest amount for which such liability 
may then be enforced without giving rise to an unlawful or voidable transfer under any such law. 

6.2 Successions or Assignments. This Guarantee is binding upon Guarantor 
and its successors and permitted assigns. Guarantor may not assign any of its obligations 
hereunder without the prior written consent of EPA (and any purported assignment in violation 
of this Section shall be void). 

6.3 Other Waivers. No delay or omission on the part of EPA in exercising 
any of its rights (including those hereunder) and no partial or single exercise thereof and no 



action or non-aelion by HPA, with or without notice to Guarantor, Settling Defendant, or any 
other person, shall constitute a waiver of any rights or shall affect or impair this Guarantee. 

6.4 I leadings, 'flic headings in this Guarantee are for convenience of 
reference only and shall not constitute a part of this Guarantee for any other purpose or be given 
any substantive effect. 

6.5 Remedies Cumulative. Each and every right and remedy of EPA 
hereunder shall be cumulative and shall be in addition to any other right or remedy given 
hereunder or under the Consent Decree, or now or hereafter existing at law or in equity. 

6.6 Severability. Any provision of this Guarantee that may be determined by 
competent authority to be prohibited or unenforceable in any jurisdiction shall, as to such 
jurisdiction, be ineffective to the extent of such prohibition or unenforceability without 
invalidating the remaining provisions hereof, and any such prohibition or unenforceability in any 
jurisdiction shall not invalidate or render unenforceable such provision in any other jurisdiction. 

6.7 Amendments. This Guarantee may be amended, waived or otherwise 
modified only with the written consent of the parties hereto, the written consent of EPA and 
otherwise in accordance with the terms of the Consent Decree. 

6.8 Jurisdiction. Guarantor agrees that any legal action or proceeding by or 
against Guarantor or with respect to or arising out of this Guarantee may be brought by the 
United States in or removed to [INSERT DISTRICT COURT ENTERING CONSENT 
DECREE.] By execution and delivery of this Guarantee, Guarantor accepts, for itself and in 
respect of its property, generally and unconditionally, the non-exclusive jurisdiction of the 
aforesaid court. Guarantor irrevocably consents to the service of process out of the 
aforementioned court in any manner permitted by law. Any such process or summons in 
connection with any such action or proceeding may also be served by mailing a copy thereof by 
certified or registered mail, or any substantially similar form of mail, addressed to Guarantor as 
provided for notices hereunder. Guarantor hereby waives any right to stay or dismiss any action 
or proceeding under or in connection with this Guarantee or the Consent Decree brought before 
the foregoing court on the basis of forum non-conveniens. Nothing herein shall affect the right 
of EPA to bring legal action or proceedings in any other competent jurisdiction. 

6.9 Governing Law. This Guarantee and the rights and obligations of EPA 
and Guarantor shall be governed by, and construed in accordance with, the law of the State of 
[ ] without reference to principles of conflicts of law. 

6.10 Integration of Terms. This Guarantee, together with the Consent Decree, 
is intended by the parties as a final expression of their agreement and is intended as a complete 
and exclusive statement of the terms and conditions thereof. 

6 .11 Notices. Any communications between the parties hereto or notices 
provided herein to be given may be given to the following addresses: 
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I t ' t o Guarantor: 

Attcntion:_ 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 

If to EPA: UPA Regional Administrator or Regional Superfund Director for 
EPA Region [ ] (or any of their designees) 

Attcntion:_ 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 

With a copy to: [ORC Contact; RPM] 

Attention:_ 
Telephone: 
Facsimile: 

All notices or other communications required or permitted to be given hereunder 
shall be in writing and shall be considered as properly given (a) if delivered in person, (b) if sent 
by overnight delivery service (including Federal Express, UPS and other similar overnight 
delivery services), (c) if mailed by first class United States Mail, postage prepaid, registered or 
certified with return receipt requested, (d) if sent by facsimile or (e) if sent via other electronic 
means (including electronic mail). Notice so given shall be effective upon receipt by the 
addressee, except that communication or notice so transmitted by facsimile or other direct 
written electronic means shall be deemed to have been validly and effectively given on the day 
on which it is transmitted if transmitted before 4:00 p.m., recipient's time, and if transmitted 
after that time, on the next following Banking Day; provided, however, that (i) if any notice is 
tendered to an addressee and the delivery thereof is refused by such addressee, such notice shall 
be effective upon such tender, and ( i i )wi th respect to any notice given via facsimile or other 
electronic means, the sender of such message shall promptly provide the addressee with an 
original copy of such notice by any of the means specified in clauses (a), (b) or (c) above. Any 
party shall have the right to change its address for notice hereunder to any other location within 
the continental United States by giving five days' notice to the other parties in the manner set 
forth above. 

6.12 Collection Expenses. 

(a) Without regard to any l imitat ion set forth in this Guarantee, if EPA 
is required to pursue any remedy against Guarantor hereunder, Guarantor shall pay to EPA upon 



demand therefore, all reasonable attorneys' fees and all other costs and expenses incurred by 
I -PA in enforcing this Guarantee (and such fees, costs and expenses shall be deemed to be part of 
the Guaranteed Obligations) provided that, if a legal action ini t iated in connection the pursuit of 
such remedv is adjudicated in favor of Guarantor, Guarantor shall have no obligation pursuant to 
th i s section 6.12.. 

6.13 Counterparts. This Guarantee and any amendments, waivers, consents or 
supplements hereto or in connection herewith may be executed in any number of counterparts 
and by different parties hereto in separate counterparts, each of which when so executed and 
delivered shall be deemed an original, but all such counterparts together shall constitute one and 
the same agreement. 

6.14 Limitations on Liability. No claim shall be made by Guarantor against 
EPA or any of its employees, attorneys or agents for any loss of profits, business or anticipated 
savings, special or punit ive damages or any indirect or consequential loss whatsoever in respect 
of any breach or wrongful conduct (whether or not the claim therefor is based on contract, tort or 
duty imposed by law), in connection with, arising out of or in any way related to the transactions 
contemplated by this Guarantee or the Consent Decree or any act or omission or event occurring 
in connection therewith; and Guarantor hereby waives, releases and agrees not to sue upon any 
such claim for any such damages, whether or not accrued and whether or not known or suspected 
to exist in their favor. 

6.15 Time. Time is of the essence of this Guarantee. 

6.16 Termination. Subject to Section 5.4. this Guarantee and all of the 
obligations of Guarantor hereunder shall terminate upon the earlier of (a) payment and 
performance in full of all Guaranteed Obligations in accordance with the Consent Decree and (b) 
the substitution of a different financial assurance mechanism in accordance with Section [ ] of 
the Consent Decree as consent to in writing by EPA. Unless earlier terminated pursuant to the 
foregoing sentence, this Guarantee shall survive any foreclosure proceedings instituted, 
commenced, or completed against Settling Defendant. 

6.17 Consent Decree. Guarantor acknowledges that it has been provided with a 
copy of the Consent Decree and has read and is familiar with the provisions of the Consent 
Decree. 

[REMAINDER OF PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK] 
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IN WITNHSS W I l l ' R l - O F , Guarantor, by its authori/cd representative duly 
authori/ed. in tending to be legally bound, have caused this Guarantee to be duly executed and 
delivered as of the date first above \sritten. 

Monsanto Company, 
a Delaware corporation, 
as Guarantor 

By: 
Name: 
Title: 

[NOTARY BLOCK] 
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EXHIBIT A 

Section 4.5(a) Financia l Conditions 

As calculated from the data contained in Guarantor's Annual Audited Financial Statement, the 
Guarantor must: 

(A) Satisfy t\vo of the following three ratios: (1) a ratio of total liabilities to Net Worth less 
than 2.0; (2) a ratio of the sum of net income plus depreciation, depletion, and amortization to 
total l iabil i t ies greater than 0.1; and (3) a ratio of current assets to current l iabil i t ies greater than 
1.5; and 

(B) Have a Net Working Capital and Tangible Net Worth each at least six times the Total 
Value of Environmental Obligations; and 

(C) Have a Tangible Net Worth of at least $10 mil l ion; and 

(D) Have assets located in the United States amounting to at least 90 percent of total assets or 
at least six times the Total Value of Environmental Obligations. 

Defined Terms for Exhibit A and Exhibit B 

"Net Working Capital" means current assets minus current liabilities. 

"Net Worth" means total assets minus total liabilities. 

"Tangible Net Worth" means the value of tangible assets included in the calculation of 
Net Worth; this value would not include the value of intangibles such as goodwill and rights to 
patents or royalties. 

"Total Value of Environmental Obligations" means the sum of: 
(a) the dollar amount of financial assurance required by Paragraph [ ] of the 

Consent Decree [or the relevant portion if multiple financial assurance mechanisms are being 
used]; 

(b) the total dollar amount of financial assurance provided by the Guarantor to 
EPA through the use of a financial test and/or a guarantee for CERCLA settlements other than 
that embodied in the Consent Decree; and 

(c) the total dollar amount of financial assurance provided by the Guarantor to 
EPA through the use of a financial test and/or a guarantee for purposes of any facili ty regulated 
under federal environmental programs other than CERCLA, including but not limited to 
hazardous waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal ("TSD") facilities under 40 CFR parts 264 
and 265, Municipal Solid Waste Landfil l ("MSWLF") facilities under 40 CFR part 258, 
Underground Injection Control ("UIC") facil i t ies under 40 CFR part 144, Underground Storage 
Tank ("UST") facil i t ies under 40 CFR part 280, and Polychlorinated Biphenyl ("PCD") storage 
facili t ies under 40 CFR part 761. 
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KX1IIBIT »
 

Section 4.5(b) Financial Conditions
 

The Guarantor must have: 

(A) A current rating for its most recent bond issuance of AAA, A A, A, or BBB as issued by 
Standard and Poor's or Aaa, Aa, A, or Baa as issued by Moody's: and 

(B) Tangible Net Worth at least six times the Total Value of Environmental Obligations; and 

(C) Tangible Net Worth of at least $10 million; ami 

(D) Assets located in the United States amounting to at least 90 percent of total assets or at 
least six times the Total Value of Environmental Obligations. 

Defined Terms for Exhibit A and Exhibit B 

"Net Working Capital" means current assets minus current liabilities. 

"Net Worth" means total assets minus total liabilities. 

'Tangible Net Worth" means the value of tangible assets included in the calculation of 
Net Worth; this value would not include the value of intangibles such as goodwill and rights to 
patents or royalties. 

"Total Value of Environmental Obligations" means the sum of: 
(a) the dollar amount of financial assurance required by Paragraph [ ] of the 

Consent Decree [or the relevant portion if multiple financial assurance mechanisms are being 
used]; 

(b) the total dollar amount of financial assurance provided by the Guarantor to 
EPA through the use of a financial test and/or a guarantee for CERCLA settlements other than 
that embodied in the Consent Decree; and 

(c) the total dollar amount of financial assurance provided by the Guarantor to 
EPA through the use of a financial test and/or a guarantee for purposes of any facility regulated 
under federal environmental programs other than CERCLA, including but not limited to 
hazardous waste Treatment, Storage, and Disposal ("TSD") facilities under 40 CFR parts 264 
and 265, Municipal Solid Waste Landfi l l ("MSWLF") facilities under 40 CFR part 258, 
Underground Injection Control ("UIC") facilities under 40 CFR part 144, Underground Storage 
Tank ("UST") facilities under 40 CFR part 280, and Polychlorinated Biphenyl (>;PCB") storage 
facilities under 40 CFR part 761. 
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EXHIBITC 

Sample CFO Letter (for Test Alternative I: Financial Ratios) 

[Guarantor Letterhead) 

[Address Block] [Date] 

Dear [ ]: 

I am the chief financial officer of [name and address of Guarantor] (the "Company"). The 
Company [is the owner of a direct or indirect controlling interest in] [has a "substantial business 
relationship" (as defined in 40 C.F.R. § 264.141 (h)) with] [name of Settling Defendant] (the 
"Settling Defendant"). This letter is in support of the Settling Defendant's use of a corporate 
guarantee (the "Guarantee"), to be provided by the Company, to demonstrate financial assurance 
for the obligations of the Settling Defendant under that certain [Consent Decree (the "Consent 
Decree")], dated , , Docket No. [ ], between the Settling Defendant 
and EPA, entered pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 9607 et seq. ("CERCLA"). This letter confirms 
the Company's satisfaction of certain financial criteria, as set forth more fully below, that makes 
the Company eligible to provide the corporate guarantee as financial assurance under the 
Consent Decree. 

[Fill out the following five paragraphs regarding CERCLA settlements, RCRA facilities, TSCA 
facilities, SDWA facilities, and associated financial assurance requirements. If the Company has 
no CERCLA settlement or RCRA/TSCA/SDWA facility obligations that belong in a particular 
paragraph, write "None " in the space indicated. For each settlement and facility, include its 
settlement Docket No. or EPA Identification Number, as the case may be, and the financial 
assurance dollar amount associated with such settlement and/or facility.} 

1. The dollar amount of financial assurance required by Paragraph [ ] of the Consent 
Decree and covered by the Guarantee is [$ ]. 

2. The Company is a signatory to the following CERCLA settlements under which the 
Company is providing financial assurance to EPA through the use of a financial test. The total 
dollar amount of such financial assurance covered by a financial test is equal, in the aggregate, to 
[$ J, and is shown for each such settlement as follows: 
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3. The Company is the owner und'or operator of the following facilities for \vhich the 
Company has demonstrated financial assurance through a financial test, including but not limited 
to ha/.ardous \vaste Treatment. Storage, and Disposal ("TSD") facilities under 40 CFR parts 264 
and 265, Municipal Solid Waste Landfill ("MSWLF") facilities under 40 CFR part 258. 
Underground Injection Control ("L'lC") facilities under 40 CFR part 144, Underground Storage 
Fank ("US I'") facilities under 40 CFR part 280. and Polychlorinated Biphenyl ("PCB") storage 
facilities under 40 CFR part 761. The total dollar amount of such financial assurance covered by 
a financial test is equal, in the aggregate, to [$ ], and is shown for each such facility as 
follows: 

4. The Company guarantees the CERCLA settlement obligations and/or the MSWLF, TSD, 
U1C, UST, PCB, and/or other facility obligations of the following guaranteed parties. The total 
dollar amount of such CERCLA settlement and regulated facility obligations so guaranteed is 
equal, in the aggregate, to [$ ], and is shown for each such settlement and/or facility as 
follows: 

5. The Company [insert "is required" or "is not required"] to file a Form 10K with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission ("SEC") for the Company's latest fiscal year. 

6. The Company's fiscal year ends on [month, day]. I hereby certify that the Figures for the 
following items marked with an asterisk are derived from the Company's independently audited, 
year-end financial statements for its latest completed fiscal year, ended [date], and further certify 
as follows: 

A.	 The aggregate total of the dollar amounts shown in Paragraphs 1 through 4 above equals
 

[$ ]•
 

*B. Company's total liabilities equal [if any portion of the aggregate dollar amount from line A 
is included in total liabilities, you may deduct the amount of that portion from this line and 
add that amount to lines C and D]: [$ ] 

*C. Company's tangible net worth equals: [$ ] 

*D. Company's net worth equals: [$ ] 

*E.	 Company's current assets equal: [$ ] 

*F.	 Company's current liabilities equal: [$ ] 

G.	 Company's net working capital [line E minus line F] equals: [$_ ] 

*H. Sum of Company's net income plus depreciation., depletion, and amortization equals:
 
[$_]
 

*I. Company's total assets in the U.S. equal (required only if less than 90% of Company's
 
assets are located in the U.S.): [$ ]
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J. Is line C at least $10 mi l l ion? (Yes/No): [ 

K. Is l ino Cat least 6 times l ine A? (Yes/No): [ 

L. Is l ine G at least 6 times line A? (Yes/No): | ] 

*M. Are at least Wo of Company's assets loeated in the U.S.? (Yes/No): | ]
 
If "No." complete line N.
 

N. Is line I at least 6 times line A? (Yes/No): 

O. Is line B divided by line D less than 2.0? (Yes/No): [_ 

P. Is line H divided by line B greater than 0.1? (Yes/No): 

Q. Is line E divided by line F greater than 1.5? (Yes/No): 

1 hereby certify that, to the best of my knowledge after thorough investigation, the information 
contained in this letter 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. 

[Signature]
 

[Name]
 

[Title]
 

[Date]
 

[NOTARY BLOCK] 
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Sample CFO Letter (for Test Alternative 2: Min imum Bond Ratings) 

[Guarantor Letterhead] 

[Address Block] [Date] 

Dear [ ]: 

I am the chief financial officer of [name and address of Guarantor] (the "Company"). The 
Company [is the owner of a direct or indirect controlling interest in] [has a ''substantial business 
relationship" (as defined in 40 C.F.R. § 264.141 (h)) with] [name of Settling Defendant] (the 
"Settling Defendant"). This letter is in support of the Settling Defendant's use of a corporate 
guarantee (the "Guarantee"), to be provided by the Company, to demonstrate financial assurance 
for the obligations of the Settling Defendant under that certain [Consent Decree (the "Consent 
Decree")], dated , , Docket No. [ ], between the Settling Defendant 
and EPA, entered pursuant to the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act of 1980, as amended, 42 U.S.C. § 9607 et seq. ("CERCLA"). This letter confirms 
the Company's satisfaction of certain financial criteria, as set forth more fully below, that makes 
the Company eligible to provide the corporate guarantee as financial assurance under the 
Consent Decree. 

[Fill out the following five paragraphs regarding CERCLA settlements, RCRA facilities, TSCA 
facilities, SDWA facilities, and associated financial assurance requirements. If the Company has 
no CERCLA settlement or RCRA/TSCA/SDWA facility obligations that belong in a particular 
paragraph, write "None " in the space indicated. For each settlement and facility, include its 
settlement Docket No. or EPA Identification Number, as the case may be, and the financial 
assurance dollar amount associated with such settlement and/or facility.] 

\. The dollar amount of financial assurance required by Paragraph [ ] of the Consent 
Decree and covered by the Company's use of the Guarantee [$ ]. 

2. The Company is a signatory to the following CERCLA settlements under which the 
Company is providing financial assurance to EPA through the use of a financial test. The total 
dollar amount of such financial assurance covered by a financial test is equal, in the aggregate, to 
[$ ], and is shown for each such settlement as follows: 

3. The Company is the owner and/or operator of the following facili t ies for which the 
Company has demonstrated financial assurance through a financial test, including but not limited 
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to ha/ardous \\astc Treatment, Storage, and Disposal ("TSD") facili t ies under 40 CFR parts 264 
and 265, Municipal Solid \\'astc L a n d f i l l ("MSWLF") facil i t ies under 40 CFR part 258, 
Underground Injection Control ("UIC") faci l i t ies under 40 CFR part 144, Underground Storage 
Tank ("UST") faci l i t ies under 40 CFR part 280, and Polychlorinated Biphenyl ("PCB") storage 
facil i t ies under 40 CFR part 761. The total dollar amount of such financial assurance covered by 
a financial test is equal, in the aggregate, to [$ ]. and is shown for each such facil i ty as 
follows: 

4. The Company guarantees the CERCLA settlement obligations and/or the MSWLF, TSD, 
UIC, UST, PCB, and/or other facility obligations of the following guaranteed parties. The total 
dollar amount of such CERCLA settlement and regulated facili ty obligations so guaranteed is 
equal, in the aggregate, to [$ ], and is shown for each such settlement and/or facility as 
follows 

5. The Company [insert "is required" or "is not required"] to file a Form 10K with the 
Securities and Exchange Commission ("SEC") for the Company's latest fiscal year. 

6. The Company's fiscal year ends on [month, day]. I hereby certify that the figures for the 
following items marked with an asterisk are derived from the Company's independently audited, 
year-end financial statements for its latest completed fiscal year, ended [date], and further certify 
as follows: 

A.	 The aggregate total of the dollar amounts shown in Paragraphs 1 through 4 above equals
 

[$ ]•
 

B.	 The current rating of the Company's senior unsecured debt is [AAA, AA, A, or BBB] as 
issued by Standard and Poor's [-or- [Aaa, Aa, A or Baa] as issued by Moody's Investor 
Services]. 

*C.	 Company's tangible net worth equals: [$ ] 

*D. Company's total assets in the U.S. equal (required only if less than 90% of Company's
 
assets are located in the U.S.): [$ ]
 

E.	 Is line C at least 6 times line A? (Yes/No): [ ] 

F.	 Is line Cat least $10 mil l ion? (Yes/No): [ ] 

G.	 Are at least 90% of Company's assets located in the U.S.? (Yes/No): [___]
 
If "No," complete line H.
 

H.	 Is line D at least 6 times line A? (Yes/Mo): [_ ] 
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I hereby certify that, to the best of my knowledge a tier thorough investigation, the information 
contained in this letter is true, accurate, and complete. I am aware that there are signif icant 
penalties for submit t ing false information, including the possibility of fine and imprisonment for 
knowing violations. 

[Signature]
 

[Name]
 

[Title]
 

[Date]
 

[NOTARY BLOCK] 
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EXHIBIT!) 

Sample CPA Report (for Test Alternative 1: Financial Ratios) 

[CPA LETTERHEAD] 

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT'S REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 

To the Board of Directors of Monsanto Company 
800 North Lindbergh Boulevard 
St. Louis, Missouri 63167 

We have performed the procedures outlined below, which were agreed to by Monsanto Company 
(the "Company") to assist the Company in confirming selected financial data contained in the 
attached letter from [ ], the Company's Chief Financial Officer, dated 
[ ], to the Regional Administrator, United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 1 (the "CFO Letter"). We have been advised by the Company that the CFO Letter has 
been or wi l l be submitted to the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") in 
support of the Company's provision of a corporate guarantee (the "Guarantee") to guarantee the 
obligations of Pharmacia Corporation ("Settling Defendant") under that certain Consent Decree 
(the "Consent Decree"), dated , , Docket No. [ ], between the 
Settling Defendant, Bayer CropScience Inc., and EPA. The procedures outlined below were 
performed solely to assist the Company and the Settling Defendant in complying with the 
financial assurance requirements contained in the Consent Decree. Management is responsible 
for the Company's compliance with those requirements. This agreed-upon procedures 
engagement was conducted in accordance with attestation standards established by the American 
Institute of Certified Public Accountants, as adopted by the Public Company Accounting 
Oversight Board. The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of the parties 
specified in this report. Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of 
the procedures described below either for the purpose for which this report has been requested or 
for any other purpose. 

The procedures that we performed and related findings are as follows: NOTE: THE 
ACCOUNTING FIRM WILL HAVE TO DISCUSS ITEMS B, C, D, E, F, II, I AND M 
LISTED AT PARAGRAPH 6 OF THE CFO LETTER 

I.	 We compared the amount included in item [FILL IN THOSE ITEMS IN PARAGRAPH 
6 LISTED ABOVE THAT FALL WITHIN THIS CATEGORY] under the caption 
Alternative 11 in the letter referred to above with the corresponding amount in the audited 
consolidated financial statements of the Company as of and for the year ended [month 
day, year], on which we have issued our report dated [month day, year] (which report 
expresses an unqual i f ied opinion and includes an explanatory paragraph relating to the 
adoption of Statement of Financial Accounting Standards No. 158, Employers' 
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Accounting for Defined Rene fit Pension ami Other Post retirement Benefit Plans an 
amendment of FASH Statements \o. S7. ,YS\ 106 and 132 (R).  l ; inuncial Accounting 
Standards Board Interpretation No. 47, Accounting for Conditional Asset Retirement 
Ohligutions — an interpretation of FASB Statement \o. 143, and Statement of Financial 
Accounting Standards No. 123 (R). Share-Based Payment), [additional FASB standards 
relied upon, as appropriate], and noted that such amount was in agreement \vhen rounded 
to the nearest mi l l ion . 

2.	 We recomputed from, or reconciled to, the consolidated financial statements referred to 
in procedure 1 the information included in items [FILL IN THOSE ITEMS IN 
PARAGRAPH 6 LISTED ABOVE THAT FALL WITHIN THIS CATEGORY] under 
Paragraph 6 in the letter referred to above and noted no differences when rounded to 
millions. 

We were not engaged to, and did not, perform an examination, the objective of which would be 
the expression of an opinion on the accompanying letter dated [month day, year] Accordingly, 
we do not express such an opinion. Had we performed additional procedures, other matters might 
have come to our attention that would have been reported to you. 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors and 
management of the Company and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 1, and is 
not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 

Sample CPA Report (for Test Alternative 2: Minimum Bond Ratings) 

[CPA LETTERHEAD| 

INDEPENDENT ACCOUNTANT'S REPORT ON APPLYING 
AGREED UPON PROCEDURES 

To the Board of Directors of Monsanto Company 
800 North Lindbergh Boulevard 
St. Louis, Missouri 63167 

We have performed the procedures outlined below, which were agreed to by Monsanto Company 
(the "Company") to assist the Company in confirming selected financial data contained in the 
attached letter from [ ], the Company's Chief Financial Officer, dated 
[ ], to the Regional Administrator, United States Environmental Protection Agency, 
Region 1 (the "CFO Letter"). We have been advised by the Company that the CFO Letter has 
been or w i l l be submitted to the United States Environmental Protection Agency ("EPA") in 
support of the Company's provision of a corporate guarantee (the "Guarantee") to guarantee the 
obligations of Pharmacia Corporation ("Settling Defendant") under that certain Consent Decree 
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(the "Consent Decree"), dated , . Docket No. [ J, between the 
Settling Defendant, Haver CropScienee Inc., and liPA. The procedures outlined below were 
performed solely to assist the Company and the Settl ing Defendant in complying w i t h the 
financial assurance requirements contained in the Consent Decree. Management is responsible 
for the Company's compliance w i t h those requirements. This agreed-upon procedures 
engagement was conducted in accordance w i t h attestation standards established by the American 
Insti tute of Certified Public Accountants, as adopted by the Public Company Accounting 
Oversight Board. The sufficiency of these procedures is solely the responsibility of the parties 
specified in this report. Consequently, we make no representation regarding the sufficiency of 
the procedures described below either for the purpose for which this report has been requested or 
for any other purpose. 

The procedures that we performed and related findings are as follows: 

1.	 We compared the amount included in item D under Paragraph 6 in the letter referred to 
above with the corresponding amount in the audited consolidated financial statements of 
the Company as of and for the year ended [month day, year], on which we have issued 
our report dated [month day, year] (which report expresses an unqualified opinion and 
includes an explanatory paragraph relating to the adoption of Statement of Financial 
Accounting Standards No. 158, Employers' Accounting for Defined Benefit Pension and 
Other Postretirement Benefit Plans an amendment ofFASB Statements No. 87, 88, 106 
and 132 (R), Financial Accounting Standards Board Interpretation No. 47, Accounting for 
Conditional Asset Retirement Obligations — an interpretation of FASB Statement No. 
143, and Statement of Financial Accounting Standards No. 123 (R), Share-Based 
Payment), [additional FASB standards relied upon, as appropriate], and noted that such 
amount was in agreement when rounded to the nearest million. 

2.	 We recomputed from, or reconciled to, the consolidated financial statements referred to 
in procedure 1 the information included in item C under Paragraph 6 in the letter referred 
to above and noted no differences when rounded to millions. 

We were not engaged to, and did not, perform an examination, the objective of which would be 
the expression of an opinion on the accompanying letter dated [month day, year]. Accordingly, 
we do not express such an opinion. Had we performed additional procedures, other matters might 
have come to our attention that would have been reported to you. 

This report is intended solely for the information and use of the Board of Directors and 
management of the Company and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region 1, and is 
not intended to be and should not be used by anyone other than these specified parties. 
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APPENDIX F 

[Letterhead of Issuing Bank] 

IRREVOCABLE STANDBY LETTER OF CREDIT NUMBER: 
[ J 

ISSUANCE DATE: [ ] 

MAXIMUM AMOUNT: U.S.$12,850,000 

BENEFICIARY: APPLICANT: 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Stauffer Management Company 
LLC 

c/o [Name of Regional Superfund Director] [Title if applicable] 
Director, Superfund Division, EPA Region [ ] [Address] 
[Address] 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

We hereby establish our Irrevocable Standby Letter of Credit No. [ ] in your favor, at 
the request and for the account of the Applicant, Stauffer Management Company LLC 
(litigation agent for Bayer CropScience Inc.), in the amount of exactly twelve million 
eight hundred and fifty thousand U.S. dollars ($12,850,000) (the "Maximum Amount"). 
We hereby authorize you, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (the "Beneficiary"), 
to draw at sight on us, [Insert name and address of issuing bank], an aggregate amount 
equal to the Maximum Amount upon presentation of: 
(1) your sight draft, bearing reference to this Letter of Credit No. [ ] (which may, 
without limitation, be presented in the form attached hereto as Exhibit A); and 
(2) your signed statement reading as follows: "I certify that the amount of the draft is 
payable pursuant to that certain Consent Decree, approved by the United States District 
Court for the District of Massachusetts on , 20 , by and among the United 
States, Bayer CropScience Inc. and Pharmacia Corporation, entered into by the parties 
thereto in accordance with the authority of the Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA). 

This letter of credit is effective as of [insert issuance date] and shall expire on [a date at 
least 1 year later], but such expiration date shall be automatically extended for a period 
of [at least 1 year] on [the date which is at least 1 year later] and on each successive 
expiration date, unless, at least one hundred twenty (120) days before the current 
expiration date, we notify both you and [enter name of Settling Defendant posting the 
letter of credit] by certified mail that we have decided not to extend this letter of credit 



beyond the current expiration date. In the event you are so notified, any unused portion 
of the credit shall immediately thereupon be available to you upon presentation of your 
sight draft for a period of at least 120 days after the date of receipt by both you and 
Stauffer Management Company LLC of such notification, as shown on signed return 
receipts. 

Multiple and partial draws on this letter of credit are expressly permitted, up to an 
aggregate amount not to exceed the Maximum Amount. Whenever this letter of credit is 
drawn on, under, and in compliance with the terms hereof, we shall duly honor such 
draft upon presentation to us, and we shall deposit the amount of the draft in 
immediately available funds directly into such account or accounts as may be specified 
in accordance with your instructions. 

All banking and other charges under this letter of credit are for the account of the 
Applicant. 

This letter of credit is subject to the most recent edition of the Uniform Customs and 
Practice for Documentary Credits, published and copyrighted by the International 
Chamber of Commerce. 

Very Truly Yours, 

[Name and address of issuing institution] 

fSignature(s). name(s). and title(s) of official(s) of issuing institution! 

rDatel 



Exhibit A - Form of Sight Draft 

United States Environmental Protection Agency Sight Draft 

TO: [Insert name of Issuing Bank] 
[Insert address of Issuing Bank] 

f 1 

RE: Letter of Credit No. [ 1 

DATE: [Insert date that draw is made] 

TIME: [Insert time of day that draw is made] 

This draft is drawn under your Irrevocable Letter of Credit No. [ ]. Pay 
to the order of the United States Environmental Protection Agency, in immediately 
available funds, the amount of [in words] U.S. Dollars (U.S.$[ ' ]) or, if no 
amount certain is specified, the total balance remaining available under your Irrevocable 
Letter of Credit No. \ I 

Pay such amount as is specified in the immediately preceding paragraph by 
FedWire Electronic Funds Transfer ("EFT") to the [Site name] Special Account within 
the EPA Hazardous Substance Superfund in accordance with current EFT procedures, 
referencing File Number 2007Z00674, EPA Region and Site Spill ID Number 0107, and 
DOJ Case Number 90-11-2-228/6 as follows: 

Federal Reserve Bank of New York 
ABA = 021030004 
Account = 68010727 
33 Liberty Street 
New York, NY 10045 
Field Tag 4200 of the Fedwire message should read "D 68010727 Environmental 
Protection Agency." 

This Sight Draft has been duly executed by the undersigned, an authorized 
representative or agent of the United States Environmental Protection Agency, whose 
signature hereupon constitutes an endorsement. 

By: [signature] 

[name] 



[title] 
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