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Five-Year Review Summary Form

s

Hite name (from Wastel AN): lron Horse Park
ERPAID (from Wastel AN): MADOS1TETIZS
Region: 1 State: MA CitylGounty: BillericaMiddleseax

HMMMMWMMMMWNMWMMMMMMMMMMMMMHWHMHMNMWWMMMMWMMWMMMMWMMMMMMMWMW

NFL. status: Final

Remediation status (choose all that apply): Under Construction

Multiple QUs?* Yes Construction completion cate: NIA

Has site been put into reuse? Partial ec

sological reuse via wetland replication

"'WFIH”TTTWWMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMM

mMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMMm$Jm.hnimum. |
Lead agency: EPA

Author mame: Don McElroy

Author title: Remedial Project Manager | Author affiliation: ERPA Region |
Review period: 6/24/03 to 92603

Date(s) of site inspection:  Multiple in 2002 and 2003
Type of review:

Fogt-SaFRA

Review number: 2 (second) **

Triggering action:

Previous (1st) Five-Year Review Report

Triggering action date (from WastelLAN):  Seplember 28, 1998

Due date (five years after triggering action date):  September 28, 2003

I

O refers to operable unit.
Five-Year Review was completed in 19938
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ntroduction

ERA New England Region has conducted a second five-year review of the
remedial actions implemented at the lron Horse Park Superfund Site in Billerica,
Massachusetts. This review was conducted from June 2003 through September 2003,
This report documents the results of the review. The purpose of the five-year review is
to determine whether the remedy at a site is protective of human health and the
environment. thllnﬂtumL,,Hnwm|q@,cmmicxmuﬂhwﬂwnv of reviews are documented in
five-year review reports. hl&ddﬂhulInm=yswuwwvnwvlnpwn¢ud@nﬂh¢dwn1mwmneaimuwd
during the review, if any dentify recommendations to address them.

"WWHWWWWNH@WiWﬂhyWMHMHl|%\mleﬂMNWWWﬂW“WWWNNMWS
consistent with the Comyg 1sive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Aot (CER hlu)awdnu=NuanMk.‘mniHamnduusuutdﬂ|Aﬁipmmmmm
Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA 121(c), as amended, states:

If the: President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous
substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall
review such remedial action no less often than each five years after the initiation
of such remedial action to assure that hurman health and the environment are
being protected by the remedial action being implemented.

The NCF part 300.430(f)(4)(ii) of the C¢

de of Federal Regulatic ) states:

|Hmﬂl“H1Pth:N1WUHIW selected the 'aﬁuH$imtuawan*owmsunb$umwoes,pcmmmamm&
or contaminants remaining at the site abhove leve ow for unlimited use
and unrestricted exposure, the lea Izwqwﬁry'vhdH|iunuvv:uull.nlmn 110 less
often than every five years after the initiation of the selected remedial action.

s th

This is the second five-year review for the Iron Horse Fark Site. The triggering
action for this review is the first five-year review which was signed on September 28,
1998, Due to the fact that hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at
the site above levels that allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, a five-year
review is required.

1l 3z legyrawamd

Mm-hmlMMLMWW%%sMﬁJuunwnu|HMuwuHM&muwhu@ tts near the Tewksbury town
line (see i5 a 5H3-acre industrial o ex which includes manufacturing and
h!HyﬂHiwmuunﬁﬂndrNW*h!rHHN£5tmp“*lﬁhnmmmeM%MJn landfills, and wastewater lagoons. A




long history of activities at the site, beginning in 1913, has resulted in the contamination
of soil, groundwater, and surface water. The Iron Horse Park site is bounded on the
north by the B&M railroad tracks, on the west by High £ qutdmd.MIuMu)hdhnuumy|ML
on the east by Gray Street, and on the south by a watland, Pond Street, and the
Midalesex Canal. The Middlesex Canal flows through the Site to the east, where it joins
Content Brook at the southeasterm edge of the Shaffer landfill. There are abundant
wetlands at the Site.

The lron Horse Park Superfund Site was historically surrounded by residential
croperties and wetlands. This wthWUHITHPhNHH1(ery.HNilh('rpﬁ<h*d|!)hUdHHHh3IH
ﬂwefulnv-'Thprnakwwvcﬁthu;MM;nsm has been historically utilized for cormmercial
and i .Jnleulpm%u'mwnhsmwwrmphawmiwnldn1011hwldmhvﬁm The commercial ancl
man i uses at the Site are expected o continue in the future.

The tron Horse Park site was i on the NPL in 1984, In 1984, prior to final
placement on the NPL, FF”\vuwd4rhle removal effort, capping a 1% acre. asbestos
landfill. WI%'HEJ\Mhﬂlh%”l“%@ﬂtﬂimﬂdlHﬂ“i“ldthSNMB$MMMMEHHdCﬂhertha..Lﬂ
mill wastes generated by the Johns-Manville Products Corporation, which hacl a facility
within fron Horse Park. EPA capped this landfill in 1984 as part of an "lmmediate
Remaoval Action” under the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERGLA).

Following an initial site wide Remedial Investigation (Phase 1A Rl; CDM, 1987), the
site was divided into three operable units (QUs). Although part of the same NPL. listing,
each operable unit is essentially an independent site with separate usage ancl
contamination histories. OU1 - the B&M Wastewater Lagoons, currently in remedial
action, consists of a forrmer Ih.ulv\mmﬂimwmurhuunruuwul D2 - the Shaffer Landfill,
also in remedial action, is a 60-acre lar and OU3 - consists of the rest of the site
EFPA has not yat selected ¢ 'mwwdyfnr(MJ¢ﬂ/MUmmmﬂlﬁunmewﬂuundhunlengMMg
OU3 will be presentad in this review, QU3 will not be the subject of a protectiveness
finding.

QU3 is characterized by numerous potential source areas, an extensive wetland
HWMHHLIHUMMK.DHHMNMHNWH%.unHANWpMM|WSLmdedWMd@bDHMMJHHVWUHWWHWM
wmmmma'ﬂwﬂﬂmwudthvuu=<deMWMM@mmwademewmmwwmhmpr@nm@
sediment, surface water and groundwater. OUZ is currently a Remedi Mmlmm
aasibility Study (RYFS). EPA has conducted a risk asse nnnmunirwlwnﬂl|uu1nmn|mu1”h
annlfu'dcnmunlmvuu1nur¢ Each potential source area in QU3 is unique and in fact each
area underwent an independent risk assessment. Under current and future exposure
scenarios, there arg nUMErous area »WHPH*HH“EW”\NWFFHMWM uznuemdeL‘thuuqh
the magnitude of the exceedance is typically not very large, rem action to address
amdlnanagecwmﬂwmmmmmHmauﬁkvmmbmwwqunwd“mmﬂncunimihmc¢mulu )
selecting a remedy for OU3 is anticipated in 2004,

)
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Part A - QU1 - BE&ENM Wastewater Lagoons
Wes)  Background - QU

QU - hvﬁ%HWVWWWMWWWmemwﬂﬁﬂnmmwmmmev1%ammawmvwww
consisted of 5 unlined lagoons. The lagoons were constructec tinto operation in
1915, During operations (until 1992), ‘uuuguonﬁr@oewudlnjuw dndsmnucuy
\mﬁﬁﬂ@mm#kﬂ'ﬂmd'muHMhr#owummnw@rfﬁuTlﬂmmImwnl%nwmmlmanﬂndU$MTalcmnn3Mw<VM|a
piping system wons were dredged numercus times, with the material being
pﬂawedJn:wml“hMlqwh”'" 'hvntuaﬂumlhqumn= A focused Remedial Investigation was
conducted at OU1 in 1988 to determing | nature and extent of contamination in anc
.nmumHs%iMMﬂmwmm&NHmm'HﬂRLMUWL‘MM»

Hazardous substances which have been
include:

leased at QU1 in the following media

Soil Lagoon Sediment
FAHS

Antimony Antirmaony

Arsenic Arsenic

Cadrniurm Cadmium
Chrormium Chromium

[eac l.ead
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Lt - Gl

hronology

DATE

EVENT

1915

(&

DPION)

Lagoons begin operation

19151092

Lagoons receive wastewater. Periodically, matenal is dredgecd
J e

and placed in piles adjacent to lagoons
1988 ERPA completes Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
1988 ERPA signs Record of Decision choosing bio-remediation of

soilfsludge as the remecdy.

10990

Settlernent reached via Consent Decree with Boston & Maine
Corporation agresing to perform cleanup.

1991

Remedial Design approved

1991 (November)

| Remedial Action initiated

.
199

Discharges to the Lagoons cease

1951

1990

Bio-rermediation remedy conducted. Frogress slower than
anticipated.

1997

ERPA ssues Explanation of Significant Diferences (ES0) -
revising remedy to Asphalt Batching

2002 Remaoval of final load of contaminated material

2003 Presurmed final round of confirmatory sampling to demonstrate
completion of cleanup work

2003 Draft Sumrmary Report submitted to docurment completion of the

Remedial Action.

WV{A) Remedia

M.

On September 15, 1988 EPA signed a Record

for OUT. The remedy included the following:

Renmedy &

Actions - QU1

ection - QLM

of Decision (ROD) choosing the remedy




-~ Excavating lagoon sediments and contaminated
treatment cell;

s0il piles to a constructe

- Treating the contaminated material from the lagoons by bioremediation

- Returning the treated material to the lagoon area, covering it with ¢lean soil,
and establishing a vegetative cover; and,

- Decontaminating the lagoon system’s piping and pumps

E3. Remedy Implementation - QU

In a Consent Decree (CD) whic
Maine agreed to perform the rer

vwn»@nWMPdmwlﬁwpwwﬁhmr1% 1990, Boston and
design/remedial action (RDRM). [le“[iu

S0

establis kudlhwf1HmwmnypwHunnmnnesﬂnnUdml,hn1hwkumuu 1ediation remecly
A 6O-80% removal (or < 1 ppm) of total PAHSs;
E. H0-60% removal of total petroleurn hydrocarbons (TPH)

TPH cleanup requirements were subsequently guantified (in July, 1993), in :
with Massachusetts requirements, at 5,000 ppm. This cleanup leve
non-residential use

ignment
s consistent with

I the: fall of 1991 the first contaminated material was placed into the bioremediation
treatment cell. In the fall of 1994, as required by the ROD, the lagoon systern
distribution piping was removed, decontaminated, and sent off-site for recycling. The
treatment process for contaminated soils and sediments was significantly slower than
predicted and had difficulty in achieving cleanup levels. In 1996 it was determined that
bioremediation would not achieve the PAH cleanup criterion in a timely manner. As a
result, EFA Initiated an evaluation of alternatives to bioremediation which resulted in the
un.ujbn1:e=1ml'mrll ;.phmrlihuJWI:nftﬁuylnlm |wwtﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁhr=wu"ﬂ“.1l" S0) revising the remedy. The

The revised ramedy specified in the ESD includes the following:

)

. Excavation of contaminated material, and transport off-site to an asphalt
batching plant for treatrment;

3. (rmplementation of protective measures during excavation and transport of
4uﬂunwnmhnf hﬂuwuﬂtwumnvwnﬁnn=cwnﬂmnmmlemurm;ﬂu@ldnd
ilage:; and

3




- Verification sampling to ensure that al quiring treatment has
heean excavated and that any m |..|1 terial le f1. ‘:.11. H e |‘:3l!:]'f.l1.lll!.: does naot contain
contamination above cleanup criteria.

Fallowing the ESI y document activities

Jatching Work Plan was prepare

to be conducted to ir nent I.hn.a revised remedy. These <=au.,1.|wl,u(;::., included:
A, Targeting soil removal areas,
E. Soil Disposal Characterization sampling;
. Test pit excavation; and
. Post-excavation confirmatory sampling.

Soil areas to be remediated were delineated based on a ww=w IIM| avaluation of
mistorical soil characterization d:lm as well as data collected y @arly fall of I‘i‘iur
Data were also used to characterize soils for acceptance at a ss.unl recycling faci
removal activities were conducted in October and November 1997 ancd were
docurmented in a February 1998 report entitlied, “Soil Excavation and Asphalt Batching
Report”,

W2 ‘[:'i 1}

In October 2000, additional soil excavation and confirmatory sampling were conductec.
The purpose of this effort was to gather confirmatory samples to assess Whn her
additional excavation was necessary and to evaluated potential risks associated with
metals in soil. The results of the field work demonstrated that addition ‘:ll s0il removal
and re-sampling would bhe necessary.

In December 2001, the following activities were performed at the site:
=8 Limited additional excavation of soil piles;
F ection of confirmatory soil samples for PAH and TPH; and
G, Lollection of limited confirmatory samples for lead.
The soils excavated in December 2001 were stockpiled at the site. In August 2002 the

stockpiled soils were transported off-site for asphalt batching
. Operation and Maintenance - QLM

Upon con

pletion of the remedial action, all contaminants above cleanup requirements

&



will have been removed from the Site. Therefore, itis anticipated that there will be no
Opearation and Maintenance reguirements at QUL

VIA)  Progress Since Last Five-Year Review - QU1

The previous Five-Year Review for lron Horse Park was completed in 1998, Since that
time, the balance of the remedy at QU1 has essentially been completed. As discussed
abmve,ﬂm9u1MwMH5lumrwmp%%@ﬂhwlwmmuhfhdww|mlud@d removal of additional soils
and sedimeant for asg hatching off-site and confirmatory sampling to demonstrate
ﬂuﬂmﬂeawupluvehr%dmemnn vachieved. In addition, an ashestos deposit was
discoverad and removed for disposal in 2003,

VI(A) Five-Year Review Frocess - QU1

The lron Horse Park five-year review was led by Don McElroy of EPA, Remedial Froject
Manager for the lron Horse Park site. Janet Waldron of the Massachusetts Departrment
of Environmental Protection (MADEP) assisted in the review as the representative for
the support agency.

This five-year review consisted of a review of relevant QU1 documents (see Attachment
1), review of cleanup standards and consultation with risk assessment personnel,

P\Technmanﬁmwnmdmuwﬁnmmn1IﬂﬂmwwwwquunMuin y Earthwatch Coalition. In its
capacity as a TAG recipient, Earthwatck d a consultant to assist in the review of
Site related documents. ﬁJMthJﬂlllthnhﬁW”ll'H’WH11|HI|hUIWWINW“LH|M!WW 8% and is
up to date on the completion of Remedial Action activities.

Remedial activities (summarized above in the Remedy Implamentation section) have
ocourred on numerous occasions over the past several years as has been described.
ItmﬁMﬁlewwwqulmwhwﬂu@=iniwvlumvnmmuuulnpauwvd\hylnunuwnnm“suna\m.35:MMMMJ
inspections by ERPA and MADEPR, including during HN]T«rnd 2003, During the most
recenﬁﬁm¢mmﬂunu,vuhhﬂhwaluumhunuunﬂdlnd,;‘ ac amed.tM%WMHNHOV@diMH
the site and the activities witnessed during these inspections were relate

confirmatory sampling. As there were very limited activities occurring, and as there was
no “constructed” remedy on-site to inspect, a formal inspection was not conducted.

VII(A) Tech

hnical Assessment - QLA

the decision documents?

Cuestion A: s the remecly functioning as intendec




The review of documents, 4“ RARSs, risk assumptions and the results of site inspections,
ing m:‘e-n e that the QU1 remedy has proceeded as intended by the ROD as modified by
the ESE b Eiriru::zse ne (.:m|1t‘:nr1r1\|n::|1 fed material above cleanup levels will be left at OLUT,
'Uht:! re going remedy to “function”. While the “construction” of the remedial
action (which entails all cleanup activities) has not yet been formally completed,
cormpletion will be accomplished by review and approval of the Site Summary Report,
which has been recently submitted by the Settling Defendant.

Cuestion B Are the exposure assumplions, |
action objectives (RAOS) Lused

ta, cleanup levels, and remedi
at the time of I.t 1€ rerr n:am.lv selection still vanln‘r_l fd

u

The exposure assurnptions used to evaluate risk at OU1: current worker, future worler
and future resident exposure to contaminated soil and sediment, are still valid, if not
extra conservative in the case of the future resident.

The RAQs (at the time of the ROD these were called “remedial response objectives”)
wera developed in response to existing or future risks and were utilized to develop
remedial alternatives to address those risks. The RAOQs for QU are:

To protect human health and the environment by stopping the ongoing

discharge to the lagoons;

To protect human health and the environment by reducing current and

ﬂnursh risks due to contaminant levels found in soils and sludges from the
A&M Lagoons,;

1(.: protect human health and the environment by reducing current and

future risks due to releases of contaminants to groundwater, surface water

and air; and

Meet State and federal applicable or relevant and appropriate

environmental requirements (ARARs).

These RAOs and the risk based cleanup levels for OU1 are still valicl,

CQuestion C: Has any other information come to light that could call into gquestion the
protectiveness of the remedy?

No other information has come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of
the remedy at QL.

Technical Assessment Sumimary

I\hu Remedy at OU1 has been conducted as intended in the ROD, as amended by the

1“7

fuat



The ROD for QU1 cited a very limited list of ARARs. The ARARS cited all had
relevancy to conducting the remedial action and do not have current relevancy as the
action is essentially complete. The First Five-Year Review for lron Horse Parlk (1898),
mistakenly include the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) as an ARAR. The SDVA,
which is typically utilized to established cleanup levels for groundwater, was not cited as
an ARAR in the ROD for OU1.

The exposure assumptions used to develop the Human Health Risk Assessment
included both current exposures (worker) and potential future exposures (worker anc
resident). These assumptions are considerad to be conservative and reasonable in
evaluating risk and developing risk based cleanup levels. No change to these
assurmptions or the cleanup levels developed from them is warranted.

Because all material with contamination above cleanup levels has been removed from
QU there will be no “operating” or *functioning” remedy. Upon review and approval of
the Site Summary Repaort, which has been recently submitted by the Settling
Defendant, the Remedial Action at QU1 will be considered complete.

VIIA) Issues - QLM

There are no current issues which would prevent the remedy at OU1 from being
considered protective. As required in the ROD and the GO, land use restrictions will
need to be established at OUT. While nurmerous commercial and industrial uses of
QU1 may be appropriate, residual TPH levels do not allow for unrestricted use.

(A) Recommendations and Follow-up dctions - CU1

No recommendations or follow-up actions have been identified at OU1 other than the
land use restrictions discussed above.



Part B« U2 - Shaffer Lancfill

() Backorouwnd - CL2

QuUZ- Shaffer Landfill is an approximately 60 acre former landfill, which was used for
disposal of residential and commercial waste for more than 30 years. Shaffer Landfill
stopped receiving waste in 1986, The landfill, which consists of two lobas, is located on
(I|lKJ:WW&'pWDUFHHIVM1H|1h»kNH(h”@NikW'INNNi\ahe“¢1WiNN“hMmht‘NHﬂFHMIUdK|HrWWH»hJ
the north, Gray Street to the east and the Middlesex Canal to the south. A focused
Remedial Investigation was conducted at OUZ in HHMJu:dvtwwunvlhwwunun=dnd
extent of contarnination in and around the Shaffer Landfill (Phase 1C Rl COM, 1989)

Hazardous substances which have been released at OUZ2 in the following media
include:

Giroundwater Seadiment Surface Water
Arsenic acetone arium
Benzene toluene MErcury

1, 2-Dichloroethane FAHs leacl

1, 2-Dichloroethene arsenic nickel
Ethylbenzene lexéred arsenic
Methylene Chloride zing chramium

Toluene

1,1, 2-Trichloroethane
Trichloroethene
Vinyl Chloride:
Aylaene

10



MIgE)  OUR2 - Ghronology

DATE

EVENT

From about 1946

Cpen burning durmp

1966

" -

Froperty purchased by Shaffer Realty Corporation

1966 - 1084

Waste disposal operations at a significant level

1966

Waste disposal operations cease

1989

EPA completes Rermedial Investigation

1991

EPA completes Feasibility Stucly

1991 EPA signs Record of Decision choosing remedy for Shaffer
Lanclfill
1604 EPA reaches settlement (AQC) with PR group to conduct
) CIroLy

Remedial Design

2000

Remedial Design Completed

2000

Settlement via Consent Decree. PRP group agrees to perform
Remeadial Action

2007

Remeadial Action Started

2003

Construction Activities Complete (projected for September

2003)

V() Rermecdial Actions - QU2

M, Remedy Se

lection L2

On June 27, 1991 EPA signed a ROD choosing the remedy for OUZ. The remedy,

reconstructing
by

lanclfil

Removing the existing topsc

cap, determined that reconstruction would be accomplished

ayer exposing the existing in-place low-

permeability soil;

H:mMHQ{hLmEDHP4Mnn\M“MlN'M|»d%I(NE S5
surface

y 1o reconstructed cap

’Ill

- Adding additional low-permeability soil;

1




|

4 - Grading of low-permeability soil to:
&) Provide a $% grade on the top of the landfill lobes, and

k) Frovide a consistent smooth sub-grade on the landfill side slopes;

H - Installing an impermeable textured membrane liner over the entire kandfil

érea,

& - Instailing a 6-inch drainage layer on top of the textured membrane liner
over the entire landfill area;

D&l

Installing a non-woven filter fabric between the drainage and to
layers:

& - Reinstalling the to
topsaoil ¢

psoil layer and adding additional to
epth of 12 inches;

psoil to achieve a

R Reinstalling an upgraded surface drainage system; and

10 - Reseeding of the disturbed areas.

The remedy will also include:
Maintenance of cap, surface drainage system, and landfill gas
collection/flare system. If necessary, improvements will be made
based upon the protectiveness and effectiveness of these
components;
Monitoring of the gas collection/flare systerr;

Maonitoring of groundwater and surface water quality;

Gonstruction, operation, and maintenance of leachate collection
facilities,

Off-site treatment and disposal of leachate;
Construction of site perimeter security fence;
inslitutional Controls, and

Post Closure Plan.

12



<WMHNWVMM|mHmn0MywMwwmﬂwvﬂMﬂnﬂmwuwMewﬂ&wwwaaﬂammM@dnwﬂmHWUDu

Arsenic S50 ppb
Henzens 5 ppb
1,2 Dichloroethane 5 pph
Methylens Chloride 5 ppb
Fentachlorophenol 1 ppb
1,1,2 Trichloroethans 3 ppb
Trichloroethylene 5 ppb
Vinyl Chiloricle 2 ppb

[, Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) - QU2

The ROD contains discussion regarding the leachate collection facilities which
conceptualize a toe-drain sys WinrTNTMWurde1 o collect liguid from above the
groundwater table. During the Fer al Design process, the design of the leachate
uu=:haW|MﬂJur|pu¢vdm|nmnnmu(ﬁ<hﬂnlnm , most importantly disagreement over the
final elevation of the collection systern, 1hmueVm%m;awjuadcxuuman1thatﬁh&rhmawﬂ%nn
systern: a) woul tively ineffective in collecting leachate from above the
groundwater table (as required by the ROD); and b) carried the risk of being inundated
by an elevated groundwater table. The first issue would limit greatly the volume of
IGENHWJN*anﬂ@TTTCiHNTMMHWImWHH“lhﬁ!mH?UWWIHHHH“\MG&WJ[thNlHﬂWyruhbv'%ﬂznﬁ1lh
coMﬁwTk , treatme nmmnﬂrhh4mxnnhn 2 volurmes of relatively clean groundwater. To
resc wv,mMIhur|nr 1 Sep &uwi“,ﬁluﬂl FTleﬁﬂluwl(Nll S0 maodifying the remedy.
Wanicmw|mthmJHm;nﬂmudqulhdtww“ ate will be removed via extraction wells
directly from the interior of the landfill. Under the modified remedy, leachate will still be
collected at a central location for treatment and disposal offsite.

G. Femedy Implementation - QL2
The Remedial Design was approved by EFPA in the fall of 2000, Also in the fall of 2000,
H‘WPHRUVMH1I‘H@Id'utﬂﬂﬂﬂl|LM$&!MJUJL”gUVu@IthNI ed with a group of PRPs. Under the
ﬁa ns of the CD, the Setting Defencdants agreed to perform the Remedial Action at the
affer Landfill implementing the remedy selected in the ROD as modified by the ESD.
~AH1@HLM$hMILM the remedy at the Shaffer Landfill began in the spring of 2001, The
Remedial Action Work Plan outlined a process wherelby one of the landfill lobes would
be capped in UUI1WW|“N‘%PLDHU|Q%1NWHMdkn’h&ppﬁdln 2002, Concurrent with the
capping process, the other required elements of the remedy would be completed.
The '*meu=|ﬁh“nn=nt.uw:Muhﬁd. installation of groundwater monitoring wells; wetland
restoration activities; and initiation of periodic (groundwater and surface water)
IINHWWWHrq The 2001 :OH”UMM1N)H'ML&'UWIDHDPP@mMmjEMBFWanmmmﬂ‘wﬂflﬂ1= atantial
caompletion of construction activities on the first lobe of the landfill. In 2002, a design

13



change which entailed ¢ umwnq¢mhnunwauum thwﬂhlmﬂhnﬂﬁwmmWﬂ”Nﬁ1: /Paﬂy
winter weather, pravente Aetion of the second lobe. Activities to ¢ tu
1NHSWULUUH|HMN*WIMMHN HIWIHODB.Iﬂmhﬂy'ﬂﬂbi|3Pﬂ\dndfMﬂIHEP'“lHM wlunu
pmmeMwmm@ﬂnm”umﬂ%ummeWNHHWM|}vm'WHMWqulmanullﬁmuw a
letter indicating that subject to two conditions, EPA believed that construc WUH‘WHL»
substantially complete. At this time EFA has received and s reviewing the Fina

Remedial Construction Report. Approval of the Final Remedie
necessary for construction activities to be considered nplete,

Construction Report is

. Operation and Maintenance - QU2

The Settling Defendants at the Shaffer Landfill have submitted an Operation and
Maintenance (O&M) Plan. It is anticipated that O&M will be ongoing. O&M activities
are standard for landfills and will include inspections and maintenance of all structures
EnhlIHPWIIMHH:H“qHﬂiWHW'anuu»mlww|hwﬁh||H*C2n1duHiH e leachate and gas collection
systems. In addition, wetlands inspections and maintenance, and periodic monitoring
mhwtmmwdeTan.WHMAMNmMrwﬂhﬁm»hwcmwﬂmﬂwtlmmkwﬂmammm@cﬁﬂma
Consent Decree, the Settling Defendants will perform the bulk of the reguired Q&M
activities for & 40 year period after which the Commonwealth of Massachusetts (the
Commaonwealth) will assume responsibility for O&M. The exceptions to this are: landfill
soil gas migration monitoring; flare compliance monitoring and surface water
monitoring.  The Commonwealth will take on respoensibility for these activities, when the
vnmwh;u.dwhqnnnwdlulma\Nmﬂmnqnwopewyému,15chﬁmgﬂ@dﬂ:msdeﬂnedinlhe(lDu
In addition, dey nwnhunyrnnrunM(puu|Wv<menmﬂm4ﬂvww1uthyh nproves, in accordance
with the CD, the Commonwealth wi ar responsibility for groundwater monitoring
activities between 8 ancl N)ybdhndeHHNEMﬂnudythmLHHHHUdTOtMEWVONdng
properly and as designed”.

Vi) Progress Since Last Five-Year Review - QU2

Since the Five-Year Review conducted in 1998, OUZ has progressed through almost
the entire Remedial Action process. As discussed previously, following approval of the
Remedial Design in 2000, construction of the Remedial Action occurred between 2001-
2003, At present, review of the Final Remedial Construction Report is underway.

VI(E) Five-Year Review Process - QLN

The lron Horse Park | mnlywuwuamemnmmwhhdlwln»nWMnhhmv(ﬁFHDA Remedial Project
Manager for the Iron Horse Park site. Janet Waldron of the Massachusetts Department
of Environmental Protection (MADEP) & Hﬁmwhw|n1th&'H”VNWM:Pw1ht'HﬂWH"wPHLd“”U‘hM
the suppart agency.

This five-year review consisted of a review of relevant QU2 documents (see Attachment
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2), reviaw of cleanup standards and consullation with risk agssessmeant personnel

A Technical Assistance Grant (TAG) was granted to Earthwatch Coalition. In its
capacity as a TAG recipient, Earthwatch hired a consultant to assist in the review of
Site related documents. Earthwatch has been engaged in the remedial process and is

up to date on the completion of Remedial Action activities.

Construction oceurred between the spring of 2001 and the summaer of 2003, During
this time period, there were many site visits and inspections by EPA and MADER. This

included the pre-final inspection, conducted in July 2003, which is a formal step in the
campletion of construction at OUZ.

VIE) Technical Assessment - QLR

Question A ls the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

Ag described above, the construction of the remedy is nearly complete. Itis anticipated
that the review of the Final Remecdial Construction Report will be completed shortly anc
construction of the remedy will be approved. At present, the review of documents ancl
ARARs and the results of site inspections indicate that the OUZ remedy has been
designed and constructed as intended in the ROD, as modified by the ESD. Ag
construction has not officially been completed, there is as yet no post-construction data
with regards to groundwater quality. Groundwater quality will be the most obvious and
important means of assessing how the remedy is functioning. Other means include,
Q&M issues/reports, flare and leachate operational issues and assessment of the
success of the wetllands replication.

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

The exposure assumptions used at OUZ, future use of groundwater, which assumes 70
vears of consuming 2 liters per day of water, is still considered valid and conservative.
Exposure (via dermal contact and incidental ingestion) by wading on a daily basis from
June to September to contaminated sediment in the Middlesex Canal and Content
Brook, was evaluated for children ages 6-15.  No risk was shown 1o this receptor
group. While still considered valid, this wetland area is being evaluated as part of QU3
in a site wide wetland evaluation.

The groundwater cleanup levels established in the ROD are still valid, with the

g
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exception of arsenic. The MCL for arsenic is now 10 parts per billion (ppb) and if the
ROD were signed today, 10pph is the level that would be sel. Although a different,
rnore stringent cleanup level would be established today, the chosen remeady would not
be diffarent. Ifnrwuhcwnﬂnmle1H11wshﬂmehwwluMFwn 1 Cle evels for groundwater are
achieved, a risk assessment will be conduct Hulthnultuamvd\upmnlvarammdumm
&wuundmmhm‘undanwn¢hnu=nmluhhmnglmPﬂ\mﬂmwutHWWHTHmkl ﬂlﬂquWMN
standards. If necessary, modified grouncdwater cleanup levels will be establishe
\NMIGthu<=H1u1anu;«luntmmhvu|wmk”,mW(ﬂmaﬂgunzulVHLJan||@k{prajhuuhm
contaminants will be identified and that cleanup levels will remain protective.

e

. This

The

RAOS for QL2 which were utilized to develop remedial alternatives are:

Frevent ingastion/direct contact with Landfi H\Mu¢mv(mmHHMTmnaﬁmwm
Frevent migration of contamination via leachate which would result in
gmmmdwammcmmmﬂmmMmmamamcww.nHWWNleMJ”‘mw|MMﬁHMSUG&
proposed MCLs and MCLGs, and Massachusetts Groundwater Quality
Standards;

FPrevent migration of contarnination via leachate to surface waters and
secdiments to ensure that AWQCs are not exceeded due to the Landfill
Frevent damage and loss of wetlands caused by eroding soil fram the
Landfill cap, and meet all federal and state wetlands protection ARARS;
Prevent ingestion of water having contamination in excess of federal
MCLs, |NM|¢%w1mmﬂLJ(:$,|Nrumvuldlum s and MCLGs, and
Massachusetts Groundwater Quality Standards; and
5%$MMru&nuundwmnulaquHMIbuyutdthu;uﬂntuJuunmmanceTQ
contaminant concentrations below federat MCLs, non-zero MCLGs,
proposed MCLs and MCLGs, and Massachusetts Groundwater Guality
Standards.

These RAOs for QU2 remain valid.

GQuestion C; Has_any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectivenass of the remedy?

No other information has come to light that could call into guestion the protectiveness of
the remedy.

Technical Assessment Summary

As indicated above, subject to the review and approval of the Final Remedial
Construction Report, the remedy appears to have been designed and constructed as
intended in the ROD, as modified by the ESD.



The RACQs rermain valid. With the exce
above) the establishec

tion of the cleanup level for arsenic (ciscussed
sleanup levels remain val

With the exception of MCLs and ARARs related to maintenance or monitoring, most
ARARS will have been addressed appropriately during the construction of the remedy.
This will be evaluated in the review of the Final Remedial Construction Report.

VITI(ES) Issues - OUR2

There are no current issues which would prevent the remedy at QU2 from being

considered protective. Long-term institutional controls restricting inappropriate land
uses and protecting the landfill cap and otk W|mmnu1»n@wnwiﬂwrmarenmadywweedlm»b@
established. Discussions are underway between EPA, MADEP and the property

owners to establish long-term institutional controls,

PEE) Recommendations and Follow-up Actions - QU2
|WDTPPOWW1PHHWHOM$CWfOWmWMMDHCﬂOM$VMWMNm;Hdt y protectiveness have been
identified for QU2

X Protectiveness Statenment

As described above, QU1 and OUZ are both essentially at the point of completion of
implementation of the remedy. Review and approval of final summary documents (Site
Summary Report for QU and Final Remedial Construction Report for OUZ) is
necessary in order for the implementation of the remedy to be considered complete a
QUT and QU2 While construction of the remedy at OU2 is essentially complete,
groundwater cleanup levels have not yet been attained.

G

Review and approval of the Site Surmmary Report will confirm that the remedy for QU1
was implemented as required in the ROD and as modified by the ESD. The
assumptions used at the time of remedy selection are valid and no changes to cleanup
levels are warranted. The remedy at QU1 is expected to be protective of human health
.MHﬂWH'HHVHUHHH”H&UNHIWDHHH(MUH and in the interim, exposure pathways that could
result in unaceeptable risks are being controlled.

17



QU2
FReview and approval of the Final Remedial Construction Report will confirm that the
remedy for OU2 was implemented as required in the ROD and as modified by the ESD.
'ThﬁeaﬁﬁmwmmmkmmsummmmamrwuatWNEeofrenmadywwaMMﬂMmmemwavaMd” ge of the
MCL for arsenic ot change the selected rermedy. In addition, the new MCL will
be considered in th|1mkemwm?ssnnmn1lhmwl1U1LPHW|nmum\wh¢4hﬁwlnhmnn1vﬂnanmulhvvu
(set at the time of the ROD) are protective or require modification. The remedy at QU2
is expected to be protective of human health and the environment upon completion,
and in the interim, exposure pathways that m(ﬂlhll“ lHtI\llH1d|rm'ptddﬂh'Irsk!.:W4‘lN*HMH
controlied. Operation and Maintenance activities will be initiated upon the completion of
construction, and will ensure that the '1mWHIu|u|dssnumﬂ&ujrnn1puwwwn.()lﬂumr&nnmmw
wwmﬂnhwqmw1mmwmﬂwnImlnmmmuwMMUM.mmumdmu(ﬁul Environmental
FProtection Easement and Declaration of Restrictive Covenants will be created and
recorded to restrict inappropriate land uses and protect the landfill cap and other
components of the remedy. In ac Iﬁ'ﬂlIHUWHUHHN](W(HilHHhN’HUFﬂU»ﬂuuj%d»pMUgU8$$
towards attainment of cleanup level will be ongoing.

G Next Rewview

Five-year reviews are conducted every five years at sites where contaminant
levels remain at concentrations that prevent unlimited, unrestricted use of the Site. The
next five-year review for the lron Horse Park Superfund Site should be conducted by
2008

P WAV N
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Attachment
QU1 Documents Reviewed
Environmental Resources Management, February, 1998, (ERM, 1998). Soil

Excavation and Asphalt Batching Report, lron Horse Park Superfund Site,
Operable Unit 1 - Lagoon Areas, Billerica, Massachusells.

Environmental Resources Management.  August, 2003, (ERM, 2003). Black Stained
Layer Evaluation (draft), lron Horse FPark Superfund Site, Operable Unit 1 -
Lagoon Area

5.

Environmental Resources Management.  September, 2003, (ERM, 2003). Site
Surnmary Report (dralt), lron Horse Park Superfund Site, Qperable Unit 1 -
Lagoon Araas.

Metcalf & Eddy. September, 1998, (M&E, 1998). First Five-Year Review Report. lron
fMMrwﬂfﬁmdrﬁuumen&mmJ|1mu,lhrwhwrﬁhﬂwdu1v Lagoons (OU-1), North Billerica
Massachusetis.

nited States Environmental Frotection Agency. September 15, 1988, (EPA, 1988).
ﬁmunuinh“mwmun Boston & Maine Wastewater Lagoons, Iron Horse Fark,
North Billerica, Massachuselts.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. 1990, (EPA, 1990). Consent Decree.
fron Horse Fark Wastewater Lagoons.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. October 1, 1997, (EPA, 1997). Final
Explanation of Significant Differences, Boston & Maine Wastewaler Lagoons,
Operable Urit 1, Iron Horse Fark Superfund Site.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. June, 2001, (EPA, 2001).
Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance.
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Attachment 2

QU2 Documents Reviewed

Ehﬁ%?ﬁmnmle1&FWwWwwﬂnq October, 1999, (ENSR, 1999). Fnal (100%) Design
Deliverable for Shaffer Landfill.

ENSR Consulting & Engineering. October, 1999, (ENSR, 1999). Final Demonstration
of Compliance Flan For Shatfer Larndfil.

Geobyntec Consultants. August, 2003, (GeoSyntec, 2003). Final Remedial
Construction Report. lron Horse F 1wk\uuwmmMuuj\mme,.Luewauma!jnM'Jmmm
Shaffer Landfill, Billerica, Massachusetts

United States Environmental Protection Agency. June 27, 1991, (EPA, 1991). Record
of Decision, Shaffer Landfill Operable Unit, Iro nlimumﬂ Fark, Billerica,
Massachusetts.

i

United States Environmental Protection Agency. September &, 2000, (EFPA, 2000).
Final Explanation of Significant Diferences, Shaifer Landfill, Operable Unit 2,
lron Horse Fark Superfund Site.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. 2001, (EPA, 2001). Shaffer Lancfill
ROMRA Consent Decrae.

United States Environmental Protection Agency. June, 2001, (EPA, 2001).
Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance.
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