
DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OP DECISION

Tansitor Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site
Bennington, Vermont

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

This Decision Document presents the selected remedial action for
the Tansitor Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site in Bennington,
Vermont, developed in accordance with the Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), as amended, 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601 et. seq. and the National
Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) as
amended, 40 C.F.R. Part 300. The Director of EPA-New England
Waste Management Division has been delegated the authority to
approve this Record of Decision (ROD).

The State of Vermont has concurred with the selected remedy.

STATEMENT OF BASIS

This decision is based on the Administrative Record which has
been developed in accordance with Section 113(k) of CERCLA and
which is available for public review at the Bennington Free
Library, Bennington, Vermont, and at the EPA-New England Waste
Management Division Records Center in Boston, Massachusetts. The
Administrative Record Index (Appendix E to the ROD) identifies
each of the items comprising the Administrative Record upon which
the selection of the remedial action is based.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
endangerment to the public health or welfare.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This ROD sets forth the selected remedy for the Tansitor
Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site, which includes management of
migration components to obtain a comprehensive remedy. This ROD
does not include any source control component because EPA's risk
assessment concluded that the surface and subsurface soils did
not present an unacceptable risk either under current conditions
or under a potential future residential scenario.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

• Institutional controls to prevent the use of



contaminated groundwater and to inform future 
purchasers of property of the groundwater restrictions 
associated with the property. 

• Long-term monitoring of site groundwater on- a regular 
basis to evaluate changes in site conditions over time; 

• Contingencies for future additional investigation or 
further action should the long-term monitoring reveal 
that contaminants have migrated beyond their current 
vertical or horizontal extent; and 

• A review of the Site every five years to ensure that 
the remedy remains protective of human health and the 
environment. 

In addition, as part of the selected remedy, EPA is waiving the
 
attainment of federal drinking water standards which are
 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) at
 
this Site. EPA is waiving attainment of these ARARs on the basis
 
that it is technically impracticable from an engineering
 
perspective to restore groundwater to drinking water standards
 
within a reasonable timeframe.
 

DECLARATION
 

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
 
environment, attains or provides the basis for a waiver of
 
federal and state requirements that are ARARs for this remedial
 
action, and is cost-effective. EPA has determined that it is
 
technically impracticable from an engineering perspective to
 
attain federal drinking water standards at this Site, and is thus
 
waiving attainment of these ARARs. Given the technical
 
impracticability of restoring the groundwater, and that no active
 
measures are necessary to contain the contaminated groundwater,
 
this remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for
 
remedies that utilize treatment as a principal element to reduce
 
the toxicity, mobility, or volume of hazardous substances. In
 
addition, given these circumstances, EPA finds that this remedy
 
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
 
technologies to the maximum extent practicable.
 

As this remedy will result in hazardous substances remaining
 
onsite above health-based levels, a review will be conducted
 
within five years after commencement of remedial action, to ensure
 
that the remedy continues to provide adequate protection of human
 
health and the environment.
 

\s
 
ida M. Murphy, Drractor
 

Waste Management Division
 
EPA-New England
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ROD DECISION SUMMARY
 

I. SITE NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION
 

The Tansitor Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site (Site) consists of
 
approximately 44 acres of land on West Road (Route 9) in the Town
 
of Bennington, Vermont, and is approximately 3.5 miles west of
 
Bennington Center (see Figure 1). Most of the Site (37.6 acres)
 
is located to the north of Route 9, with the remainder of the
 
Site (6.6 acres) located to the south of Route 9. The portion of
 
the Site located to the south of Route 9 consists of wetlands and
 
there are also wetlands on the property north of Route 9.
 

The Site is located in a predominantly rural residential area.
 
It is.bounded to the north by privately owned woodland; to the
 
east by Houran Road and a commercial property; to the south by
 
wetlands; and to the west by agricultural/residential areas.
 
Pleasant Valley School is located approximately 1,200 feet east
 
and upgradient of the Site.
 

Tansitor Electronics, Inc. ("Tansitor" or the "facility")
 
currently manufactures electronic capacitors at the Site.
 
Approximately 100 workers are employed at the facility. Major
 
site features include Tansitor's operating manufacturing/office
 
building, an Etch House, a man-made pond (known as the Fire
 
Pond), parking areas, a Solid Waste Disposal Area, a Disposal
 
Area, a Concrete Pad Area, and a Borrow Area (see Figure 2).
 

Potable water supplies within the vicinity of the Site, including
 
the water supply on the Site, are provided by private bedrock
 
wells. Sanitary waste water from the Tansitor facility is
 
disposed of into two on-site leachfields.
 

The general topography surrounding the Site consists of rolling
 
hills oriented north-south between the Green and Taconic
 
Mountains. The Site lies at the southeastern portion of the base
 
of Whipstock Hill. Elevations at the Site and close vicinity
 
generally decrease to the south. Groundwater flow direction at
 
the Site generally mimics surface contours.
 

Surficial runoff from the Site (storm water, snow melt and from
 
groundwater seeps) drains into the Fire Pond, an intermittent
 
stream located on-site, and the facility storm drain system, and
 
ultimately into the wetland area south of Route 9. An unnamed
 
east-west flowing perennial stream, located south of Route 9,
 
enters the Site from the east and flows through these wetlands
 
into Browns Brook, a Class B surface water body located about
 
one-half mile off-site.
 



A more complete description of the Site can be found in the
 
November 1994 Final Draft Phase 1A Characterization Report, on
 
pages 3 through 5.
 

II. SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES
 

A. Land Use and Response History
 

The Site is located in an area zoned rural residential with a
 
commercial corridor overlay along Route 9. As a manufacturing
 
facility, Tansitor's industrial use of the Site represents a
 
grandfathered non-conforming use under the zoning laws. Because
 
the Site could be redeveloped and used for residential purposes
 
under the zoning laws, EPA considers the future land use of the
 
Site to be residential.
 

Since the 1950's, various owners have used the Site as a
 
manufacturing facility for electronic capacitors. In May 1981,
 
in compliance with Section 103 (c) of the Comprehensive
 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, 42
 
U.S.C. § 9603(c), the current Site owner, Tansitor, notified EPA
 
that organic solvents and acids had been disposed of on-site
 
between 1956 and 1979. Over that period, an estimated equivalent
 
of 117 drums of process waste were disposed in the Disposal Area,
 
a 900-square foot area to the north of the Tansitor manufacturing
 
building. During the period of 1975-1979, the process waste
 
disposed in the Disposal Area included 1,1,1-trichloroethane
 
which is the predominant volatile organic compound (VOC) present
 
in the groundwater. Tansitor has also reported that some waste
 
detergents and dilute acid solutions may have been discharged
 
into the two leach fields or directly into the intermittent
 
stream north of its manufacturing building. Finally, Tansitor
 
has reported that waste methanol had been burned periodically on
 
the Concrete Pad.
 

Subsequent to the notification, the Vermont Agency of Natural
 
Resources (VT ANR), then-named the Vermont Agency of
 
Environmental Conservation, performed site inspections and
 
requested that Tansitor initiate removal activities and implement
 
a soil sampling and analysis program in the Disposal Area.
 
Following these actions, VT ANR instructed Tansitor to restrict
 
access to the Fire Pond and disposal areas; define the areal and
 
vertical extent of contaminated soil at the Disposal Area; remove
 
the contaminated soil for proper disposal at a certified
 
hazardous waste facility; design and implement an evaluation and
 
monitoring program to determine the magnitude and extent of
 
contamination resulting from the Site; and to determine potential
 
remedial actions.
 

Using all sampling data obtained through 1987, EPA calculated a
 
Hazard Ranking System (HRS) score for the Site. The Site was
 
listed as a proposed National Priorities List (NPL) site in June
 



1988. based on an HRS score of 35.72, which exceeded the NPL
 
threshold value of 28.5. The listing became final on October 4,
 
1989.
 

In 1988, Tansitor hired a contractor to perform the-site
 
investigation requested by VT ANR. During this investigation,
 
VOCs were detected in overburden groundwater samples from three
 
monitoring wells located between the Disposal Area and the Fire
 
Pond. No VOCs were detected in one monitoring well upgradient of
 
the Disposal Area or in two monitoring wells south of the Fire
 
Pond. However, surface water samples from the on-site
 
intermittent stream and the perennial stream south of Route 9 did
 
reveal VOC contamination.
 

A more detailed description of the Site history can be found in
 
the Final Draft Phase 1A Characterization Report, pages 6 through
 
10.
 

B. Enforcement History
 

Between March 1989 and May 1990, EPA notified seven parties,
 
current and formers owners of the Site, of their potential
 
liability with respect to the Site. Negotiations commenced with
 
these potentially responsible parties (PRPs) on May 11, 1990
 
regarding the settlement of the PRP's liability at the Site.
 

On September 12, 1990, EPA entered into an Administrative Order
 
by Consent (AOC) for the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
 
with two of the PRPs. These two PRPs also agreed to reimburse
 
EPA for a portion of EPA's past costs through a Cost Recovery
 
Administrative Agreement. Pursuant to the AOC, the settling PRPs
 
retained a contractor and conducted the RI/FS under EPA
 
oversight.
 

The settling PRPs have been active in the remedy selection
 
process for this Site. Oral comments were given by the settling
 
PRPs during the public comment period at both a public meeting
 
and at a public hearing. In addition, the PRPs submitted written
 
comments during the public comment period. Their comments are
 
included in the Administrative Record and summarized in the
 
Responsiveness Summary.
 

III. COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION
 

Throughout the Site's history, community concern and involvement
 
has been fairly low. EPA has kept the community and other
 
interested parties apprised of the Site activities through
 
informational meetings, fact sheets, press releases and public
 
meetings.
 

During October 1990, EPA released a community relations plan
 
which outlined a program to address community concerns and keep
 



citizens informed about and involved in activities during
 
remedial activities. In November 1990, EPA conducted interviews
 
with members of the public to ascertain the level of concern the
 
public held. EPA interviewed city officials, nearby residents
 
and interested parties.
 

A press release was sent out on July 29, 1991 announcing the
 
beginning of field work at the Site. A Fact Sheet was mailed in
 
December, 1991, to inform the public of the progress during the
 
first portion of field work. Another Fact Sheet was mailed in
 
September, 1993 to discuss the outcome of the Remedial
 
Investigation (RI) and Risk Assessment and to announce a public
 
meeting to discuss the RI and Risk Assessment. A press release
 
in the Bennington Banner also announced the public meeting
 
concerning these topics, which was held in the Bennington Free
 
Library on October 5, 1993.
 

EPA published a notice and brief analysis of the Proposed Plan in
 
the Bennington Banner on February 23, 1995 and made the plan
 
available to the public through a February 23, 1995 mailing as
 
well at the Bennington Free Library on March 8, 1995. Also on
 
March 8, 1995, EPA made the administrative record available for
 
public review at EPA's offices in Boston and at the Bennington
 
Free Library. A notice that EPA proposed to waive attainment of
 
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) was also included in the
 
Proposed Plan.
 

On March 8, 1995, EPA held an informational meeting to discuss
 
the results of the Remedial Investigation and the cleanup
 
alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and to present
 
the Agency's Proposed Plan. During this meeting, the Agency
 
answered questions from the public. From March 9 to April 10,
 
1995, the Agency held a thirty-day public comment period to
 
accept public comment on the proposed waiver of MCLs, on the
 
alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and the Proposed
 
Plan and on any other documents previously released to the
 
public. On March 22, 1995 the Agency held a public hearing to
 
discuss the Proposed Plan and to accept any oral comments. A
 
transcript of this hearing and the comments and the Agency's
 
response to comments are included in the attached responsiveness
 
summary.
 

IV. SCOPE AND ROLE OF RESPONSE ACTION
 

The selected remedy was chosen to obtain a comprehensive approach
 
for site remediation. Evaluation of the RI data revealed that
 
the two areas identified as source areas, the Disposal Area and
 
the Concrete Pad Area, no longer posed current or potential
 
future risks to human health or the environment. Therefore, no
 
source control alternatives were evaluated in the Feasibility
 
Study.
 



To address the identified risks associated with potential future
 
groundwater use, the selected management of migration remedy was
 
chosen by comparing the management of migration alternatives to
 
the nine criteria established by EPA to obtain a comprehensive
 
approach for site remediation. In summary, the remedy provides
 
for the following actions which will address the principal
 
threats to human health and the environment posed by the Site:
 

•	 Implementation of institutional controls to prevent the
 
use of contaminated groundwater;
 

•	 Long-term monitoring of site groundwater on a regular
 
basis to evaluate changes in site conditions over time;
 

•	 Establishment of contingencies for future additional
 
investigation or further action should the long-term
 
monitoring reveal that contaminants have migrated
 
beyond their current vertical or horizontal extent; and
 

•	 A review of the Site every five years to ensure that
 
the remedy remains protective of human health and the
 
environment.
 

V. SUMMARY OP SITE CHARACTERISTICS
 

Chapter One of the Feasibility Study contains an overview of the
 
Remedial Investigation. The significant findings of the Remedial
 
Investigation are summarized below.
 

A.	 Geology and Hydrogeology
 

Glacial activity has greatly influenced the geology and
 
hydrogeology in the vicinity of the Site. To the north is the
 
Whipstock Hill drumlin, which controls the surface water and
 
groundwater flow directions across and beneath the Site.
 
Underlying the Site is approximately 180 feet of glacial till, a
 
mixture of dense deposits of silty clay, clayey silt, silt, and
 
fine to coarse sand and gravel.
 

The till can be further divided into three units: ablation till,
 
present from the ground surface to about 35 feet; a silty sand
 
basal till about 15 feet thick; and a silty clay basal till
 
approximately 130 feet thick. The till overlies bedrock which is
 
comprised of variably fractured limestone under the southern
 
portion of the Site and phyllite under the northern portion. See
 
Figure 3 for a geologic cross section from MW-101R north of the
 
Disposal Area to MW-109U near Route 9.
 

The heterogeneous mixture of the till in turn influences
 
groundwater flow beneath the Site. Permeability of the till
 
generally decreases with depth, which contributes to the upward
 
direction of the vertical flow component in the vicinity of the
 



Tansitor manufacturing building and Fire Pond.
 

A shallow water table exists at the Site with two general
 
horizontal groundwater flow directions. North of the Tansitor's
 
manufacturing building the flow is to the south-southeast. South
 
of this building, flow is to the south and southwest.
 

Groundwater flow paths are also shallow. Recharge to the water
 
table occurs primarily from the groundwater divide on Whipstock
 
Hill to the north of the Tansitor's manufacturing building. Just
 
north of this building, the land becomes more level, and this
 
marks the delineation from recharge to the water table to
 
discharge to the surface from the water table. This discharge •
 
can be observed as seasonal seeps on the slope and by the flowing
 
artesian conditions in monitoring wells west and south of the
 
Fire Pond. Flow paths, constructed from water level elevations,
 
indicate that water flowing from the Disposal Area remains in the
 
shallow soils and discharges to the Fire Pond. Similarly, water
 
flowing from the Concrete Pad Area discharges, at least
 
seasonally, to the ground surface near the Tansitor manufacturing
 
building. Figure 4 presents a cross section of the Site showing
 
flow paths, recharge and discharge areas.
 

Generally, the aquifer beneath and in the vicinity of the Site
 
was classified by VT ANR as Class III, which is defined as
 
suitable as a source of water for individual domestic drinking
 
water supply, irrigation, agricultural use, and general
 
industrial and commercial use. However, in response to the data
 
obtained during the RI, on November 23, 1993, Vermont ANR
 
reclassified groundwater beneath a 9.6 acre area of the Site,
 
where groundwater contamination was detected, from Class III to
 
Class IV. Class IV groundwater is defined as not suitable as a
 
source of potable water but suitable for some agricultural,
 
industrial and commercial use. See Figure 5 for the boundaries
 
of the Class IV zone.
 

A more complete description of the Site hydrogeology can be found
 
in the September 1994 Final Draft Phase IB Site Characterization
 
Report, pages 35-43.
 

B. Soil
 

There were two distinct source areas of VOCs detected at the
 
Site. These source areas, the Disposal Area and Concrete Pad,
 
were initially identified by soil gas analyses. Subsequent soil
 
gas surveys beyond the source areas determined that a soil gas
 
plume from the Disposal Area is moving toward the Fire Pond and a
 
soil gas plume from the Concrete Pad is moving southeasterly
 
toward the northeastern corner of the Tansitor manufacturing
 
building. Areal extent of the Disposal Area is approximately
 
5,000 square feet; areal extent of the Concrete Pad area is
 
approximately 2,5000 square feet.
 



Disposal Area soils contain low levels of VOCs, and elevated
 
levels of silver and nickel. The highest concentrations of VOCs
 
were found in soils at a depth of seven to eight feet below the
 
ground surface. No dense non-aqueous phase liquids (DNAPLs) have
 
been found in the soils in this area, and the VOC concentrations
 
found in the unsaturated soils do not suggest the presence of
 
DNAPLs.
 

Beyond the Disposal Area, toward the Fire Pond, VOCs were
 
concentrated in the upper 30 to 35 feet of soil. Low
 
concentrations (close to the detection limit of the analysis)
 
were detected in soil samples collected from thirty-two to fifty-

two feet below the ground surface.
 

Based on soil gas and soil analyses, it is estimated that there
 
are approximately 6,000 cubic yards of soil between the Disposal
 
Area and the Fire Pond with VOC concentrations greater than 10
 
ppmv (part per million in a unit volume, m3) . The volume of so.il
 
with greater than 10 ppmv and above the water table ranges from
 
550 yards (high water table) to 2,400 yards (low water table).
 

Concrete Pad soils also contain low levels of VOCs. The highest
 
concentrations of VOCs were detected in soils at a depth of 10 to
 
15 feet below the ground surface. No evidence of DNAPLs was
 
observed in these soils.
 

Beyond the Concrete Pad, toward the Tansitor manufacturing
 
building, VOCs were concentrated in the upper 10 feet of soil.
 
Based on soil gas and soil analyses, it is estimated that
 
approximately 1,800 cubic yards of soils containing VOCs
 
exceeding 10 ppmv exist between the Concrete Pad and the
 
manufacturing building. The volume of soil greater than 10 ppmv
 
and above the water table ranges from 550 yards (high water
 
table) to 1,000 yards (low water table).
 

Semi-volatile organics were sporadically detected in samples from
 
the Site. The occurrence of these compounds is mainly attributed
 
to the combustion by-products of fossil fuels and runoff from
 
road surfaces. These compounds do not appear to be related to
 
past or current production or wastewater disposal processes at
 
the facility.
 

Nickel and silver were detected sporadically above background
 
concentrations in soils. A clear distribution pattern or source
 
of these metals is not indicated. Figure 6 shows the locations
 
of soil samples collected during the RI.
 

C. Groundwater
 

1. Contaminant Levels
 

The RI identified two significant plumes or zones of VOC
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contamination in shallow groundwater. Figure 7 shows the
 
groundwater sampling locations and Figures 8 and 9 show the
 
extent of the two plumes. The first plume originates from the
 
Disposal Area and extends to the Fire Pond, impacting an area
 
approximately 170 feet by 260 feet. Based on soil.gas analyses
 
and groundwater analytical data, the plume does not exceed the
 
width of the Fire Pond.
 

Contaminants detected throughout the Disposal Area plume above
 
Federal drinking water standards, Maximum Contaminant Levels
 
(MCLs), include 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-dichloroethylene (1,1-DCE).
 
The highest concentration of 1,1,1-TCA detected was 470,000 parts
 
per billion (ppb) (above its MCL of 200 ppb); the highest
 
concentration of 1,1-DCE detected was 3,800 ppb (above its MCL of
 
7 ppb). These concentrations were both detected in well ERM-2S.
 

The other significant plume originates from under the Concrete
 
Pad Area, impacting an area approximately 60 feet by 240 feet.
 
VOCs were detected above their MCLs at sampling location MW-108U.
 
The highest concentrations detected were as follows: 1,1,1-TCA,
 
2000 ppb (MCL of 200 ppb); 1,1-DCE, 180 ppb (MCL of 7 ppb);
 
trichloroethene, 19 ppb (MCL of 5 ppb); and tetrachloroethylene,
 
20 ppb (MCL of 5 ppb).
 

The RI also identified the Eastern Leach Field (see Figure 2)
 
where vinyl chloride was detected in one well (MW-ELF) at a
 
concentration of 4 ppb, which is above its MCL of 2 ppb.
 
Tansitor has made changes to the facility's interior drain system
 
to eliminate further discharge of process wastes to the leach
 
field. Vinyl chloride was not detected in a sample collected
 
after these changes were made.
 

All the groundwater contaminants detected to date have been
 
dissolved in the surrounding groundwater. However, the high
 
levels of certain VOCs found suggest that these contaminants may
 
exist as DNAPLs beneath the water table. Because current
 
technologies cannot easily locate DNAPLs, their possible presence
 
at the Site is based on circumstantial evidence, and the amount
 
of DNAPLs, if it exist, is not.possible to determine. However,
 
if residual pools of DNAPLs do exist, they will slowly dissolve
 
and will continue to be a long-term source of contamination into
 
the surrounding groundwater.
 

Phase 1A sampling indicated elevated levels of lead, silver, and
 
manganese in some of the monitoring wells. To evaluate the
 
influence of turbidity on the measurements, low flow purging and
 
sampling methodology was employed in the subsequent sampling in
 
Phase IB. The Phase IB results all showed a marked decrease in
 
the concentrations of these metals.
 

2. Migration of Contaminants
 



The data gathered during the RI indicates that contaminated
 
groundwater is limited to the Disposal Area and Concrete Pad Area
 
plumes, and is not migrating either vertically or horizontally.
 

While the exact thickness of the Disposal Area plume has not been
 
determined, the data reveal that contamination from this plume is
 
limited to the ablation till and upper basal till. The data show
 
that: VOCs were not detected in subsurface soil samples collected
 
below 32 feet from SB-113, the soil boring in the Disposal Area,
 
or from soil samples collected below 52 feet in the borehole for
 
monitoring well MW-112M, located between the Disposal Area and
 
Fire Pond; low levels of 1,1,1-TCA have been detected in
 
groundwater from the MW-112M, where the well screen is 62 feet
 
below the ground surface; VOCs have not been detected in another
 
medium-depth monitoring well (MW-104M) which is located along the
 
north edge of the Fire Pond and within the horizontal dimension
 
of the plume. See Figure 10 for a cross section of the Disposal
 
Area plume.
 

These findings appear to be consistent with a conceptual
 
groundwater flow model that was prepared for the Site. The
 
conceptual groundwater flow model is based on the following data.
 
Well MW-112M is located upgradient of the groundwater flow hinge
 
plane, the vertical divide which marks the change from recharge
 
to discharge. Upgradient of the plane, groundwater has a
 
downward component (as well as horizontal) and is therefore
 
recharging the aquifer. Downgradient of the plane, groundwater
 
has an upward component and is therefore discharging from the
 
aquifer. Thus, the model shows that at the Tansitor Site,
 
discharge from the Disposal Area groundwater is into the Fire
 
Pond. Absence of VOCs in MW-104M further supports this
 
conclusion. See Figure 4 for a presentation of the groundwater
 
flow model and hinge plane.
 

In addition, the Disposal Area plume does not currently extend
 
beyond the Fire Pond. This is supported by the absence of
 
contaminants in groundwater samples collected from wells east,
 
west, and south of the Fire Pond. This plume discharges to the
 
Fire Pond and also seasonally flows out onto the ground surface
 
north of the Fire Pond. The contaminants which reach the Fire
 
Pond are reduced through natural attenuation and volatilization.
 
The contaminant levels in the Fire Pond do not exceed surface
 
water quality standards.
 

A second groundwater plume, which also contains VOCs and is
 
separate from the plume emanating from the Disposal Area,
 
originates at the Concrete Pad Area north of the plant (the
 
Concrete Pad Plume). The Concrete Pad Plume has migrated
 
underneath Tansitor's manufacturing building but has yet to be
 
detected beyond it. Based on soil gas analyses, this second
 
plume appears to be approximately 60 feet wide and limited to a
 
depth of less than 20 feet. This is supported by the absence of
 



VOCs in soils at a depth of 20 feet at the Concrete Pad and below
 
10 feet at a monitoring well near the Tansitor's manufacturing
 
building (MW-108U), located approximately 150 feet downgradient
 
of the pad. This plume partially discharges on a seasonal basis
 
to the ground surface, to the intermittent stream north of
 
Tansitor's manufacturing building, and to the catch basin system
 
northeast of the building. The remainder of the plume migrates
 
toward well MW-108U. This plume is expected to be partially
 
intercepted by subsurface utilities east and south of the
 
Tansitor's manufacturing building and its migration pathway may
 
be altered by the building foundation. The wetland south of
 
Route 9 is the regional receptor of this plume. See Figure 11
 
for a cross section of the Concrete Pad Area plume.
 

Because the underground pipes empty into the on-site wetlands
 
located south of Route 9, low levels of contaminants from the
 
Concrete Pad Plume have been found in these wetlands. Once in
 
the wetlands, the contaminant levels are reduced through natural
 
attenuation and volatilization. These levels do not exceed
 
surface water quality standards. Based on analytical data from
 
two monitoring wells on the downgradient portion of the Tansitor
 
property and calculation of solute transport, there is no
 
evidence that this plume has migrated off the Tansitor property
 
via groundwater flow.
 

Thus, with respect to both the Disposal Area Plume and the
 
Concrete Area Plume, contamination is limited to the shallow
 
overburden soils and has not migrated downward to the bedrock.
 
The absence of VOCs in medium-depth wells downgradient of the
 
groundwater hinge plane, in bedrock wells, and in the Tansitor
 
production well (deep bedrock) and neighboring residential wells
 
further indicates that contaminants from these plumes have not
 
migrated into lower portions of the basal till. In addition, the
 
horizontal extent of contamination from these plumes is limited
 
by discharge to the Fire Pond and ultimately, the wetlands, where
 
contaminants are levels are reduced through natural attenuation
 
and volatilization.
 

The migration patterns of the two plumes are not expected to
 
change, based upon current site conditions.
 

C. Stream Sediments and Surface Water
 

As shown on Figure 6, surface water samples were collected from
 
the Fire Pond and site streams in areas downstream of the
 
Disposal Area, the Concrete Pad-Area, the Eastern Leach Field,
 
and a manhole located adjacent to the facility building. These
 
samples contained low levels of VOCs and metals. The manhole
 
formerly received water from sinks, a dishwasher, and a floor
 
drain near a solvent recovery still within the facility; Tansitor
 
has since modified its drainage system to prevent these
 
discharges to the manhole.
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Seven VOC and twelve inorganics surface water samples were
 
collected from nine sampling locations within the perennial and
 
intermittent streams. Nine VOCs were detected in the perennial
 
stream surface water (including 1,1,1-TCA, 1,1-DCA, chloroethane,
 
and N,N-dimethylformamide). No VOCs were detected in surface
 
water samples from the intermittent stream. The highest
 
concentration of VOCs were located south of Route 9 in the
 
perennial stream (location SW-120), where the following levels of
 
contamination were found: N,N-dimethylformamide (630 ppb),
 
1,1,1-TCA (120 ppb), 1,1-DCA (52 ppb), and chloroethane (30 ppb).
 
Inorganics detected in on-site streams included iron, lead,
 
silver, and zinc.
 

Four surface water samples were collected from the Fire Pond.
 
Samples contained 1,1-DCA, ethyl acetate, and toluene at levels
 
below 10 ppb. A total of five inorganics were observed including
 
mercury (0.25 ppb) and manganese (25.8 ppb).
 

Six VOC, six semi-volatile organic compound (SVOC) and seventeen
 
inorganics sediment samples were collected from the perennial and
 
intermittent streams. Six VOCs were detected in stream sediment.
 
One sediment sample from the intermittent stream (SW-170)
 
contained methylene chloride (240 ppb). Chloroform and toluene
 
were also detected in intermittent stream samples at
 
concentrations below 7 ppb. Sediment samples from the perennial
 
stream contained low levels of 1,1,1-TCA, 1,1-DCA, and
 
chloroform. One sample also contained 430 ppb acetone. A total
 
of 17 SVOCs were detected, consisting primarily of PAHs. The
 
highest concentrations were 3.7 ppm fluoranthene, 2.7 ppm pyrene,
 
and 2.2 ppm benzo(b)fluoranthene, all found at location SE-150,
 
about 200 feet southwest of the West Leaching Field. As noted
 
above, these compounds do not appear to be related to past or
 
current production or wastewater disposal processes at the
 
facility.
 

Eighteen inorganics were detected in stream sediments including
 
copper, lead, silver and zinc at levels as high as 200 ppm (SE­
110), 46.5 ppm (SE-150), 2,560 ppm (SE-170), and 360 ppm (SE­
110), respectively, all of which exceed concentrations found in
 
upgradient locations (SE-210).
 

One SVOC and three inorganics samples were collected from the
 
Fire Pond. No VOCs were detected in Fire Pond sediments. A
 
total of 17 inorganics were detected, including copper at 69.25
 
ppm, lead at 26 ppm, arsenic at 6.65 ppm, and chromium at 20.1
 
ppm.
 

D. Air
 

Air quality monitoring was performed during the drilling
 
activities for the Remedial Investigation (summer 1991, fall
 
1991, and fall 1992). No VOCs were detected by the field
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instruments.
 

E. Ecological Resources/Wetlands
 

Ecological studies at the Site combined a wildlife receptor
 
inventory and wetland delineation with the stream sediment and
 
surface water sampling discussed above, and toxicity testing of
 
benthic invertebrates. Habitats at the Site include forested
 
uplands, upland fields, forested wetlands, scrub/shrub wetlands,
 
and streams.
 

The intermittent stream to the north and west of the facility is
 
shallow and narrow and flows within a well defined channel.
 
Sedimentation is limited. The unnamed perennial stream south of
 
Route 9 flows through shallow and poorly defined channels.
 

Wetlands are located north of the Fire Pond and make up the
 
entire parcel of the Site located south of Route 9. The wetlands
 
north of the Fire Pond are primarily shrub swamp/wet meadow; the
 
wetlands south of Route 9 are primarily shallow marsh/wet meadow
 
and hardwood swamp. See Figure 12 for wetland areas.
 

No threatened and endangered species were identified on the Site.
 
Fringed gentian (Gentiana crinita) , a species classified as a
 
special-status plant by the State of Vermont, was identified in a
 
few locations on the Site.
 

A complete discussion of site characteristics can be found in the
 
Phase 1A Site Characterization Report, pages 47-116 and in Phase
 
IB Site Characterization Report, pages 27-78.
 

VI. SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS
 

EPA performed a Risk Assessment to estimate the probability and
 
magnitude of potential adverse human health and environmental
 
effects from exposure to contaminants associated with the Site.
 
The risk assessment followed a four step process: 1) contaminant
 
identification, which identified those hazardous substances
 
which, given the specifics of the Site, were of significant
 
concern; 2) exposure assessment, which identified actual or
 
potential 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, which integrated the
 
three previous steps to summarize the potential and actual risks
 
posed by hazardous substances at the Site, including carcinogenic
 
and non-carcinogenic risks. The results of the public health
 
risk assessment for the Tansitor Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site
 
are discussed below followed by the conclusions of the
 
environmental risk assessment.
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A. Human Health Risk Assessment
 

1. Contaminant Identification
 

Fifty-seven contaminants of concern, listed in Tables 1 through 9
 
of this Record of Decision, were selected for evaluation in the
 
human health risk assessment. These contaminants of concern were
 
chosen for the overburden groundwater, Disposal Area surface and
 
subsurface soils, outside Disposal Area surface and subsurface
 
soils, stream surface water, Fire Pond surface water, stream
 
sediment, and Fire Pond sediment. The fifty-seven contaminants
 
of concern were selected to represent potential site-related
 
hazards based on toxicity, concentration, frequency of detection,
 
and mobility and persistence in the environment. A summary of
 
the health effects of each of the contaminants of concern can be
 
found in Appendix E of the Final Risk Assessment Report
 
(September 30, 1993).
 

2. Exposure Assessment
 

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the
 
contaminants of 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 the Site.
 
The Site is currently occupied by Tansitor Electronics, Inc. and
 
employs over 100 people. Development on the property consists of
 
a manufacturing facility, an Etch House, office space, parking
 
lots, a Fire Pond, a tennis court, and a baseball field. The
 
majority of this property is undeveloped wooded or open land, and
 
is accessible. The Disposal Area is currently surrounded by a
 
fence, with a fire gate that restricts vehicle but not pedestrian
 
access. The Fire Pond, which was used as a water supply for off-

site fire protection purposes, is also surrounded by a fence. A
 
bedrock production well, used for production and as a potable
 
water supply by Tansitor employees, is located south of the
 
facility and southwest of the Disposal Area. Bedrock groundwater
 
is used by residents within one mile of the Site as a drinking
 
water source. Sampling data to date, however, reveals no
 
contamination of these wells. Presently, the area surrounding
 
the Site is a mixture of commercial, residential, pasture, and
 
wooded areas.
 

The Site is located in an area zoned rural residential with a
 
commercial corridor overlay along Route 9. As a manufacturing
 
facility, Tansitor's industrial us'e of the Site represents a
 
grandfathered non-conforming use under the zoning laws. Because
 
the Site could be redeveloped and used for residential purposes
 
under the zoning laws, EPA considers the future land use of the
 
Site to be residential.
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Nine potential exposure pathways were quantitatively assessed for
 
the Site. The following is a brief summary of the exposure
 
pathways evaluated. A more thorough description can be found on
 
pages 3-7 through 3-40 of the Final Risk Assessment Report.
 

Future potential exposure from ingestion of overburden
 
groundwater as a drinking water source was evaluated. This
 
pathway assumes that a future user of overburden groundwater
 
would drink 2 liters of contaminated water for 350 days per year
 
for 30 years. Bedrock groundwater was not evaluated
 
quantitatively because of an absence of contamination in this
 
area.
 

The current potential exposure from dermal contact and incidental
 
ingestion of surface soils was evaluated for an adolescent
 
trespasser ages 9-18. An adolescent was assumed to be exposed
 
for 30 days per year for 9 years.
 

A future potential exposure from dermal contact and incidental
 
ingestion of subsurface soils was evaluated for a young child
 
(ages 1-6) and an adult. Both a child and adult were assumed to
 
be exposed 150 days per year.. A child was assumed to be exposed
 
for 6 years and an adult for 30 years.
 

The current potential exposure to on-site stream sediments via
 
dermal contact and accidental ingestion was evaluated for an
 
adolescent who might trespass on the Site. The adolescent was
 
assumed to be exposed for 39 days per year for 8 years.
 

A future potential exposure to stream sediments via dermal
 
contact and accidental ingestion was evaluated for a future
 
resident. A young child, ages 1-6, was expected to be exposed
 
for 150 days per year for 6 years. An adult was expected to be
 
exposed for 150 days per year for 30 years.
 

The current potential exposure to the Fire Pond surface water and
 
sediments via dermal contact and incidental ingestion was
 
evaluated for an adolescent. An adolescent was assumed to be
 
exposed for 13 days per year for 8 years.
 

A future potential exposure to Fire Pond surface water and
 
sediments via dermal contact and accidental ingestion was
 
evaluated. The receptors were assumed to be future residents
 
which include a young child, ages 1-6 and an adult. A child was
 
assumed to be exposed for 26 days per year for 6 years. An adult
 
was expected to be exposed for 26 days per year for 30 years.
 

The current potential exposure to stream sediments via dermal
 
contact and accidental ingestion was evaluated for an adolescent.
 
The adolescent was expected to be exposed for 39 days per year
 
for 8 years.
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A future potential exposure to stream sediments via dermal
 
contact and accidental ingestion was evaluated for future
 
residents, which include a young child and adult. The child was
 
expected to be exposed for 150 days per year for 6 years. The
 
adult was expected to be exposed for 150 days per year for 30
 
years.
 

Complete exposure pathways assumptions can be found in Tables 3-3
 
through 3-16 of the Final Risk Assessment Report.
 

3. Toxicity Assessment
 

The human health risk assessment considered scientific evidence
 
of toxicity and information relating to chemical exposures
 
(doses) to anticipated health effects (responses) for each
 
contaminant of concern (COC). Toxicity information can be found
 
in Section 3.3 and Appendix E in the Final Risk Assessment
 
Report.
 

4. Risk Characterization
 

Excess lifetime cancer risks were determined for each exposure
 
pathway by multiplying the exposure level with the chemical
 
specific cancer 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 10"6 for 1/1,000,000 or one in a million)
 
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.
 
Current EPA practice considers carcinogenic risks to be additive
 
when assessing exposure to a mixture of hazardous substances.
 

The hazard index (HI) was also calculated for each pathway as
 
EPA's measure of the potential for non-carcinogenic health
 
effects. A hazard quotient is calculated by dividing the
 
exposure level by the reference dose (RfD) or other suitable
 
benchmark for non-carcinogenic health effects for an individual
 
compound. Reference doses have been developed by EPA to protect
 
sensitive individuals over the course of a lifetime and they
 
reflect a daily exposure level that is likely to be without an
 
appreciable risk of an adverse health effect. RfDs are derived
 
from epidemiological or animal studies and incorporate
 
uncertainty factors to help ensure that adverse health effects
 
will not occur. The hazard quotient is often expressed as a
 
single value (e.g. 0.3) indicating the ratio of the stated
 
exposure as defined to the reference dose value (in this example,
 
the exposure as characterized is approximately one third of an
 

15
 



acceptable exposure level for the given compound). The hazard
 
quotient is only considered additive for compounds that have the
 
same or similar toxic endpoint and the sum is referred to as the
 
hazard index (HI). (For example: the hazard quotient for a
 
compound known to produce liver damage should not be added to a
 
second whose toxic endpoint is kidney damage).
 

Tables 10 and 11 depict the carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk
 
summary for the COCs in overburden groundwater evaluated to
 
reflect a potential future ingestion of groundwater corresponding
 
to the average and the reasonable maximum exposure (RME)
 
scenarios. Table 12 presents a summary of the carcinogenic and
 
noncarcinogenic risks for all other pathways. These pathways are
 
summarized since they did not contribute to an unacceptable risk
 
at the Site (for carcinogenic risk, the acceptable risk is 10~4
 
or less; for noncarcinogenic risk, the acceptable risk is an HI
 
of 1 or less, where the HI is the sum per target organ of hazard
 
quotients for individual contaminants). Appendix F of the Final
 
Risk Assessment Report presents the chemical-specific estimates
 
for each exposure pathway.
 

The results of the Human Health Risk Assessment indicate that
 
unacceptable carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risks would result
 
from ingestion of overburden groundwater for future residents.
 
The risk is based on a future scenario, since no individuals are
 
currently ingesting contaminated groundwater at the Site.
 

Compounds detected in Site overburden groundwater which exceeded
 
federal or state drinking water standards included; 1,1­
dichloroethene, tetrachloroethene, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, vinyl
 
chloride, lead, and silver. However, the increased carcinogenic
 
risk associated with future overburden groundwater consumption
 
was exclusively due to the presence of 1,1-DCE. Increased
 
noncarcinogenic risk was due mostly to the presence of 1,1,1-TCA,
 
1,1-DCE, manganese and silver.
 

Inhalation of volatile contaminants in groundwater could increase
 
the risk associated with residential groundwater use by two times
 
but this pathway was not evaluated quantitatively. Also, lead in
 
groundwater was not assessed quantitatively because of the lack
 
of established toxicity values. Exposure to lead in the
 
groundwater may cause additional risk.
 

All carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk values estimated for
 
exposure to soils in the Disposal Area, the primary source area
 
on the Site, were not shown to be excessive for current or
 
potential future land use. The highest carcinogenic risk
 
estimated for Disposal Area soil exposures was 8 x 10"7 for
 
future residents. Future carcinogenic risk associated with
 
exposure to soils outside the Disposal Area was estimated at 1 x
 
10~4 (reasonable maximum exposure) and 3 x 10"5 (average case) .
 
PAHs detected in surface and subsurface soils in the soils
 



outside the Disposal Area, at sampling location SS-9, contributed
 
most significantly to these risk estimates. The specific source
 
of the PAH contamination is uncertain, since PAH concentrations
 
varied on- and off-site but it is believed to be indirectly site-

related through facility and automobile fuel combustion.
 
Noncarcinogenic risk values for Disposal Area soils were
 
estimated at an HI below one for a trespasser or future resident.
 
Noncarcinogenic risk values for soil outside the Disposal Area
 
were estimated at an HI of 0.03 to 1.
 

All carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk values estimated for
 
exposure to stream sediments were not shown to be excessive for
 
current or potential future land use except for the initial
 
calculation for ingestion (HI of 3) for a child exposed to a
 
maximum concentrations in stream sediments under a future
 
residential scenario. . This initial HI value was driven by the
 
maximum silver concentration detected in sediments from the
 
intermittent stream at SE-170 (2,569 mg/kg) collected, during the
 
Phase 1A investigation. Subsequent sampling in the intermittent
 
stream during Phase IB and post-RI activities did not duplicate
 
the initial sampling results; in fact, the highest concentration
 
detected in these follow-up samples was 135 mg/kg. These
 
additional results do not change the maximum risk associated with
 
ingestion of the sediment because that hazard index number is
 
based on the maximum concentration detected. However, the
 
additional sampling results do provide evidence that the areal
 
extent of silver-contaminated sediment is very limited. The
 
follow-up sample collected at SE-170 had a concentration of 1.7
 
mg/kg, and only the original SE-170 sample had a concentration
 
greater than 135 mg/kg out of the 17 sediment samples collected
 
onsite. Therefore, EPA and Vermont ANR concluded that the
 
sediments in the intermittent stream do not pose an unacceptable
 
risk to human health.
 

All carcinogenic and noncarcinogenic risk values estimated for
 
exposure to stream surface water were not shown to be excessive
 
for current or potential future land use. A swimming scenario,
 
including incidental ingestion of and dermal contact with Fire
 
Pond surface water, was evaluated. No carcinogens were detected
 
in the available samples and His were well below one for
 
noncarcinogens detected in the Fire Pond.
 

Relative to inhalation of airborne contaminants, the soils and
 
surface water are not considered a significant source for air
 
contamination. The maximum VOC concentration in Disposal Area
 
surface soils was 1.3 ppm. The most prevalent VOC in stream
 
surface water was 1,1,1-TCA with a highest detection of 0.120
 
ppm. In addition, because of the vegetative cover, dust
 
emissions are not expected to be significant. If the surface
 
soils-are disturbed in the future, however, there is potential
 
for air emissions to increase.
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B. Environmental Assessment
 

EPA also performed an ecological risk assessment. The following
 
is a brief summary of the ecological risk assessment; a more
 
thorough description can be found in Section 4 of the Final Risk
 
Assessment Report.
 

The environmental assessment analyzed potential risks associated
 
with exposure of Site biota to contaminants in three mediums of
 
concern: surface waters of the Site streams and Fire Pond, stream
 
and Fire Pond sediments, and surface soils. Potential hazards to
 
aquatic biota from surface water and sediment contaminants were
 
assessed by comparing mean and maximum contaminant concentrations
 
with applicable toxicity benchmark values or criteria. Surface
 
soil contamination within the Disposal Area was evaluated by
 
modeling exposure to two indicator species (white-footed mouse
 
and short-tailed shrew). Risk from mercury and silver food chain
 
transfer was also evaluated within the Fire Pond and streams.
 

Overall evaluation of potential risk is estimated in the
 
ecological risk assessment through the calculation of risk
 
indices. If the total risk index is greater than one, this
 
indicates that exposure to all COCs within that medium may pose a
 
risk to organisms. The risk indices for the three mediums can be
 
found in Tables 4-7 through 4-10 of the Final Risk Assessment
 
Report.
 

The mean and maximum acute indices for surface water in the Fire
 
Pond and intermittent stream were one or less. The acute indices
 
for the perennial stream were greater than one for silver.
 
Chronic risk indices were also elevated in the Fire Pond,
 
intermittent stream, and perennial stream for mercury, aluminum
 
and iron, and silver, respectively. Therefore, the potential
 
existed for aquatic biota in these habitats to be adversely
 
affected. Aluminum and iron concentrations appeared to represent
 
background concentrations and not to be related to site
 
activities. Mercury was detected sporadically, and again does
 
appear to be related to site activities.
 

Mean and maximum risk indices for stream sediments were also
 
elevated for the Fire Pond, intermittent stream and perennial
 
stream. In an effort to further characterize potential
 
ecological risk associated with the elevated concentrations of
 
silver detected in the perennial stream, EPA collected additional
 
samples and conducted sediment toxicity tests in January and
 
February 1993. These sediment samples were collected from three
 
depositional areas within the perennial stream and two reference
 
locations. Silver concentrations from the three perennial stream
 
locations were similar to those collected earlier (60.8, 55.0,
 
and 36.1 mg/kg).
 

The sediment toxicity tests concluded that no statistically
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significant differences in survival or growth for both test
 
organisms (Hvallela azteca and Chironomous tentans) were observed
 
between the three perennial stream samples and the two reference
 
samples. Therefore, EPA and Vermont ANR concluded that the
 
silver concentration detected within the perennial stream does
 
not present a significant risk to benthic or other organisms
 
inhabiting the stream.
 

Contaminants detected within the surface soils of the Disposal
 
Area are not expected to impact wildlife receptors that forage
 
within this area. Food chain impacts to wildlife foraging on
 
fish within the Fire Pond may occur if feeding is concentrated at
 
the pond. However, because of the small size of the Fire Pond,
 
it is unlikely that this aquatic habitat contributes a
 
significant percentage of the total food consumed by pescivorous
 
species. Estimated silver concentrations in macroinvertebrates
 
of the intermittent and perennial streams are below the dietary
 
recommendation for silver intake. Therefore, EPA and Vermont ANR
 
concluded that neither the surface soils or Fire Pond pose a
 
significant risk to environmental receptors.
 

C. Conclusions
 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from this
 
Site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
 
selected in this ROD, may present an imminent and substantial
 
endangerment to public health and welfare. Specifically, the
 
human health risk assessment identified overburden groundwater as
 
posing probable health risks exceeding EPA risk management
 
criteria. Environmental risks initially associated with the
 
perennial stream sediments were determined to be nonsignificant
 
by EPA after EPA-conducted toxicity testing.
 

The response action selected in this ROD addresses the risk at
 
the Site by preventing, exposure to contaminated groundwater and
 
adds contingencies to address any future migration of
 
contaminated groundwater, if determined to be necessary, to
 
protect human health and the environment.
 

VII. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING OF ALTERNATIVES
 

A. Statutory Requirements/Response Objectives
 

Under its legal authorities, 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 standards, requirements,
 
criteria or limitations, unless a waiver is invoked; a
 
requirement that EPA select a remedial action-that is cost­
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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 to be consistent with these
 
Congressional mandates.
 

Based on preliminary information relating to types of
 
contaminants, environmental media of concern, and potential
 
exposure pathways, remedial action objectives were developed to
 
aid in the development and screening of alternatives. These
 
remedial action objectives were developed to mitigate existing
 
and future potential threats to public health and the
 
environment. These response objectives were:
 

•	 To eliminate or minimize the threat posed to human
 
health and the environment by preventing exposure to
 
groundwater contaminants by any individual who may use
 
the groundwater within the area of the shallow plumes
 
(as shown on Figures 8 and 9), or within an area where
 
groundwater could become contaminated as a result of
 
pumping activities;
 

•	 To prevent the migration of groundwater contamination
 
beyond its current extent, or to monitor the
 
groundwater to ensure that contamination is not
 
migrating beyond its current extent; and
 

•	 If technically practicable, to restore contaminated
 
groundwater to drinking water standards, and to a level
 
that is protective of human health and the environment.
 

B.	 Technology and Alternative Development and Screening
 

CERCLA and the 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 the
 
Site.
 

As stated previously, the risk assessment of the two source
 
areas, Disposal Area and Concrete Pad area, determined that the
 
VOC concentrations remaining in these areas to be within
 
acceptable range from a human health and environmental
 
perspective. Therefore, the'source areas present no significant
 
risk either under current site conditions or under potential
 
future residential use. Similarly, the same determination was
 
made for the soils from beyond these two areas. Additional
 
sampling of the intermittent stream sediments allowed EPA to
 
reassess the initial risk assessment, and to determine these
 
sediments did not pose an unacceptable risk to human health.
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Consequently, no source control alternatives were evaluated for
 
the Tansitor Site.
 

With respect to groundwater response action, the RI/FS developed
 
a limited number of remedial alternatives with a goal of
 
attaining protection of human health and the environment within
 
different timeframes using institutional controls and
 
technologies, and a no action alternative.
 

Chapter 5 of the Feasibility Study identified, assessed, and
 
screened technologies based on implementability, effectiveness,
 
and cost. These technologies were combined into three management
 
of migration (MM) alternatives. Chapter 6 of the Feasibility
 
Study presented the remedial alternatives developed by combining
 
the technologies identified in the previous screening process in
 
the categories identified in Section 300.430(e) 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 Chapter 7 of the Feasibility Study.
 

In summary, all three management of migration remedial
 
alternatives screened in Chapter 6 were retained for detailed
 
analysis. Table 13 identifies the three alternatives that were
 
retained through the screening process, as well as those
 
technologies that were eliminated from further consideration.
 

C. Technical Impracticability Evaluation
 

As the FS progressed, the field data suggested restoration of the
 
groundwater using treatment might not be feasible. Consequently,
 
as part of the FS, a study was performed to determine whether it
 
would be technically practicable to restore contaminated
 
groundwater to drinking water standards, including Maximum
 
Contaminants Levels (MCLs).
 

Restoration of contaminated groundwater is one of the primary
 
objectives of the Superfund program. The NCP States that "EPA
 
expects to return usable ground waters to their beneficial uses
 
wherever practicable, within a timeframe that is reasonable given the
 
particular circumstances of the site." Section 300.430(a) (1) (iii) (F)
 
of the NCP. Generally, restoration cleanup levels in the Superfund
 
program are established by applicable or relevant and appropriate
 
requirements (ARARs), such as the use of Federal or State standards
 
for drinking water quality.
 

Further, under CERCLA, an alternative selected to address
 
contamination at a Site must achieve the ARARs identified for the
 
action, or provide the basis for waiving the ARARs. ARARs may be
 
waived for any of six reasons, including where compliance with
 
the requirement is technically impracticable from an engineering
 
perspective. See Section 121(d)(4) of CERCLA and Section
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300.430 (f) (1) (ii) (C) of the NCP.
 

The primary considerations for determining the technical
 
impracticability (TI) of achieving ARARs are: engineering
 
feasibility and reliability. See NCP Preamble, 55 Fed. Reg. 8748
 
(March 8, 1990} .
 

EPA' s Guidance for Evaluating the Technical Impracticability of
 
Ground-Water Restoration, (OSWER Dir. 9234.2-25, September 1993,
 
Interim Final) indicates that, in some cases, where supported
 
adequately by detailed site characterization and data analysis,
 
technical impracticability (TI) decisions may be made in the
 
Record of Decision, prior to remedy implementation. This
 
guidance also provides for the following TI evaluation
 
components:
 

1.	 Specific ARARs or media standard for which TI determinations
 
are sought;
 

2.	 Spatial area over which the TI decision will apply;
 

3.	 Conceptual model that describes site geology, hydrogeology,
 
groundwater contamination sources, transport and fate;
 

4.	 An evaluation of the restoration potential, including
 
predictive analyses of the timeframes to attain required
 
cleanup levels and a demonstration that no other remedial
 
technologies could be capable of achieving groundwater
 
restoration; and
 

5.	 Cost estimates of the proposed remedy options.
 

Following a TI evaluation, EPA's goal of restoring contaminated
 
groundwater within a reasonable timeframe will be modified where
 
restoration is found to be technically impracticable. In such
 
cases, EPA will select an alternative remedial strategy that is
 
technically practicable, protective of human health and the
 
environment, and satisfies the requirements of CERCLA and the
 
NCP. Where groundwater ARARs are waived at a Superfund site due
 
to technical impracticability, EPA's general expectations are to
 
prevent further migration of the contaminated groundwater plume,
 
prevent exposure to the contaminated groundwater, and evaluate
 
further risk reduction measures as appropriate. See Section
 
300.430 (a) (1) (iii) (F) of the NCP. These expectations should be
 
evaluated along with the nine remedy selection criteria provided
 
in the NCP.
 

The results of the TI Evaluation for the Tansitor Site are .
 
provided below:
 

1.	 ARARs
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Under the EPA Groundwater Protection Strategy, EPA has classified
 
the aquifer beneath the Site as a Class II aquifer, i.e..
 
groundwater currently and potentially a source for drinking
 
water.1 Thus, Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), and non-zero
 
MCLGs, established under the Safe Drinking water Act, are ARARs.
 

MCLs for the major contaminants of concern include:
 

Contaminant MCL 

1,1, 1-Trichloroethane 
(1,1,1-TCA) 

200 ppb 

1, 1-Dichloroethylene
(1,1-DCE) 

7 ppb 

Trichloroethylene 5 ppb 

Tetrachloroethylene 5 ppb 

Vinyl chloride 2 ppb 

2. Spatial Area 

For the Tansitor Site, the TI zone covers a horizontal area of
 
approximately 9.6 acres. It is bounded by the facility water
 
reservoir (northwest corner), MW-107 (northeast corner), northern
 
right-of-way of Route 9 by the Eastern Leachfield (southeast
 
corner), and the northern right-of-way of Route 9 just beyond MW­
109 (southwest corner). This coincides exactly with the
 

1 As stated in Section V.A. of this ROD, the aquifer
 
beneath and in the vicinity of the Site was generally classified
 
by VT ANR as Class III, which is defined as suitable as a source
 
of water for individual domestic drinking water supply,
 
irrigation, agricultural use, and general industrial and
 
commercial use. However, .in response to the data obtained during
 
the RI, on November 23, 1993, Vermont ANR reclassified
 
groundwater beneath a limited 9.6 acre area of the Site, where
 
groundwater contamination was detected, from Class III to Class
 
IV. • Class IV groundwater is defined as not suitable as a source
 
of potable water but suitable for some agricultural, industrial
 
and commercial use. Given the use of the bedrock groundwater on
 
and in the vicinity of the Site as a source of drinking water,
 
EPA declines to follow the state reclassification in determining
 
the beneficial use of the groundwater and the appropriate cleanup
 
standards. Thus, EPA relies on its Groundwater Protection
 
Strategy in determining that the aquifer beneath the Site is a
 
Class II aquifer, and in determining that MCLs and MCLGs are
 
ARARs at this Site:
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horizontal Class IV area established by the Vermont Groundwater
 
Reclassification Order and encompasses the Disposal Area plume,
 
the Concrete Pad Area plume, and the Eastern Leachfield, where
 
vinyl chloride had been detected.2
 

Vertically, however, the TI zone differs from the Vermont
 
Groundwater Reclassification Order. The TI zone extends
 
approximately 180 feet below the ground surface and encompasses
 
both the ablation till and the basal till. The Vermont
 
Groundwater Reclassification Order applies to both the overburden
 
and the bedrock groundwater. The language in the
 
reclassification regulation does not provide for different
 
vertical groundwater classifications. Based on current
 
conditions at the Site, the plumes do not appear to be migrating
 
vertically. However, as the bedrock aquifer beneath the Site is
 
currently functioning as the sole source of drinking water for
 
the facility and surrounding properties, EPA believes in order to
 
protect human health it is necessary to restrict the TI zone to
 
the overburden soils. See Figure 13 for the locations of the
 
plume locations and Class IV and TI zones.
 

3.	 Conceptual Model
 

The conceptual model serves as a foundation for evaluating the
 
restoration potential of the Site and, thereby technical
 
impracticability as well. The model integrates the geology and
 
hydrogeology, contamination sources, properties and distribution,
 
release mechanisms and rates, fate and transport processes,
 
current and future receptors, and other elements to define the
 
contamination and allow analysis of site restoration potential.
 

The site geology and hydrogeology have been described in Section
 
V.A.	 of this ROD. The prominent points include the following:
 

•	 the subsurface soils are comprised of approximately 180
 
feet of glacial till;
 

2 It is noted that the current extent of contamination
 
comprises only a portion of the TI zone. The extent of the TI
 
zone was chosen in order to coordinate EPA's and the State's
 
future evaluations of site conditions. Thus, the TI zone was
 
delineated to identically match the Class IV zone horizontally.
 
The TI zone was not chosen with the expectation that
 
contamination would eventually migrate to the rest of the TI
 
zone. Moreover, it is noted that the geologic and hydrogeologic
 
conditions present in the contaminant plumes are also present in
 
the remainder of the TI zone, so restoration of this area if it
 
were to become impacted would also be considered to be
 
technically impracticable to restore to drinking water standards
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•	 the average silt and clay content of the upper 50 feet
 
is 51%;
 

•	 the average horizontal hydraulic conductivity of the
 
upper 50 feet is calculated to be 0.22 ft/day using
 
field measurements;
 

•	 horizontal hydraulic conductivity decreases with depth
 
through the remainder of the till;
 

•	 the vertical hydraulic conductivity averages less than
 
.002 ft/day using laboratory and field measurements;
 

•	 the effective hydraulic conductivity averages .084
 
ft/day;
 

•	 just south of the Disposal Area and Concrete Pad, the
 
vertical component of groundwater flow changes to
 
upward, thereby limiting vertical flow down to bedrock;
 

•	 this upward gradient was not reversed during a 24-hour
 
pump test of the facility well; and
 

•	 a water balance calculation estimated the groundwater
 
flow from the Disposal Area comprised approximately 6%
 
of the groundwater flow into the Fire Pond and
 
comprised less than 1% of the entire flow into the Fire
 
Pond (surface water runoff comprised approximately 86%
 
of the total flow).
 

The distribution of contaminants from the two source areas, the
 
Disposal Area and Concrete Pad, have been described in Sections
 
V.B. and V.C. of this ROD. The prominent findings are that the
 
concentrations of certain dissolved contaminants in the
 
groundwater are extremely high and that 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-DCE,
 
the most frequently detected contaminants at the Site, tend to
 
adhere to soil particles.
 

The average concentration of 1,1,1-TCA detected in the Disposal
 
Area plume is estimated to be 88,000 ppb, more than 40 times its
 
MCL of 200 ppb. This concentration is approximately ten percent
 
of the water solubility value for 1,1,1-TCA, suggesting that
 
DNAPL 1,1,1-TCA may be present in the soils beneath the water
 
table. Because of their affinity to adhere to soil, these
 
contaminants move slowly through groundwater and are difficult to
 
extract.
 

Fate and transport processes that affect VOC migration in
 
groundwater include rate of desorption, organic carbon content in
 
the soil, and biodegradation. As stated above, these compounds
 
adsorb to soil particles, slowly releasing into the groundwater.
 
The presence of organic carbon further increases the adsorption
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of these compounds and decreases their flow velocity in the
 
groundwater. The presence of 1,1-DCE suggests that degradation
 
is occurring (transformation of 1,1,1-TCA), but complete
 
mineralization of the chlorinated compounds to chlorine ions,
 
carbon dioxide and water under the anaerobic conditions at the
 
Site is expected to be very slow.
 

Current and future receptors have been described in Section VI of
 
this ROD and are summarized here. The human health risk
 
assessment identified a youth trespasser as the most likely
 
current receptor, and also indicated that the current risk from
 
soils was not excessive. The risk assessment identified
 
residential use of groundwater from the till as the only
 
potential future receptor for which risk would be excessive.
 

The ecological risk concluded that the site contaminants have not
 
impacted the wildlife receptors and food chain impacts are not
 
considered to be significant.
 

4. Evaluation of the Restoration Potential
 

As indicated above, the two contaminant sources no longer act as
 
active sources, and therefore source removal or containment are
 
not considered necessary for restoration of the Site.
 

Restoration potential of the groundwater was evaluated with
 
computer modeling. Modeling was used to estimate timeframes to
 
achieve drinking water standards through either natural
 
attenuation or extraction and treatment of the groundwater. This
 
modeling took into account the low permeability of the overburden
 
soils, the high concentrations of dissolved contaminants, and the
 
difficulty of extracting 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-DCE. The range of
 
time required to meet drinking water standards by extraction and
 
treatment was from 160 years to more than 630 years. Within this
 
range, EPA considers a timeframe of 300 years to be the most
 
likely based on assumptions used in the model. The range of time
 
required to meet drinking water standards by natural attenuation
 
was from 220 years to more than 1,150 years. Within this range,
 
EPA considers a timeframe of 420 years to be the most likely
 
based on assumptions used in the model.
 

Computer modeling was also used to evaluate whether short term
 
pumping would significantly decrease the volume and shorten the
 
time to achieve drinking water standards through natural
 
attenuation. EPA concluded that even after 50 years of pumping,
 
it would still take approximately 300 more years for natural
 
attenuation to restore groundwater to drinking water standards.
 

All of the above estimated cleanup timeframes are based on an
 
assumption that there are no DNAPLs at the Site. In the event
 
that DNAPLs are present, the length of time needed for cleanup
 
would be even longer. As the modeling supported the technical
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impracticability of extracting the groundwater, other
 
technologies were evaluated to determine whether they could
 
attain drinking water standards at the Site within a reasonable
 
timeframe. Three innovative technologies, permeable reaction
 
wall, bioremediation, and soil vapor extraction, were evaluated
 
as part of the Feasibility Study. This evaluation concluded that
 
these technologies would not be able to attain the action levels
 
within the contaminant plume within a reasonable timeframe.
 

5. Cost Estimates
 

The cost estimates of a remedy using groundwater extraction and
 
treatment and one relying on institutional controls are described
 
in Section VIII below.
 

More detailed information regarding the technical impracticability
 
of restoration of the shallow groundwater can be found in the Final
 
Draft Technical Impracticability Evaluation Report.
 

VIII. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES
 

This Section provides a narrative summary of each alternative
 
evaluated. A detailed tabular assessment of each alternative can
 
be found in Table 7-3 of the Feasibility Study and is included
 
here in the Record of Decision as Table 14.
 

A. Management of Migration (MM) Alternatives Analyzed
 

Management of migration alternatives address contaminants that
 
have migrated from the original source(s) of contamination. At
 
the Tansitor Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site, contaminants have
 
migrated from the two source areas, Disposal Area and Concrete
 
Pad, to the overburden groundwater and southerly to the Fire Pond
 
and toward the wetlands, respectively. The Management of
 
Migration alternatives evaluated include a no-action alternative,
 
MM-1, an institutional control/groundwater monitoring
 
alternative, MM-2, and an active remediation/institutional
 
control alternative, MM-3.
 

MM-1 No-Action
 

This alternative was evaluated in detail in the FS to serve as a
 
baseline for comparison with the other alternatives under
 
consideration. Under this alternative, no action would occur to
 
actively reduce chemical contamination at the Site. Groundwater
 
from the Disposal Area and Concrete Pad Area would continue to
 
migrate into the Fire Pond, intermittent stream, and storm drain
 
system as presently occurs. EPA would make no efforts to
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restrict use of the contaminated groundwater,3 and would
 
establish no contingencies to address possible changes in the
 
migration of contaminants in the future. Because the No-Action
 
alternative would result in VOCs remaining onsite, the CERCLA
 
statute requires that the Site be reviewed every five years to
 
ensure the continued protection of human health and the
 
environment.
 

Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $3,000 (cost for
 
first five year review)
 

Alternative MM-2: Institutional Controls/Monitoring
 

MM-2 uses institutional"controls to reduce the identified risk
 
associated with contaminated groundwater by controlling the
 
potential exposure route. An unacceptable health risk is
 
associated with the ingestion of VOC-contaminated groundwater if
 
a future resident of the Site were to install a drinking water
 
well into the shallow contaminant plume, or in an area where
 
groundwater could become contaminated as a result of pumping
 
activities. MM-2 includes the following key elements:
 

•	 use of institutional controls to prevent the potential
 
use of shallow groundwater at the Site as a drinking
 
water source, and to prohibit activities that would
 
adversely affect the groundwater plumes;
 

•	 long-term monitoring of site groundwater on a regular
 
basis to evaluate changes in site conditions over time.
 
In the event that contaminated groundwater migrates
 
significantly beyond its current extent, EPA will
 
assess the changes and may require future actions; and
 

•	 a review of the Site every five years to ensure the
 
continued protection of human health and the
 
environment.
 

Estimated Time for Implementation: 6-12 months
 
Estimated Time of Operation: 30 years
 
Estimated Capital Cost: $18,000
 
Estimated Annual 0 & M (present worth): $30,600
 
Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $390,000
 

Alternative MM-3; Groundwater Extraction/Treatment/Discharge/

Institutional Controls/Monitoring
 

3
 The No-Action alternative does not take into account VT
 
ANR's decision to declassify and restrict the use of contaminated
 
site groundwater based on the findings in the RI.
 

28
 



Alternative MM-3 would involve extraction of groundwater,
 
followed by treatment by chemical and physical processes to
 
remove VOCs and possibly metals. A network of extraction wells
 
would be installed onsite to pump groundwater from the overburden
 
soils. The extracted groundwater would be pretreated to remove
 
metals, generating sludge which may require disposal as a
 
hazardous waste. VOCs would be removed from the water by a
 
process called air stripping, which involves forcing air through
 
contaminated water and causing the VOCs to vaporize. The vapors
 
must then be filtered before they are released to the air to
 
collect the contaminants. Finally, treated groundwater would be
 
discharged to the Fire Pond in accordance with permissible
 
surface water discharge limits. Alternative MM-3 would also
 
incorporate the institutional controls, long-term monitoring
 
components, and five-year reviews described under Alternative MM­
2, until drinking water standards are obtained in the
 
groundwater.
 

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 1-3 years
 
Estimated Time of Operation: 30 years
 
Estimated Capital Cost: • $595,000 - 1,660,000
 
Estimated O & M (present worth): $90,000 - 185,000
 
Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $1,480,000 - 3,320,000
 

SUMMARY OF THE COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES
 

Nine	 Evaluation Criteria
 

-tion 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors that at a
 
-limum EPA is required to consider in its assessment of
 
..ternatives. Building upon these specific statutory mandates,
 

the National Contingency Plan 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 site remedy. These criteria are summarized as follows:
 

Threshold Criteria
 

The two threshold criteria described below must 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
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meet all of the ARARs of other Federal and State
 
environmental laws and/or provide grounds for invoking a
 
waiver.
 

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 on the final evaluation of
 
remedial alternatives generally after EPA has received public
 
comment on the 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 RI/FS
 
report.
 

A detailed tabular assessment of each alternative according to
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the nine criteria can be found in Table 7-3 of the Feasibility
 
Study (and repeated here in the Record of Decision as Table 14).
 

Following the detailed analysis of each individual alternative, a
 
comparative analysis was conducted, focusing on the relative
 
performance of each alternative against the nine criteria. This
 
comparative analysis can be found in Section 7.30 of the
 
Feasibility Study.
 

B. Comparison of Alternatives
 

The section below presents the nine criteria and a brief
 
narrative summary of the alternatives and the strengths and
 
weaknesse's according to the detailed and comparative analysis.
 

1. Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment
 

Both Alternative MM-2 and Alternative MM-3 would eliminate or
 
reduce risks to human health and the environment by controlling
 
exposure to contaminated groundwater in the shallow soils.
 
Actual removal of contaminants through Alternative MM-3 would
 
reduce risk, but not significantly beyond the protection offered
 
by the institutional controls required by both MM-2 and MM-3.
 
Because the No-Action alternative (MM-1) would not restrict
 
exposure to the contaminated shallow groundwater, it is not
 
considered to provide overall protection.
 

2. Compliance with Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate
 
Requirements (ARARs)
 

None of the alternatives, MM-1, MM-2, or MM-3, would attain
 
federal drinking water standards within a reasonable time period.
 
As discussed above, based on hydrogeologic factors and
 
contaminant-related factors present at this Site, EPA estimates
 
that drinking water standards would not be attained through
 
natural attenuation or extraction and treatment of groundwater
 
for several centuries. Specifically, the overburden soils are of
 
low permeability. Pumping of VOC-contaminated water from the
 
overburden soils would be done .at an extremely slow rate.
 
Further, the concentration of dissolved contaminants in the
 
groundwater, such as 1,1,1-TCA, is extremely high. Moreover,
 
1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-DCE, which are the most frequently detected
 
contaminants at the Site, tend to adhere to soil particles. As a
 
result, these contaminants move slowly through groundwater and
 
are difficult to extraction. Thus, EPA believes that it is
 
technically impracticable from an engineering perspective to
 
attain drinking water standards at this Site within the TI zone.
 

Although alternatives MM-2 and MM-3 would not attain drinking
 
water standards, they would attain all other ARARs (such as air
 
and surface water discharge limits [MM-3] and groundwater
 
monitoring requirements [MM-2 and MM-3]).
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3. Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence
 

The institutional controls proposed in MM-2 would be effective in
 
the long term. As discussed previously, hydrogeologic conditions
 
at this Site contain the plume within a limited area. Because
 
the area to be controlled is relatively small, compliance with
 
institutional controls could be easily monitored. In addition,
 
because it is technically impracticable to attain federal
 
drinking water standards at this Site, long-term groundwater
 
monitoring is necessary to assure that Site conditions do not
 
change over time. Long-term monitoring of the groundwater and
 
the leach field would effectively detect both the horizontal and
 
vertical migration of contaminants beyond their current extent.
 
Alternative MM-3 would also be effective in the long term.
 
However, its effectiveness would be due almost entirely to the
 
implementation of institutional controls, because even if
 
extraction and treatment were performed, contamination well above
 
drinking water standards would still remain in the groundwater
 
for several centuries. Alternative MM-1 would not provide long-

term effectiveness or permanence as no further action would be
 
taken to reduce risk.
 

4. Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility, or Volume through Treatment
 

Neither MM-1 nor MM-2 actively remove or treat the contamination
 
at the Site, and so do not result in any reduction of toxicity,
 
mobility, or volume other than that achieved through natural
 
attenuation.
 

Alternative MM-3, which includes groundwater extraction and
 
treatment, would reduce the volume and mobility of existing
 
contamination at the Site. Treatment would reduce the toxicity
 
of groundwater but would produce contaminated residual materials
 
from the treatment process, such as used carbon filters from the
 
air stripping process and sludge from the settling process, which
 
then might require appropriate treatment and disposal. Based on
 
the hydrogeology of the Site and the high levels of dissolved
 
contaminants, EPA does not anticipate that reductions in
 
toxicity, mobility or volume achieved through groundwater
 
extraction and treatment would significantly reduce the hazards
 
posed by the Site within a reasonable timeframe. Although
 
contaminant levels would be reduced, drinking water standards
 
would not be achieved or approached for several centuries.
 

5. Short-term Effectiveness
 

Aside from the No Action alternative, MM-2 would pose the lowest
 
potential short-term risks from implementation. Risks would only
 
be associated with the continued monitoring of site groundwater
 
and would be negligible. Alternative MM-3 poses a greater short-

term risk to construction workers during the construction and
 
operation of the extraction well network, groundwater treatment
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system, and discharge outlet to the Fire Pond. These risks,
 
however, could be effectively controlled through the use of
 
personal protective equipment and by following safe work
 
practices.
 

6. Implamentability
 

Given that the limited area to be controlled is currently owned
 
by one owner, Tansitor Electronics, Inc., EPA anticipates that
 
deed restrictions would be easy to implement. In addition, VT
 
ANR's reclassification of groundwater beneath the Site to a Class
 
IV aquifer supports the goal of preventing its use as a drinking
 
water source. The monitoring component of the preferred
 
alternative could also be readily implemented, due to the limited
 
extent of the two plumes of contaminated groundwater and the
 
number of monitoring wells already present onsite.
 

Groundwater extraction systems such as the one proposed in
 
Alternative MM-3 have been routinely installed at other sites.
 
However, because the soils have low permeability, pumping would
 
be extremely slow. For this reason, and the high concentrations
 
and types of dissolved contaminants, significant reductions in
 
contamination would be unlikely within a reasonable time period.
 

7. Cost
 

A comparison of the estimated present worth costs for each
 
alternative is as follows:
 

Total Total 
Alternative

MM-1
 Capital

 $ 0
 0 & M

 $ 3,000
 Total Costs 

$ 3,000 
MM-2 18,000 30,600 390,000 
MM-3 595,000­ 90,000­ 1,480,000­

1,660,000 185,000 3,320,000 

The estimated total present worth costs for MM-2 and MM-3 are
 
based on thirty years of operation and a 7% interest"rate; the
 
present worth cost for MM-1 is based on one five year review.
 

8. State Acceptance
 

VT Agency of Natural Resources has reviewed and approved the
 
RI/FS, Technical Impracticability Evaluation Report and Proposed
 
Plan, and concurs with the selection of MM-2 as the remedy for
 
the Tansitor Site.
 

The State's declaration of concurrence with this Record of
 
Decision is attached as Appendix A.
 

9. Community Acceptance
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The comments received from the community on the RI/FS and the
 
Proposed Plan during the public comment period, and EPA's
 
responses to the comments, are summarized in the Responsiveness
 
Summary in Appendix D. of this document. In addition, a summary
 
of the comments and EPA's responses appears below.
 

Oral comments were received from members the community during the
 
public hearing. Various community members expressed support for
 
the Proposed Plan, under current conditions. However, some
 
community members expressed concern about a proposed rock quarry
 
to be constructed in New York State, and within a mile to the
 
west of the Site. Specifically, community members are concerned
 
that excavation and pumping at the proposed quarry might
 
adversely impact the contaminant plumes at the Tansitor Site.
 
Given these comments, EPA reviewed a draft Environmental Impact
 
Statement concerning the proposed rock quarry. As indicated in
 
the Responsiveness Summary to this ROD, EPA found nothing in the
 
EIS or the comments by community members which warranted any
 
alteration of the selected remedial action for the Site. In
 
addition, EPA found no affirmative data in the EIS which suggests
 
that the proposed quarry would adversely affect contamination
 
from the Tansitor Site. Nevertheless, in EPA's view, additional
 
data collection, including a pump test, would be warranted in
 
order to fully understand the extent of possible impact from the
 
proposed quarry. It is EPA's understanding that the matter of
 
whether the quarry is to be constructed, and the potential
 
impacts of the proposed quarry, are presently under consideration
 
by the State of New York.
 

Written and oral comments also were received from the two PRPs
 
that performed the RI/FS under an Administrative Order By
 
Consent. Both PRPs concurred with the Proposed Plan and
 
advocated that the Site be removed from the National Priorities
 
List. In response, EPA acknowledged the PRPs concurrence with
 
the remedial action, and indicated that the issue of whether to
 
delete the Site from the National Priorities List would be
 
considered after the issuance of this ROD.
 

X. THE SELECTED REMEDY
 

The remedy selected to address contamination at the Tansitor
 
Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site is MM-2, which includes
 
institutional controls, long-term monitoring, contingencies, and
 
five-year reviews. This remedy addresses the groundwater
 
contamination at the Site. A detailed description of the
 
selected remedy is presented below.
 

A. Institutional Controls
 

Institutional controls will be established to prevent the use of
 
groundwater impacted by the Site and to inform future purchasers
 
of the property of the groundwater restrictions associated with
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the property. These institutional controls will consist of deed
 
restrictions, which will provide permanent, enforceable
 
restrictions on the use of groundwater at the Site. In addition
 
to the deed restrictions, the Vermont Groundwater
 
Reclassification Order will also serve to restrict use of the
 
Site groundwater.
 

The deed restrictions shall generally provide as follows:
 

(1) No water supply well shall be installed in either the
 
overburden soils or bedrock within the area designated as a Class
 
IV Groundwater Area by the State of Vermont (marked generally by
 
MW-107U in the northeast, the Eastern Leach Field in the
 
southeast, MW109U in the southwest, and the Water Reservoir in
 
the northwest). A copy of Reclassification Order is found in
 
Appendix C of this ROD.
 

(2) No water supply well shall be installed in either the
 
overburden soils or bedrock within the Class III Area on the
 
Tansitor property without prior EPA approval. Tansitor's
 
operating facility currently draws its water from a bedrock well
 
located west of the Class IV area. EPA acknowledges that either
 
the current owner or potential future owners of the property may
 
need or desire another source of water outside the Class IV Area
 
at some time in the future because of possible failure of the
 
existing well or development on other parts of the property. The
 
addition of a new well, however, may cause contaminants to
 
migrate or otherwise affect the contaminant plumes. Therefore,
 
any proposal for a new well shall demonstrate to EPA that such an
 
action would not induce movement of the contaminants into
 
uncontaminated areas. This demonstration shall include, at a
 
minimum, pump tests and laboratory analysis for VOCs. Should the
 
demonstration indicate the proposed well would have an adverse
 
affect on the plume, as determined by EPA, it shall not be
 
installed. It is not the intent of EPA to preclude the use of
 
other areas of the Site with this requirement, rather it is to
 
ensure that the institutional controls and monitoring remain
 
protective and that further migration is prevented.
 

In the event that new water supply wells are installed with EPA
 
approval in the future, additional monitoring positions located
 
between the contaminant plume and the new water supply well may
 
be required. These positions will be used to monitor for
 
possible changes in on-site groundwater flow patterns (as it
 
affects contaminant distribution). The water level monitoring
 
program will be accomplished through the periodic use of
 
continuous recorders on selected monitoring wells during seasonal
 
low water periods.
 

(3) The existing water supply well located at the Tansitor Site
 
shall not be used to extract more than 20,000 gallons of water
 
per day, without prior EPA approval. As stated above, changes in
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the use of groundwater at and in the vicinity of the plumes may
 
adversely affect the plume. Therefore, if use and pumping of the
 
current well were to be proposed beyond the level of the RI pump
 
test, which was approximately 20,000 gallons per day, a
 
determination will be made by EPA as to the potential impact on
 
the plumes.
 

(4) All of the above-listed restrictions shall remain in effect
 
as long as contaminated groundwater is present at the Site at
 
levels in excess of federal drinking water standards, and at
 
levels that are not protective of human health and the
 
environment.
 

With respect to the State or local requirements, as noted above,
 
the State of Vermont reclassified the groundwater in the area of
 
the contaminated plumes as Class IV groundwater. Class IV
 
groundwater under the state classification system is considered
 
not suitable as a source of potable water but suitable for some
 
agricultural, industrial, or commercial use. While VT ANR took
 
this action independently of EPA, EPA believes that the
 
reclassification, together with institutional controls described
 
above, will effectively prevent future residential exposure to
 
contaminated groundwater at the Tansitor Site.
 

The risk assessment qualitatively evaluated the groundwater
 
inhalation exposure in a potential residential scenario and
 
determined it was equal to the risk from ingestion. Calculations
 
based on the average contaminant concentration in the Disposal
 
Area plume indicated that inhalation exposure in a future
 
industrial scenario would also exceed the carcinogenic and
 
noncarcinogenic risk levels. Therefore, although the VT GWPRS
 
regulation permits the use of Class IV water for industrial,
 
commercial, or agricultural activities, the deed restriction
 
shall ensure that no water supply well be installed within the
 
overburden or bedrock soils between the Disposal Area and the
 
Fire Pond.
 

B. Monitoring
 

The monitoring program will be implemented to demonstrate that
 
the conceptual model presented previously is correct, i.e., that
 
the contaminants are not migrating horizontally beyond the Fire
 
Pond or vertically toward the bedrock. The monitoring will also
 
be used to evaluate the overall protectiveness of the remedy.
 
The groundwater monitoring program shall include sampling and
 
analytical methods that are appropriate for groundwater sampling
 
and that accurately measure hazardous constituents in the
 
samples. Monitoring will be performed in wells located at and
 
around the property boundary and within the interior of the Site
 
to monitor the levels, distribution, and migration of VOCs,
 
silver, and lead. Monitoring will include water level
 
measurements.
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Groundwater monitoring for VOCs shall be conducted semi-annually
 
in the Spring and Fall for a period of at least five years. EPA
 
concurred with VT ANR regarding the sampling locations,
 
frequency, and analytes for the groundwater monitoring required
 
by the November 1993 Vermont Groundwater Reclassification Order.
 
Therefore, the monitoring data collected in accordance with the
 
Reclassification Order is deemed suitable as part of the semi­
annual monitoring required by this Record of Decision. See
 
Appendix C of this ROD for a copy of the Reclassification Order.
 

Groundwater monitoring for silver and lead shall be conducted
 
semi-annually in the Spring and Fall for a period of at least
 
three years. As with the VOCs, monitoring data for silver and
 
lead collected in accordance with the Reclassification Order
 
prior to this Record of Decision are deemed suitable for this
 
monitoring.
 

The monitoring program will include selected groundwater
 
monitoring wells. To evaluate the vertical extent of the
 
contaminant plume, at a minimum, the following existing medium
 
depth and bedrock wells shall be included in all semi-annual
 
monitoring: MW-101M, MW-112M, MW-104M, MW-105M, MW-103M, ERM-5D,
 
and MW-103R. To evaluate the horizontal extent of the
 
contaminant plumes, at a minimum, the following existing shallow
 
wells shall be included in all semi-annual monitoring: ERM-2S,
 
MW-104U, ERM-4S, MW-108U, ERM-5S, MW-109U, MW-110U, MW-114U and
 
MW-ELF.
 

Should the groundwater monitoring indicate a potential impact to
 
surface water quality, e.g. VOCs, lead or silver detected in MW­
109U, MW-110U, or MW-114U, surface water and sediment sampling
 
shall be conducted in the unnamed stream south of Route 9.
 
The surface water monitoring program shall include sampling and
 
analytical methods that, as determined by EPA, are appropriate
 
for surface water sampling and that accurately measure hazardous
 
constituents in the samples.
 

The sampling and monitoring program presented above for VOCs
 
shall be conducted for at least five years. At that time, and as
 
determined by EPA, the frequency and list of analytes monitored
 
in the groundwater (and surface water if applicable) will be
 
evaluated and possibly reduced, in accordance with relevant and
 
appropriate RCRA groundwater monitoring standards. Subsequent to
 
the initial reassessment, the duration and scope of monitoring
 
activities will be reassessed periodically based on sampling
 
results and observed trends. At a minimum these reassessments
 
will occur during each five-year site review described below.
 

Finally, all monitoring reports will also include documentation
 
detailing the level of use of the existing water supply well at
 
the Site, consistent with the requirement that this well should .
 
not be used to extract more than 20,000 gallons of water per day.
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C. Contingencies for Future Action
 

EPA has established contingencies in the event that wells outside
 
the current contaminant plumes become impacted.
 

As stated previously, the first of these contaminant plumes (the
 
Disposal Area Plume) extends from the Disposal Area to the Fire
 
Pond and is approximately 50-60 feet thick. The second plume
 
(the Concrete Pad. Area Plume) extends from the Concrete Pad to
 
Tansitor's manufacturing building and is approximately 60 feet
 
wide and 20 feet thick. Certain existing monitoring wells that
 
are outside of these two plumes are identified below. EPA's
 
contingencies for future action will be triggered in the event
 
that contamination, above specified levels, is detected in the
 
existing monitoring wells identified below.
 

The contingencies are ordered in terms of depth, beginning with
 
shallow wells and moving down to bedrock. This appears to be the
 
most likely sequence for detection of contaminants, should
 
migration occur from the current plumes. With each contingency
 
described below, an evaluation of the field sampling and
 
analytical methods shall be performed in the event of detection
 
of a contaminant of concern. The monitoring well in question
 
shall be resampled if the review indicates the methods did not
 
meet data quality objectives. If the evaluation indicates the
 
detection is valid, the frequency of sampling for the appropriate
 
well or wells shall be increased to quarterly for overburden
 
wells and monthly for bedrock wells to characterize seasonal
 
fluctuations and migration trends.
 

For each contingency, the concentrations of contaminants shall be
 
compared to their respective and applicable standard: MCLs, non­
zero MCLGs, Vermont drinking water standards where more stringent
 
(VT GWPRS are applicable at the Class III/IV boundary), or health
 
based levels if the contaminant has no MCL. The contingencies
 
are as follows:
 

1. If concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA or 1,1-DCE or any other
 
contaminants are detected at or above one half their respective
 
standard in compliance monitoring wells outside the current
 
limits of the contaminant plumes (i.e., in wells 101M, 104M,
 
105M, 103M, ERM-5D, ERM-4S, ERM-5S, 109U, 110U, and 114U), the
 
frequency of sampling shall be increased to quarterly.
 

2. If concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA or 1,1-DCE or any other
 
contaminants are detected at or above their respective standard
 
in the shallow depth compliance monitoring wells, ERM-5S, 109U,
 
110U, and 114U, an evaluation of possible impacts to surface
 
water habitat shall be performed.
 

3: If concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA or 1,1-DCE or any other
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contaminants are detected at or above their respective standard
 
in any of the medium depth compliance monitoring wells, 101M,
 
112M, 104M, 105M, 103M, and ERM-5D, the Site conceptual model
 
shall be reviewed and an evaluation of the possible migration and
 
impacts to bedrock and surface water shall be performed. This
 
evaluation will include, to the extent feasible, a consideration
 
of natural or seasonal fluctuations in groundwater quality that
 
may affect concentrations.
 

4. If concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA or 1,1-DCE or any other
 
contaminants are detected at five times or above their respective
 
standard for four consecutive quarters in any of the medium depth
 
compliance monitoring wells, 101M, 112M, 104M, 105M, 103M, and
 
ERM-5D, additional monitoring wells shall be installed to
 
determine the vertical extent of the plume. The location and
 
number of additional well(s) will be determined by EPA based on
 
the monitoring data. Secondly, an evaluation on the possible
 
impact to the bedrock and surface water will be performed. This
 
evaluation will include a review of the need for a groundwater
 
extraction and treatment system for plume containment, an
 
alternate drinking water supply, or other remedy/
 

5. If quantifiable concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA or 1,1-DCE or
 
any other contaminants are detected in any of the bedrock
 
compliance monitoring wells. MW-101R and MW-103R, sampling of
 
bedrock wells shall be increased to monthly. Additional response
 
actions, including wellhead treatment, an alternate supply of
 
water for the facility, or pump-and-treat will be evaluated and,
 
if deemed necessary, implemented.
 

6. If concentrations of 1,1,1-TCA or 1,1-DCE or any other
 
contaminants are detected at or above their respective standard
 
any of the bedrock wells, MW-101R, MW-103R, or the Tansitor
 
production well, residential water supply wells shall be sampled
 
within two months after such concentrations are first detected.
 
Should these residential water supply sampling results indicate
 
offsite migration has occurred, further actions as deemed
 
necessary by EPA will be taken.
 

D. Five-Year Review
 

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining
 
on-site, EPA will review the Site at least once every five years
 
after the initiation of the remedial action at the Site to assure
 
that the remedial action continues to be protective of human
 
health and the environment. This review will be consistent with
 
the CERCLA standards applicable for five-year site reviews in
 
effect at the time of the review.
 

XI. STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS
 

The remedial action selected for implementation at the Tansitor
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Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site is consistent with CERCLA and
 
the NCP. The selected remedy is protective of human health and
 
the environment, attains ARARs or invokes an appropriate waiver
 
and is cost effective.
 

The selected remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for
 
treatment which permanently and significantly reduces the
 
mobility, toxicity or volume of hazardous substances as a
 
principal element because it has been determined that it is
 
technically impracticable to restore the groundwater to drinking
 
water standards within a reasonable timeframe. Given these
 
circumstances, the selected remedy utilizes alternate treatment
 
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum
 
extent practicable.
 

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

The remedy at this Site will permanently reduce the risks posed
 
to human health and the environment by eliminating, reducing or
 
controlling exposures to human and environmental receptors
 
through institutional controls, groundwater monitoring, and
 
contingencies for further assessment and action, if necessary.
 
More specifically, institutional controls will prevent exposure
 
to the contaminated groundwater in the overburden soils.
 
Additionally, these controls will prohibit future activities
 
(without further investigation) that may cause the plume to
 
migrate, such as the construction and use of additional water
 
supply wells in the immediate vicinity of the plumes.
 
Groundwater contamination at the Site is currently limited to the
 
overburden, and is not migrating either horizontally or
 
vertically. Groundwater monitoring will detect contaminant
 
migration, should it occur in the future, and thereby assure that
 
the institutional controls remain protective. In addition, in
 
the event that contaminants migrate either horizontally or
 
vertically in the future, the contingency provisions will require
 
an evaluation to ensure that necessary actions be taken at the
 
Site to maintain protection of human health and the environment.
 

B.	 The Selected Remedy Waives Attainment of MCLs, and Attains
 
All Other ARARs
 

1. EPA Considers It Technically Impracticable To Restore
 
Groundwater to MCLs
 

As explained above, MCLs and non-zero MCLGs established under the
 
Safe Drinking Water Act are ARARs at the Tansitor Site. Under
 
CERCLA, the remedy must meet, or provide the basis for waiving,
 
the ARARs identified for the action. For the Tansitor Site, EPA
 
considers it technically impracticable from an engineering
 
perspective to clean up the contaminated shallow groundwater
 
within the TI Zone (defined above) to MCLs and non-zero MCLGs.
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EPA is therefore waiving these ARARs4 , for the following
 
reasons.
 

First, the overburden soils in the area of the contaminated
 
plumes have low hydraulic conductivity, ranging -from 0.0096
 
feet/day to 0.3 feet/day, and the effective conductivity averages
 
0.084 feet/day. These soils, which consist of a mixture of clay,
 
silt, sand, and gravel, can yield only limited volumes of water.
 
Therefore, pumping the VOC-contaminated water from the overburden
 
soils would be done at an extremely slow rate.
 

Second, the concentrations of certain dissolved contaminants in
 
the groundwater are extremely high. For example, the average
 
concentration of 1,1,1-TCA detected in the Disposal Area plume is
 
estimated to be 88,000 ppb, more than 40 times its MCL of 200
 
ppb. This concentration is approximately ten percent of the
 
water solubility value for.1,1,1-TCA, suggesting that separate
 
phase, (DNAPL} 1,1,1-TCA may be present in the subsurface.
 

Third, 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-DCE, which are the most frequently
 
detected contaminants at the Site, tend to adhere to soil
 
particles. As a result, these contaminants move slowly through
 
groundwater and are difficult to extract.
 

Fourth, computer modeling indicated that an extended period of
 
time would be required to achieve drinking water standards
 
through either natural attenuation or extraction and treatment of
 
the groundwater. This modeling took into account the low
 
permeability of the overburden soils, the high concentrations of
 
dissolved contaminants, and the difficulty of extracting the most
 
common contaminants detected at the Site, 1,1,1-TCA and 1,1-DCE.
 
The range of time required to meet drinking water standards by
 
extraction and treatment was from 160 years to more than 630
 
years. Within this range, EPA considers a timeframe of 300 years
 
to be the most likely based on assumptions used in the model.
 
The range of time required to meet drinking water standards by
 
natural attenuation was from 220 years to more than 1,150 years.
 
Within this range, EPA considers a timeframe of 420 years to be
 
the most likely based on assumptions used in the model.
 

Computer modeling was also used to evaluate whether short term
 
pumping would significantly decrease the volume and shorten the
 
time to achieve drinking water standards through natural
 
attenuation. EPA concluded that even after 50 years of pumping,
 

4Section 264.94 of RCRA contains a list of metals and
 
organic compounds for which maximum concentrations for
 
groundwater protection have been established. These maximum
 
concentrations, often referred to as RCRA MCLs, are ARARs and are
 
waived along with the Safe Drinking Water Act MCLs and non-zero
 
MCLGs.
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it would still take approximately 300 more years for natural
 
attenuation to restore groundwater to drinking water standards.
 

These estimated cleanup timeframes are based on an assumption
 
that there are no DNAPLs at the Site. In the event that DNAPLs
 
are present, the length of time needed for cleanup would be even
 
longer.
 

In addition to evaluating extraction and treatment, EPA has
 
identified no other technologies that could attain MCLs and non­
zero MCLGs within the TI Zone at the Site within a reasonable
 
timeframe.
 

For all of the above reasons, EPA has determined that it is
 
technically impracticable from an engineering perspective to
 
attain MCLs and non-zero MCLGs within the TI Zone at the Tansitor
 
Site.
 

2. The Selected Remedy Attains All Other ARARs
 

This remedy will meet or attain all applicable or relevant and
 
appropriate federal and state requirements that apply to the
 
Site, with the exception of the MCLs and non-zero MCLGs which are
 
waived above. A detailed listing of environmental laws from
 
which ARARs for the selected remedial action are derived, and the
 
specific ARARs for this remedial action can be found in Appendix
 
B of this ROD. These tables give a brief synopsis of the ARARs
 
and an explanation of the actions necessary to meet the ARARs.
 
These tables also indicate whether the ARARs are applicable or
 
relevant and appropriate to selected remedy at the Site (as well
 
as to the two other alternatives considered in the FS). In
 
addition to ARARs, the tables describe standards that are To-Be-

Considered (TBC) with respect to the selected remedy (and the two
 
other alternatives considered in the FS) .
 

Environmental laws from which the ARARs for the selected remedial
 
action are derived, and the specific ARARs include:
 

Chemical-Specific
 

_ Vermont Groundwater Protection Act - 10 VSA Chapter 48.
 
Applicable
 
_ Vermont Groundwater Protection Rule and Strategy - 10 VSA
 
Chapter 48, EPR Chapter 12. Applicable
 
_ Federal Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) Maximum Contaminant
 
Levels (MCLs) - 40 CFR Part 141. Relevant and Appropriate, but
 
grounds for waiver in the TI zone are present
 
. SDWA Maximum Contaminant Level Goals (MCLGs) - 40 CFR 141.BO­
14 1.62. Non-zero MCLGs are relevant and appropriate, but grounds
 
for waiver in the TI zone are present
 
_ Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Groundwater
 
Protection Standard - 40 CFR 264.94. Relevant, and Appropriate,
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but grounds for waiver in the TI zone are present
 

Location-Specific
 

_ Vermont Wetlands Protection Law (10 VSA Chapter 37) and the
 
Vermont Wetland Rules. Applicable
 
- Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 USC 1344) 40 CFR 230, 404.
 
Applicable
 
. Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands - 40 CFR 6,
 
Appendix A. Applicable
 
_ Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 USC 661). Applicable
 
- Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 USC 531) 50 CFR 200 and 50
 
CFR part 402. Applicable
 
_ Groundwater Vermont Groundwater Protection Rule and Strategy ­
10 VSA Chapter 48, EPR Chapter 12. Applicable
 
_ RCRA Groundwater Protection Standard - 40 CFR 264.94. Relevant
 
and Appropriate
 

Action-Specific
 

. Department of Transportation (DOT) 49 CFR 107, 171.1-171.5.
 
Applicable
 
. RCRA Subtitle C, 40 CFR 260. Relevant and Appropriate
 

_ Subpart B - General Facility Standards for Owners and
 
Operators of Permitted Hazardous Waste Facilities 40 CFR
 
264.10 - 264.18. Relevant and Appropriate
 
_ Subpart C - Preparedness and Prevention 40 CFR 264.30 ­
264.37. Relevant and Appropriate
 
_ Subpart D - Contingency Plan and Emergency Procedures 40
 
CFR 264.50 - 264.56. Relevant and Appropriate
 
_ Subpart E - Manifesting, Record-keeping and Reporting 40
 
CFR 264.70 - 264.77. Relevant and Appropriate
 
_ Subpart F - Groundwater Protection 40 CFR 264.90 - 264­
101. Relevant and Appropriate
 
_ Subpart G - Closure and Post-Closure 40 CFR 264.110 ­
264.120. Relevant and Appropriate
 

. Vermont Hazardous Waste Management Act - 10 VSA Chapter 159,
 
EPR Chapter 7. Applicable
 

To Be Considered
 

_ EPA Groundwater Protection Strategy. TBC
 
_ US EPA Reference Doses (RfDs). TBC
 
_ EPA Carcinogen Assessment Group Potency Factors. TBC
 
_ EPA Health Advisories and Acceptable Intake Health Assessment
 
Documents. TBC
 

A brief narrative summary of certain ARARs follows.­

First, while MCLs and non-zero MCLGs are ARARs, EPA has provided
 
the basis for waiving attainments of these ARARs in the TI Zone
 
as stated above. EPA will, however, require that MCLs and non­
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zero MCLGs continue to be attained as ARARs for groundwater
 
outside the TI Zone, both horizontally and vertically.
 
Groundwater monitoring will be performed to assure that these
 
ARARs are maintained over time. With respect to state drinking
 
water standards, the Vermont Groundwater Protection Act is an
 
ARAR. In response to contamination present at the Site, on
 
November 23, 1993, Vermont ANR classified the contaminated
 
groundwater plumes at the Site as Class IV groundwater, which is
 
not acceptable for drinking but acceptable for commercial and
 
industrial uses. The substantive requirements provided in
 
Vermont ANR's Reclassification Order are ARARs and must be
 
followed. Adjacent to the plumes, groundwater is classified as
 
Class III, or suitable for drinking water. Monitoring will •
 
detect any migration of contaminants away from the Class IV area,
 
and assure that state drinking water standards in the Class III
 
area are maintained.
 

In establishing a groundwater monitoring program, and performing
 
future investigations and response actions (if necessary),
 
wetland protection considerations will be incorporated in design
 
and implementation, in compliance with such ARARs- concerning
 
wetlands as the Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands,
 
and the Vermont Wetlands Protection Law.
 

Finally, the design and implementation of the groundwater
 
monitoring program will comply with relevant and appropriate RCRA
 
requirements concerning groundwater monitoring.
 

For a review of the other ARARs selected for the Site, see
 
Appendix B of this ROD.
 

C. The Selected Remedial Action is Cost-Effective
 

In the Agency's judgment, the selected remedy is cost effective,
 
i.e., the remedy affords overall effectiveness proportional to
 
its costs. In selecting this remedy, once EPA identified
 
alternatives that were protective of human health and the
 
environment and that attain, or, as appropriate, waive ARARs, EPA
 
evaluated the overall effectiveness of each alternative by
 
assessing the relevant three criteria: long-term effectiveness
 
and permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume
 
through treatment; and short term effectiveness. The costs of
 
this remedial alternative are:
 

Estimated Capital Cost: $18,000
 
Estimated Annual O & M (present worth); $30,600
 
Estimated Total Cost (net present worth): $390,000
 

For comparison, the estimated total costs for MM-3 (Extraction
 
and Treatment, with Institutional Controls) were between
 
$1,480,000 and $3,320,000. EPA, however, does not consider MM-3
 
to be cost-effective because extraction and treatment would not
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result in attainment of drinking water standards within a
 
reasonable timeframe. Under current site conditions, extraction
 
and treatment is also unnecessary to achieve containment of the
 
groundwater plumes. Instead, MM-3 would be effective due almost
 
entirely to the implementation of institutional controls. The
 
only	 other alternative considered, MM-1 (No Action), was
 
estimated to cost $3,000, for the cost of performance of five-

year reviews at the Site. MM-1, which does not include any
 
groundwater monitoring, however, was not considered protective.
 
Thus, in comparison with the other alternatives, EPA has
 
determined that MM-2 is cost-effective and represents reasonable
 
value for the money.
 

D.	 The Selected Remedy Utilizes Permanent Solutions and
 
Alternative Treatment or Resource Recovery Technologies to
 
the Maximum Extent Practicable
 

Once the Agency has identified those alternatives that attain or,
 
as appropriate, waive ARARs and that are protective of human
 
health and the environment, EPA identifies which alternative
 
utilizes permanent solutions and alternative treatment
 
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum
 
extent practicable. This determination is to be made by deciding
 
which-one of the identified alternatives provides the best
 
balance of trade-offs among alternatives in terms of: 1) long-

term effectiveness and permanence; 2) reduction of toxicity,
 
mobility or volume through treatment; 3) short-term
 
effectiveness; 4) implementability; and 5) cost. The balancing
 
test emphasized long-term effectiveness and permanence and the
 
reduction of toxicity, mobility and volume through 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.
 

In addition, where groundwater ARARs are waived at a Superfund
 
site due to technical impracticability, EPA's general
 
expectations are to prevent further migration of the contaminated
 
groundwater plume, prevent exposure to the contaminated
 
groundwater, and evaluate further risk reduction measures as
 
appropriate. Given these considerations, EPA's selected remedy
 
for Tansitor also provides the most appropriate remedial strategy
 
for the Site.
 

With respect to long-term effectiveness and permanence, EPA
 
believes that institutional controls will be effective because
 
the area to be controlled is relatively small and compliance
 
therefore can be easily monitored. Long-term monitoring will
 
also effectively detect migration of contaminants beyond their
 
current extent. The effectiveness of Alternative MM-3 would be
 
due almost entirely to the implementation of institutional
 
controls, because even if extraction and treatment were
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performed, contamination well above drinking water standards
 
would still remain in the groundwater for several centuries.
 
Alternative MM-1 would not provide long-term effectiveness or
 
permanence as no further action would be taken to reduce risk.
 

None of the alternatives would significantly reduce the toxicity,
 
mobility, or volume of contaminants through treatment, as
 
drinking water standards are not expected to be attained for any
 
of the alternatives considered for several centuries. Nor were
 
there significant differences among the alternatives with respect
 
to short-term risks to workers or the community due to
 
implementation of the action. With respect to implementability,
 
Alternative MM-2 was determined to be easy to implement because
 
the limited area to be controlled is currently owned by one owner
 
and because VT ANR's reclassification supports to the goal of
 
preventing use of the groundwater. Alternative MM-3, however,
 
was not considered to be implementable. Due to the low
 
permeability of the soils, pumping would be extremely slow and
 
drinking water standards would not be attained. With respect to
 
cost, EPA considers MM-2 to be the only cost-effective
 
alternative, as described above. In addition, both VT ANR and
 
the community are supportive of the selected alternative.
 

In selecting Alternative MM-2 as the remedial action, EPA
 
determined that there was no need to actively contain the
 
groundwater contamination at the Site. Due to the geology and
 
hydrology of the Site, groundwater contamination present in the
 
shallow overburden is not migrating either vertically or
 
horizontally. Thus, the selected alternative achieves EPA's
 
general expectation of preventing further migration of the
 
contaminated groundwater plume where drinking water standards
 
cannot be attained.
 

The selected remedy also meets the general expectation of
 
preventing exposure. This is accomplished through the use of
 
institutional controls. It does not meet the final general
 
expectation of further risk reduction; MM-3 would meet this
 
expectation by lowering the concentrations within the plumes but
 
again would not approach MCLs for several centuries.
 

For the above reasons, and given the circumstances present at
 
this Site, EPA has determined that the selected remedy utilizes
 
permanent solutions and alternative treatment or resource
 
recovery technologies to the maximum extent practicable.
 

E.	 The Selected Remedy Does Not Satisfy the Preference for
 
Treatment as a Principal Element
 

The selected remedy does not actively remove or treat the
 
contamination at the Site, and so does not result in any
 
reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume other than that
 
achieved through natural attenuation.
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EPA has determined that it is technically impracticable from an
 
engineering perspective to restore the groundwater at the Site to
 
drinking water standards within a reasonable timeframe. Based on
 
the hydrogeology of the Site and the high levels of dissolved
 
contaminants, EPA does not anticipate that reductions in
 
toxicity, mobility or volume achieved through groundwater
 
extraction and treatment would significantly reduce the hazards
 
posed at the Site. Extraction and treatment of contaminated
 
groundwater are not expected to achieve drinking water standards
 
for several centuries. Additionally, because groundwater is not
 
migrating horizontally or vertically, active containment was not
 
considered necessary at this Site. Given that drinking water
 
standards cannot be attained and that active containment measures
 
are unnecessary, EPA has not selected a remedy that satisfies the
 
statutory preference for remedies which, as a principal element,
 
employ treatment which permanently and significantly reduces the
 
toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminants. To ensure
 
protection of human health and the environment, exposure to
 
contaminated groundwater will be prohibited through institutional
 
controls, groundwater monitoring will be performed, and
 
contingencies for further investigation and action are
 
established in the event that contaminant migration occurs in the
 
future.
 

XII. DOCUMENTATION OF NO SIGNIFICANT CHANGES
 

EPA presented a proposed plan (preferred alternative) for
 
remediation of the Site on March 8, 1995. In the proposed plan,
 
no source control actions were proposed as no unacceptable risks
 
were associated with the surface or subsurface soils. The
 
management of migration portion of the preferred alternative as
 
described in the proposed plan included:
 

• implementation of institutional controls to prevent the
 
use of contaminated groundwater at the Site as a drinking
 
water source;
 

• long-term monitoring of site groundwater on a regular
 
basis to evaluate changes in site conditions over time; and
 

• establishment of contingencies for future evaluation and,
 
if necessary, additional action, should the long-term
 
monitoring reveal that contaminants have migrated beyond
 
their current vertical or horizontal extent; and
 

• a review of the Site every five years.
 

Based on hydrogeologic conditions and the levels and types of
 
contaminants present at the Site, EPA also presented a proposed
 
determination in the proposed plan that it would be technically
 
impracticable from an engineering perspective to achieve Federal
 
drinking water standards at this Site within a-reasonable
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timeframe.
 

The remedy selected contains no significant changes from that
 
proposed during the public comment period. The selected remedial
 
action as set forth in this ROD provides a more detailed
 
description of the deed restriction requirements, the long-term
 
monitoring, and the contingencies for future action that will be
 
required, but does not significantly alter the preferred
 
alternative as described in the proposed plan.
 

XIII. STATE ROLE
 

The Vermont Agency of Natural Resources has reviewed the various
 
alternatives and has indicated its support for the selected
 
remedy. The State has also reviewed the Remedial Investigation,
 
Risk Assessment, Feasibility Study, and Technical
 
Impracticability Evaluation Report to determine if the selected
 
remedy is in compliance with applicable or relevant and
 
appropriate State Environmental laws and regulations. The State
 
of Vermont concurs with the selected remedy for the Tansitor
 
Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site. A copy of the declaration of
 
concurrence is attached as Appendix A.
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RECORD OF DECISION SUMMARY
 

TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 

TABLES
 



TABLE 1; SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS
 
OF CONCERN IN OVERBURDEN GROUNDWATER
 

Contaminants
 
of Concern
 

Chloroethane
 
1 , 1-Dichloroethane
 
1, 1-Dichloroethene
 
Tetrachloroethylene

1,1, 1-Trichloro'ethane
 
Vinyl Chloride
 
Arsenic
 
Barium
 
Chromium
 
Cobalt
 
Copper

Iron
 
Lead
 
Manganese

Mercury

Nickel
 
Silver
 
Zinc
 

Average

Concentration1
 

(ug/1)
 

12.78
 
8.84
 
6.50
 
5.96
 
18.26
 
10.51
 
2.91
 
50.81
 
5.45
 
21.5
 
18.16
 
987.2
 
2.62
 
866.1
 
0.0729
 
24.96
 
2.91
 
39.72
 

Maximum
 
Concentration
 

(ug/1)
 

36
 
940
 
3800
 
31
 
470,000
 
4
 
7.3
 
462
 
13.2
 
92.5
 
1400
 
10, 900
 
174
 
11,500
 
.25
 
87.2
 
186
 
4,890
 

Frequency of
 
Detection
 

3/37
 
9/37
 
10/37

2/37
 
10/37
 
3/37
 
1/8

6/8
 
1/8

2/8
 
10/25

7/8
 
25/34
 
8/8
 
8/25
 
2/8
 
2/25
 
15/25
 

1
 The average concentration for the Risk Assessment is a
 
geometric mean of the data from all of the onsite monitoring
 
wells. The average concentration for the Technical
 
Impracticability modeling is an arithmetic mean of the data from
 
the,monitoring wells within the contaminant plumes.
 



TABLE 2; SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS
 
OF CONCERN IN DISPOSAL AREA SURFACE SOILS (0-2 ft.)
 

Contaminants
 
of Concern
 
Chloroform
 
1,l-Dichloroethane
 
1,l-Dichloroethene
 
Methylene Chloride
 
Tetrachloroethylene

1,1,1-Trichloroethane
 
Trichloroethene
 
Bis (2-ethylhexyl)

phthalate

Arsenic
 
Cadmium
 
Chromium
 
Cyanide

Nickel
 
Silver
 

Average

Concentration
 

(ua/1)

2.711
 
3.11
 
3 .568
 
3.509
 
4.001
 
.21.6
 
3 .487
 

403 . 9
 
12,120
 
1,778
 
15,330
 
892.7
 
32,970
 
4,032
 

Maximum
 
Concentration
 

(ucr/l)

2
 
4
 
12
 
9
 
18
 
1300
 
15
 

700
 
14,900
 
2,400
 
18,800
 
23,500
 
41,600
 
60,800
 

Frequency
 
of Detection
 
2/8
 
1/8

2/8
 
1/8

3/8
 
5/8
 
2/8
 

1/8

8/8
 
8/8
 
8/8
 
2/6
 
8/8
 
5/8
 



TABLE 3; SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS
 
OF CONCERN IN DISPOSAL AREA SURFACE/SUBSURFACE SOILS (0-8 ft.)
 

Contaminants
 
of Concern
 
Acetone
 
2-Butanone
 
Chloroform
 
1.1-Dichloroethene
 
1.2-Dichloroethane
 
1,l-Dichloroethene
 
N,N-Dimethylformamide

Ethanol
 
Methylene Chloride
 
Tetrachloroethylene

1.1.1-Trichloroethane
 
1.1.2-Trichloroethane
 
Trichloroethene
 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)

phthalate

Arsenic
 
Cadmium
 
Chromium
 
Cyanide

Nickel
 
Silver
 

Average

Concentration
 

(ug/1)
 
10.78
 
6.598
 
3.366
 
5.707
 
3.72
 
6.284
 
141.3
 
24
 
5.606
 
4.527
 
39.23
 
3 .917
 
4.25
 

411.3
 
11,100
 
1,787
 
15,330
 
726.4
 
30,610
 
3,817
 

Maximum
 
Concentration
 

(ua/1)

1060
 
12
 
23
 
530
 
27
 
5.0
 
71, 000
 
24
 
180
 
18
 
16,000
 
37
 
41
 

700
 
210,000
 
2,650
 
19,650
 
23,500
 
41,600
 
60,800
 

Frequency
 
of Detection
 

3/16
 
1/16
 
4/16
 
4/16
 
1/16

5/16
 
2/16
 
1/1

3/16
 
5/16
 
11/16
 
2/1

4/16
 

1/16
 
16/16
 
16/16
 
16/16
 
4/13
 
16/16
 
11/16
 



OF CONCERN IN SURFACE SOILS OUTSIDE DISPOSAL AREA (0-2 ft.)
 

Contaminants 
Average

Concentration 
of Concern 
Acenapthene
Anthracene 

(ug/1)
425 
463 

Benzo (a) Anthracene 
Benzo (a) Pyrene 
Benzo (b) Fluoranthene 
Benzo (g, h, i) Perylene 
Benzo (k) Fluoranthene 
Chrysene

484 
499 
511 
469 
375 
493 

Dibenz (a, h) anthracene 404
 
Dibenzofuran 413
 
Fluoranthene 622
 
Fluorene 452
 
Indeno (1, 2 , 3 -cd) pyrene 394
 
2 -Methylnaphthalene 370.89
 
Naphthalene 356
 
4 -Nitrophenol 2030
 
Phenanthrene 570
 
Pyrene 591
 
Arsenic 6546
 
Barium 51158
 
Beryllium 344
 
Cadmium 1601
 
Chromium 12167
 
Cyanide 1000
 
Manganese 7.90 X 105
 
Nickel 28910
 
Silver 1474
 

Maximum
 
Concentration
 

(ug/1)

870
 
1,700
 
4,400
 
3,100
 
5,400
 
1,900
 
1,200
 
4600
 
570
 
690
 
11000
 
1400
 
1700
 
290
 
210
 
3700
 
11000
 
10000
 
12900
 
194000
 
670
 
3200
 
20700
 
1000
 
4.40 X 106
 
224000
 
51800
 

Frequency
 
of Detection
 

1/8
 
1/8

2/8
 
1/8

2/8
 
1/8

2/8
 
2/8
 
1/8
 
1/8
 
3/8
 
1/8

2/8
 
1/8
 
1/8
 
1/8

3/8
 
3/8
 
8/8
 
8/8
 
1/8

8/8
 
8/8
 
1/1

8/8
 
8/8
 
2/8
 

http:Manganese7.90
http:Methylnaphthalene370.89


OF CONCERN IN SURFACE/SUBSURFACE SOILS
 
OUTSIDE DISPOSAL AREA (0-17ft.)
 

Contaminants
 
of Concern
 
Acetone
 
1,1,1-Trichl roethane

Xylene (Total))

Acenapthene

Anthracene
 
Benzo(a)Anthracen
acenee

Benzo(a)Pyrenee

Benzo(b)Fluoranthene

Benzo (g, h,i) P
erylene

Benzo(k)Fluoranthene

Chrysene

Dibenz(a,h)anthracene

Dibenzofuran
 
Fluoranthene
 
Fluorene
 
Indenod,2,3-cd)pyrene

2-Methylnaphthalene

Naphthalene

4-Nitrophenol

Phenanthrene
 
Pyrene

Arsenic
 
Barium
 
Beryllium

Cadmium
 
Chromium
 
Cyanide

Lead
 
Mercury

Nickel
 
Silver
 

Average

Concentration
 

(ug/1)

14
 
8. 1
 
4.7
 
394
 
407
 
414
 
419
 
423
 
409
 
376
 
417
 
386
 
390
 
456
 
403
 
383
 
373
 
369
 
1894
 
441
 
447
 
8997
 
54759
 
369
 
1876
 
14546
 
371
 
20899
 
43
 
10150
 
930
 

Maximum
 
Concentration
 

(ug/1)

1600
 
29000
 
9
 
870
 
1700
 
4400
 
3100
 
5400
 
1900
 
1200
 
4600
 
570
 
690
 
11000
 
1400
 
1700
 
290
 
210
 
3700
 
11000
 
10000
 
27900
 
194000
 
1400
 
8700
 
27700
 
1000
 
119100
 
160
 
224000 .
 
51800
 

Frequency
 
of Detection
 

2/23
 
1/23
 
1/23
 
1/21
 
1/21
 
2/21 '
 
1/21
 

1/21
 
2/21
 
2/21
 
1/21
 
1/21
 
3/21
 
1/21
 
2/21
 
1/20
 
1/21
 
1/20
 
3/21
 
3/21
 
13/13
 
15/15
 
2/15
 
18/19
 
15/15
 
1/12
 
19/19
 
5/19
 
14/14
 
3/19
 



TABLE 6 : SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS
 
OF CONCERN IN STREAM SURFACE WATER
 
INTERMITTENT AND PERENNIAL STREAMS
 

Average Maximum
 
Contaminants Concentration Concentration
 
of Concern (ucr/1) (ua/1)

Chloroethane 7.29 30
 
1, 1-Dichloroethane 6.97 91
 
1, 1-Dichloroethene 3.84 48
 
1, 2-Dichloroethene 3.77 56
 
N, N-Dimethylformamide 39.55 620
 
tetrachloroethene 3.1 33
 
1, 1, 1-Trichloroethane 15.19 800
 
Trichloroethene 2.62 9
 
Trichlorotrif luproethane 2.236 2
 
Manganese 730.6 967
 
Mercury 0.0833 .33
 
Silver 2.92 70.2
 
Zinc 11.93 53 .5
 

Frequency
 
of Detection
 
2/8
 
4/8
 
2/8
 
2/8
 
1/7

2/8
 
5/8
 
2/8
 
1/2

2/2
 
1/7

2/13
 
7/12
 



TABLE 7; SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS
 
OF CONCERN IN FIRE POND SURFACE WATER
 

Average Maximum
 
Contaminants Concentration Concentration Frequency
 
of Concern (ucr/1) (uq/1) of Detection
 
1,1-Dichloroethane 1.581 1 1/2
 
Manganese 19.67 25.8 1/2
 
Mercury .35 1.10 3/4
 



OF CONCERN IN STREAM SEDIMENTS
 
IN INTERMITTENT AND PERRENIAL STREAMS
 

Contaminants
 
of Concern
 
Chloroethane
 
Chloroform
 
1,1-Dichloroethan
hanee
 
Methylene Chlorid
ridee
 
Toluene
 
1,1,1-Trichl oethane

Acenaphthene

Anthracene
 
Benzo(a)Anthracen
cenee
 
Benzo(a)Pyrene

Benzo(b)Fluoranthene
 
Benzo (g, h,i) Perylene

Benzo(k)Fluoranthene
 
Bis(2-ethylhexyl)
yl)-­
phthalate


Chrysene

Dibenz(a,h)a

Dibenzofuran
 
Fluoranthene
 
Fluorene
 
Indenod, 2, 3

Naphthalene

Phenanthrene
 
Pyrene

Arsenic
 
Barium
 
Cadmium
 
Chromium
 
Cobalt
 
Copper

Lead
 
Manganese

Mercury

Nickel
 
Selenium
 
Silver
 
Vanadium
 
Zinc
 

hracene


d)pyrene


Average

Concentration
 

(ucr/1)
 
14.24
 
4.677
 
5.527
 
12.1
 
4.973
 
5.111
 
611.6
 
560.9
 
690.7
 
662.8
 
744 .7
 
660.3
 
646.3
 

495.1
 
758.9
 
499.7
 
502.8
 
1053
 
427.1
 
678.2
 
569.9
 
800
 
955.9
 
7361
 
80410
 
1731
 
14200
 
18450
 
49040
 
27720
 
2295000
 
114 .2
 
24170
 
4666
 
12658
 
13790
 
131719
 

Maximum
 
Concentration
 

(ua/1)
 
130
 
17
 
22
 
130
 
8
 
10
 
810
 
680
 
1600
 
1300
 
2200
 
850
 
1100
 

660
 
1700
 
390
 
250
 
3700
 
470
 
910
 
530
 
3100
 
2700
 
8600
 
150000
 
3700
 
22400
 
22400
 
200000
 
46500
 
3420000
 
1500
 
37200
 
6500
 
2560000
 
28800
 
360000
 

Frequency
 
of Detection
 

1/6
 
4/6
 
2/6
 
2/6
 
2/6
 
2/6
 
1/6

2/6
 
3/6
 
3/6
 
3/6
 
2/6
 
3/6
 

2/6
 
3/6
 
2/6
 
1/6

3/6
 
2/6
 
2/6
 
1/6
 
3/6
 
3/6
 
2/2
 
2/2
 
5/6
 
2/2

2/2
 
6/6
 
6/6
 
2/2
 
4/6
 
2/2
 
1/2

7/11
 
1/2
 
11/11
 



TABLE 9; SUMMARY OF CONTAMINANTS
 
OF CONCERN IN FIRE POND SEDIMENTS
 

Contaminants
 
of Concern
 
Arsenic
 
Barium
 
Cadmium
 
Chromium
 
Cobalt
 
Manganese

Nickel
 
Vanadium
 

Average

Concentration
 

(ua/1)

6650
 
147000
 
2450
 
20100
 
16500
 
1300000
 
30450
 
21550
 

Maximum
 
Concentration
 

(ua/1)

6650
 
147000
 
2450
 
20100
 
16500
 
1300000
 
30450
 
21550
 

Frequency
 
of Detection
 

1/1

1/1

1/1

1/1

1/1

1/1

1/1

1/1
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h liirr îrii U.* *r.4»riiif 
N..IT IW roh« I'ftwiMf .1 HI tin* t 

10 
TANSITOR l-:i.i:('HU)NICS 
<;KOUNI)WATI-:i</OVI-:KIUIKI>l N 
INUaSl lON/l-UIUKIi/UL.SIDIiNI 
CARCINOGENIC 

A veraf-e 
Concentration 

(nifftl) 

i xii:-»2 
x xii-: 01 
h sni: in 
1 2x1-: 02 
vwii; in 
i osi: 02 
2 'Ml: III 
S l lXI 1)2 
s . IM-; o< 
•> x / i : 01 
tool: o' 
Xf t f t l : I I I 
7 . (Mi l : OS 
2 Sol-. 02 
2.'* II: HI 
v>7i-: 02 

• ui vt tf "i k r* -sss" '"-'\ > * »'H I

M miniii 111 
('oncenlrtilion 

IniH'l) 

1 701 1 02 
<i lo| HI 
1 XlllilOO 
i MI)-: -02 
< |0| 02 
looi m 
/ mi oi 
K.2I-: 01 
1 121 02 

1 (I'll Mil 
1 711 III 

1 |S| <0| 
2 SIH-: in 
x 721: 02 
I xr.i: oi 
I X')| iiio 

' IA|/.i ,\ 

Exposure 
1- actor (n) 
(Ilk x/ihiy) 

71 02 
/!•: 02 
/I 02 
/I 02 
/I 02 
/I 02 

1 /I 02 
1 /I 02 

/I 02 
/I 02 

I / I 02 
I / I  - 02 

.171- 02 

.!/!•: 02 
17102 
I/I 02 

A fcraf;c 
Invested 
hose (Ii) 

(«M,'/X ,!,'/</(/ V)

2 1 II 01 
1 Oil (II 
/ Ml OS 
1 Sill III 
7 I N I  I OS 

1 211 01 
< 121 OS 
S'»/ | 01 
(.1111 OS 
1 U.I 02 
1 S2I OS 
1 021- 02 
x 221: o/ 
2 'Mi: oi 
1 I2 IMIS 
1 M.I III 

Minimum 
Ingested 

hose 
( lllf(ll.l>liln\) 

ss2 i .no 
1 Mil 02 
I ir.l 02 
J J'l 01 
U, II III 
1 /oi os 
x s/i us 
S 121 01 
1 SS| III 
1 2X1 01 
2 o i  i o i 
1 IS| 0| 
1 'Ml Of. 
1 021- 01 
2 ixi in 
S 711 02 

Oral Slope
I'uclor

(lHKlkKlthl\)-l 

ft i n n - in
2 'mi in
S 2lll 02
1 («il .00
1 /si iim

KHAI .K IS  K 

A venire Maximum
 
Increased Increased
 

CA Risk CA Rtsk
 

 si: us n 02 
 n: ii/ u IM, 
 -II- IK. 21: OS 
 21- oi 'Jl os 

f,| os n ni 

1| 0) 

iniib-Miiiii4i<(I h\ |̂i>r»tiiiMirlv "i* htllN-t.ii 
<I |>Al||* JJ l< I*-I Mt> lu>k<l Nt (111- l|M.lllllt HlVf f 

http:htllN-t.ii


TAHI.I- II 
S (TI- TANSITOK lil.rX 
EN V. MHDIUM GROUND WATI:.RA)Vl-:u»URI)l-N 
CXPOSUUfiTY PI- INGLSTION/RrnWI'/KliSIDKNT 
RISK TYPH NONCAKCINOdl-Nir 

Contaminant of A verage Maximum 
Concern Concentration Concentration 

(/»!,(•//) (i"K'l) 

I.I.I IKK. III. OKOi: MIAMI: IX1IMI 2 1701.02 
I.I Dll'lll (IK()I IIIANi: XX !!• 01 'Mill I I  I 
i.i UK III.OKOI INI NI: fi.soii-iH rxoi-im 
Clll OKOI IIIANI: I . 2XI - :0  2 1 Mil 02 
II IKACIII.dKdl IIII-NI' S W.|- 01 viol- 02 

I.IIMMI2 I inn in 
AKM NIC (AS ) 2. ')i i- in 7 lor (•' 
IIAKK' M (HA I Sl l l l l  - (12 i f.2i: "i 
( IIKOMIUM (( K) S |S|:iH 1 121 02 
IKON (I I ) • IM7I- : 01 i ii'ii .in 
I.I AD (I'll) i.wi: . in I /il in 
MAN<iANI;sr:<MN| xw.r in 1 IM ( I I  I 
MI-KCUKYlIKi ) 7(101 2. sol in  OS 
NK'KI-UNIl 2 Sill- 02 H.72I-: 02 
S I I . V I - K I A C ) 2.')il-:-oi 1 XM HI 
/.INft/.N) l.)7i:.02 •I .X'JI- t l l  H 

r̂ MdiM « 110*14 tA, / 1 1\ 

' ClIHCIlMMHIItM'tpKIMC |»v|.< « 

N"ir: HIT ri*i«|>rr K<l inline l«N< HITS IT u|MkirMMMAic.ll-\ »n>r..«uiMlclv .-i* Ittll Kt .«.%c tl« 

l-'xpoMire 
i' actor (a) 
(//*,(• /!/(/>) 

2 7 II 02 
2. MI-: 02 
2 / 1  1 0  2 
2 / 1  1 02 
2 Ml 02 
2 /II 02 
2 / ll; 02 
2 / II H2 
2 Ml 02 
2 Ml- 02 
2 7 II 02 
2 7 II (12 
2 7 II 02 
2 711- 02 
2.7-II-: (12
2711:02 

A vera^e 
Ingested 
nose (ft) 

(m^lk)>ltl(i\) 

S (Nil (II 
2 »2I ; (H 
I /xi : in 
i SIM: in 
I MI: in 
2 XXI (II 
l'H\ OS 
1 I'M 111 
i I'M in 
2 ?ni; 112 
X . 2 2 I - - O  S 
2 <7I 02 
1 < > 2 I  - (>f> 
( .XII 01 
7 «>7I- OS 
1 (H)l- HI 

Maximum 
litKfsled 

nose 
imnwi'iy) 

1 2<)MO| 
2 S K I - 02 
1 oil HI 
•m.i oi 
X I'll III 
i mi in 
2 mil ill 
1 2/1 112 
K.2I 0| 
2')')l I I  I 
i in in 
1 |S| III 
d X S  I Ik  i 
2 l')l 111 
S I I I  ) I I I 
1 HI 01 

I 

Chronic 
Protective 

Hotly Dose 
(inxlkg/duy) 

'KM HI 02 
1 I M I I : t i l 
' ) I K I I  in 
• I I M I C O  I 
i (xii-: 112 

i nor oi 
/ I M I I ( 1 2 
S I K  H m 

. S I N K - :  oi 
KKII 01 
2 (Mil 02 
S I M M - : i»i 
2 i M i i : o i 

I I A / A K D I N D I - .  X 

A veruge 
( 'Ii runic 
Hazard 

Quotient 

M: (11 
21- 01 
2i-: 02 
•>!•: in 
21 (12 

11 HI 
1 'W 02 
2.WI-. 112 

I 7 S I . . K  I 
ti.vn: (ii 
1 121 02 
I.W-II2 

M - ( » l 

M, ,M , 

Maximum 
Chronic 
Hazard 

Quotient 

II-.02 
II 01 

I I . H I 
21: oi 
xi 02 

71 01 
i xii oi 
/ 2 »|- 02 

<> Kll t i l  l 
2 2 H I - - O 2 
M'*l III 

1 ( I 2 I - . O I 
7 I - - I I  I 

2,:,02 

http:u|MkirMMMAic.ll
http:l.)7i:.02


TABLE 12. SUMMARY OF CARCINOGENIC RISKS
 
TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC. SITE
 

Scenario Receptor Present/ Total Risk
 
Future Average Max
 

Groundwater - Overburden1
 
Ingestion Resident 3x10 -4 3x10 -2
 

Surface Soils (Outside Disposal Area)
 
Ingestion "Trespasser P IxlO"6 5x10 -6
 

Surface Soils (Disposal Area)
 
Ingestion Trespasser 6x10 -7 8x10 -7
 

Surface/Subsurface Soils (Outside Disposal Area)
 
Ingestion Resident F 3xlO"5 IxlO"4
 

Surface/Subsurface Soils	 (Disposal Area)
 
Ingestion Resident F IxlO"5 3xlO"5 

Stream Sediments 
Ingestion Trespasser

Resident 
P 
F 

IxlO"6 
3xlO"5 

3xlO"6 
6xlO"5 

Fire Pond Sediments
 
Ingestion Trespasser P IxlO"7 IxlO"7
 

Resident F IxlO"6 IxlO"6
 

Fire Pond Surface Water
 
Ingestion Trespasser P NC2 NC
 

Resident F NC NC
 

Dermal Contact	 Trespasser P NC NC
 
Resident F NC NC
 

1The risks presented in this table may be underestimated by
 
approximately one-half because the contribution of volatile
 
organic compounds via. the inhalation pathway is not included in
 
this quantitative risk assessment.
 

2 NC = not calculated, no carginogenic COCs
 



Table l 
INIIIAI.M |{| | NINtifll |<| Ml HIAI. FtCMNdl .(Mill S AND |'I«H'|-:SS HIM IONS 

M.ui.tjtt int'iii nl Mi|'.MiHHi 

- Ai turns. Kcnu'»li.il	 I'MH fss ()|>ihtit s 

J—[NOI A|)|iin .ii	 ] No a. lion 

Keslin Is use ol w.ilci luce.I l l l l lS l l l . i l .Hill 

I apii iillnial uses J Acccss/l Iced Kcsliic lions Deed Kcsli it lions 
Deeds lot puifieiiy in aiea s nf inllueiice imlude
tcsliiiiiiuis on wells ami usage ol gioiimlwaler 

Moiiiloiing	 (iiiiundwalei Moniloiiin; Ollglllllg IIHIIIIIllllllg III Wcll.S J1

|l;mniclUMi Well(s) ________| [li«liaclion Wells J	 Senes of wells to eiliacl gioundwalei 

I Siibsui lace Dniins hunches	 IViliualcil |ii|ic in ULiiclits liaiklillcil wild 
|M>inus iiKtlia in collect water 
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aclivaled caibon 

Nonr	 No lu.iloii ill inoniloiii.i; n.ily 

|l In Sue I >>••' li.nge i II.HI'I in I in I'uiiil	 I I.M|I,II|',I- lo oisinii; Im IHII I I  ! n .1 sin 1.111 01 
S I l l l S I I  I l.ll 1* plplll}'. 

Si 11:1:111 HI* ( 'iiumicnl s 

l<Li|iiniil |oi ci.nsiilei.ilion liy Nl I' 

I'olenlially applicable 

 I'olenlially applicable 

I'ulculially applicable 

I'oic.Hi.illy u|>|ilica|.lc, |NiiH|iiiig i ales wuulil lie 
liniiieij tluc lu luw |>ciincal>ilily of suil 

May nut lie leasilile in ceilain ait as 

Not feasible, eliminated cuiii|M)uinls mil leailily 
biuikgiadablc under aerobic cundiliuiis 

Not feasible. |Xilenlially luxic biude£iadaliun by 
|IIOllllllS 

I'oicnli.illy a|i|)licable, piuvcn lecliniilo^y 

I'olciili.illy a|i|ihcablc, |iiiivcn technology 

I'olenlially a|i|ilicable. innovalivc leihiiulogy 

Inleasible, low anlicinaled |ieiloiniaiice given 
silo condiliuns (glacial till) 

Inleasilile. low anticipated |ieiliiiinaiicc given 
kllc conditions (chluiinalcds and glacial till) 

Infeasiblc. process is unpioven, |Mleiilially tunic 
dcgiadalion by piuducls 

I'olenlially applicable, high capital cusl 

rolenlially applicable 

I'oleiili.illy ii|i|i|u .ililc 

I'oicnli.illy .ipplii.il.lc. must olilain NI'liLS 
sl.inil.uils, use ol pond w.uci Iniiiled lo 

llu ll|;lilili|:	 , 

http:ipplii.il.lc
http:u|>|ilica|.lc
http:lllllSlll.il
http:Kcnu'�li.il


i AIIII: 14 

I ANSI I OK I l>ASIIIII.II Y SIIIUY 
SUMMAKY 01 ANALYSI S • MANAtllMI Nl til' MICHA IION Al 11 UNA I IMS 

Assessment Factor Allenuilve MM I 
No Action 

Alternative MM 2 
Institutional Controls 

Alternative. MM-3 
(iioundwaler I'.xliaction/Trealiiienl/Discliargc ID 

Sin late Wulcr anil Institutional ('onliols 

Major Components No major com|M>ncnls. Vycar reviews 1
2
^

 Institutional conlmls unhiding |)ccil Kesliitlions 
I .ong term (iioniulwalci Mnnil4iiiii|t rro^Kini 
5 ycai Kcvicw s 

I.

2

V

 liiMiliilional coiiliols mini 1'itiumlwalcr tk-anii|i level s :uc 
allniiicil 

 InMallalion i>l (Ji<iuiulwuli;r l:>liacliini Wells ami 
piping 

 Melals I'lclicalincnl 
4.
S
d
7
h

 Sluil|!C Dcwalciing/OK Silo Dis|Misal 
 licalincnl til (iiuumlwalcr lu Kcnuivc VOCs 
 Discharge of Ticalcil Ciruuudwalcr It) the I HC I'ond 
 1.011^ ICIIM Moniloiing 

S yrai Kcvit'w s 

Ovciall I'mlfcHon »l Human llcallli 
and llu linviioniiH-'iil 

No iciliiilioii in usk 
(iiiinnilwaU'r cnnlaiiuni' clcvali'il ciinrciilialiiiiis ol 
tliliiriiialcil Milvrnls may l«c ingcMcil lullownig 
polcnlial lulure installalion n( supply wells in 
nvcirninleii soils on sue (none cinifiilly enisl) 
MCLs c«|ieclctl lo he acliicveil llir»ii|!li Manual 
alleinialion ovi-i sevcial lenlniies 

I'lololnm nl liinitan lu-alili anil llu: fnviiiiiuiK'nl 
Kisks assiHiak'il wnh iii^esliiiii ill ^loiniilwalfr 
woulil lie liniilcil liy irsliiilions Iliese n\ks woul 
lie miligaled as Ion); as icsliiclions wcie ellechvc 
MCI.s i x|H.-ck(l In lie achieved Ihiongli naluiul 
ailenualinn over severa l centimes 
I iiiilVleini iiioniloiini; would ilclfi I coiilaimiianl 
inipaliiin lieyond us Luiienl cOciil 

t'liilri lion ol hiiiuan health and (he eiivnonnienl 
UediiCL's iisk. ihiough pump and lical 
Klsk s assiKialfd wild mcfslion ol I'.loiiniKv.ilri would IH; 
limited liy iiisliluliun.il ciinliols until leincdialion goals aie 
achieved 
l>ne lo low yield ol oveiluiidcn sink and hi|;li 
coiici-nlialions ol dissolved ihenncals. Ml l.s nut e>|iecled 
lo he aehieved lluough pump and Heal loi al least seveial 
centimes 



Factor 

Compliance with AKAKs/THCs 

Chemical-Specific 

Local ion S|>ecific 

Alternative MM-1 
No Action 

Doesn't comply with Vciiiionl Gioundwalcr 
Protection Acl • 10 VSA Chapter 48 
Doesn't eoinply with Vermont (jiountlwalcr 
Protection Kulc and Strategy - 10 VSA Chapter 4H 
l-PA tiioundwaler 1'iolccliim Slialcgy In lie 
considcicd 
l-cdcial Sale Dunking Walei Act (SI)WA ) 
Maximum Contaminant Levels - 40 CI-'K I'ail 141 
Does not nicel MCLs in a reasonable lime ptiuxJ 
SDWA Maximum Coiilaiiiinanl Level (ioals 
(MCLfis) 40 CFK 141 SO 141 62 Docs nut meet 
MCI .(is in a icasonaldc lime period 
KCKA Groundwatcr Protection Slandaid - 40 CTK 
264 .94 : Does nut nieel KCKA MCL.s HI a 
reasonable tune pcnod and does nut salisly 
monitoring ici|uiicmciils 
US. iil'A Kclcrcncc Dtiscs ate tu ht i-uiiMdered 
I-.I'A Carcinogen Assessment (iniuji I'niency 
l-aclors aie to lie consideied. 
liHA Health Advisiuies and Aeceplalile Intake 
Health Assessment IX>eumeiils aie to lie 
considered. 

Vcimonl (iiiHindwaler Hioteciion Kule and 
Strateg y 10 VSA Chapter 4«. LTK Chapter 12 

AIII.K 14 (cont.) 

Alternative MM 2 
Inslilulionul Cotiliiils 

Complies wilh Veiiiiiini (iioundw.ili.-i ('uilcciion Ail 
10 VSA ( lupin 4K 

Complies wild Veimonl (iioundwalci I'liilccliun 
Kulc and Slialegy - It) VSA Cha|Mci 4H 
I I'A (iioundwalci I'liilerliiin Sh.ilc^y In lie 
Liinsideied 
Tcdeial Sale Dunking W.ilci Au (SDWA ) 
Ma«miuiii Coiilamiiianl Levels -III (IK I'.ut 141 
DDCS not meet Ml'I A in a teastinalile lime |>eiiiMl 
SDWA Matiiiium Conlamin.inl Level (ioals 
(MCICs) 40 CIK 141 Ml 141 liJ Does mil iikil 
MCI .(is in a le.ison.ilile lime |K:iiihl 
KCKA (iioundwalei I'U.ICCIMHI Sl.ui.l.ii.l 40 (IK 
264 *>4 Does not meet KCKA MCI.s in .1 ic.̂ .in.ilil, 
lime |HIIIM| S.uislics miiinli>iiii|; i>-i|inii iiH'nls 
ITS Iil'A KclciciiLC Doses aie to lie iniiMdi'K'd 
Iil'A C'aicinogen Assessmem (iioup Cultncy I .uhiis 
aie In lie eiuisnleied 
I-.I'A lleallh Advisones and Aiccpl.iMc Intake 
Health Assessment Dticumcnls aie lo lie lonsidcicd 

Veiinonl Wetlands I'rolcclioii Law (III VSA 
Chapter 17) and (lie Veimonl Wetland Kules 
ptUainiiig 10 icmedial ailivilies impacting vegetated 
wetlands 
ledeial ( li.m W.iki Ail « WA) I tt HSC I 114 ) 40 
(I K 210. 40 4 
lniLiillvc OnU-l irOII. I'Mitei IIIMI ol Wrll.iniK -III 
(IK 6. Ap|icndix A 
l-ish and Wddllle ( iHiidinalion Ail (Id HSC o(>l) 
(-.ndangeied Species Acl ol I')/ I (Ki HSC SU) SO 
(IK 2INI and SO ( I K p.ul III-' 
VeimiHil (iioundwalei I'loleclion Kule and Sli.iic-gy 
10 VSA ( liaplei 4H. lil'K Chaplci 12 

Alu-inaiivc MM I 
(iioundwalci Lftiiaclioii/Trcaliiiciil/Disihaii.'c lo 

SuifiiL-e Waiei and Institutional Conltnls 

S.IIIK- .1- MM 2 

Veimonl Wetlands 1'iolcclioii Law (III VSA Chaplei V/| 
and llie Veimonl Wetland Kulc-. 1^11.11111114: lo iemedi.il 
ucliviiur-, mipacliiig vegetated welLnuK 
lv.ki.il (lea n Walei Acl (CWA ) I 11 US( I III) 4O (IK 
2 10. -KM 
l.m-iiilivc Oidi-i H'l'Hl l'i..k, n,.ii ,,| Wcil.iu.K III (IK 
d. Appfiidift A 
I isli and Wdillilc- ( onidmalion Acl lid 1IS( Mil) 
I iidangi-icd S|>c-iics Ail ol \>ll\ (K. HSC S l l  ) Sin I K 
..'Oil .mil Ml (IK I'.ul -HI.' 
Vc-iinonl (iioiniilw.ilci I'lok-ilnin Kulc and Slialegy III 
VSA ( h.ipln IK ITK ('h.ipu-i l> 

http:lv.ki.il
http:iemedi.il


AII I I . 14 (cont.) 

Atscssincnl Factor Alternative MM-1 Alternative MM 2 
No Action lifelilulionul CoiilioU 

Action-Specific None applicable IV-pailim-iM ol li.ins|H>ii.iin>ii ( IX)I  ) (I') (IK 107. 
171 I 171 S) 
Kcsuuice ('unsciv.iimn ami Kcmvciy Ail (KCUA ) 
SulHtlle C, -)(! (IK 261) 
•4(11 I K 2 ( > l . Siilipiuls I I (lining < J 
VciiiiiMil lla/aiilmis Waslc M.iii.i^cnknl Ail II) 
VSA ('lia)ilci IS<) . I . I 'K ( Injilci I 

Alu mauve MM 3
 
(iioundw.iici l:xiratlioiiArrciiiaieiil/l>isi:liar|!e to
 

Suilacc Waicr ami liiuuulional ComioK
 

N.iiiiuial IMIIISSIIIII Slaiulanls tin lla/uiilims An I'ullulaii^ 
INI SIIAIM (Id ( ' I  K (,l)
 
KCK A UK IK _'(il Siili|iail AA. An I-.IIIISMOII Suu.l.u.K
 
Itll 1'ltH.tSS Vtll l  S 

Kl UA l(l( IK _'dl Siil>|i:iil till. An I-JIIINMIUI Slaml.ii.l-. 
till I l|lll|)IIKIll I C.lks 

( I S W  I K Diu-tlivc V I S S  O >K. All Sl i i | i |Ki Ciiiiinil 
< illlll.llK C 

IK-|i.iiuiK-iil ol liansiMHlaliiiu (IM)| ) (-|>J (IK 1(17, \1\ I 
I / I 5 ) 
I isl, ami Wililhlc CiHiiJinalliiil Ail (Id USC (idI) 
KCMIHII.I; C'linscivalum aiul Kccuvciy Ail ( U C ' K A  ) Suli l i lk­
( . mi (IK J(>(l 
40 (IK ^d4. Suhpaits II llutm|;li C 
Vi-iiiiuiil An I'lilliiliiiu Ciiiiinil Kc^iilaliiins III V S A 
Si'iliuii S S I . c  i so) I - I '  K C'liapli-i S 
V i i n i i i i i l 11.1/ .n.I .MIS W.islc M.III .IIVIIK-III A i l I I I VSA 
(liapici IV(. I I'K t•liapici / 
I anil IKc anil l)cvclii|iiiicnl Law III) VSA I'ail S. C'li.i|iici 
!•>!) 
Vciinonl W.ilci (Quality Slaiulauls hsli-il uiuli-i llic Vciniuni 
WaiL-( I'ulliilion Cimiiol Acl (VWI'CA) 1(1 VSA ( ll.i|>Ki 
47 ami 114 CMK t (K) anil 4(11) 
Aini'iiian ('iinlciciiLi; ul (iii\i'iniiii-nl.il liitluslii.il 
llygunisls (A( (illl) Iliicsliulil I innl Value III V( I IIIK 
Wri^lili'il Avti.i(;c (I WA) ami Slmii Klin I X|»ISUIL I nun 
(Sl l . l . s ) 
CAA Sl.Hc |iiiplciin:iil.iliiin (Man I.mission Sl.in.l.u.K 411 
( I  K S 2 

http:liitluslii.il
http:iii\i'iniiii-nl.il


Assessment Factor 

' ang-lerm Effectiveness and 
Permanence 

Magnitude til KcMilu.il Kisk 

• Remaining Untreated Waste 

- Treated Residual Waste 

'• Adequacy and Kcliabilily of 
Controls 

Need for S-Year Review 

Reduction in Mobility. Tonicily and 
Volume 

Treatment or Recycling
 
Process Used/Maleriuls
 
Treated
 

Irreversible Trcalincnl, and
 
Quantity of Kc^iduaU A (let
 
Treamiciii
 

Degree la which Treatment
 
Keduccs Hazards I'oscd by
 
Hrincipal Threal(s)
 

Alternative MM-1 
No Action 

Groundwaler above MCLs will remain unlil 
levels are reduced through natural attenuation 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

Yes 

Gruundwalcr containing solvents will remain 
in place, no reduction in Ml V (other than hy 
naluiul alleiiualion processes) 

None 

Not applicable 

- No treatment; no reduced lineal 

14 (cont. ) 

Alternative MM 2 
hulilulionul Cuiiliols 

tiioundwalci aUivc MC'l.s will ICIIMIII unlil levels 
arc reduced lluougli ii.tlui.il allciiualiuil 

Not applicable 

Dcgicc nl icliulnlily depends im llie level ul 
cnioiccmcnl. moniloimg cxjK.-i.lcil to icliably ileleil 

Yc* 

Same as MM I 

None 

Not applicable 

No liealmciil 

I'.ll'l- I .ll I. 

Allciualivc MM J 
(jrunndwalci liMiaclioii/Ticalmcnl/Di.M-lmige in 

SuiCacc Wulcr and Institutional Contiols 

( iiouiulw.ilci alkive Mt I s will iciii.iin unlil |e\els ;ue 
iciluLCil llniiugli sullicieiil IHIIC volume lluslics. et|ieilL>l 
lo lake IIHIIC til. in seveial icii 

Not ap|ilicaliU; 

iiiiiuiulwalei exliiicluin auil lie;uiiieiil is well piuvYii 
Iciliiioliigy lui dissolved eoiKeiilialliHis ol ilteinuals. Inn 
elleiliveiiess is decieased HI low yield suils 

I'leseiiec ul sepaiulc phase pithlucl geneially ilceieases 
cllcLiivciicss ol technology unless sepaiale plMse can lie 

Yes 

Mobdny conliolled lluough groundv.alei CXII.ICIIIHI. 
loiuily lediiced lluiiu l̂l aliovegiound liealnifill. |iuiup and 
lic.M will icduce voliiiiie. liov>e\ci. low yield limn .u|uiUi 
wdl lie a liniiling lacloi 

l:>liacied gioundwalei healed lluough air snipping wilh .111 
|Millulion conliols and metals picliealmeiil with sludge 
ilcwaleinig 

Snipping ol VIH' s limn gioiindwalci is nie\eisilile 
(ieiifialion ol aclivalcd lailNin and ilcw.Uficd sludge Is 
anluipalcd 

ric.iliik.iil will IKLIII. Inn ilcgii-e lo whuh it icilm.cs 
ha/aids will IK: limited by luw yield 

http:icilm.cs
http:ii.tlui.il
http:KcMilu.il


AIOCSSHICUI Factor 

Shtnl-Tcnii Effectiveness 

Protection of Coiuinunily 

iVmccliun of Woikcrs 

Environnicnial Impacts 

Time until Protection Achieved 

Implement ability 

Technical Feasibility 

Allcniulivc MM-1 
No Action 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

No short-term adverse environmental impacts 
expected lieyonJ those that currently exist 

Clean-up levels will not he attained lluuugli naluial 
uilcnualioii lor several ccnluiics 

Not applicable 

TAIU.I-: 14 (cont.) 

Alternative MM 2
 
Institutional C'ouliols
 

None identified 

Potential advcisc cxposincs to woikcis dui
 
alci saiiipling Kisk can lie cuiili
 
UM; ol staiiilanl salcly ei|uipmcnl
 

Same as MM I 

ApiiioMinalcly six nuinllis In liliplciiH.nl lllsllliillull.il 
ctmliolv ( Ic.in up levels will mil l>c allaincil 
Ihinugli naluial attenuation lor sevcial ccnluiies 

GiounUwaler monitoring is lci.liiiii.al leasilile 

s i.i i 

Alternative MM 1
 
Cjioiiiiilwalcr lixliaclion/rrcalineul/Disihaigc In
 

Suilacc Wilier mul lusliiutiuiuU Contiols
 

Risks lesulling lioiu oil sue transport of ilcwali.-ii.-il slmlyi-s 
anil |tiot.'i.-sN ujiM'ts U'llhoi va|ta»r ol ;k|ik.'iuis I'lllik'ul) 
i iiiiMilru il i iuiUiill.il>li­

1'iMciilial ailvcise eKposnic-N ctiulil tK.'i'ui iluiiii)! Misl.ill.iliiMi 
ul e>li;ulioii wtlls anil liealuieiil ol cxli.uli-il t;iouiiilts.ili-i 
lltese can he cuiiliolleil Ihiouglt a|>pio|iuak- licallli am) 
%alcly pioceJiiieN 

1'irieiilial adveisc L-nviroiimciilal impacls assiitlalcil willi 
(IIIKCNS upscls can lie iliiiiiini/Ltl lluiiugli ilcMgn ami 

A|i|iioxiinalcly MX mouths to IIII|>|LII>CIII insiiiiiliiiiial 
iiuiliiils Clean u|i levels will not I"C all.niK-il lliiouuli 
cxliailion ami IIC.IIIIK-III Im scvci.il ccniuiics 

(iionmlwalci iniiniKiiing is technically leasilile 

(irounilwaici exliaciion. iicaiiiicni and ihsiliaige are 
technically leasilile technologies Due lo low yield ol soils 
and Koc of contaminants, exliaciion is expecte d lo he 
slow All sliu,i|iiii|;. llkl.ils picii|iilalioii ami sludge 
ik-w;ileiing aie all well |iiiiven |HIUCSSCS 

http:scvci.il
http:lci.liiiii.al
http:lllsllliillull.il
http:liliplciiH.nl


Assessment Factor 

Implemcnlahilily (continued) 

Construction and Operation 
(Availability of Services. 
Equipment. Specialists. 
Materials, and Technologies) 

Reliability oi Technology 

•	 Ease of Undertaking 
Additional Remedial Action 

Monitoring Considerations 

Administrative feasibility 

Cost 

Stale and Community Acceptance 

Alleroulive MM 1
 
No Action
 

-	 Not applicable 
. 

Not applicable 

Additional remedial action unaffected by ibis 
alternative 

Not applicable 

Not applicable 

No costs associated wild the No Action Alleinalivc 

To be addressed following public comment 
pciiod 

TAIII.K 14 (cont.) 

Alternative MM 2
 
Institutional Controls
 

Kcaibly available 

(iiouitdwalcr moiuioiiiig is an effective means lot 
assessing changes in gioundwalcr condilions over 
lime 

-	 Same as MM 1 

I'criodic collection and analysis ol giounilvvalcr 
samples icipnicd 

l:x|iccl lo mipleiiienl ileed leslnclions/ inslilnlioii.il 
coniiols in six monllis 

Insinuated nel pirsriil cusl is VfO.IMHI 

lo be addicsscd billowing public commenl (iciiod 

I'.1C i d ii| d 

Allcinalive MM 1
 
(iiouiulw.iler l-xtiactioiiArrealilienl/Dischaiei: lo
 

Surface Waler and Institutional Conimls
 

Kcaildy available 

An snipping, mclals piccipii.iiion and sludge ilcu.iu-uii|j 
.u c all ichablc technologies 

(iiouiulwalcr pumping is a lehable technology lot 
conliolhiig plume migialioii 

(iioundwaler moinloiing is an ellcclive means lot 
assessing changes in gioundwalcr condilions o\et lime 

Same as MM 1 

I'eiiiHhc collcclion anil analysis of gniiiiuKvalci. pioccss 
w:ilei, cllluciil air and wastes leipmcd 

Same as MM > 
• 

|)iscba(|:es would need lo mccl subsiaiilixc ifiiuiieincnls ol 
ai|ucous and air dischaige |Kiinils 

1 siiin.iu.l ml |ii CM- MI nisi is VI.IMIIMNI It. (.'IIIHliI 

lo be aildicsscd lollownic public iiinuik nl JKIIIH! 

http:inslilnlioii.il
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SOLID WASTE 
DISPOSAL AREA 

Figure 2 
Site Plan 
Tansitor Electronics 
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Figure 5 
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STATE OF VERMONT'S CONCURRENCE
 



State of Vermont
 

AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
Department of Environmental Conservation 

Department of F-sn and Wildlife 
Department of Forests. Parxs and Recreation 
Department of Environmental Conservation 
State Geologist 
RELAY SERVICE FOR THE HEARING IMPAIRED 
1-800-253-0191 TDD> Voice 
1-800-253-0195 Voioe>TDD 

29 September 1995 

Ms. Linda Murphy, Waste Management Division Director,
 
US EPA, Mail Code: HAA
 
JFK Federal Building
 
Boston, MA 02203
 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

Vermont has reviewed the draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Tansitor Electronics 
Superfund Site located in Bennington, VT. Vermont concurs with the draft ROD as written. 
We feel it is protective of human health and the environment, and provides adequate safeguards 
in the event the contamination remobilizes from its present and predicted location. 

The Agency of Natural Resources has confirmed through the State Attorney General's 
Office that the State of Vermont through the Secretary of the Agency of Natural Resources can 
accept the use of restrictive covenants as a mechanism for establishing institutional controls at 
this site. 

Thank you for giving Vermont the opportunity to work so closely with the US EPA on 
the investigation and development of remedial options for this site. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Ripley \
 
Secretary of the Agency of Natural Resources
 

Chlorine Free 100% Recycled Paper
 
Regional Offices - Barre/Essex Jct./Piflstord/Rutland'N Spnngfiec Si Johnsbury
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State of Vermont
 

AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCE! 
Department of Environmental Conservation 

Department of F>sn and Wildlife 
Department of Forests. Pants and Recreation 
Department of Environmental Conservation 
Stale Geologist 
RELAY SERVICE FOR THE HEARING IMPAIRED 
1-800-253-0191 TDOWoioe 
1-800-253-0195 Vexoe>TDD 

29 September 1995 

Ms. Linda Murphy, Waste Management Division Director, 
US EPA, Mail Code: HAA 
JFK Federal Building 
Boston, MA 02203 

Dear Ms. Murphy: 

Vermont has reviewed the draft Record of Decision (ROD) for the Tansitor Electronics 
Superfund Site located in Bennington, VT. Vermont concurs with the draft ROD as written. 
We feel it is protective of human health and the environment, and provides adequate safeguards 
in the event the contamination remobilizes from its present and predicted location. 

The Agency of Natural Resources has confirmed through the State Attorney General's 
Office that the State of Vermont through the Secretary of the Agency of Natural Resources can 
accept the use of restrictive covenants as a mechanism for establishing institutional controls at 
this site. 

Thank you for giving Vermont the opportunity to work so closely with the US EPA on 
the investigation and development of remedial options for thi s site. 

Sincerely, 

Barbara Ripley \
 
Secretary of the Agency of Natural Resources
 

Chlorine Free 100% Recycled Paper 
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TAIILK I-1 

CHEMICAL-SPECIFIC APPLICABLE OR RELEVANT AND APPROPRIATE 
RI-C^ I I I K I ' M T  N I S ( A K A K s  ) AND CRITERI A TO Ml' CONSIDERED (THCs) 

Medium Requirement Summary of Requirement Status Action to be Taken to Attain 
Requirement 

Groundwater Vermont Groundwater Act protects groundwater through existing Applicable Vermont has classified the groundwater 
Protection Act ­ regulatory programs and provides restrictions, plume as Class IV, which is not 
10 VSA Chapter 48. prohibitions^ sl.md.iids and criteria lor acceptable lor id inking but allows 

pjoundwalcr protection lor programs which commercial and industrial uses. All of 
regulate activities whii.li may ailed gioundwalci. the ullci natives wil l uliiiin standauls lor 

these permitted uses at the site. 
Adjacent to the plume, groundwater is 
classified as Class I I I  . Pump and treat 
(MM-3) will ensure that contaminants 
do not migrate and cause a violation of 
these standards. Monitoring (MM-2) 
will detect any migration of 
contaminants away from the Class IV 
area. 

Vermont Groundwater The standards consist of groundwater Applicable Same as above. 
Protection Rule and Strategy ­ 10 classifications, which designate and assign uses 
VSA Chapter 48, lor gruundwatei; In addition, the regulations 
EPR Chapter 12 establish water quality criteria necessary to 

sustain the designated uses. 

EPA Gromulwiiter Pioteclion Plovides classification and tesloralion of goals ol To Ik This strategy is considered in 
Strategy groundwater based on its vulnerability, use and Considered conjunction with the Federal SDWA and 

value. Vermont Groundwater Protection Rule 
and Strategy in determining cleanup 
goals. 

Federal Safe Drinking Water Act Maximu m Contaminant Levels (MCLs) are Relevant MCLs must be attained unless waived. 
(SDWA) enforceable standards that are applicable to and None of the alternatives will attain these 
Maximu m Contaminant Levels di inking water supplies. MCLs are relevant and Appropriate ARAR s in a reasonable timcframc. 
(MCLs)-4  0 CFR Part 141 appropriate for gtoumlwalci that may be a 

potential source of dr ink in  g water. 

Page I of 2 

Applicable
 
Alternatives
 

MM-I 
MM-2 
MM-3 

MM-I 
MM-2 
MM-3 

MM-I 
MM-2 
MM-3 

MM-I 
MM-2 
MM-3 



f i le N o . 1 2 V M > . « . 

Medium 

• 

Requirement 

SDWA 
Maxiiiuini Contaminant Level 
Goals (MCLGs) ­
40CFR 141. 50- 14 1.62 

RCRA Groiindwnlcr Protection 
Standard- 40 CFR 264. 94 

US EPA Reference Doses (RIDs) 

EPA Carcinogen Assessment 
Group Potency Factors 

EPA Health Advisories and 
Acceptable Intake Health 
Assessment Documents 

TABLE 2-1 (CONT'D) 

Summary of Requirement 

MCI.G arc set with a margin of safety nl levels 
that would result in no known or anticipated 
adverse health effects over a lifetime. 

The RCRA gioundwaler protection standard is 
established from groundwaler monitoring of 
RCRA permitted treatment, storage or disposal 
facilities, 'flic standard is set at cither an existing 
or proposed KCRA-MCL, background 
concentration, or an alternate concentration 
protective of human health and the environment. 

RCRA-MCI.s may be used or ACI.s may be 
developed at the site to identify levels of 
contamination above which human health or the 
environment is at risk and provide an indicator 
when corrective action is necessary. 

RlUs are dose levels developed by EPA for use in 
the characterisation of risks due to non-
carcinogens in various media. 

EPA Carcinogenic Potency Factors are used to 
compute the individual incremental cancer risk 
resulting from exposure to carcinogens. 

Intended for use in qualitative public health 
evaluation of remedial alternatives. 

Status 

Non-7ero 
MCLCJs are 
relevant and 
appropriate 

Relevant 
and 
Appropriate 

1 o lie 
Considered 

To Be 
Considered 

To lie 
Considered 

Action to be Taken to Attain
 
Requirement
 

Non-7.cro MCLs must be attained. None 
of the alternatives will attain these 
ARAR s in a reasonable time frame. 

Compliance with concentration limits 
and regular monitoring requirements will 
be considered in developing remedial 
alternatives for groundwater. None of 
the alternatives will achieve RCRA -
MCLs in a reasonable time frame. MM­
2 and MM-3 will meet monitoring 
requirements. 

RIUs are typically employed to 
characterize risks of groundwater 
contaminant exposure (for ingcstion 
pathways). 

These factors are used to assess health 
risks from carcinogens present at the 
site. 

Used, if adequate data exist, in assessing 
health risks from ingesting groundwater 
at the site. 

Page 2 <> i . 

Applicable 
Alternatives 

MM-I 
MM-2 
MM-3 

MM-I 
MM-2 
MM-3 

MM-1 
MM-2 
MM-3 

MM-I 
MM-2 
MM-3 

MM-I 
MM-2 
MM-3 

' Kl I> \ I J1<*>61M2V>6 62 121 



TAHU-: 1-2 

LOCATION-SPECIFIC AI'PUCAm.E OR REI.EVANT AND APPROPRIATE 
REQUIKEMEN IS (ARARs ) AND CRITERIA TO 111- CONSIDERED (TUCs) 

Location Requirement Summary of Requirement Status Action to be Taken to Attain 
_____Requirement_____ 

Wetlands Vermont Wetlands Protection Law The mles require that the Vermont Water Resources Applicable Protection of wetlands and 
(10 VSA Chapter 37) and the Board adopt rules to identify and protect Vermont's compliance with the substantive 
Vermont Wetland Rules. significant wetlands. These stnndards include wetland requirements of these regulations 

classification. Any activities within fifty-foot buffer will be incorporated into the 
zones around vegetated wetlands, or within the design. 
wetlands, require the filing of a Request for Conditional 
Use Determination with the ANR. 

Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) Applies to dredge and fill activities. Under this Applicable During (he identification, 
(33 DSC 1344) requirement, no activity that adversely affects a wetland screening, and evaluation of 
40CFR230 , 404. shall be permitted if a practicable alternative that lias alternatives, the effects on 

less ellect is available. Appropiialc and piaclitahle wetlands arc evaluated. All woik 
steps must be taken to minimize the potential adverse will be performed in accordance 
impacts of the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem.___ with these regulations.________ 

Executive Order 11990, Protection Under this regulation. Federal agencies are required to Applicable Remedial alternatives that involve 
of Wetlands - 40 CFR 6, Appendix minimize the destruction, loss or degradation of construction must include all 
A wetlands and preserve and enhance natural beneficial practical means of minimizing 

value of wetlands. harm to wetlands. Wetlands 
protection consideration must be 
incorporated into the design of the 
remedial action. 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act This regulation requires that any Federal Agency that Applicable During the identification, 
(16 USC 661) proposes to modify a body of water must consult with screening, and evaluation of 

the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services. Addressed under alternatives, (he effects on 
CWA regulations at 40 CFR 230 and 404. wetlands are evaluated. I fan 

alternative modifies a body of 
water, I:,PA must consult U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Services. 

File No. 125%.<>2 
07/27W 

Page I of 2 

Applicable
 
Alternatives
 

MM-2 
MM-3 

MM-2
 
MM-3
 

MM-2
 
MM-3
 

MM-2
 
MM-3
 

Endangered Species Act of 1973 This regulation is designed lo protect endangered Applicable Design of remedial action must MM-2 
(16 USC 531 ) 50 CFR 200 and 50 species. Consultation with the Department of the include means to minimize MM-3 
TR part '102 Intel ior is requited il eiidangeiet cie s me identified disruption of the natural 

al or near the sile environment. 



File No. 12591.. t>2 

Locution Requirement 

Floodplains	 RCRA Location Standards ­
40 CFR 264.18 and 761.75
 

Executive Order 11988, Protection 
of Floodplains ­
40 CI-'R 6, Appendix A_______ 

Groundwaler	 Vermont Grounclwatcr Protection
 
Rule and Strategy ­
10 VSA Chapter'18,
 
Ll'R Chapter 12
 

IEDM2S96 62\l J596-62 T2J 

TABLE 2-2 (CONT'D) 

Summary of Requirement 

This regulation outlines the requirements for 
construction of a RCR A facility on a 100-year 
llooclpliiin.____________________ 

Federal Agencies are required to reduce the risk of flood 
loss, minimize impact of floods and restore and preserve 
the natural and beneficial value ol'lluodplains.______ 

Instructs the ANR to identify, map, and classify 
groundwatcr into classes so that various groiuulwater 
resources shall be enhanced, maintained and protected. 
The regulations prescribe the min imu m water quali ty 
criteria required to sustain the designated uses. The 
Ila7.ardons Material Management Division of (he 
Department of Environmental Conservation reviews 
petitions for the reclassificalion of ground waters to 
Class I, II or IV status. 

Status
 

Applicable
 

Applicable 

Applicable 

Action to be Taken to Attain 
_____Requirement_____ 

No activities are expected to take 
place in a 1.00 year floodplain. 

No activities are expected to take 
place in a 100 year floodplain. 

The ANR approved a petition to 
reclassify the site area 
groundwalcr to Class IV status on 
November 18, 1993. The 
requirements provided in AWR's 
determination must be followed. 

Page 2 ol ,> 

Applicable 
Alternatives 

None 

None 

MM-I 
MM-2 
MM-3 



Requirement 

National Emission Standards for
 
Ilii/ardous Air Pollutants
 
( N E S I I A P s ) ( 4 0 C F R 6 l  )
 

RCRA40CFR26 4 
Suhpart AA, Air Emission 
Standards lor Process Vents 

RCRA 40 CFR 264
 
Subpart BB, Air Emission
 
Standards for Equipment Leaks
 

OSWER Directive 9355.0-28, 
Air Stripper Control Guidance 

Department of Transportation (DOT) 
(49 CFR 107, 171.1-171.5) 

Fish and Wildlife Cooidinalion Act 
(16 USC 661) 

File No. I25')()()2 
07/27/'M 

Page I »l <1 

TAHLE 1-3 

ACTION-SPECIFIC APPI.ICAni.l- OR RELEVANT 
AND APPROPRIAT E R E Q U I R E M E N T  S ( A R A R s  ) AND C R I T E R I  A TO HE CONSIDERED (TBCs) 

Summary of Requirements Status Action to be Taken to Attain ARARS	 Applicable 
Alternative 

Specify maxinuim emission rates of hazardous Applicable Remedial alternatives involving air emissions from MM-3
 
air pollutanls. treatment units must comply with these regulations.
 

Regulates facilities that have operations Relevant and Air Stripping System must conform to these MM-3 
involving air emissions above paiticular levels. Appropriate requirements. 

Requirements governing response to equipment Relevant and If, during implementation of remedial action, MM-3 
leaks at facilities that may cause air emissions. Appropriate equipment leaks occur the response must be in 

conformancc with this Subpart._________ 

Guidance regarding use of air emission controls To Me The remedial action should address this guidance. MM-3 
at CERCLA sites. Considered 

Regulations for off-site Iranspotl of hazardous Applicable Off-site shipment of hazardous materials wi l  l have to MM-2 
waste. Regulations specify pioccdurcs for be properly contained, labelled and manifested. MM-3 
packaging, labelling, manifesting, as well as 
transportation.__________________ 

Requires (he not i f ica t ion of (he appropriate Stale Applicable Relevant federal agencies must be contacted to help MM-3 
agency exercising jurisdiction over Wildl i fe analyze impacts of remedial action on wildlife in 
Resources and U.S. Fisli and Wildlife Service, wetlands and rivers. 
when undertaking any Federal action that 
modifies any body of water or affects fish and 
wildlife. 

mrce Conservation and Recovery 
RCRA) 

RCRA regulates the generation, transport, 
storage, treatment and disposal of hazardous 
waste. 

Relevant and 
Appropriate 

Remedial alternatives involving transport, storage 
and disposal of materials must comply with these 
regulations. 

MM-2 
MM-3 

"' TR 260 



Fi le No. 12VM,. <, 

TABLE 2-3 (CONT'D) 

Requirement 

40 CFR 264 
Subpart H - General Facility 
Standards tor Owners and Operators 
or Permitted Hazardous Waste 
Facilities (40 CFR 264.10 - 264.18) 

Suhpart C - Preparedness and
 
Prevention
 
(40 CFR 264.30-264.37) 

Subpart I) - Contingency Plan and
 
limergency Procedures
 
(40 CFR 264.50-264.56)_____ 

Subpart E - Manifesting,
 
Record-keeping and Reporting
 
(40 CFR 264.70 - 264.77)
 

Subpart F - Groundwater Protection 
(40 CFR 264.90-264-101 ) 

Subpart G - Closure and Post-

Closure
 
(40 CFK 264.110 -264.120)
 

Slate
 
Vermont Air Pollution Control
 
Regulations 10 V.S.A. Section 551 ,
 
el scq. ri'R Chapter 5.
 

rmont Hazardous Waste Management 

' ''hupler 15'), H'K Chapter 7 

Sumiiuiry of Requirements 

General facility requirements outline general 
waste analysis, security measures, inspections 
and training lequimiiculs 

Requirements for safely equipment ;nul spill 
control. 

Requirements for response ID procedures such as 
explosions and lires. 

Requirements for reporting ami recordkecping at 
RCRA facilities. 

Requirements for groundwaler monitoring 
program for the site. 

Requirement for closure and post-closure of 
hazardous waste facilities. 

Regulations specify requirements to prevent 
occurrence of conditions of air pollution where 
such do not exist and to facil itat e abatement of 
conditions ol air pollution wheie and when such 
occur. 

Regulates the storage, transport, treatment, 
disposal, recycling, and managing of hazardous 
waste . Incoipoialcs icquiienienls of RCRA , 40 
CFR Part 264, Subpait F, groundwaler 
p i o l e i l i o  n s l anda id  s ______ ^_ 

Status
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable 

Action to be Taken to Attain ARAKS 

Any facility will be constructed, fenced, posted, and 
operated in accordance with this requirement. 

Safety and communication equipment will be 
maintained at the site. Local authorities will be 
familiarized with site operations.________ 

Plans will be developed and implemented during sile 
woik. Copies of plans will be kept on site. 

Those parts of the regulation concerned with long 
term monitoring and maintenance of the site will 
comply with this requirement.___________ 

Those parts of the regulation concerned with long 
term monitoring and maintenance of the sile will 
comply with this requirement.__________ 

Considered for each alternative.Landfill must be 
closed in a manner which controls, minimizes or 
eliminates the potential for landfillcd contaminants to 
threaten human health and the environment. Regular 
monitoring and maintenance will be performed for 
30 years._________________________ 

Air stripping system must meet air quality standards 
and allowable discharges. 

Alternatives will achieve groundwater protection 
standards through treatment and will comply with 
iemulations which apply (o installing groundwater 
monitoring wells and compliance monitoring. 

Pagu 2 111 

Applicable 
Alternative 

MM-2
 
MM-3
 

MM-2
 
MM-3
 

MM-3 

MM-2
 
MM-3
 

MM-2
 
MM-3
 

MM-2
 
MM-3
 

MM-3 

MM-2
 
MM-3
 

http:264.50-264.56
http:264.30-264.37
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TABLE 2-3 (CONT'D) 

Requirement 

Land Use and Development Law
 
(10 VS A Part 5, Chapter 151)
 

Vermont Water Quality Standards listed 
under the Vermont Water Pollution 
Control Act (VWPCA) ­
10 VSA Chapter 47 and 
11 -I CMK 3 .00 and 4 .1)0 

American Conference of Governmental 
Industrial llygicnists (ACGIU) 
Threshold Limit Value (TLV) lime 
Weighted Average (TWA) and Short 
1 erm Exposure Limit (STELs) 

CAA-State Implementation Plan 
(•mission Standards - 40 CFR 52 

FREDM2SM 62M2S96-A] T3J 

Summary of Requirements 

Regulates areas in which there is construction or 
improvement, or some proposed change to the 
land. 

The standards consist of chissillcntion of surface 
waters which designate the most scnsilve uses 
for which various waters shall be enhanced, 
maintained, and protected; and which prescribe 
the minimum water quality criteria required to 
sustain the designated uses. Slaiulaids regulate 
discharges of pollutants to surface waters. 

TLVs are issued as criteria for controlling air 
quality for occupational sellings. S TEl.s are 
fifteen minute time-weighted concentrations. 

llmission Standards designed to attain National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Stains
 

Relevant and
 
Appropriate
 

Applicable 

To Be 
Considered 

Relevant and 
Appropriate 

Action to be Taken to Attain ARARS 

Extraction and treatment system must produce no 
undue air or water pollution. 

Effluent standards will be attained in the discharge of 
treated groundwater to the perennial stream or 
Drowns Brook. No state numerical standards apply 
to parameters measured at the site. However, the 
regu hit ions require the use of Federal Ambient Water 
Quality Criteria to establish water quality lor toxic 
pollutants. AWQC are non-regulatory 
concentrations for the protection of aquatic life; and 
the protection of human health from water ingcstion 
mid llsh consumption. 

TLV-TWAs and STELs will be used in the 
evaluation of predicted air concentrations during 
remedial activities. 

Slate Implementation Plan requirements are 
enforceable ARAR s and must be attained. 

Applifill'le
 
Alternative
 

MM-3 

MM-3 

MM-3 

MM-3 
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State of Vermont
 

AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
0«pirtm«nt o< Pith «nd WlldllU Department of Environmental Conservation 

WATER SUPPLY DIVISION D«o«rtm«nt of Fof«ti. Pirks tnd Racrwtion 
O«oirtm«nt o< Environmental Con««rvition The Old Pantry Building 
Sun Gcologitt 103 South Mam Street 
Naturil R«»ourc«» Conwrvition Council Waterbury, VT 05671-0403 
Telephone Relay Service 
for the Hearins; Impaired TELEPHONE (802) 241-3400 
1-800-253-0191 TDD > Voice. FACSIMILE (802)244-5141 
1-800-253-0195 VoicoTDD 

March 15, 1994 

Carroll Killen, Director
 
Tansitor Electronics, Inc.
 
P.O. Box 230
 
Bennington, VT 05201
 

Dear Mr. Killen:
 

Enclosed please find a March 10, 1994, order modifying the terms
 
of the groundwater reclassification order of November 23, 1993.
 
Acting on advice of the Groundwater Coordinating Committee,
 
Agency Secretary Barbara Ripley has executed the modifications.
 

By this letter, I am approving your suggested list of organic
 
contaminants of concern, corrected to read as follows. These
 
are:
 

1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA)
 
tetrachlorotehane (PCE)
 
trichloroethane (TCE)

1.1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA)
 
1.2-dichloroethane (1,2-DCA)
 
1.1-dichloroethene (1,1-DCE)
 
1.2-dichloroethene (1,2-DCE)
 
chloroethane
 
vinyl chloride
 

This list does not have to be specified in the order; this letter
 
constitutes state concurrence with your list, except for two
 
typographical errors where you indicated "1,l-dichloroethane
 
(1,1-DCE)" and "1,2-dichloroethane (1,2-DCE)." I believe you
 
intended those to read "dichloroethene" rather than
 
"dichloroethane."
 

The modification to the order provides that you may use a.
 
specific, named employee of Tansitor Electronics to conduct the
 
monitoring and reporting, but only upon approval of the
 
secretary. Such approval has not yet been given, however,
 
pending acceptance of the named employee and a demonstration that
 
the employee has the knowledge and skills to conduct the
 
sampling. We will have to develop a method of making that
 
evaluation, and will contact you when we have.
 

TDD: 1-800-253-0191
 



Carroll Killen, Director
 
March 19, 1994
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Please give me a call if you .have any questions or comments on
 
this action by the Secretary.
 

Sincerely,
 

Jay L. Ruthefe'Eord, P.E., Director
 

cc: Groundwater Coordinating Committee Members
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I.	 Background 

On November 23, 1993, the Secretary of the Agency of Natural Resources issued a 
Groundwater Reclassification order under the authority of 10 V.S.A.  , Chapter 48, for 
a.portion of the groundwater at the site of Tansitor Electronics, Inc. ("Tansitor"), in 
Bennington, Vermont. 

This order reclassified an approximately 9.6 acre area of ground, wholly on 
Tansitor's property, from Class.3 (suitable for use as a domestic water supply, and 
for some industrial and agricultural purposes) to Class 4 (not potable, but suitable for 
some industrial and agricultural purposes). 

The reclassification order imposed four conditions on the applicant, Tansitor, to 
facilitate appropriate oversight over the next five years. The conditions required two 
major actions by the applicant: 

1.	 Surveying, boundary marking, and filing of a map in the town records, so the 
public would have available information on location of the reclassified area 
was, and 

2.	 Continued monitoring of the site to track the subsurface conditions near and 
within the reclassified area. 

Tansitor has requested modifications to the order, based on economic considerations, 
contending that the purpose of the order could be upheld at a lower cost to Tansitor. 

II.	 Findings 

.1.	 No change in the location or size of the reclassified area has been requested. 

2.	 For certain monitoring wells, with high levels of contaminants of concern in 
them, adherence to extremely low levels of detection places an unnecessary 
economic burden on the applicant. 

3.	 Silver is a secondary contaminant under drinking water regulations, wit  h no 
known health effects. Two years of monitoring results with no detection of 
silver is an adequate oversight for this chemical, on a well-by-well basis. 

4.	 Lead is a primary contaminant with significant health effects, and there is a 
substantial public interest in environmental lead. Semi-annual monitoring for 
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this contaminant, for at least five years, is in the public interest. 

5.	 Groundwater sampling twice per year, in the fall and spring, provides 
information correlated to seasonal fluctuations of subsurface groundwater 
conditions. Two samples per year provides increased statistical validity in 
analyzing for and detecting trends in subsurface groundwater conditions. 

6.	 Self-monitoring is a basic tenet of the state's environmental programs. With 
appropriate t ra ining and oversight, a specific employee of Tansitor may 
perform sampling and reporting on behalf of Tansitor. 

7.	 By adding another existing monitoring well to the list of wells to be 
monitored, and alternating sampling from that well with another well nearby, 
additional subsurface groundwater data will be available at no increased cost to 
Tansitor. 

III. Modifications to the Reclassification Order 

Based on the findings noted herein, on petition of Tansitor Electronics, Inc., and on 
recommendation of the Groundwater Coordinating Committee, I order the following 
changes to the rectification order issued on November 23, 1993. 

1.	 For the following observation wells, the detection l imits shall be low enough 
to provide an accurate representation of the contaminant levels: 

ERM-2S
 
MW-104U
 
MW-I08U
 

For the remaining observation wells, the detection l imi t is unchanged from the 
order. 

2.	 For each observation well, after two years of semi-annual sampling and no 
detection of si lver , Tansitor may discontinue sampling for silver at-that well. 

3.	 Upon written approval from the Secretary of the Agency of Natural Resources, 
Tansitor may conduct self-monitoring and self-reporting of sample results, by a 
specific, named, employee. In the event the Secretary does not approve self-
monitoring and reporting, or withdraws such approval, Tansitor shall use an 
independent consultant to perform these tasks. 
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4.	 Tansitor shall alternate semi-annual monitoring between the two observation 
wells MW-112M and MW-104M. This monitoring requirement replaces the 
requirement for semi-annual monitoring of well MW-104M. 

Barbara G. Riple y 
Secretary 

Date: 
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State of Vermont 

AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES 
Department of Fnvironmental ConserNjiion WATER SUPPLY DIVISION 

The Old Pantry Bui ldm * 
103 South Mam Street 

Waterbury, VT 0567 I -0403 
Telephone Relay Service 
for the Hearing Impaired TELEPHONE (802} 241-3400 
1-800-253-0191 TDD > Voice F A C S I M I L E (802) 2-u-5ui 
1-800-253-0195 Voice>TDD 

November 24, L993
 

Carroll Killen, Director
 
Tansitor Electronics, Inc.
 
P.O. Box 230
 
Bennington, VT 05201
 

Dear Mr. Killen:
 

Enclosed please find a reclassification document, reclassifying a
 
portion of the lands owned by Tansitor in Bennington as Class 4,
 
or non-potable. The document has been signed by the Secretary of
 
Natural Resources, in accordance with the provisions of 10
 
V.S.A., Chapter 48, governing reclassification of groundwaters of
 
the state.
 

In this department's and the Groundwater Coordinating Committee's
 
reviews of your petition, the opinion of the reviewers was that
 
it was in the public interest to reclassify this portion of the
 
groundwater to a non-potable classification. In reaching this
 
recommendation to the Secretary, we examined the criteria
 
specified in statute and reached the findings described in the
 
reclassification document.
 

I ask you to give your attention to the following requirements
 
and conditions of the reclassification:
 

The area reclassified is not identical to the area in your
 
petition. This simpler shape was done to facilitate
 
identification and tracking of the actual land area
 
involved.
 

Your petition requested a classification that was both
 
horizontally and vertically delineated. Even if we had
 
agreed that such a designation was appropriate, the language
 
in the Groundwater Protection Rule i Strategy does not
 
provide for a vertical reclass if icat ion . Accordingly, all
 
groundwater beneacn the area designated as Class 4 is Class
 
4 groundwater at all depths.
 

The reclassif icat ion contains upgradient, plurr.e, and
 
downgradient monitoring requ irer.en s on a semi-anr.ua 1 basis
 
Please contact us to establish w will do the sampling and
 
who will analyze the results.
 

I'DU:
 

http:semi-anr.ua
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4.	 Tansitor must engage the services of a Vermont licensed
 
surveyor to describe the reclassified area accurately, to
 
prepare a plan of it, and to mark the corners of the
 
reclassified area in the field with permanent markers. This
 
will facilitate identification of the actual reclassified
 
area .
 

5.	 Although not discussed in this document, you should know
 
that we will, under the drinking water regulations, be
 
requiring the company to monitor the company well adjacent
 
to the Class 4 area for the contaminants of concern, among
 
others. This monitoring will be required in accordance with
 
the Vermont Water Supply Rule and is not a special, or
 
additional requirement of this reclassif ication.
 

Please review this document carefully, and if you would like to
 
discuss it further or need clarification of the requirements,
 
please feel free to contact me.
 

Finally, we appreciate and thank you for the civilities and
 
courtesies you have shown to us as we have considered and
 
reviewed your petition.
 

Sincerely,
 

~
 
Jay L. Rutherford, P.E., Director
 

cc: Governor Dean
 
Rep. Richard Pembroke
 
Merrill Hohman, US EPA w/encl
 
Jane Downing, US EPA w/encl
 
Secretary Chuck Clarke
 
Commissioner Jack Long
 
William Ahearn, DEC-HMMD w/encl
 
Groundwater Coordinating Committee Members w/encL
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I. Background 

On July 15, 1993 the Water Suppl  y Division received an application from Tansitor 
Electronics, Inc. to reclassify a portion of the groundwater under its site on Vermont 
Route 9 west of Bennington, Vermont. The application contained a summary report 
on the conditions at the site which led up to the application with reference to four 
other reports with detailed information. 

According to the reports, the groundwater at the site has been contaminated by 
industrial solvents including 1,1,1-tnchloroethane, 1,1-dichloroethane and other 
volatile organic compounds which have reached the groundwater as a result of historic 
disposal practices. These practices stopped approximately fifteen years ago. 

The application requesting reclassitlcation from Class 3 groundwater to Class 4 
groundwater, due to concentrations of chemicals exceeding drinking water standards, 
was signed by 72 affected or potentially affected persons. The package was reviewed 
by hydrogeologists assigned to the Hazardous Materials Management and Water 
Supply Divisions and determined to be complete with minor exceptions. By letter 
dated July 29, 1993 Tansitor's consultant, Environmental Project Control, Inc. 
responded to the noted exceptions and the application was judged complete on that 
date. 

A notice of a public hearing was mailed to all known parties of interest and published 
in the Bennington Banner on August 11. 1993. 

An informal public hearing was held on September 15, 1993 in the Mt. Anthon y 
Union High School with approximately forty persons in attendance. There were no 
adverse comments to the reclassification request. Approximately 5 commentors 
focused their remarks on the projected economic hardships if Tansitor were denied the 
reclassification, and as a result were forced to conduct additional expensive testing 
and remediation of the groundwater. 

On September 30, 1993 Merrill S. Hohman , Director of the Waste Management 
Division, US EPA Region I, requested via letter that the Secretary not issue a 
reclassification order unti l after EPA had developed its final RI/FS and clean up plan . 
The plan is expected during June or" 1994. 
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II.	 Findings 

Regarding the application from Tansitor Electronics, Inc. for a ^classification of the 
groundwater-beneath the proposed Class 4 area at the Tansitor site in Bennington, 
Vermont, the Secretary of the Agency of Natural Resources, under the provisions of 
10 VSA, Section 1394 and the Ground Water Rule and Strategy, Chapter 12, Section 
12-401, finds: 

1.	 Regarding the use or potential future use of the ground water as a public water 
supply source­

.. . that the groundwater under the attached designated Class 4 area is not in use 
as a public water supply source and the contamination present in the ground 
precludes the potential future use of the groundwater for the immediate (5 
years) future. 

...that the present water supply well for the Tansitor facility does draw its 
water from the fractured bedrock aquifer nearby, but there is no available 
evidence that indicates that the water supplying the well comes from beneath 
the proposed Class 4 area and it is further noted that this finding and 
reclassification order does not preclude the continued use of that well for the 
Tansitor facility as long as the water continues to meet all applicable drinking 
water standards; 

2. Regarding the extent of the act ivi ty which poses a risk to the groundwater­

...that the sources of contamination found in the groundwater.were the result 
of former, now discontinued, disposal practices which were limited in areal 
extent to a very small area entirely wi th in the Tansitor property; 

3.	 Regarding the current water q u a l i t y  ­

. . . that	 the groundwater is contaminated beyond dr inking water standards for 
1,1,1 tnchloroethane and 1,1 dichloroethane, at a 95% confidence level. 

4.	 Regarding the availabili ty of the groundwater in quan t i t i e s needed for 
beneficial use­

. . . t h a  t the unconsolidated materials o v e r l y i n  g the bedrock demonstrate a low 
permeability which limits the feasibil i ty of beneficial use and that the potential 
for the bedrock to vieid water for benef ic ia l uses is u n k n o w  n exceot as 
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indicated by the Tansitor production well and other nearby wells; 

5.	 Regarding the consequences of potential contamination and the availabi l i t  y of 
alternate sources of water­

...that the groundwater is already contaminated beyond drinking water 
standards so that the issue of potential contamination is moot, and that the 
availability of alternate sources of water is demonstrated by the Tansitor 
production well, which continues to produce potable water and the other 
nearby wells which remain uncontaminated; 

6. Regarding the classification of adjacent surface water and other factors 
relevant to determine the maximum beneficial use of the aquifer­

...that the classification of the adjacent surface water in the perennial stream 
south of and down gradient from the Tansitor s..s is Class B. suitable for 
public water supply use with filtration and disinfection; 

...and that the current use of the property as an industrial facility is compatible 
with a Class 4 classification. 

HI.	 The Class 4 Groundwater Area 

A map	 showing the Class 4 groundwater area at the Tansitor site in Bennington. VT, 
as ordered by the Secretary, is attached. 

The area is described as: 

Beginning at a point on the northerly RJght-of-Way boundary of Route 9, said point 
being located 216 ft. , more or less, southwest along the Right-of-Way boundary from 
the southwestern corner of a parcel of land owned now or formerly by Buzzel l  ; 

Thence, turnin g to the northwest approximatel  y righ t angles to the Route 9 Right-of  ­
Way, and travelling 774 f t .  , more or less, to a point marked by the monitoring well 
MW-107U; 

Thence, turnin g to the west and t r ave l l in  g 586 f t .  , more or less, ;o a point marked by 
a water reservoir; 

Thence, tu rn in  g to the southeast and t r ave l lm a 890 f t .  , more or less , to a poin t in ihe 
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northerly boundary of the Route 9 Right-of-way, said point being located a distance 
of 424 ft . , more or less, along the nonherly boundary of Route 9, rrom the point of 
beginning; 

Thence, travelling along the northerly boundary of the Route 9 Right-of-Way a 
distance of 424 ft., more or less, to the point of beginning. 

Said area contains 9.6 acres, more or less. 

IV. Conditions of This Reclassification Order. 

1.	 Monitoring of the groundwater is required to determine the need, if any, for 
future modifications or extensions of the reclassification order. Tansitor 
Electronics, Inc., as a condition of this reclassification order, shall conduct the 
following monitoring of the groundwater at its site. 

There	 are four monitoring areas in the Tansitor Class 4 groundwater quality 
monitoring plan. These are: 

1.	 Disposal Area/Fire Pond Plume Monitoring 
2.	 Concrete Pad Plume Monitoring 
3.	 Downgradient Compliance Monitoring 
4.	 Upgradient Background. Monitoring 

Groundwater monitoring shall be conducted semi-annually in the Spring and 
Fall for a penod of at least five (5) years commencing January I, 1994. The 
monitoring schedule shall be reconsidered by the Water Supply Division at the 
completion of the first five year monitoring period and petitioner may be 
required to continue monitoring. 

Monitoring shall be conducted by an independent consultant and analyses shall 
be performed by a laboratory acceptable to the Secretary. All analyses shall 
be evaluated by methods with detection limits as good or better than the 
Preventive Action Limits in Subchapter 7 of Chapter 12 of the Environmental 
Protection Rules, Ground Water Protection Rule &. Strategy. 

The groundwater samples taken from the Disposal Area/Fire Pond, Concrete 
Pad and downgradient monitoring wells shall be analyzed for the volatile 
organic Contaminants of Concern and lead and silver. The upgradient 
monitoring wells shall be monitored for VOCs and lead and silver. 

The wells to be monitored in each monitoring area are described below. The 
w'eil identif iers are those depicted on a map entitled Explorat ion and Samplin  g 
Locations Remedial Investigation (F igu r  e 2 of the Tansitor Electronics, ir.c. 
Class 4 Groundwater Area. Bennine'.on. VT report, dated 7/15/93. 

http:Bennine'.on
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Area 1: Disposal Area/Fire Pond Plume 

ERM-5S: (shallow directly down gradient monitoring) 
MW-103M: (medium depth directly down gradient monitoring) 
MW-103R: (deep directly down gradient monitoring) 

These wells (ERM-5S, MW-103M &. 103R) will allow the Department to 
determine if the contaminants are migrating under the Fire Pond. 

ERM-2S: (shallow, in-plume monitoring) 
MW-104U: (shallow in-plume monitoring) 
MW-104M: (medium depth in-plume monitoring) 

These wells will allow the Department to determine what is occurring 
within the plume. 

Area 2: Concrete Pad Plume 

MW-108U: (shallow in-plume monitoring) 

This well will allow the Depanment to determine what is occurring within 
the plume. 

MW-109U: (shallow directly downgradient monitoring) 
MW-HOU: (shallow directly downgradient monitoring) 

These wells will allow the Department to determine if the plume is 
migrating. 

Area 3: Downgradient Compliance Monitoring 

MW-ELF: (shallow monitoring) 

This well will allow the Department to determine whethe: or not there is a 
plume directly downgradient of the eastern leaching field. 

New Well: If Tansitor Electronics, Inc.. is able to secure sufficient 
access, a shallow monitoring well designed to intercept the top ten (10) feet 
of the water table shall be drilled and monitored on the south side of Rte. 
9, approximately halfway between MW-109U and MW-ELF. This well 
wil l allow the Department to esti.nate if the p lum e is mig ra t in  g beneath the 
highway and to refine the groundwater flow contour map . 
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In the event Tansitor Electronics, Inc  . is unable to secure access to lands at 
the location specified above, it shall install a series of shallow monitoring 
wells across the Class 4 Groundwater area, on the North side of Route 9, 
at locations to be designated by the Secretary. 

Area 4: Upgradient Background Monitoring 

MW-IOIM: 

Monitoring this well will provide background water quality data at the site. 

For all sampling, groundwater levels shall be taken at the time of monitoring and 
supplied to the Department with the sampling results. 

2. Reporting 

Tansitor Electronics, Inc., shall report all results from its monitoring of the 
groundwater required above, semi-annually on or before June 30 and 
December 31, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997. and 1998. The reporting shall be to 
the Water Supply Division, in a forma: acceptable to the Secretary. 

The required reports shall include all data from the monitoring, a map showing 
the location of the sampling points and :!ie concentrations of the monitored 
compounds, and a brief report summarizing the groundwater conditions on the 
Tansitor site with emphasis on the groundwater quality w i t h i  n the Class 4 
groundwater area. 

3. Surveying of Class 4 Area 

Within 90 days of this rectification order, Tansitor Electronics, Inc., shall 
employ a licensed surveyor to prepare a map of the reclassified area, mark the 
corners in the field with suitable permanent markers, and prepare a description 
of boundaries of the reclassified area. 

4. Land Records 

Upon completion or" the surveying of the Class 4 area. Tansitor Electronics-. 
Inc. , shall cause the map and survey description of the reclassified area to be 
filed in the land records of the Town or" Benmngton. 
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V. Reclassification Order 

Based on the findings listed above, and other considerations, I order the 
reclassification of the groundwater beneath the area shown on the attached map from 
Class 3 to Class 4. 

Chuck C. Clarke, Secretary 

Date:_l± 
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TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC. SITE
 
DRAFT RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY
 

PREFACE
 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) held a 30-day
 
public comment period from March 9, 1995 to April 10, 1995, to
 
provide an opportunity for the public to comment on the Proposed
 
Plan to address contamination at the Tansitor Electronics, Inc.
 
Superfund Site (Site) in Bennington, Vermont. EPA prepared the
 
Proposed Plan based on the results of the Remedial Investigation
 
(RI) and Feasibility Study (FS). The RI was conducted to
 
determine the nature and extent of site contamination and to
 
identify potential risks to human health and the environment.
 
The FS examined and evaluated various options, or alternatives,
 
for addressing the contamination. The Proposed Plan, issued on
 
February 23, 1995, presented EPA's preferred alternative for the
 
Site, before the start of the public comment period. All
 
documents which were used in EPA's selection of the preferred
 
alternative were placed in the site Administrative Record, which
 
is available for public review at EPA Records Center at 90 Canal
 
Street in Boston, Massachusetts, and at the Bennington Free
 
Library, 9 Silver Street, Bennington, Vermont.
 

The purpose of this Responsiveness Summary is to document EPA's
 
responses to the questions and comment raised during the public
 
comment period. EPA considered all of the comments in this
 
document before selecting a final remedial alternative to address
 
contamination at' the Site.
 

This Responsiveness Summary is organized into the following
 
sections: 

I. Overview of Remedial Alternatives Considered in the 
Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan, including the 
Preferred Alternative ­ This section briefly outlines 
the remedial alternatives evaluated in the FS and the 
Proposed Plan, including EPA's preferred alternative. 

II. Site History and Background on Community Involvement 
and Concerns ­ This -section provides a brief history of 
the Site and an overview of community interests and 
concerns regarding the Site. 



III.	 Summary of Comments Received During the Public Comment
 
Period - This section summarizes and provides EPA's
 
responses to the oral and written comments received
 
from the public during the comment period. Part I
 
presents comments received from citizens, and Part II
 
presents comments received from potentially responsible
 
parties (PRPs).
 

In addition, two attachments are included with the Responsiveness
 
Summary. Attachment A lists community participation activities
 
conducted by EPA and the Vermont Department of Environmental
 
Conservation (VT DEC) to date at the Site. Attachment B contains
 
a copy of the transcript from the public hearing held on March
 
22, 1995 in Bennington, Vermont. The original written comments
 
submitted by citizens and PRPs are available in the
 
Administrative Record.
 

I.	 OVERVIEW OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN THE
 
FEASIBILITY STUDY AND PROPOSED PLAN
 

Using information gathered during the RI and the Risk Assessment,
 
EPA identified several response objectives to address groundwater
 
contamination at the Tansitor Electronics, Inc. Site.
 
The primary objectives are 1) to eliminate or minimize risks to
 
public health and the environment by preventing individuals from
 
being exposed to groundwater contaminants; 2} to prevent the
 
migration of groundwater contamination beyond its current extent;
 
and 3) to restore contaminated groundwater to drinking water
 
standards, if technically practicable.
 

After identifying the response objectives, EPA developed and
 
evaluated potential alternatives to address groundwater
 
contamination. The FS describes the alternatives and the
 
criteria EPA used to narrow the list to three potential
 
alternatives.
 

As the FS progressed, the field data suggested restoration of the
 
groundwater using treatment might not be feasible. Consequently,
 
as part of the FS, a study was performed to determine whether it
 
would be technically practicable to restore contaminated
 
groundwater to drinking water standards, including Maximum
 
Contaminants Levels (MCLs). These standards, established under
 



the Safe Drinking Water Act, are Applicable or Relevant and
 
Appropriate Requirements at this Site (ARARs). Typically, an
 
alternative selected to address contamination at a site must
 
achieve ARARs. However, under CERCLA, there are certain
 
specified circumstances under which ARARs may be waived. One
 
such circumstance is if achieving ARARs is technically
 
impracticable- from an engineering perspective.
 

EPA has concluded that it is technically impracticable to restore
 
the groundwater to drinking water standards within a reasonable
 
timeframe and therefore has waived this ARAR.
 

EPA selected a preferred alternative by considering the extent to
 
which each alternative would meet the response objectives. The
 
preferred alternative includes the following features:
 

•	 Implementation of institutional controls to prevent the
 
use of contaminated groundwater;
 

•	 Long-term monitoring of site groundwater on a regular
 
basis to evaluate changes in site conditions over time;
 

•	 Establishment of contingencies for future additional
 
investigation or further action should the long-term
 
monitoring reveal that contaminants have migrated
 
beyond their current vertical or horizontal extent; and
 

•	 A review of the Site every five years to ensure that
 
the remedy remains protective of human health and the
 
environment.
 

The estimated net present worth of the remedy is $390,000. The
 
selected remedy provides an effective reduction in human health
 
risk through a combination of institutional controls, long-term
 
monitoring, and five-year site reviews. The long-term monitoring
 
program and five-year review ensure that if site conditions
 
change, further assessment will be taken and action may be
 
required. None of the alternatives evaluated would restore the
 
groundwater to drinking water standards within a reasonable time
 
frame. As stated above, EPA has waived the requirement to
 
achieve drinking water standards at this Site due to technical
 
impracticability.
 



The following other alternatives were evaluated in detail in the
 
FS:
 

Alternative MM-1 - No Action: Under this alternative, no actions
 
would occur to actively reduce chemical contamination on-site.
 
Both contaminant plumes would continue to migrate, the Disposal
 
Area plume into the Fire Pond and the Concrete Pad plume into the
 
intermittent stream and storm drain system as presently occurs.
 
EPA would make no efforts to restrict use of the contaminated
 
groundwater, and would establish no contingencies to address
 
possible changes in the migration of contaminants in the future.
 

Alternative MM-3 - Groundwater
 
Extraction/Treatment/Discharge/Institutional Controls/Monitoring:
 
Alternative MM-3 would involve extraction of groundwater,
 
followed by treatment by chemical and physical processes to
 
remove VOCs and possibly metals. Treated groundwater would then
 
be discharged. Alternative MM-3 would also incorporate the
 
institutional controls, long-term monitoring components, and
 
five-year reviews described under EPA's preferred alternative,
 
Alternative MM-2.
 

All of the remedial alternatives considered for implementation at
 
this Site are described in the Record of Decision (ROD) Summary
 
Document and in the Proposed Plan, and are discussed in detail in
 
the Feasibility Study.
 

II. BACKGROUND ON COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND CONCERNS
 

Site History
 

The Site consists of approximately 44 acres of land on West Road
 
(Route 9) in the Town of Bennington, Vermont, and is
 
approximately 3.5 miles west of Bennington Center (see Figure 1).
 
Most of the Site (37.6 acres) is located to the north of Route 9,
 
with the remainder of the Site (6.6 acres) located to the south
 



of Route 9. The portion of the Site located to the south of
 
Route 9 consists of wetlands and there are also wetlands on the
 
property north of Route 9.
 

The Site is located in a predominantly rural residential area.
 
It is bounded to the north by privately owned woodland; to the
 
east by Houran Road and a commercial property; to the south by
 
wetlands; and to the west by agricultural/residential areas.
 
Pleasant Valley School is located approximately 1,200 feet east
 
and upgradient of the Site.
 

Tansitor Electronics, Inc. ("Tansitor" or the "facility")
 
currently manufactures electronic capacitors at the Site.
 
Approximately 100 workers are employed at the facility. Major
 
site features include Tansitor's operating manufacturing/office
 
building, an Etch House, a man-made pond (known as the Fire
 
Pond), parking areas, a Solid Waste Disposal Area, a Disposal
 
Area, a Concrete Pad Area, and a Borrow Area (see Figure 2).
 

Potable water supplies within the vicinity of the Site, including
 
the water supply on the Site, are provided by private bedrock
 
wells. Sanitary waste water from the Tansitor facility is
 
disposed of into two on-site leachfields.
 

The Site has been used as a manufacturing facility by various
 
owners since 1956. Between 1956 and 1979, manufacturing process
 
wastes were disposed on a portion of the property known as the
 
"Disposal Area," located approximately 400 feet north of the main
 
building. These wastes contained contaminants known as volatile
 
organic compounds (VOCs), a class of chemicals which readily
 
evaporate, or volatilize, into the air. During the period of
 
1975-1979, the process waste disposed in the Disposal Area
 
included 1,1,1-trichloroethane which is the predominant volatile
 
organic compound (VOC) present in the groundwater.
 



Another contaminant source is the Concrete Pad Area, located east
 
of a small manufacturing building known as the Etch House.
 
Tansitor reported that waste methanol had been burned
 
periodically on the Concrete Pad. Records also indicate that
 
some waste cleaning solutions may have been discharged to the two
 
leach fields or directly into the perennial stream south of West
 
Road via underground piping. Construction debris, brush, and
 
office wastes were disposed at the Site in a roadcut known as the
 
"Borrow Area" and in another location referred to as the "Solid
 
Waste Disposal Area." See Figure RS#1.
 

In July 1983, VOCs including 1,1,1-trichloroethane (1,1,1-TCA)
 
and 1,1-dichloroethane (1,1-DCA) were detected in soil samples
 
collected from the Disposal Area. In 1988, VOC contamination was
 
detected in groundwater samples collected from shallow monitoring
 
wells located between the Disposal Area and the Fire Pond.
 
However, VOCs were not detected in bedrock wells, including the
 
on-site Tansitor supply well and nearby residential drinking
 
water wells.
 

Using all sampling data obtained through 1987, EPA calculated a
 
Hazard Ranking System (HRS) score for the Site. The Site was
 
listed as a proposed National Priorities List (NPL) site in June
 
1988. based on an HRS score of 35.72, which exceeded the NPL
 
threshold value of 28.5. The listing became final on October 4,
 
1989.
 

On September 12, 1990, EPA entered into an Administrative Order
 
by Consent (AOC) for the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
 
with two of the seven current or former owners of the Site. These
 
two parties, or Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) also
 
agreed to reimburse EPA for a portion of EPA's past costs through
 
a Cost Recovery Administrative Agreement. Pursuant to the AOC,
 
the settling PRPs retained a contractor and conducted the RI/FS
 
under EPA oversight.
 



The RI was conducted in three investigative steps; Scoping,
 
Phase 1A, and Phase IB. These investigations characterized the
 
nature and extent of contamination related to the Site. The RI
 
identified two sources of VOC contamination in groundwater: the
 
Disposal Area plume and the Concrete Pad Area plume.
 

Contaminants detected above Federal and State drinking water
 
standards include 1,1-dichloroethane and 1, 1, 1-trichloroethane.
 
The RI confirmed that current migration of groundwater
 
contaminants in the Disposal Area and Concrete Pad plumes is
 
limited to the shallow overburden soils and has not migrated
 
downward to the bedrock and that the Disposal Area plume does not
 
extend beyond the Fire Pond.
 

EPA conducted a risk assessment to evaluate potential risks to
 
human health and the environment posed by the Site if no action
 
were taken to address contamination. The risk assessment
 
indicated that there are no unacceptable current health risks to
 
people exposed to contamination at the Tansitor Site. However,
 
if the Tansitor property is developed for residential use in the
 
future, EPA has determined that an unacceptable health risk would
 
result if residents installed drinking water wells which drew
 
water from the contaminated shallow soils. The ecological risk
 
assessment indicated that levels of chemicals detected in surface
 
water and sediments in the Fire Pond and area streams are
 
unlikely to harm aquatic organisms.
 

History of Community Involvement
 

Throughout the Site's history, community concern and involvement
 
has been fairly low. EPA has kept the community and other
 
interested parties apprised of the site activities through
 
informational meetings, fact sheets, press releases and public
 
meetings.
 



During October 1990, EPA released a community relations plan
 
which outlined a program to address community concerns and keep
 
citizens informed about and involved in activities during
 
remedial activities. In November 1990, EPA conducted interviews
 
with members of the public to ascertain the level of concern the
 
public held. EPA interviewed city officials, nearby residents
 
and interested parties.
 

In February 1991, EPA issued a Community Relations Plan which
 
included a summary of the site's history; a description of
 
anticipated investigations and activities to be conducted at the
 
Site; a summary of key community concerns regarding the Site; and
 
a schedule of public involvement activities.
 

A press release was -sent out on July 29, 1991 announcing the
 
beginning of field work at the Site. A Fact Sheet was mailed in
 
December, 1991, to inform the public of the progress during the
 
first portion of field work. Another Fact Sheet was mailed in
 
September, 1993 to discuss the outcome of the Remedial
 
Investigation (RI) and Risk Assessment and to announce a public
 
meeting to discuss the RI and Risk Assessment. A press release
 
in the Bennington Banner also announced the public meeting
 
concerning these topics, which was held in the Bennington Free
 
Library on October 5, 1993.
 

EPA published a notice and brief analysis of the Proposed Plan in
 
the Bennington Banner on February 23, 1995 and made the plan
 
available to the public through a February 23, 1995 mailing as
 
well at the Bennington Free Library on March 8, 1995. Also on
 
March 8, 1995, EPA made the administrative record available for
 
public review at EPA's offices in Boston and at the Bennington
 
Free Library. A notice that EPA proposed to waive attainment of
 
Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) was also included in the
 
Proposed Plan.
 



On March 8, 1995, EPA held an informational meeting to discuss
 
the results of the Remedial Investigation and the cleanup
 
alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and to present
 
the Agency's Proposed Plan. During this meeting, the Agency
 
answered questions from the public. From March 9 to April 10,
 
1995, the Agency held a thirty-day public comment period to
 
accept public comment on the proposed waiver of MCLs, on the
 
alternatives presented in the Feasibility Study and the Proposed
 
Plan and on any other documents previously released to the
 
public. On March 22, 1995 the Agency held a public hearing to
 
discuss the Proposed Plan and to accept any oral comments.
 

Public Reaction to EPA's Preferred Alternative
 

Individuals who attended the March 8, 1995 public meeting and
 
March 22, 1995 public hearing, and who submitted written comments
 
to EPA, generally support EPA's preferred alternative. The
 
concerns voiced by citizens at the March 22, 1995 public hearing
 
related primarily to the effect that the activities of the
 
proposed Daley Mining Company in Hoosick, New York, less than a
 
mile from the Site, will have upon groundwater migration and
 
whether or not EPA considered this effect when developing the
 
Proposed Plan.
 

Ill SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS AND AGENCY RESPONSES
 

Part I - Summary of Citizens' and Local Officials' Comments
 

Effects from Daley Mining Company
 

Several citizens commented on the potential effect that blasting
 
activities at the proposed Daley Mining Company quarry may have
 
upon groundwater contaminant migration from Tansitor. The
 
proposed location for the quarry is Hoosick Falls, New York,
 
approximately 3/4 of a mile from Tansitor. Citizens generally
 



agreed that the preferred plan proposed by EPA was adequate under
 
current site and groundwater conditions. However, they expressed
 
their concern that the plan may not adequately address concerns
 
that blasting and dewatering during quarry operation could
 
possibly cause a change in flow patterns, resulting in migration
 
of contaminants to the west.
 

Response: EPA understands the concern that offsite activities
 
might affect the contaminant plumes on the Tansitor property. In
 
fact, this is one reason why it is emphasized in the Record of
 
Decision that the selected remedy was chosen based on existing
 
conditions. Should a change in conditions cause a migration of
 
contaminants, then EPA and Vermont ANR will reevaluate the remedy
 
for its protectiveness.
 

In response to the concerns raised, EPA has performed a general
 
review of the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
 
proposed quarry, and EPA's review of this document is more fully
 
described in the following responses to comments. In general,
 
EPA found nothing in the EIS, or the comments by community
 
members, which warranted any alternation of the selected remedial
 
action for the Site. In addition, EPA found no affirmative data
 
in the EIS which suggests that the proposed quarry would
 
adversely affect contamination from the Tansitor Site.
 
Nevertheless, in EPA's view, additional data collection,
 
including a pump test, would be recommended in order to fully
 
understand the extent of possible impact from the proposed
 
quarry. It is EPA's understanding that the matter of whether the
 
quarry is to be constructed, and the potential impacts of the
 
proposed quarry, are presently under full consideration by the
 
State of New York.
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Comment 1: Four citizens, including two from the Whipstock Hill-

Preservation Society, were concerned that activities at the
 
proposed quarry would affect groundwater flow rates and
 
groundwater migration patterns. Specifically, citizens were
 
concerned that blasting a deep hole into the ground could cause
 
preferential pathways for groundwater and change direction of
 
flow at the Tansitor Site toward residential properties to the
 
west. These citizens were also concerned by an estimate that a
 
hydrologist retained by their organization had given them that
 
suggested that 1.2 million gallons of water would be pumped out
 
of the mine site each day. Citizens questioned what effect this
 
would have upon the contaminated groundwater at the Tansitor
 
Site.
 

Response: From the description provided in the EIS, it appears
 
that the quarry will be in the same geologic formation as the
 
Tanstor production well and monitoring well MW-103R, which is
 
directly south of the Fire Pond. The draft EIS also provided
 
some information on how blasting and pumping at the planned
 
quarry might affect contaminants at the Tansitor.
 

With respect to the planned blasting, EPA researched blasting
 
methods used in -the quarry industry and believes that the ground
 
vibrations generated by blasting at the proposed quarry should
 
largely attenuate before reaching the Tansitor Site. More
 
importantly, it is doubtful that any fracturing of the bedrock
 
from the blasting would extend to beneath the Site.
 
Consequently, it is expected that the blasting would not create
 
preferential pathways within the bedrock from beneath the Site.
 
Therefore, the effect from blasting should be minimal, if any, in
 
the bedrock beneath the Site and no energy would be expected to
 
be transmitted to the overburden till. Consequently, EPA
 
considers it unlikely that blasting at the planned quarry will
 
open up new pathways for groundwater from the contaminant plumes
 
at the Site.
 

11 



The second issue raised is what impact withdrawal of 1.2 million
 
gallons per day at the proposed quarry would have on groundwater
 
flow. The concern is that such pumping activity would move the
 
groundwater flow divide eastward sufficiently to cause capture of
 
groundwater beneath the Disposal Area plume.
 

This effect seems unlikely, because it would require shifting the
 
groundwater divide several hundred feet to the east. However,
 
there are several unknowns. First, as stated at the hearing for
 
the proposed Tansitor remedy, EPA is not involved in the review
 
process for the proposed mine. Therefore, a critical review of
 
the underlying data that forms the basis of the EIS has not been
 
performed for the remedy selection. The EIS estimates a maximum
 
of 600,000 gallons per day would need to be extracted and it
 
further states that the maximum distance of drawdown effect to
 
the east would be 950 feet. EPA does not have sufficient
 
information to evaluate the accuracy of these estimates.
 

Second, EPA estimates that the Disposal Area plume is 1500 feet
 
east of the the second groundwater divide between the proposed
 
quarry and Tansitor (assuming that they mimic the surface water
 
divides). It is assumed that the pumping at the mine would draw
 
water from all directions, rather than just from the east. Based
 
on overburden soil data collected at the Tansitor Site, it
 
appears unlikely that the area of influence from the proposed
 
quarry dewatering would extend to the overburden at the Tansitor
 
Site.
 

Third, as the majority of the proposed excavation will be into
 
bedrock and therefore the majority of the dewatering is to occur
 
in bedrock, the area of influence on the bedrock aquifer may
 
extend further than that for the overburden. Without pump tests,
 
the impact of such pumping on the bedrock cannot be precisely
 
determined. It should be noted that a pump test of the Tansitor.
 
bedrock well did not reverse the upward gradient 'in the
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groundwater flow pattern present within the Disposal Area plume.
 
As noted above, the Tansitor well and the proposed quarry
 
apparently will be located within the same geologic formation,
 
the Walloomsac limestone. See Figure RS#2 for a cross section
 
showing the proposed quarry, Tansitor, and the surface water
 
divides.
 

In conclusion, while the current data suggests that the proposed
 
quarry will not adversely affect the Tansitor contaminant plumes,
 
additional study of the impacts of the proposed quarry on site
 
contamination, including the performance of a pump test, would be
 
recommended.
 

Comment 2: One individual from the Whipstock Hill Preservation
 
Society commented that EPA should have evaluated the Daley
 
blasting report during their study of the Tansitor Site.
 

Response: EPA began the characterization of the groundwater
 
contamination at the Tansitor Site in September 1991. As part of
 
that characterization, information concerning regional geology
 
and hydrogeology was obtained to put the Tansitor Site in context
 
within the larger regional setting. The data obtained during the
 
RI pointed to shallow plumes moving southerly with no evidence of
 
plume migration off the Tansitor property.
 

News of the proposed quarry was brought to the attention of EPA
 
during the Feasibility Study phase at Tansitor. At the time, EPA
 
was evaluating alternatives to meet the response objectives
 
outlined above. Further investigation was not considered
 
necessary to characterize the extent of contamination or.evaluate
 
the alternatives.
 

In response to the discussion at the hearing for the Tansitor
 
Proposed Plan, EPA requested and received a copy of the September
 
1994 draft EIS. EPA's response to the draft EIS is provided
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above. As indicated above, EPA finds no reason to alter its
 
remedial action based on the information contained in the EIS.
 

Comment 3: A representative of the Whipstock Hill Preservation
 
Society requested that monitoring wells be drilled along the
 
upper east side of Whipstock Hill to a depth of the final
 
elevation of the mine floor and that the monitoring wells be
 
drilled along the rock fractures in the same area.
 

Response: EPA agreed with the observation that there were no
 
monitoring wells spaced between the contaminant plumes and the
 
proposed quarry location. However, since the RI data indicates
 
groundwater flow is to the south and contaminant migration is
 
limited to the shallow soils, there was no need to install wells
 
upgradient and further side-gradient of the Disposal Area Plume
 
or the Concrete Pad Area Plume in order to characterize the Site.
 
Existing monitoring wells within the plumes will be monitored on
 
a regular basis and groundwater elevations will be determined.
 
Groundwater contour maps will be developed based on these
 
measurements and any changes in flow direction noted. Should the
 
monitoring indicate a change from current conditions, EPA will
 
make a determination on the need for any additional action.
 

Comment 4: One individual suggested that the Vermont Agency of
 
Natural Resources (VT ANR) and the New York Department of
 
Environmental Conservation join forces and start analyzing the
 
Tansitor Site and the Daley Mining Company site together.
 

Response: EPA and VT ANR agree with the sentiment expressed by
 
this comment - it would have been preferable to have shared
 
information earlier in the process. However, the information
 
contained within the draft EIS does not alter the remedy selected
 
for the Tansitor Site. EPA and VT ANR are aware of the concerns
 
of the community regarding the proposed mine, and are willing to
 
work with NYDEC.
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Comment 5: One individual from the Whipstock Hill Preservation
 
Society suggested that EPA should consider the effects of the old
 
mine shafts from the historic Burton Iron Works.
 

Response: In response to this comment, EPA and VT ANR inquired
 
with local and state officials regarding the location of the
 
Burton Iron Works. Although we were unable to determine its
 
location, any impact from it would be considered part of the
 
existing conditions. As the RI indicated, under the existing
 
conditions, the contaminant plumes are located in the upper fifty
 
feet of soil and are not migrating either vertically or
 
horizontally. Therefore EPA does not foresee any impact from
 
inactive mine shafts.
 

Other Comments
 

Comment 1: One individual who lives in close proximity to the
 
Tansitor Site wanted to make EPA aware that he has a 700-foot
 
deep well on his property and that he would be happy to offer his
 
well for testing.
 

Response: As part of the RI, Tansitor sampled selected,
 
surrounding residential wells based on the location relative to
 
the Site and groundwater flow direction. Tansitor also sampled
 
residential wells prior to the RI at the direction of VT ANR.
 
There was no indication of contamination from the Tansitor Site
 
from any of the residential sampling activities. One contingency
 
with the selected remedy requires residential wells to be sampled
 
in the event contaminants are detected above the applicable
 
levels in the bedrock wells onsite. Should such an event occur,
 
the agencies will develop a list of residential wells to be
 
sampled and the offer from this individual will be considered.
 

Part II - Summary of State Concerns
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At the public hearing, a representative of the State VT ANR
 
confirmed that the State of Vermont concurred with EPA's proposed
 
alternative for the Tansitor Electronics, Inc. Site.
 

Part III - Summary of Potentially Responsible Party (PRP)
 
Comments
 

The Director of Tansitor Electronics, Inc. and the Director of
 
Corporate Environmental Affairs from Siemens Corporation
 
(Siemens) submitted written comments to express their support of
 
EPA's Proposed Plan and to express their belief that Tansitor
 
Electronics, Inc, should be deleted from the CERCLA National
 
Priorities List (NPL) upon approval of the Proposed Plan.
 

Tansitor expressed its strong desire for the deletion of the Site
 
from the NPL because it will "remove the cloud of Superfund
 
liability from the Tansitor facility and assist the company in
 
obtaining the financing necessary to maintain and expand its
 
business."
 

Concurrence with EPA's Proposed Plan
 

Comment 1: The Director of Tansitor commented at the public
 
hearing and in written comments that the proposed approach is
 
technically sound, protects public health and the environment,
 
and satisfies CERCLA's remedy'selection criteria. Tansitor
 
concurs with and supports EPA's proposed determination that it is
 
technically'impracticable to restore the shallow groundwater to
 
drinking water standards. Based on the fact that no technologies
 
exist that could attain drinking water standards in groundwater
 
within a reasonable time frame, Tansitor states that it would be
 
a "tremendous waste of governmental and private resources" to
 
attempt to clean up the on-site groundwater. Tansitor agrees
 
with both EPA and VT ANR that institutional controls are
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appropriate to preclude the use of shallow groundwater on the
 
Site for drinking water purposes.
 

At the public hearing, the Director of Tansitor pointed out that
 
the geology of the area, the depth of the wells in the area, and
 
the extensive testing that has been done at the Tansitor Site
 
confirms that groundwater contamination is not a significant
 
threat to human populations.
 

Comment 2: Siemens concurs with EPA's conclusion that the
 
proposed institutional controls to prevent the use of site
 
groundwater, coupled with the long-term sampling plan and five-

year reviews, will fully protect human health and the
 
environment.
 

Response: EPA acknowledges these comments in support of the
 
selected remedial action. To the extent that the commenters
 
suggest that there is no risk to human health present at the
 
Site, EPA reiterates that the risk assessment did determine that
 
potential future users of the overburden groundwater would be at
 
risk.
 

Deletion of the Tansitor Site from the National Priorities
 
List
 

Comment 1: Tansitor and Siemens request that, following the
 
approval of the Proposed Plan, EPA prepare a Superfund Site Close
 
Out Report and initiate the delisting process under the
 
assumption that the State of Vermont will assume responsibility
 
for the Site. According to Tansitor and Siemens, the criteria
 
for deletion set forth in Section 300.425 (e) of the National
 
Contingency Plan, 40 C.F.R. § 300.425 (e) and in the "Procedures
 
for Completion and Deletion of National Priorities List Sites,"
 
EPA Office of Emergency and Remedial Response; OSWER Directive
 
9320.2-3A (April 1989), OSWER Directive 9320.2-3B (December
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1989); and OSWER 9320.2-3C (February 1992) will be satisfied upon
 
issuance of the ROD.
 

Response: EPA does not believe that these comments relate
 
directly to the selection of the remedial action. EPA
 
understands that Tansitor and Siemens would strongly support
 
EPA's deletion of the Site from the NCP as soon as possible.
 
Following the issuance of the ROD, EPA will begin to evaluate
 
this issue. To the extent that Tansitor and Siemens suggest by
 
their comments that no further remedial action is necessary at
 
the Site, and that EPA may immediately delete this Site from the
 
National Priorities List, EPA disagrees. While no extraction and
 
treatment of the groundwater will be performed, EPA is requiring
 
the imposition of institutional controls under the ROD. Because
 
no deed restrictions are currently in place at the Site, it would
 
be improper to delete the Site from the National Priorities List
 
at this time.
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RZSPONSIVSNESS SUMMARY FIGURE 1
 

LOCATION MAP OF PROPOSED QUARRY AND TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC
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RESPONSIVENES SUMMARY FIGURE 2
 

CROSS SECTION OF PROPOSED QUARRY AND TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
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EPA' s Proposed Plan and other
 
alternatives considered for the
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Bennington, Vermont
 1
 
2 Wednesday, March 22, 1995 

3 Commencing at 6:00 p.m. 

4 PROCEEDINGS 

5 MS. O'DONNELL: Good evening 

6 everyone. I would like to welcome to you to 

7 tonight's public hearing for the Tansitor 

8 Electronics Superfund Site. My name is Mary 

9 Jane O'Donnell. I work in the EPA's office in 

10 Boston and am in charge of the Maine and 

11 Vermont Superfund Section. With me tonight is 

12 Terry Connelly. Terry is the EPA project 

r 13 manager for the Tansitor site. And also with 

14 me is Michael Smith. Michael is also the 

15 manager of the site for the state of the 

16 Vermont. Also here is the court stenographer 

17 Linda O'Brien. As you can see, we will record 

18 all that is spoken during the formal part of 

19 tonight's meeting. 

20 The purpose of tonight's meeting is 

21 to formally accept your many comments on the 

22 proposed alternatives for the Tansitor 

23 Electronics Superfund Site. I would like to 

24 emphasize the word "formal" because tonight's 

25 meeting is a bit more structured than our 
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1 March 8th meeting, for those of you who did go 

2 to that meeting. As you can see, we are 

3 transcribing the entire contents of tonight's 

4 meeting. The reason for this is that the 

5 comments made tonight will become part of the 

6 administrative record for the site. Also, any 

7 written or oral comments that we receive 

8 tonight and those comments received during the 

9 formal part, during the comment period, will 

10 be responded to in a document called the 

11 responsiveness summary. This respcnsiveness 

12 summary will summarize EPA's responses to 

r 13 comments received during the comment period. 

- 14 It will be issued with the final decision 

15 document which is called the Record Of 

16 Decis ion. 

17 I would like to begin by describing 

18 the format for tonight's meeting. First Terry 

19 Connelly will give a brief description of the 

20 preferred alternative plant for this site and 

21 EPA's rationale for that particular 

22 alternative. Finally, as an overview, I would 

23 like to open the floor for oral comments for 

24 anyone that is present here tonight. If you 

25 wish to make a comment, I would like you to 
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1 identify yourself and your association to the
 

2 Tansitor Superfund Site.
 

3 As many of you may already know, the
 

4 comment period for the proposed plan began on
 

5 March 9th and is scheduled to conclude on
 

6 April 10th of next month. For those of you
 

7 who don't wish to make oral comments, we
 

8 encourage you to submit written comments and
 

9 they will be considered equally, as well as
 

10 the other comments that, oral comments that we
 

11 receive here tonight. However, they should be
 

12 postmarked no later than April 10th and all
 

13 written comments should be mailed to Terry
 

14 Connelly at the EPA's office in Boston. The
 

15 address can be found in the handout which I
 

16 hope most of you received when you came in; if
 

17 you didn't, please let us know and we will
 

18 make sure that you get a copy of it or that
 

19 you know what the address is.
 

20 Finally, I would just like to
 

21 emphasize that the entire contents of the
 

22 hearing is being transcribed and will become
 

23 part of the formal administrative, record for
 

24 the site.
 

25 Any questions in terms of how
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1 things are going to be handled from a logical
 

2 point of view?
 

3 (No response from audience.)
 

4 MS. O'DONNELL: Then as for
 

5 background, I'm now going to turn this meeting
 

6 over to Terry.
 

7 MR. CONNELLY: Again, my name is
 

8 Terry Connelly. I have been working as the
 

9 project manager on the site since 1990. We
 

10 had a public meeting on the 8th of March,
 

11 there weren't guite as many people here at the
 

12 time. And at that time I gave a description
 

13 of the results of our investigation as far as
 

14 our characterization of the extent of
 

15 contaminants from the site and explained the
 

16 results of our risk assessment the EPA did to
 

17 look at those numbers and to calculate some
 

18 type of a risk based on present conditions and
 

19 under future possible conditions at the site,
 

20 and we then presented the options that we
 

21 looked at to address the situation at the
 

22 site, and then we presented our proposed plan
 

23 to deal with the situation at the site.
 

24 So tonight what I'd like to do is
 

25 just'begin by summarizing, again, the
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1 different alternatives that we evaluated and 

2 then our proposed plan and then we'll be, 

3 after the hearing we'll be here to answer any 

4 questions or try to answer any questions. 

5 (Displaying overhead on wall.) 

6 As you know, Tansitor is located 

7 on West Road. It includes the current 

8 facility, the Fire Pond that was constructed 

9 there, and areas that we've designated, 

10 Disposal Area, Concrete Pad, where 

11 contaminants were disposed of and disposal 

12 area, and there's some history of burning of 

13 materials on the concrete pad. The site also 

14 includes a solid waste disposal area. The 

15 borrow area indicates where they took gravel 

16 for various activities on the site. And the 

17 facility is, as all you are aware, operating. 

18 It has two leach fields on each side, and 

19 across the road we have wetlands that is 

20 referenced. These are supposed to represent 

2 1 the wetlands (indicating on overhead). 

22 There's a stream that flows through the site 

23 and, on intermittent basis that is, it's dry 

24 at times; and then a perennial stream, which 

25 is unnamed, on the south side of the west 
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1 road.
 

2 Contaminants were disposed of in
 

3 this area (indicating). They have moved with
 

4 the groundwater flow towards the fire pond.
 

5 The groundwater flow is in the direction from
 

6 the hill up here, Whipstock Hill, towards the
 

7 wetlands. The results of the investigation
 

8 found high consentrations within the
 

9 groundwater in the shallow soils between the
 

10 disposal area and the Fire Pond. Wells here
 

11 and here, and south of the Fire Pond
 

12 (indicating) revealed no contaminants going
 

13 past the Fire Pond on either the east, the
 

14 west, and no contaminants going underneath the
 

15 Fire Pond. So what we have is a contained
 

16 area of contamination, groundwater
 

17 contamination here.
 

18 The concrete pad, there was, we
 

19 also saw something similar, but a much, much
 

20 smaller in terms of concentrations and extent.
 

21 We've seen contaminants somewhere into this
 

22 area here (indicating). Wells located in the
 

23 parking lot have not detected any
 

24 contaminants.
 

25 • . The ultimate locat.ion for all
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1 contaminants is the wetlands from the 

2 underground piping, from the Fire Pond, and 

3 perhaps this plume of contaminants from the 

4 concrete pad may eventually make its way down 

5 to the perennial stream. I would like to 

6 emphasize that by the time the contaminants 

7 which are volatile organic compounds reach the 

8 Fire Pond, they volatilize, okay, you know, 

9 they just volatilize. 

10 So, the concentrations that we see 

11 in the Fire Pond are below federal and state 

12 standards. We have seen some contamination 

13 again in the perennial stream, some organic 

14 compounds and, again, they are at 

15 concentrations that are extremely low, below 

16 federal and state standards. 

17 With that, with the investigation, 

18 we then turn to an evaluation of remedies to 

19 deal with it. I want to point out, also, the 

20 soils in the disposal area were not considered 

21 a risk by EPA, either, under the current 

22 situation, which is its manufacturing 

23 facility. We also evaluated it as potential 

24 future residential area. Essentially the 

25 material that was disposed of in that area is 
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1 pretty much left the area. The concentration
 

2 is very low. The same with the concrete pad.
 

3 So, what that did is -- we had six
 

4 people here en March 8th/I guess that's why
 

5 they gave us this room.
 

6 (Additional members of the
 

7 public entered meeting room.)
 

8 MR. CONNELLY: So/ in looking at
 

9 the feasibility study, we did not evaluate any
 

10 remedies for the soils because we determined
 

11 they did not pose a risk.
 

12 We looked at in detail three
 

13 alternatives for the groundwater at the site;
 

14 first one. Then we identified MM1; no action.
 

15 This is required by our regulations to give us
 

16 some type of comparison.. What would happen if
 

17 we took no action, what would the risk be?
 

18 Second one (indicating MM-2), institutional
 

19 controls with groundwater monitoring
 

20 contingencies in case something were to happen
 

21 on the site; five-year reviews. And third one
 

22 (indicating MM-3), we looked at, in depth,
 

23 combined institutional controls with
 

24 groundwater extraction treatment where we
 

25 would be installing wells pumping the
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groundwater from the soils, treating and 

2 removal of the organic compounds, and then 

3 discharging, most likely on site. That would 

4 also include five-year reviews. 

5 Our regulations require that we 

6 evaluate the options with nine criteria: 

7 protection of human health and the 

8 environment, compliance with ARAR's. These 

9 two are considered the threshold criteria, 

10 remedies selected have to meet those criteria 

11 normally. And then (indicating) long term 

12 effectiveness through cost are considering 

13 balancing criteria which we use to determine a 

14 balance. State acceptance and community 

15 acceptance is what the public comment period 

16 is for. 

17 I said just a few minutes ago 

18 these two threshold criteria, our laws and 

19 regulations say to pick a remedy it has to 

20 meet these two (indicating on overhead.) 

21 As you can see, I put up the 

22 comparison chart here. None of the 

23 alternatives that we evaluated complies with 

24 the ARAR's. 

25 FROM THE FLOOR: What does that 
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1 stand for?
 

2 MR. CONNELLY: ARAR's is what was
 

3 the applicable or relevant and appropriate
 

4 requirements/ regulations. It's the laws,
 

5 federal and state laws.
 

6 The one it did not meet was
 

7 considered Maximum Contaminant Levels for,
 

8 it's a drinking water standard well. We have
 

9 them for organic compounds, we also have them
 

10 for metals and things, but for this site the
 

11 concern was for organic compounds.
 

12 Our regulations, you know, they
 

13 look at, can we meet this within a reasonable
 

14 time frame? The regulations don't
 

15 specifically state what a reasonable time
 

16 frame is, but we started evaluating this as we
 

17 got into the feasibility study as we started
 

18 looking at the different alternatives because,
 

19 again/ threshold means that we have to meet
 

20 these two criteria (indicating on chart).
 

21 The state, EPA and Tansitor and
 

22 Siemens started, well, we had discussions on
 

23 this, continued discussions within the law,
 

24 within the regulations, that there is a
 

25 flexibility for a waiver for this if you can
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1 demonstrate that it's technically impractical 

2 to remediate a site, to restore a site within 

3 a reasonable time frame (indicating on chart) . 

4 So, we tasked Tansitor's contractor to develop 

5 an argument, a rationale to prove their point 

6 that we cannot clean this up within a 

7 reasonable time frame. 

8 This was done in a document called 

9 the Technical Impracticability Evaluation 

10 Report or the TI document. This was reviewed 

11 by the state, by me and in the Boston office. 

12 People from headquarters are concerned about 

13 this, and I had a scientist from one of our 

14 labs in Oklahoma who came out and met with 

15 people. So, we had several people looking at 

16 this and the consensus was, you're right, we 

17 cannot clean this up within a reasonable time 

18 frame. And I'd be glad to answer questions 

19 about that later. 

20 So what happens was essentially we 

21 then say, okay, well, we'll agree that we'll 

22 get a waiver on this issue here, this criteria 

23 (indicating on chart.) We then looked at the 

24 next five balancing criteria to determine 

25 which remedy to propose for which makes sense 
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1 for the site. Long-term effectiveness, both
 

2 two and three (indicating on chart), would be
 

3 considered effective because through the
 

4 institutional controls they would prohibit
 

5 exposure to the contaminated groundwater, and
 

6 when we don't have exposure, then -there's not
 

7 a risk because you need both exposure and the
 

3 toxicity. So, by eliminating the exposure
 

9 through the institutional controls/ you are
 

10 eliminating -the risk.
 

11 Reduction of MTV stands for
 

12 mobility, toxicity and volume through
 

13 treatment. The first two options (MM-1 and
 

14 MM-2) do not meet it because neither one
 

15 involves treatments. The third one (MM-3),
 

16 there would be a reduction as (indicating on
 

17 chart) I have limited on there because as part
 

18 of the evaluation of whether it was reasonable
 

19 to clean up the site, or to restore it within
 

20 a reasonable time frame. We realize we cannot
 

21 pump very much water out of the soils. If you
 

22 cannot pump very much water out of the soils,
 

23 it's going to take a very long time to remove
 

24 the contaminants. So it would take a long
 

25 time to remove the toxicity and reduce the
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ATTACHMENT A
 
LIST OF FORMAL COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES CONDUCTED TO DATE
 
AT THE TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC. SITE
 

November 15 and 16, 1990
 

February 19,1991
 

December 1991
 

September 1993
 

October 5, 1993
 

February 23, 1995
 

March 1, 1995
 

March 9, 1995- April 10,1995
 

Community interviews conducted
 
by EPA in Bennington.
 

Community Relations Plan
 
issued.
 

Fact Sheet No. 1 issued
 
describing site history, the
 
upcoming RI / FS, and the
 
Superfund process.
 

Fact Sheet No. 2 issued
 
summarizing the results of the
 
RI and risk assessment and
 
listing upcoming opportunities
 
for public involvement.
 

Public meeting held by EPA and
 
VT DEC at the Bennington Free
 
Library to discuss the results
 
of the RI and risk assessment.
 

EPA Proposed Plan released.
 

Public notice published in the
 
Bennington Banner announcing
 
the availability of the
 
P r o p o s e  d P l a  n a n d
 
Administrative Record and the
 
upcoming public meeting.
 

30-day public comment period on
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1 volume. We did find short-term effectiveness
 

2 asf (indicating on chart) obviously, was MM-l,
 

3 we're not doing anything, so short-term
 

4 effectiveness is not a problem. Short-term
 

5 effectiveness deals with impact to workers,
 

6 impact to the community during an
 

7 implementation of a remedy, and this one with
 

8 no implementation would have no impacts.
 

9 Second one, institutional
 

10 controls, essentially there's no impacts.
 

11 Monitoring, there would be some minimal
 

12 exposure potential for the people doing the
 

13 monitoring, but that can be controlled through
 

14 standard practices.
 

15 The third one I've listed as good as
 

16 far as short-term effectiveness because there
 

17 would be some disturbance of soils through
 

18 drilling. But, again, this could be handled
 

19 through standard engineering practices that
 

20 would minimize the threat to the workers on
 

21 site and minimize, if not completely
 

22 eliminate, any threat to people off site.
 

23 Implementability, is.not as you
 

24 might think. This is a Government word, so it
 

25 doesn't necessarily mean implementation.
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1 It's easy to implement
 

2 institutional controls, you just need to do a
 

3 risk, deed restrictions, and things like that.
 

4 For the third one (indicating MM-3 on chart)
 

5 it's standard to put in a pump-and-treat type
 

5 system. When you have contaminated
 

7 groundwater, it's done throughout the country,
 

a throughout the world, so it would not be a
 

9 problem. Implementing and installing a system
 

10 like that, there's was on the ground to remove
 

11 organic compounds in groundwaters, it's a very
 

12 effective process. Bur it is not effective
 

13 because, I mean, we can install it, we can get
 

14 it up and running, but it would not
 

15 effectively restore the water to drinking
 

15 water standards. So implementation, we can
 

17 install it, yes, but can we use it to restore
 

18 the groundwater? No. Whereas this one
 

19 (indicating), we can install it without
 

20 problems. We can get the monitoring going, we
 

21 can get the deed restrictions in place, and
 

22 that's all that deals with. We don't -- and
 

23 that, again, gets back to installation of the
 

24 monitoring and the deed restrictions. We've
 

25 come to protection of human health and the
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1 environment.
 

2 Cost, as you can see (indicating),
 

3 cost for the second option $390/000 and the
 

4 cost for the institutional controls is 1.5 and
 

5 3.3 million dollars, the range varies on what
 

6 type of treatment we would have to do.
 

7 Michael and I talk about it depends on whether
 

8 it's Vermont workers or people from
 

. 9 Massachusetts. So this is, when we look at
 

10 these five balancing criteria, it certainly
 

11 seems to suggest the second option is the one
 

12 that makes sense.
 

13 The State has come out, and on
 

14 March 8 we received a letter from the State
 

15 where they formally concur with MM-2 as the
 

16 proposed remedy for the site. And so that's
 

17 wha-t we've done in the proposed plan that you
 

18 have, most of you have. I hope if you haven't
 

19 received a copy, which means you are not on
 

20 our mailing list, we would like to get your
 

21 name and address so we can put you on the
 

22 mailing list and we can send you these. But
 

23 this is the remedy that we are proposing. So,
 

24 we'll try to go through our preferred
 

25 alternative in a little more detail.
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1 Implementation of institutional 

2 controls, this can be done through deed 

3 restrictions. We don't want to prevent the 

4 facility from installing other wells at the 

5 site. But our concern is we want to be 

6 protective of human health and the 

7 environment. There are two plumes, one with 

8 I extremely high concentrations, organic 

9 compounds, so the institutional controls will 

10 be designed to prevent anyone from withdrawing 

11 water from those soils. 

12 Long-term monitoring of -he site 

13 groundwater, they've already started that. 

14 The idea is we have a, I think, fairly good 

15 understanding of the hydrology of the site, 

16 and the groundwater is moving from the 

17 disposal area to the fire pond. It discharges 

18 into the fire pond. Again, we don't see any 

19 contamination moving to either side of the 

20 fire pond or underneath it, and so we would 

2 1 monitor the site with the wells that we have 

22 on site to make sure there is no change from 

23 our current understanding of the property. 

24 Third part of the alternative 

25 establishment of contingencies that was put in 
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1 there as a, I guess, a conservative safeguard.
 

2 We think we understand very well what's going
 

3 on at the site with the groundwater, however,
 

4 it's our responsibility to meet that first
 

5 threshold criteria, "protection of human
 

6 health and the environment." I don't know how
 

7 many of you are in the area, but the only
 

8 aquifer in the area as a sole-source aquifer
 

9 is the bedrock. So, we want to make sure that
 

10 the bedrock aquifer is not impacted by the
 

11 contaminants up in the shallow soils. So, we
 

12 would have contingencies for future additional
 

13 actions that would be, somewhat stated,
 

14 something similar to that. We won't get into
 

15 specifics. Essentially, we want to have the
 

16 option that if our long-term monitoring shows
 

17 that the contaminants are moving in a
 

18 direction that we did not expect them to move,
 

19 either horizontally migrating off the site or
 

20 vertically down towards the bedrock, then we
 

21 would want to have the option to come back and
 

22 say we need to evaluate this because of the
 

23 potential of impacting the bedrock aquifer. I
 

24 guess I should point out since there are so
 

25 many other people here in the room tonight, at
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1 the site geology you have approximately 185 

2 feet of soils, glacial till, overlying the 

3 bedrock. The contaminants are to the most 

4 extent limited to the upper 30 feet of the 

5 soils. We have several wells between 40 and 

6 60 feet that have shown no contamination, 

7 whereas the wells placed directly above them 

8 in the shallow soils are again the ones that 

9 are heavily contaminated. So we think we have 

10 in place wells that can detect contamination 

1 1 and that's what we would base our 

12 contingencies on if we were to see some of the 

13 contaminants in some of the soils. 

14 And, finally, as required by our 

15 regulations, because the contaminants will be 

16 present on the site for an extended period of 

17 time, it requires a review of the site every 

18 five years. Again, the estimated cost for 

19 this alternative is $390,000 over a 30-year 

20 period. 

21 The EPA is proposing this 

22 alternative because we believe it protects 

23 human health and the environment by preventing 

24 exposure of the contaminants through the 

25 institutional controls and through the 
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1 contingencies. Again, it did not meet the
 

2 standards for drinking water, but neither did
 

3 the other alternatives that we looked at. And
 

4 we will in our, what we are proposing in our
 

5 record of decision document is to waive that
 

6 particular regulation of the EPA and, again,
 

7 the State has concurred with this proposed
 

8 plan because we think it provides the best
 

9 balance of the other evaluation criteria,
 

10 long-term effectiveness, cost, and short-term
 

11 effectiveness.
 

12 If you would like more
 

13 information, and I suggest if you're at all
 

14 interested, by all means, it's still located
 

15 downstairs in the library. We are not sure
 

16 how long it's going to be down there because
 

17 the library is running out of space, but there
 

IB- is an administrative record down at the far
 

19 end of the library that details the
 

20 investigation, the results of the
 

21 Investigation that we did at the site, .the
 

22 feasibility study where we looked at the
 

23 different alternatives, the alternatives that
 

24 we looked at in detail, as well as other
 

25 alternatives that we reviewed and then
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1 eliminated for not being practical. And then
 

2 we have the technical impracticability
 

3 document which we think demonstrates why we
 

4 cannot clean up the site within a reasonable
 

5 time frame.
 

6 Again, to reiterate what Mary Jane
 

7 said, we're in the midst of the public comment
 

8 period to hear from the community. The public
 

9 comment period runs to April 10th, and my name
 

10 and address is in the proposed plan. If
 

11 anyone doesn't have that, I would be glad to
 

12 make a copy of that available to anyone. With
 

13 that, I guess I'll turn it back to Mary Jane.
 

14 MS. O'DONNELL: Thanks, Terry. I,
 

15 again, I just want to emphasize what the
 

16 purpose of tonight's meeting is basically to
 

17 accept comments on the proposed alternative,
 

18 and the proposal alternative is hopefully what
 

19 Terry showed in his overheads and also what's
 

20 described probably most prominently on the
 

21 first page of this proposed plan. And that's
 

22 basically our reason for being here tonight is
 

23 to accept comments on that proposal.
 

24 Before I open things to the floor,
 

25 I would like to turn things over to Michael
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1 Smith who would like to make a few comments
 

2 relative to the State's perspective on this
 

3 proposal .
 

4 MR. SMITH: I have very little to
 

5 say other than to reiterate that the State
 

6 does concur with the proposed plan, the
 

7 proposed alternative, and especially with the
 

8 decision that the site is technically
 

9 impracticable to clean up.
 

10 MS. O'DONNELL: Thanks, Michael.
 

11 I guess what I would like to do now is open up
 

12 the floor for comments. If you please
 

13 identify yourself and your association with
 

14 the site before you make your comments. Would
 

15 anyone like to make comments?
 

16 MR. BREITHAUPT: My name is Barton
 

17 Breithaupt. I'm a member of the Whipstock
 

18 Hill Preservation Society and I have a couple
 

19 of questions in regard to the migration of
 

20 groundwater and will the EPA impose broader
 

21 groundwater monitoring in the area surrounding
 

22 Tansitor since the Daley, Incorporated mine
 

23 will be located only three-fourths of a mile
 

24 away?
 

25 . MS. O'DONNELL: I guess what we
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would like to do is accept comments for tlu
 

2 record, and then upon conclusion of accepting
 

3 everyone's comments we would be more than
 

4 happy to answer your questions that you might
 

5 have .
 

6 MR. BREITHAUPT: All right.
 

7 Another question I might have is has the EPA
 

8 studied the Daley blasting report?
 

9 MS. O'DONNELL: We would accept
 

10 comments and then we'd be more than happy to
 

1 1 get back to it.
 

12 MR. BREITHAUPT: Tonight?
 

13 MS. O'DONNELL: Tonight. That's
 

14 the only comment. We'll be happy to answt.^ i
 

15 right now. Would anyone else like to make a:
 

16 formal comments for the record?
 

17 MS. HAERER: My name is Carol
 

18 Haerer and I'm also a member of WHIPS and th
 

19 concern about the blasting at the Daley mine
 

20 site three-quarters of a mile from Tansitor.
 

21 We would like to request that monitoring we"
 

22 be drilled along the upper east side of
 

23 Whipstock Hill to a depth of the final
 

24 elevation of the mine floor and that the
 

25 monitoring wells be drilled along the rock
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1 fractures in the same area.
 

2 MS. O'DONNELL: Thank you. Anyone
 

3 else?
 

4 MR. REED: My name is Robert Reed.
 

5 I drink the water in the area and that's how
 

6 I'm related to it. One thing I'm concerned
 

7 about is in this first page it says these
 

8 recommendations are based on current
 

9 groundwater and site conditions. I realize
 

10 the site is just the Tansitor property, but I
 

11 think when you have a rock mine less than
 

12 three-quarters of a mile in distance from the
 

13 contaminated area which is going to last for
 

14 70-some-odd years with blasting going on,
 

15 et cetera, and pumping out several hundred
 

16 thousand gallons of water every day, the
 

17 existing positions and the current groundwater
 

18 may change drastically. And my concern is
 

19 that this report is deficient because of the
 

20 changes that are upcoming.
 

21 MS. HAERER: Could I just add to
 

22 what he said, that the hydrologist that we
 

23 hired projects' that up to 1.2 million gallons
 

24 of water will be pumped out of the mine site
 

25 each day, and this can't help but affect the
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1 grou ndwater. 

2 MS. O'DONNELL: Thank you. Anyone 

3 else like to make comments? 

4 MR. KILLEN: I'd like to make a 

5 comment. Carroll Killen, C A R R 0 L L, 

6 K I L L E N  . I am a director of Tansitor.. 

7 I understand your concern. I 

8 think that Terry didn't mention to you that 

9 the till is so dense the water is not 

10 traveling very fast. There's almost no water 

1 1 in this area that we're talking about in che 

12 contaminated area. When you get down further 

13 you can find more water. But in the area 

14 we're talking about, there's not. 

15 Now, there has been no dumping at 

16 this site since 1978. The contaminants that 

17 were dumped there have either disappeared or 

18 the remnants are not moving because there's 

19 not water there that they can, that the 

20 contaminants can attach itself to. Now this 

2 1 material is not soluble in water, but it does 

22 tend to attach itself to soil. So, if there 

23 was a lot of water flowing by, it could affect 

24 it. But the water is going into, whatever 

25 water there, is going into the fire pond as 
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1 has been stated. The fire pond has some very
 

2 healthy fish in it. It's been.tested and, as
 

3 Terry pointed out, that it's well within the
 

4 acceptable standards.
 

5 The bedrock aquifer as he talked
 

6 about is approximately 180 feet below the
 

7 surface of the site and it's protected by
 

8 dense overconsolidated clay or silt, glacial
 

9 till.
 

10 Now we have tested our wells,
 

11 we've tested all the wells in the area. All
 

12 the wells in the area as far as we know are in
 

13 bedrock and none of them show any
 

14 contamination. The chemical compounds of
 

15 concern as has been pointed out already are in
 

16 the uppermost approximately 30 feet of the
 

17 glacial till and a risk assessment performed
 

18 by the EPA demonstrated that within a one-mile
 

19 radius of the site there's no threat to the
 

20 supply wells screened in the bedrock aquifer.
 

21 Therefore/ the original concern were wells
 

22 located within a three-mile radius of the site
 

23 was unfounded.
 

24 I want to make this point that at
 

25 the time that our site was scored, the
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I requirement caused the representatives and 

2 contractors for the EPA to count all the wells 

3 in a three-mile radius. The three-mile radius 

4 took us up to North Bennington, took us down 

5 to, on the other side of the mountain to, 

6 well, whatever towns that were there, villages 

7 or whatever, there's several of them. It took 

8 us into North Bennington, I mean to Old 

9 Bennington, it also took us toward Hoosick. 

10 Now, the only place, the only place where 

11 water could flow is toward Hoosick because 

12 that's downhill from us. The area behind, 

13 north of the Tansitor site is uphill. To the 

14 south of us is the mountain. To the east of 

15 us is uphill. So unless the water learned how 

16 to go uphill, the only place it's going to go 

17 is down toward Hoosick. 

18 FROM THE FLOOR: That's where we 

19 all live . 

20 MR. KILLEN: Well, you're north of 

21 there. But, at any rate, it hasn't gone 

22 there. 

23 They did do an extensive study of 

24 the biological -- well, the environments in 

25 that, that little stream that's there. They 
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1 did not find any problem. I think you've got
 

2 a slide on that, too.
 

3 MS. O'DONNELL: Carroll, we'll try
 

4 to address the issue in terms of the blasting,
 

5 but we're really here tonight to accept
 

6 comments on the proposed alternative. And
 

7 during the normal part of the session we'll
 

8 attempt to address other questions relative to
 

9 our preferred alternative on what's going on
 

10 in the site.
 

11 MR. BREITHAUPT: Barton
 

12 Breithaupt. It sounds to me like the, under
 

13 the present conditions that the proposal would
 

14 be fine and adequate to take care of the
 

15 situation. But we're talking about a very
 

16 drastic change in the environment
 

17 three-fourths of a mile away. A tremendously
 

18 deep hole dug into the ground could cause that
 

19 water heading downhill to migrate at a much
 

20 faster rate.
 

21 MR. FARRARA: My name is Ray
 

22 Farrara, I'm from East Hoosick.
 

23 My concern is that we have, we've
 

24 been working with this mine issue for a long
 

25 time, probably a year now, and I have been
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1 personally involved with this and I have asked
 

2 our own Department of Environmental
 

3 Conservation to consider the Superfund Site at
 

4 the Tansitor plant, and we've asked the State
 

5 of-Vermont to consider the Superfund Site in
 

6 relation to the mine. And even though I'm
 

really glad to hear, Mr. Killen, that this
 

stuff isn't moving anyplace, I'm really glad,
 

9 and I'm glad to hear that it's in good soils
 

10 and all the rest. But I really think that
 

1 1 these two projects being so close to each
 

12 other and such a major impact, somebody needs
 

13 to really just say, time out, let's take a
 

14 look at what the two of them are going to do
 

15 to each other in terms of their geology. And
 

16 yet, what we're facing here is we're facing a,
 

17 you know, two states that really don't want to
 

18 get involved with each other. We're involved
 

19 with a lot of politics with the DEC that's
 

20 trying to push it through. And we here are
 

21 the residents who are very concerned. And
 

22 it's really good to hear that the stuff is in
 

23 this kind of soil or whatever it is. But
 

24 somebody needs to really take a look at the
 

25 two because when we're talking three-quarters
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1 of a mile, we might be talking about half a
 

2 mile, really, by the way the crow flies. And
 

3 when you're talking about water, whether it is
 

4 uphill or downhill, you're talking about cones
 

5 of influence with water, and water can
 

6 migrate. And I just believe that the plan
 

7 that's been put forth through the seeker
 

8 process in New York State doesn't talk about
 

9 Tansitor at all. And we've asked them to talk
 

10 about that superfund site. And yet this now
 

11 knows that there's a possibility very shortly
 

12 of a huge mine, we're not talking about a
 

13 gravel pit, we're talking about a 77-acre mine
 

14 up to 500 feet deep, on the same piece of soil
 

15 where you're going to hear the rocks and the
 

16 blasting going. The two of them have got to
 

17 be either talked about together or somehow
 

18 stayed or something has to be done. it's
 

19 just, it can't be ignored, you know, and
 

20 whatnot. And so I really encourage this EPA
 

21 to contact New York State DEC and say, time
 

22 out, give us a chance to take a look at this
 

23 and see what it's doing.
 

24 MS. O'DONNELL: Thank you very
 

25 much.
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1 Any other comments?
 

2 FROM THE FLOOR: Yes, Ma'am.
 

3 MS. O'DONNELL: Would you please
 

4 identify yourself?
 

5 MS. HAERER: Yes. Carroll Haerer.
 

6 I'm not sure if this is
 

7 applicable, but we all know about the Burton
 

8 Iron Works which are in the vicinity, as well.
 

9 And I was just wondering if the EPA has
 

10 considered the old mine shafts that are there
 

11 from the historic B u r " o n Iron Works which are
 

12 in the area which may be between, possibly
 

13 between Tansitor and the mine's underground
 

14 shafts ?
 

15 MS. O'DONNELL: Thank you.
 

16 Any other formal comments?
 

17 Yes, sir. Would you please
 

18 identify yourself?
 

19 MR. KOBELIA: Yes, Ma'am name is
 

20 Bob Kobelia. I own property quite close to
 

2 1 the Tansitor site. And the only reason I
 

22 stopped in is because there has been a lot of
 

23 studies done on test wells and I don't see any
 

24 problems with the results from that. But I
 

25 have a well that's 700 feet deep and no one
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1 has ever asked me for a water sample. And I'm
 

2 only, I'm not the closest neighbor, but I'm, I
 

3 can throw a rock to their boundary. So I
 

4 would think that if somebody wanted a deep
 

5 test, I've got probably one of the deepest
 

6 wells in the county. I'd be more than happy
 

7 to share my water instead of being a guinea
 

8 pig.
 

9 MS. O'DONNELL: Okay. Any further
 

10 comments ?
 

11 (No response from audience.)
 

12 MS. O'DONNELL: Given that there
 

13 aren't any, I would like to declare that the
 

14 formal part of tonight's hearing is over. And
 

15 what we would like to do is now formally
 

16 address some of the questions, particularly
 

17 with respect to the blasting, this gentleman's
 

18 questions relative to the 700-foot well, any
 

19 questions that people have. So I'm going to
 

20 turn things over to Terry in terms of he's
 

21 more familiar with the blasting situation than
 

22 i am.
 

23 Oh, another comment?
 

24 MS. FINE: My name is Adelaide
 

25 Fine, I live in Shaftsbury.
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1 What is this alternative two? We
 

2 speak of this as being an alternative plan;
 

3 what is it an alternative to?
 

4 MR. CONNELLY: Well, an
 

5 alternative two is what we're proposing. We
 

6 have labeled that as alternative two, which
 

7 would be institutional controls on the
 

8 property -­

9 MS. FINE: I don't mean -- when
 

10 you speak of an alternative, it strikes me,
 

1 1 speaking English, that there's something else
 

12 to which it was an alternative. So, what is
 

13 the original?
 

14 MR. CONNELLY: We looked at two
 

15 other alternatives. One where we did nothing
 

16 that's required by law. The other alternative
 

17 that we looked at is in addition to the
 

18 institutional control, installing wells into
 

19 the soils to pump out the contaminated
 

20 groundwater, to treat that contaminated
 

21 groundwater through a series of technologies,
 

22 and then to discharge that cleaned water back
 

23 on site.
 

24 MS. FINE: Okay. Thank you.
 

25 MS. O'DONNELL: And that was the
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1 alternative what?
 

2 MR. CONNELLY: That wa.s what we
 

3 labeled as MM3.
 

4 Okay. That concludes our comment
 

5 portion and our transcription of this hearing.
 

6
 

7 (Question and answer portion of
 

8 hearing commenced. Comment
 

9 portion ended at 6:55 p.m.)
 

10
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Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 03 .01.20 Document No. 000445
 

03.C2 REXZDIAL INVESTIGATION - SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS DATA
 

Title: Laboratory Results for Drinking Water Sample
 
Collected January 10, 1991.
 

Addressee: MR.& MRS. PUTNEY - RESIDENTS, TOWN OF NORTH
 
POWNAL
 

Authors: STEVEN L. WINTERS - VT DE?T OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 

Date: January 30, 1991
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 03.02.1 Document No. 000449
 

Title: Summary of Results from January 10, 1991 Sampling
 
Visit.
 

Addressee: FILE
 
Authors: STEVEN L. WINTERS - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 

CONSERVATION
 
Date: January 30, 1991
 
Format: MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 9
 
AR No. 03.02.2 Document No. 000450
 

http:03.01.19
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TANSITOR ELECTRONICS INC. Page


All Operable Units
 

Laboratory Results for Drinking Water Sample
 
Collected January 10, 1991.
 
MR.& MRS. PUTNEY
 
STEVEN L. WINTERS - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 
February 4, 1991
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
03.02.3 Document No. 000451
 

Analytical Reports for Case No. 27405 and Case
 
No. 28120. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]

TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 
AQUATEC, INC.
 
October 18, 1991
 
SAMPLING & ANALYSIS DATA No. Pgs: 19
 
03.02.4 Document No. 000395
 

Data Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
SI-08. [Available for Review a~ EPA Records
 
Center.]

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
TRILLIUM INC.
 
October 22, 1991
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: .203
 
03.02.5 Document No. 000064
 

Data" Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
140703. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
TRILLIUM INC.
 
October 30, 1991
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 212
 
03.02.6 Document No. 000066
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Data Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
SD053. [Available for Review a- EPA Records
 
Center.]

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
TRILLIUM INC.
 
November 15, 1991
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 193
 
03.02.7 ' Document No. 000065
 

 Inorganic Analysis Data Sheets for Case No.
 
16908. [Available for Review a~ EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

 TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

 DALE VZISS - ALLIANCE TECHNOLCC-IES CORPORATION
 
 November 18, 1991
 
 SAMPLING & ANALYSIS DATA Nc. Pgs: 6
 
 03.02.3 Document No. 000453
 

 Data Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
DIS-4. [Available for Review a~ EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 TRILLIUM INC.
 

 November 21, 1991
 
 REPORT, STUDY Kc. Pgs: 42
 

 03.02.9 Document No. 000053
 

 Data Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
TB-9. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 TRILLIUM INC.
 

 December 18, 1991
 
 REPORT, STUDY Nc. Pgs: 198
 

 03.02.10 Document No. 000069
 

http:03.02.10
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Title:
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Authors:
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Title:
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Authors:
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 Data Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
PW-101. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 TRILLIUM INC.
 

 December 18, 1991
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 14
 
 03.02.11 Document No. 000070
 

 Data Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
SW-11S. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 TRILLIUM INC.
 

 January 6,'1992
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 136
 
 03.02.12 Document No. OC3067
 

Data Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
FB-021. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
TRILLIUM INC.
 
January 11, 1992
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 109
 
03.02.13 Document No. OCC071
 

Data Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
TB-23. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]

ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
TRILLIUM INC.
 
January 14, 1992
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 106
 
03.02.14 Document No. OC0072
 

Data Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
TB-28. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
TRILLIUM INC.
 
January 20, 1992
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 130
 
03.02.15 Document No. 000073
 

http:03.02.15
http:03.02.14
http:03.02.13
http:03.02.12
http:03.02.11
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Title: Data Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
TB-29. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

Addresses:- ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
Authors: TRILLIUM INC.
 
Date: January 20, 1992
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 107
 
AR No. 03.02.16 Document No. 000074
 

T i t l e : D a t  a Validation Reports, Sample Delivery Group:
 
TB-31. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

Addresses: ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
Authors: TRILLIUM INC.
 
Daze: January 24, 1992
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 167
 
AR No. 03.02.17 Document No. 000075
 

Title: Data Validation Report for Case No. 17454, SDG:
 
AS 243. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

Addresses: CYNTHIA FORTIN - ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES
 
CORPORATION
 

Authors: DARLINE TERRELL, TING TING CHANG - DYANAMAC
 
CORPORATION
 

Date: February 6, 1992
 
Format: SAMPLING & ANALYSIS DATA No. Pgs: 44
 
AR No. 03.02.18 Document No. 000460
 

T i t l e : D a t  a Validation Report for Case No.17454, SDG:
 
MAN913. [Available for Review at EPA"Records
 
Center.]
 

Addressee: CYNTHIA FORTIN - ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES
 
CORPORATION
 

Authors: DARLINE TERRELL, KELLY LUCK - DYANAMAC
 
CORPORATION
 

Date: February 7, 1992
 
Format: SAMPLING & ANALYSIS DATA No. Pgs: 26
 
AR No. 03.02.19 ' Document No. 000456
 

http:03.02.19
http:03.02.18
http:03.02.17
http:03.02.16
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Title: Data Validation Report for Case No. 17454; SDG:
 
MAN 915. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

Addressee: CYNTHIA FORTIN ­ ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES 
CORPORATION 

Authors: DARLINE TERRELL, KELLY LUCK - DYANAMAC 
CORPORATION 

Date:
Format:
AR No.

 February 7, 1992 
 SAMPLING & ANALYSIS DATA
 03.02.20

 No. Pgs: 30 
 Document No. 000458 

T i t l e : D a t  a Validation Report for Case No.17508,SDG:
 
MAY 963. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

Addressee:	 CYNTHIA FORTIN - ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES
 
CORPORATION
 

Authors: DARLINE TERRELL, KELLY LUCK
 
Date: February 21, 1992
 
Format: SAMPLING & ANALYSIS DATA No. Pgs: 26
 
AR No. 03.02.21 Document No. 000462
 

Title:	 Data Validation Report for Case No. 17508, SDG:
 
ABP 68. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]


Addressee: CYNTHIA FCRTIN - ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES
 
CORPORATION
 

Authors: SHADAN SHIRKHODAI, MICHAEL JOHNSON - VIAR &
 
COMPANY
 

Date: February 28, 1992
 
Format: SAMPLING & ANALYSIS DATA No.. Pgs: 32
 
AR No. 03.02.22 Document No. 000465
 

Title:	 Data Validation Report for Environmental Project
 
Control, Inc., Inorganics Analysis Data.
 
[Available for Review at EPA Records Center.]
 

Addressee: ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
Authors: TRILLIUM INC.
 
Date: March 12, 1992
 
Format: SAMPLING & ANALYSIS DATA No. Pgs: 32
 
AR No. 03.02.23 Document No. 000467
 

*Attached to Document No. 000466 In 03.02
 

http:03.02.23
http:03.02.22
http:03.02.21
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Changes to Data Validation Reports for Scoping
 
and Phase 1A Investigation Samples.
 
TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 
March 19, 1992
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
03.02.24 Document No. 000466
 

Data Validation Report for Case No. 18788, SDG:
 
ADT 37. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]

CYNTHIA FORTIN - TRC ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION
 
SHADAN SHIRKHODAI, MICHAEL JOHNSON - VIAR &
 
COMPANY
 
October 27, 1992
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 30
 
03.02.25 Document No. 000469
 

 Data Validation Report, Sample Delivery Group
 
DS1B. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 TRILLIUM INC.
 

 November 18, 1992
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. PCS: 30
 
 03.02.26 Document No. 000084
 

 Data Validation Report, Sample Delivery Group
 
SE-1B. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 TRILLIUM INC.
 

 November 18, 1992
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 21
 
 03.02.27 Document No. 000085
 

http:03.02.27
http:03.02.26
http:03.02.25
http:03.02.24
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 Data Validation Report, Sample Delivery Group
 
SW1B. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 TRILLIUM INC.
 

 November 22, 1992
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 46
 
 03.02.28 Document No. 000086
 

Data Validation Report for SDG: DS1B (Part 2),
 
Samples Collected October 16-21, 1992. [Available
 
for Review at EPA Records Center.]
 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
TRILLIUM INC.
 
December 2, 1992
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 24
 
03.02.29 Document: No. 300470
 

 Data Validation Report for Case No. 18788, SDG:
 
MAAX60. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

 CYNTHIA FORTIN - TRC ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION
 
 JACQUELINE PARK, MICHAEL JOHNSON - VIAR & CCMPANY
 

 December 7, 1992
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 28
 
 03.02.30 Document: No. 000471
 

Data Validation Report, for Sample Delivery Group:

GW1B, Samples Collected October 26-28, 1992.

[Available for Review at EPA Records Center.]
 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
TRILLIUM INC.
 
December 7, 1992
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 66
 
03.02.31 Document No. 000472
 

 Data Validation Report, Sample Delivery Group
 
SS1B. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 TRILLIUM INC.
 

 December 9, 1992
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 58
 
 03.02.32 Document No. 000087
 

http:03.02.32
http:03.02.31
http:03.02.30
http:03.02.29
http:03.02.28
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Title: Data Validation Report for Case No. 19055, SAS
 
No. 7466A, SDG: SA 0313. [Available for Review at
 
EPA Records Center.]
 

Addressee: CYNTHIA FORTIN - TRC ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION
 
Authors: SHADAN SHIRKHODAI, MICHAEL JOHNSON - VIAR &
 

COMPANY
 
Date: December 23, 1992
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 28
 
AR No. 03.02.33 Document No. 000473
 

T i t l e : D a t  a Validation Report for Case No.18992,SDG:
 
MABW 97. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

Addressee: CYNTHIA FORTIN - TRC ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION
 
Authors: JACQUELINE"PARK, MICHAEL JOHNSON - VIAR & COMPANY
 
Date: January 5, 1993
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 32
 
AR No. 03.02.34 Document No. 000475
 

T i t l e : E P  A Sampling Data on Various Organisms.
 
[Available for Review at EPA Records Center.]
 

Authors: EPA REGION 1/LEXINGTON LAB
 
Date: February 1993
 
Format: SAMPLING & ANALYSIS DATA No. Pgs: 41
 
AR No. 03.02.35 Document No. 000477
 

Title:	 Data Validation Oversight Report for Case
 
N0.6721A,. SDG: 6721A-01. [Available for Review at
 
EPA Records Center.]
 

Addressee: STEVE STODALA - EPA REGION 1/LEXINGTON LAB
 
Authors: LINDA TER2IS, JACK SERGES - LOCKHEED ENGINEERING
 

& SCIENCES COMPANY
 
Date: March 9, 1993
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 7
 
AR No. 03.02.36 Document No. 000468
 

Title: Memorandum Concerning Sampling Results.
 
Addressee: PATTI LYNNE TYLER - EPA REGION 1/LEXINGTON LAB
 
Authors: MICHAEL DOWLING, SCOTT CLIFFORD, TOM WIDERA - EPA
 

REGION 1/LEXINGTON LAB
 
Date: April 8, 1993
 
Format: MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 4
 
AR No. 03.02.37 Document No. 000476
 

http:03.02.37
http:03.02.36
http:03.02.35
http:03.02.34
http:03.02.33


 18 

Title:


Addressee:'


Authors:

Date:

Format:

AR No.


Title:


Addressee:


Authors:


Date:

Format:

AR No.


Title:
 
Addressee:
 

Authors:
 

Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

Title:


Addressee:


Authors:

Date:

Format:

AR No.


ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX 09/26/95

TANSITOR ELECTRONICS INC. Page


All Operable Units
 

 Sample Data Package, Inorganic Analytical Results
 
for Case No. 41206, SDG No.:205431. [Available
 
for Review at EPA Records Center.]
 

 TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

 AQUATEC, INC.
 
 December 27, 1993
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 40
 
 03.02.38 Document No. 000479
 

 Letter Proposing No Further Sampling of Stream
 
Sediments as Part of Feasibility Study Based on
 
the Sampling Results of December 8, 19S3.
 

 TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

 TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

 January 6, 1994
 
 LETTER No. Pgs: 13
 

 03.02.39 Document No. 000478
 

Sampling Report.
 
TERRENCE R. CONNELLY • EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - :NVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 
February 17, 1994
 
REPORT,"STUDY No. Pgs: 32
 
03.02.40 Document No. 00C586
 

 Letter Transmitting Sampling Results Required by
 
Class 4 Ground Water Classification.
 

 JAY L. RUTHERFORD - VT AGENCY OF NATURAL
 
RESOURCES
 

 MICHAEL GOLDSMITH - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
 June 22, 1994
 
 LETTER No. Pgs: 3
 
 03.02.41 Document No. 000480
 

http:03.02.41
http:03.02.40
http:03.02.39
http:03.02.38
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Title:	 Transmittal Letter with Two Tables Attached for
 
Case No. 95000.
 

Addressee:	 TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: STEVE MOON - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
Date: June 3, 1995
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 3
 
AR No. 03.02.42 Document No. 000880
 

Title:	 Sample Data Summary Package for Case No. 95000
 
SDG 50689. [Available for Review in Records
 
Center].


Addressee:	 EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
Authors:	 AQUATEC, INC.
 
Date:	 June 3, 1995
 
Format:	 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 65
 
AR No.	 03.02.43 Document No. 000881
 

*Attached to Document No. 000880 In 03.02
 

03.04 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION - INTERIM DELIVERABLES
 

Title:	 Standard Operating Procedures Related ~o Soil Gas
 
Monitoring.
 

Date: January 29, 1965
 
Format: MISCELLANEOUS No. Pgs: 17
 
AR No. 03.04.1 Document No. 000390
 

Title: Method Card for N, N, Dimethylformamide, with
 
Facsimile Transmittal Cover Page.
 

Addressee TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Authors: AQUATEC, INC.
 
Date: August 21, 1991
 
Format: MISCELLANEOUS No. Pgs: 3
 
AR No. 03.04.2 Document No. 000380
 

http:03.02.43
http:03.02.42
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Title:

Addressee:

 Method Card for Methanol, Ethar.ol, Acetone, IPA, 
Propanol, Butanol. 

 TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE ­ ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT 
CONTROL, INC. 

Authors:
Date:
Format:
AR No.

 AQUATEC, INC. 
 August 21, 1991 
 MISCELLANEOUS
 03.04.3

 Nc. Pgs: 2 
 Document No. 000381 

T i t l e : T e c h n i c a  l Memorandum, Results cf Scoping
 
Investigation, Tansitor Electrcr.ics, Inc. Site,
 
Bennington, Vermont.
 

Addressee: TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Authors: MICHAEL- M. SHAW, WILLIAM R. NORMAN, MICHAEL A.
 
POWERS - GZA GEOENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
 

Bate: October 17, 1991
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY
 
AR No. 03.04.4 Document No. 000083
 

Tizle:	 Scoping Investigation, Oversight Summary Report,
 
Tansitor Electronics, Benningtcr. , Vermont, RI/FS
 
Compliance Oversight, Volume 1 cf 2.
 

Addressee: EPA REGION 1
 
Authors: ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATi:N
 
Dare: October 25, 1991
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY Nc. Pgs: 63
 
AR No. 03.04.5 Dccument No. 00008S
 

Title: Scoping Investigation Oversight Summary Report,
 
Compliance Oversight. Volume 2 cf 2, Appendices B
 
- E. [Available for Review at IPA Records
 
Center.]
 

Addressee: EPA REGION 1
 
Authors: ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATICN
 
Date: October 25, 1991
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY Nc. Pgs: 183
 
AR No. 03.04.6 Dccument No. 000090
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Pathway Analysis Report, Tansitor Electronics,
 
Inc. Site, Bennington, VT, Risk Assessment.
 
EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATION
 
April 17, 1992
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 111
 
03.04.7 Document No. 000491
 

Preliminary Summary of Potential Contaminants of
 
Concern and Exposure Pathways.
 
TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 
TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
May 7, 1992
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 32
 
03.04.8 Document No. 0004S5
 

Split Sample Comparison Report, RI/rS Compliance
 
Oversight, with Cover Letter.
 
MARY GREALISH - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
WILLIAM J. FARINO - TRC ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION
 
July 23, 1992
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 34
 
03.04.9 Document No. 0004S6
 

Comments on the Phase 1A Characterization Report.
 
TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 
MARY JANE O.'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
December 3, 1992
 
LETTER - No. Pgs: 36
 
03.04.10 Document No. 000487
 

Sediment Toxicity Testing Results.
 
TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
PATTI LYNNE TYLER ­
February 20, 1993
 
MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 7
 
03.04.11 Document No. 000488
 

http:03.04.11
http:03.04.10
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Title: Conditional Approval of Draft RI & Draft
 
Development & Initial Screening of Alternatives
 
Rpts & Disapproval of Draft Phase 1A Site
 
Charact. Rpt Format
 

Addressee: TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Authors: MARY JANE 0'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Date: August 10, 1993
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 03.04.12 Document No. 000484
 

Title: Comments on Revised Phase 1A and Remedial
 
Investigation Reports, with Conditional Approval.
 

Addressee: TIMOTHY M. CCSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Authors: MARY JANE 0'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Date: April 13, 1994
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 9
 
AR No. 03.04.13 Document No. 000489
 

Title: Comments on Draft Final Phase 1A and Phase 13
 
Site Characterization Reports.
 

Addressee: TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Authors: MARY JANE 0'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Date: June 10, 1994
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 03.04.14 Document No. D00490
 

03.05 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION - ARARS
 

Title: Identification of Applicable or Relevant and
 
Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for the Tar.sitor
 
Electronics, Inc. Site.
 

Addressee: WILLIAM E. AHEARN - VT AGENCY OF NATURAL
 
RESOURCES
 

Authors: MARY JANE 0'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Date: March 12, 1993
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 03.05.1 Document No. 000492
 

http:03.04.14
http:03.04.13
http:03.04.12
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State ARARs for Tansitor Electronics Site.
 
MARY JANE O'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
WILLIAM E. AHEARN - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 
April 2, IS 9 3
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
03.05.2 Document No. 000436
 

03.06 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION - REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION REPORTS
 

Title:


Addressee:


Authors:


Date:

Format:

AR No.


Title:
 

Addressee:
 

Authors:
 

Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

Title:
 

Addressee:
 

Authors:
 

Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

 Comments on "Sequencing the Remedial
 
Investigaticn, Tansitor Electronics, Inc. Site,
 
Bennington, VT. April 17, 1991.
 

 TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION 1/WASTZ
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

 STEVEN L. WINTERS - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 

 April 25, 1991
 
 LETTER No. Pgs: 4
 

 03.06.1 Document No. 0004S3
 

Comments on Draft Phase 1A Characterization
 
Report.
 
TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION 1/WASTZ
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
MICHAEL B. SMITH - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 
May 11, 1992
 
LETTER No. Pgs:. 4
 
03.06.2 Document No. 000494
 

Comments on the Draft Remedial Investigation
 
Report.

TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
MICHAEL B. SMITH ­
CONSERVATION
 
May 13, 1992
 
LETTER

03.06.3


 VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 

 No. Pgs: 4
 
 Document No. 000495
 



Title:
 

Addressee;
 
Authors:
 
Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

Title:


Addressee:

Authors:

Date:

Format:

AR No.


Title:


Addressee:

Authors:

Date:

Format:

AR No.


Title:


Addressee:

Authors:

Date:

Format:

AR No.


Title:


Addressee:

Authors:

Date:

Format:

AR No.


ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD INDEX
 
TANSITOR ELECTRONICS INC.
 

All Operable Units
 

Final Draft Phase 1A Site Characterization
 
Report, Volume I of IV.
 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
GZA GIOENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
 
September 2, 1994
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 221
 
03.06.4 Document No.


 Final Draft Phase 1A Site Characterization
 
Report, Volume III of IV.
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 GZA GIOENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
 

 September 2, 1994
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 272
 
 03.06.5 Document No.


 Final Draft Phase 1A Site Characreriza-icn
 
Report, Volume IV of IV.
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 GZA GEOENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
 

 September 2, 1994
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 386
 
 03.06.6 Document No.


 Final Draft Phase IB Site Characterization
 
Report. Volume I of II.
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 GZA GEOENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
 

 September 2, 1994
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 262
 
 03.06.7 Document No.


 Draft Final Phase IB Site Characterization
 
Report. Volume II of II, Figures.
 

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
 GZA GEOENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
 

 September 2, 1994
 
 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 15
 

 03.06.8 Document No.


09/26/95

Page 24
 

 000573
 

 000574
 

 000575
 

 000576
 

 000579
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Title: Final Draft Phase 1A Site Characterization
 
Report. Volume II of IV, Figures.
 

Addressee: ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
Authors: GZA GEOENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
 
Date: September 2, 1994
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY
 
AR No. 03.06.9 Document No. 000581
 

03.07 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION - WORK PLANS AND PROGRESS REPORTS
 

T i t l e : C o m m e n t  s on the RI/FS Work Plan for Phase 1A.
 
Addressee: TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 

CONTROL, INC.
 
Authors: MARY JANE O' DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 

MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
Date: February 6, 1991
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 55
 
AR No. 03.07.1 Document No. 000503
 

T i t l e : S e l e c t e  d State Comments to "Responses to General
 
Comments & Page-specific Comments by EPA on the
 
Tansitor Electronics Superfund Site RI/FS
 
Workplan".
 

Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGICN I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: STEVEN L. WINTERS - VT DIPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 

Date: April 18, 1991
 
Format: LETTER Nc. Pgs: 3
 
AR No. 03.07.2 Document No. 000506
 

Title: State of Vermont Comments on Revision 1 of the
 
RI/FS Work Plan (March 15, 1991) and Sequencing
 
Proposal (April 17, 1991).
 

Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: STEVEN L. WINTERS - VT DIPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 

Date: July 8, 1991
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 5
 
AR No. 03.07.3 Document No. 000508
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Title: Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study Work
 
Plan, Revision No. 3, Tansitor Electronics, Inc.
 
[Available for Review at EPA Records Center].at
 

Addressee: EPA REGION 1 
Authors:
Date:
Format::

 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC. 
 August 16, 1991 
 WORK PLAN 

AR No. 03.07.4 Document No. 000096 

Title: Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study Work
 
Plan, Revision No. 3, Tansitor Electronics, Inc.
 
[Available for Review at EPA Records Center".
 

Addressee: EPA REGION 1
 
Authors: ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
Date: August 16, 1991
 
Format: WORK PLAN
 
AR.No. 03.07.5 Document No. C00097
 

Title: Conditional Approval for the Revised Draft Phase
 
IB Work Plan, Effective September 21, 1992.
 

Addressee: TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Authors: MARY JANE 0'DONNEIL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Date: September 16, 1991
 
Format: LETTER " No. Pgs: 4
 
AR No. 03.07.6 Document No. C00534
 

T i t l e : F i e l  d Activity Report No.l, RI/FS Compliance
 
Oversight, Tansitor Electronics Site, Bennington,
 
Vermont.
 

Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: DALE WEISS - ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATION
 
Date: November 12, 1991
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 16
 
AR No. 03.07.7 Document No. 000523
 

http:Center].at
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Title:	 Field Activity Report No.2, RI/FS Compliance
 
Oversight, Tansitor Electronics Site, Bennington,
 
Vermont.
 

Addressee:	 TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - E?A REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors:	 DALE WEISS - ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATION
 
Date:	 November 18, 1991
 
Format:	 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 30
 
AR No.	 03.07.8 Document No. 000526
 

Title:	 Field Activity Report No.3, RI/FS Compliance
 
- Oversight.


Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - E?A REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: DALE WEISS - ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATION
 
Date: December 6, 1991
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 40
 
AR No. 03.07.9 Document No. 000529
 

Title: Field Activity Report Nc.4, RI/FS Compliance
 
Oversight.


Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - E?A REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: DALE WEISS - ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATION
 
Date: December 16, 1991
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 13
 
AR NO. 03.07.10 Document No. 000531
 

Title: Comments on June 12, 1992 Phase 13 Work Plan for
 
Tansitor Electronics.
 

Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - E?A REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: MICHAEL B. SMITH - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 

Date:	 June 24, 1992
 
Format:	 LETTER No. Pgs: 3
 
AR No.	 03.07.11 Document No. 000532
 

http:03.07.11
http:03.07.10
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Title: General Comments on Phase IB Work Plan. 
Addressee:

Authors:

Date: 
Format: 
AR No. 

 TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT 
CONTROL, INC. 

 MARY JANS 0'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION 
July 31, 1992 
LETTER 
03.07.12 

No. Pgs: 9 
Document No. 000522 

Title:	 Revised Draft Phase 13 Work Plan, Tansitcr
 
Electronics, Inc. Site, Bennington, Vermont.
 
[Available for Review at EPA Records Center;
 

Addressee:	 ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
Authors:	 GZA GEOENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
 
Date:	 August 2=, . 1992
 
Format:	 WORK PLAN ' No. Pgs: 49
 
AR No .	 03.07.1: Document Nc . 0 G I 9 E
 

C2.09 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION - HEALTH ASSESSMENTS
 
Preliminary	 Health .-.ssessme
 
Electrcr.ics, Inc. Site.
 
AGENCY -2XIC SUBSTAJ-CZS ZI£
 
March 2=, 1991
 

Format:	 REPORT, STUIY
 
C3.C9.1
 

02.10 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION - ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENTS
 

Title: Sediment Toxicity Testing Results for Tansitc-r
 
Electronics Superfund Site, Bennington, Vermon*
 

Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: PATTI LYNNE TYLER - EPA REGION 1
 
Date: Februarv 20, 1993
 
Format: REPORT,"STUDY No. Pgs: 7
 
AR No. 03.10.1 Docuaent No. OOC i
 

*Attached to Doc'urent No. 000353 In 03.10
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Title: General Comments on Phase IB Work Plan.
 
Addressee: TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 

CONTROL, INC.
 
Authors: MARY JANE O'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 

MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
Date: July 31, 1992
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 9
 
AR NO. 03.07.12 Document No. 000533
 

Title:	 Revised Draft Phase IB Work Plan, Tansitor
 
Electronics, Inc. Site, Bennington, Vermont.
 
[Available for Review at EPA Records Center].
 

Addressee: ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
Authors: GZA GEOENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
 
Date: August 28, 1992
 
Format: WORK PLAN NO. Pgs: 49
 
AR No. 03.07.13 Document No. 000098
 

03.09 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION - HEALTH ASSESSMENTS
 

Title:	 Preliminary Health Assessment for Tansitor
 
Electronics, Inc. Site.
 

Authors: AGENCY TOXIC SUBSTANCES DISEASE REGISTRY
 
Date: March 26, 1991
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 18
 
AR No. 03.09.1 Document No. 000535
 

03.10 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION - ENDANGERMENT ASSESSMENTS
 

Title: Sediment Toxicity Testing Results for Tansitor
 
Electronics Superfund Site, Bennington, Vermont.
 

Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: PATTI LYNNE TYLER - EPA REGION 1
 
Date: February 20, 1993
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 7
 
AR No. 03.10.1 Document No. 000854
 
*Attached to Document No. 000853 In 03.10
 

http:03.07.13
http:03.07.12
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Title: Letter with Draft Spreadsheets for Human Health
 
Baseline Risk Assessment.
 

Addressee: TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Authors: MARY JANE 0'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Date: February 23, 1993
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 28
 
AR No. 03.10.2 Document No. 000536
 

Title: Final Risk Assessment, Tansitor Electronics,
 
Inc., Bennington, Vermont, Risk Assessment.
 

Addressee: EPA REGION 1
 
Authors: TRC ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION
 
Date: September 30, 1993
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 480
 
AR NO. 03.10.3 Document No. 000108
 

Title: Evaluation of Risk Associated with Stream
 
Sediments.
 

Addressee: FILE
 
Authors: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 

MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
Date: August 18, 1994
 
Format: MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 03.10.4 Document No. 000853
 

04.01 FEASIBILITY STUDY - CORRESPONDENCE
 

Title: Letter Concerning Class IV Mapping Procedures,
 
Mapping Policy and the Groundwater Rule.
 

Addressee: TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Authors: MICHAEL B. SMITH - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 

Date: November 4, 1992
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 04.01.1 Document No. 000538
 



Title:
 

Addressee:
 

Authors:
 

Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

Title:
 

Addressee:
 

Authors:
 

Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

Title:
 
Addressee:
 

Authors:
 

Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

Title:
 

Addressee:
 

Authors:
 

Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
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Comments on the Draft Development and Initial
 
Screening of Alternatives.
 
TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
MICHAEL B. SMITH - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 
June 2, 1993
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 6
 
04.01.2 Document No. 000539
 

Comments on the First Draft Submittal Feasibility
 
Study of Alternatives.
 
TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
MICHAEL B. SMITH - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 
January 6, 1994
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
04.01.3 Document No. 000540
 

Review of the Analysis of Remedial Time Frames.
 
TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 
TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
February 25, 1994
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
04.01.4 Document No. 000541
 

Letter with Comments on Draft Feasibility Study
 
Report Submittal of November 19, 1993.
 
TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 
MARY JANE O'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
May 18, 1994
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 26
 
04.01.5 Document No. 000542
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Title:	 Comments on Draft Outline for Technical
 
Impractibility Report.
 

Addressee:	 TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Authors:	 TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Date: June 14, 1994
 
Format: LETTER " No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 04.01.6 Document No. 000543
 

04.02 FEASIBILITY STUDY - SAMPLING AND ANALYSIS DATA
 

T i t l e : L e t t e  r Enclosing Analysis of Well Sampling and
 
Groundwater Levels for October 18 & 19, 1994.
 

Addressee: JAY L. RUTHERFORD - VT AGENCY OF NATURAL
 
RESOURCES
 

Authors: MICHAEL GOLDSMITH - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
Date: December 1, 1994
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 3
 
AR No. 04.02.1 Document No. 000588
 

04.06 FEASIBILITY STUDY - FEASIBILITY STUDY REPORTS
 

Title:	 Letter Approving the Draft Technical
 
Impracticability Evaluation report, with
 
Conditions.
 

Addressee:	 TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Authors:	 MARY JANE O'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Date: December 1, 1994
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 7
 
AR No. 04.06.1 Document No. 000589
 

Title:	 Letter Approving the Final Draft Feasibility
 
Study Report, with Conditions.
 

Addressee:	 TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Authors:	 MARY JANE 0'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Date: December 1, 1994
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 20
 
AR No. 04.06.2 Document No. 000590
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Title: Final Draft Technical Impracticability Evaluation
 
Report.
 

Addressee: ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
Authors: GZA GEOENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
 
Date: February 1995
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 191
 
AR No. 04.06.3 Document No. 000585
 

Title: Final Draft Feasibility Study of Alternatives.
 
Addressee: ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
Authors: GZA GEOENVIRONMENTAL, INC.
 
Date: February 1995
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 256
 
AR No. 04.06.4 Document No. 000593
 

04.09 FEASIBILITY STUDY - PROPOSED PLANS FOR SELECTED REMEDIAL ACTION
 

Title: EPA Proposes Limited Action for the Tansitor
 
Electronics Superfund Site.
 

Authors: EPA REGION 1
 
Date: February 1995
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 24
 
AR No. 04.09.1 Document No. 000852
 
*Attached to Document No. 000851 In 13.03
 

Title: State of Vermont Concurrence on February 1995
 
Proposed Plan.
 

Addressee: MARY JANE O'DONNELL - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: GEORGE DESCH - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 

Date: March 6, 1995
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR NO. 04.09.2 Document No. 000858
 

Title: Comments on EPA's Proposed Plan for the Tansitor
 
Superfund Site.
 

Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: GARY A. JONES - SIEMENS CORPORATION
 
Date: April 10, 1995
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 3
 
AR No. 04.09.3 Document No. 000859
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Title: Comments in Support of EPA's Proposed Plan.
 
Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
 

AGENCY
 
Authors: .CARROLL G. KILLEN - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
Date: April 10, 1995
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 5
 
AR No. 04.09.4 Document No. 000860
 

08.02 SITE CLOSEOUT - DELETION FROM NATIONAL PRIORITIES LIST
 

T i t l e : L e t t e r Describing Attached Correspondence
 
Concerning History of the Site.
 

Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: CARROLL G. KILLEN - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
Date: May 11, 1995
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 08.02.1 Document No. 000904
 

09.01 STATE COORDINATION - CORRESPONDENCE
 

Title: Response to Request for Advice on the Use of the
 
On-Site Fire Pond.
 

Addressee: CARROLL G. KILLEN - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
Authors: DIANE CONRAD - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 

CONSERVATION
 
Date: June 28, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs : 2
 
AR No. 09.01.1 Document No. 000293
 

Title: Questions on the Use of the Fire Pond at the 
Tansitor Electronics Site. 

Addressee: TROY JOSEPH - BENNINGTON RURAL FIRE DEPARTMENT 
Authors: ERIC T. LAPP ­ VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL 

CONSERVATION 
Date: 
Format: 
AR No. 

June 29, 1989 
LETTER
09.01.2

 No. Pgs: 2 
 Document No. 000295 
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Title:
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Title:
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Authors:
 
Date:
 
Format:
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Response to Questions on Use of Fire Pond.
 
ERIC T. LAPP - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 
TROY JOSEPH - BENNINGTON RURAL FIRE DEPARTMENT
 
June 30, 1989
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
09.01.3 Document No. 000-296
 

Tansitcr Electronics Fire Pond.
 
BRIAN FITZGERALD
 
ERIC T. LAPP
 
July 31, 1989
 
MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1
 
09.01.4 Document No. 000012
 

Letter Denying Continued Use of Fire Pond.
 
TROY JOSEPH - BENNINGTON RURAL FIRE DEPARTMENT
 
CARROLL G. KILLEN - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
September 18, 1989
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
09.01.5 Document No. 000308
 

*Attached to Document No. 000307 In 09.01
 

Title:
 

Addressee:
 

Authors:
 
Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

Title:
 
Addressee:
 
Authors:
 
Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

Transmittal Letter For Response on Use of Fire
 
Pond.
 
DIANE CONRAD - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 
CARROLL G. KILLEN - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
September 19, 1989
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
09.01.6 Document No. 000307
 

Petition to Reclassify Groundwater to Class IV.
 
CHUCK C. CLARKE - VT AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES
 
CARROLL G. KILLEN - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
July 14, 1993
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 6
 
09.01.7 Document No. 000546
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Title:
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Tansitor Electronic, Inc. Class IV Groundwater
 
Area.
 
TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT CONTROL, INC.
 
July 15, 1993
 
REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 29
 
09.01.8 Document No. 000547
 

 Public Notice of September 15, 1993 Public
 
Hearing on the Tansitor Electronics, Inc.
 
Groundwater Classification Application.
 

 DAVID BUTTERFIELD - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 

 August 10, 1993
 
 LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
 09.01.9 Document No. 000548
 

Letter Commenting on the Petition for Groundwater
 
Classification.
 
JAY L. RUTHERFORD - VT AGENCY OF NATURAL
 
RESOURCES
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
September 30, 1993
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
09.01.10 Document No. 000549
 

State of Vermont Agency of Natural Resources
 
Department of Environmental Conservations, Class
 
4 Groundwater Findings and Reclassification
 
Order.
 
TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
CHUCK C. CLARKE - VT AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES
 
November 18, 1993
 
MISCELLANEOUS No. Pgs: 8
 
09.01.11 Document No. 000552
 

http:09.01.11
http:09.01.10


Title:
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Authors:
 

Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

Title:
 

Addressee:
 
Authors:
 

Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 
*Attached
 

Title:
 

Addressee:
 
Authors:
 
Date:
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Title:
 

Addressee:
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Date:
 
Format:
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Letter Explaining Reclassification Order for
 
Tansitor Electronics Groundwater.
 
CARROLL G. KILLEN - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
JAY L. RUTHERFORD - VT AGENCY OF NATURAL
 
RESOURCES
 
November 24, 1993
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
09.01.12 Document No. 000551
 

Modification to the Reclassification Order of
 
November 23, 1993.
 
TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
BARBARA G. RIPLEY - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 
February 28, 1994
 
LITIGATION No. Pgs: 4
 
09.01.13 Document No. 000973
 
to Document No. 000972 In 09.01
 

Letter Concerning the Order Modifying the
 
Groundwater Reclassificatin Order of November 23,
 
1993.
 
CARROLL G. KILLEN - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
VT AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES
 
March 15, 1994
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
09.01.14 Document No. 000972
 

Letter Concerning Tansitor Groundwater
 
Reclassification Order with Request to Review
 
Groundwater Monitoring Results.
 
MICHAEL B. SMITH - VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL
 
CONSERVATION
 
KENNETH G. DUFTY - RENSSELAER CNTY ENVIRONMENTL
 
MGMT COUNCL
 
June 22, 1994
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
09.01.15 Document No. 000557
 

http:09.01.15
http:09.01.14
http:09.01.13
http:09.01.12
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10.07 ENFORCEMENT - EPA ADMINISTRATIVE ORDERS
 

Title: Administrative Order by Consent for Remedial
 
Investigation/Feasibility study. Docket No.
 
1-90-1097.
 

Authors: JULIE BELAGA - EPA REGION 1
 
Date: September 12, 1990
 
Format: No. Pgs: 97
 
AR No. 10.07.1 Document No. 000554
 

11.09 POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTY - PRP - PRP-SPECIFIC CORRESPONDENCE
 

Title: 104(e) Information Request Letter - Derf
 
Corporation.


Addressee: HELEN TORRISI BUTLER - DERF CORPORATION
 
Authors: MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 

DIVISION
 
Date: March 22, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 10
 
AR No. 11.09.1 Document No. 000216
 

Title: 104(e) Information Request Letter - Gilbert
 
Green.
 

Addressee: GILBERT GREEN JR.
 
Authors: MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 

DIVISION
 
Date: March 22, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 8
 
AR No. 11.09.2 Document No. 000221
 

Title: 104(e) Information Request Letter - Hammond,
 
Kennedy & Company, Inc.
 

Addressee: ROBERT J. KENNEDY - HAMMOND, KENNEDY, WHITNEY &
 
COMPANY, INC
 

Authors: MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 

Date: March 22, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 10
 
AR No. 11.09.3 Document No. 000224
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Notice of Potential.Liability and Request for
 
Information - Tansitor Electronics, Inc.
 
CARROLL G. KILLEN - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
March 22, 1989
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 14
 
11.09.4 Document No. 000263
 

104(e) Information Request Letter - Siemens
 
Corporation.

HANS W. DECKER - SIEMENS CORPORATION
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
July 14, 1989
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 9
 
11.09.5 Document No. 000242
 

104(e) Information Request Letter - Siemens
 
Communication Systems, Inc.
 
HERBERT ASMUSSMEN - SIEMENS COMMUNICATION
 
SYSTEMS, INC.
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
July 14, 1989
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 8
 
11.09.6 Document No. 000244
 

104(e) Information Request Letter - Hammond,
 
Kennedy & Company, Inc.
 
ROBERT J. KENNEDY - HAMMOND, KENNEDY,-WHITNEY &
 
COMPANY, INC
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
August 1, 1989
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 3
 
11.09.7 Document No. 000232
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104(e) Information Request Letter - Hammond,
 
Kennedy & Company, Inc.
 
RALPH R. WHITNEY, JR. - HAMMOND, KENNEDY, WHITNEY
 
& COMPANY, INC
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN ­
DIVISION
 
August 1, 1989
 
LETTER
 
11.09.8
 

 EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 

No. Pgs: 8
 
Document No. 000233
 

*Attached to Document No. 000232 In 11.09
 

Title:


Addressee:

Authors:


Date:

Format:

AR No.


Title:
 

Addressee:
 
Authors:
 

Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

Title:
 

Addressee:
 
Authors:
 

Date:
 
Format:
 
AR No.
 

 Transmittal Letter for Results From Sampling
 
Event of August 9, 1989.
 

 MICHAEL GOLDSMITH - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
 EDWARD HATHAWAY - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 

DIVISION
 
 September 25, 1989
 
 LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
 11.09.9 Document No. 000310
 

Notice of Potential Liability and Special Notice
 
for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for
 
Tansitor Electronics, Inc. - Aerotron, Inc.
 
ERNIE SCHWABE - AEROTRON, INC.
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
May 1, 1990
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 7
 
11.09.10 Document No. 000215
 

Notice of Potential Liability and Special Notice
 
for Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for
 
Tansitor Electronics, Inc. - Derf Corporation.
 
HELEN TORRISI BUTLER - DERF CORPORATION
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
May 1, 1990
 
LETTER
 
11.09.11 Document No. 000220
 

http:11.09.11
http:11.09.10
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Notice of Potential Liability and Special Notice
 
For Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study for
 
Tansitor Electronics, Inc. - H.K. Manufacturing
 
Comp

ROBERT J. KENNEDY - H.K. MANUFACTURING COMPANY,
 
INC.
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
May 1, 1990
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 7
 
11.09.12 Document No. 000236
 

Notice of Potential Liability and Special Notice
 
Letter - Helen Torrisi Butler.
 
HELEN TORRISI BUTLER
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
May 1, 1990
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 7
 
11.09.13 Document No. 000316
 

Special Notice of Potential Liability and Request
 
for Participation on Cleanup Activities - Waycom
 
Holdings Limited.
 
JACK SUNDA - WAYCOM HOLDINGS LIMITED
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
May 1, 1990
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 7
 
11.09.14 Document No. 000317
 

Special Notice of Potential Liability and Request
 
for Participation in Cleanup Activities - Siemens
 
Corporation.

HANS W. DECKER - SIEMENS CORPORATION
 
MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 
May 11, 1990
 
LETTER No. Pgs: 7
 
11.09.15 Document No. 000250
 

http:11.09.15
http:11.09.14
http:11.09.13
http:11.09.12
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Title:	 Special Notice of Potential Liability and Request
 
for Participation in Cleanup Activities -

Tansitor Electronics, Inc.
 

Addressee: CARROLL G. KILLEN - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
Authors: MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 

DIVISION
 
Date: May 11, 1990
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 7
 
AR No. 11.09.16 Document No. 000315
 

13.01 COMMUNITY RELATIONS - CORRESPONDENCE
 

Title:	 Schedule of Community Relations Interviews and
 
Interview Questions to be Asked.
 

Authors: EPA REGION 1
 
Date: November 15, 1990
 
Format: LIST No. Pgs: 3
 
AR No. 13.01.1 Document No. 000556
 

Title: Letter form Whipstock Hill Preservation Society
 
Concerning Permitting Process for Dailey Rock
 
Mine in New York.
 

Addressee:	 TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors: RITA D. REED
 
Date: April 17, 1995
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 13.01.2 Document No. 000861
 

13.02 COMMUNITY RELATIONS - COMMUNITY RELATIONS PLANS
 

Title: Community Relations Plan, Tansitor Electronics,
 
Inc., Bennington, Vermont, Community Relations
 
Support.
 

Addressee:	 EPA REGION 1
 
Authors:	 ALLIANCE TECHNOLOGIES CORPORATION
 
Date:	 February 19, 1991
 
Format:	 REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 31
 
AR No.	 13.02.1 Document No. 000328
 

http:11.09.16
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13.03 COMMUNITY RELATIONS - NEWS CLIPPINGS/PRESS RELEASES
 

T i t l e : W o r  k Begins on Tansitor Superfund Site
 
Investigation.
 

Authors: EPA REGION 1
 
Date: July 29, 1990
 
Format: FACT SHEET', PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 13.03.1 Document No. 000558
 

Title: .EPA to Discuss the Recent Studies Conducted for
 
the Tansitor Superfund Site at an Upcoming Public
 
Meeting.
 

Authors:	 EPA REGION 1
 
Dare:	 October 1, 1993
 
Format:	 FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No.	 13.03.2 Document No. 000559
 

T i t l e : E P  A Recommends Controls on Use of Groundwater at
 
Tansitor Superfund Site.
 

Authors: EPA REGION 1
 
Date: February 23, 1995
 
Format: FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 13.03.3 Document No. 000851
 

Title:	 Public Notice Inviting Comments on the
 
Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan, and the
 
Availablity of an Administrative Record.
 

Addressee: BENNINGTON BANNER
 
Authors: ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
Date: March 1, 1995
 
Format: NEWS CLIPPING No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 13.03.4 Document No. 000864
 

Title: "Judge Limits Objections to Dailey Mine".
 
Authors: DALE KOLENBERG
 
Date: April 12, 1995
 
Format: NEWS CLIPPING No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 13.03.5 Document No. 000862
 
*Attached to Document No. 000861 In 13.01
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13.04 COMMUNITY RELATIONS - PUBLIC MEETINGS
 

Title: Final Public Informational Meeting Summary,
 
Tansitor Electronics, Inc., Bennington, Vermont.
 

Addressee: ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
 
Authors: TRC ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION
 
Date: January 21, 1994
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 31
 
AR No. 13.04.1 Document No. 000329
 

Title: Transcript of the Public Hearing for the Proposed
 
Plan.
 

Date: March 22, 1995
 
Format: PUBLIC MEETING RECORDS No. Pgs: 35
 
AR No. 13.04.2 Document No. 000865
 

Title: Public Informational Meeting Summary.
 
Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 

MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
Authors: TRC ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION
 
Date: April 1995
 
Format: PUBLIC MEETING RECORDS No. Pgs: 21
 
AR No. 13.04.3 Document No. 000867
 

13.05 COMMUNITY RELATIONS - FACT SHEETS
 

Title: Remedial Investigation Underway at Tansitor
 
Electronics, Inc. Superfund Site.
 

Authors: EPA REGION 1
 
Date: December 1991
 
Format: FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 8
 
AR No. 13.05.1 Document No. 000562
 

Title: EPA Announces the Results of Remedial
 
Investigation and Risk Assessment Studies.
 

Authors: EPA REGION 1
 
Date: September 1993
 
Format: FACT SHEET, PRESS RELEASE No. Pgs: 8
 
AR No. 13.05.2 Document No. 000563
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14.01 CONGRESSIONAL RELATIONS - CORRESPONDENCE
 

Title: Letter Requesting Contact with EPA on NPL Listing
 
of Tansitor Electronics.
 

Addressee: MADELEINE KUNIN - STATE OF VERMONT
 
Authors: HOWARD MORRISON - EMPLOYEE, TANSITOR ELECTRONICS
 
Date: June 15, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 14.01.1 Document No. 000338
 

T i t l e : L e t t e  r in Response to Concerns on Tansitor Site
 
NPL Listing.
 

Authors: MADELEINE KUNIN - STATE OF VERMONT
 
Date: June 28, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 14.01.2 Document No. 000339
 

Title: Letter on State Oversight and Possible Deferral
 
of NPL Listing.
 

Addressee: PAUL G. KEOUGH - EPA REGION 1
 
Authors: PETER SMITH - U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
 
Date: August 1, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 14.01.3 Document No. 000333
 

Title: Letter Requesting Information on the Proposal of
 
the Tansitor Electronics Site to the National
 
Priorities List (NPL).
 

Addressee: LARRY REED - EPA HEADQUARTERS
 
Authors: JAMES M. JEFFORDS - U.S. SENATE
 
Date: August 22, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 14.01.4 Document No. 000335
 

T i t l e : L e t t e  r on EPA Position on Deferral from Listing
 
of Site to NPL.
 

Addressee: PETER SMITH - U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
 
Authors: PAUL G. KEOUGH - EPA REGION 1
 
Date: August 24, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 14.01.5 Document No. 000334
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Title: Letter in Response to Request for Information on
 
Site Proposal to National Priorities List (NPL).
 

Addressee: JAMES M. JEFFORDS - U.S. SENATE
 
Authors: JONATHAN Z. CANNON - EPA HEADQUARTERS
 
Date: September 12, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 14.01.6 Document No. 000336
 

Title: Letter on Site Status and State Lead for Tansitor
 
Electronics Facility.
 

Addressee: PETER SMITH - U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
 
Authors: JONATHAN Z. CANNON - EPA HEADQUARTERS
 
Date: October 6, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 14.01.7 Document No. 000337
 

16.01 NATURAL RESOURCE TRUSTEE - CORRESPONDENCE
 

Title: Letter Notifying of Potential Natural Resource
 
Damage.
 

Addressee: WILLIAM PATTERSON - U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE
 
INTERIOR
 

Authors: MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 

Date: June 1, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 16.01.1 Document No. 000341
 

Title: Letter Notifying of Potential Damage to Natural
 
Resources.
 

Addressee: KENNETH FINKELSTEIN - NATIONAL OCEANIC AND
 
ATMOSPHERIC ADMIN.
 

Authors: MERRILL S. HOHMAN - EPA REGION I/WASTE MANAGEMENT
 
DIVISION
 

Date: June 1, 1989
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 16.01.2 Document No. 000342
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Title:	 Notification of Potential Damages to Natural
 
Resources from the Tansitor Electronics Site and
 
Current Status of Site.
 

Addressee: KENNETH FINKELSTEIN - NATIONAL OCEANIC AND
 
ATMOSPHERIC ADMIN.
 

Authors: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Date: June 8, 1990
 
Format: MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 16.01.3 Document No. 000564
 

Title: Letter Commenting on Draft RI/FS Work Plan.
 
Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 

MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
Authors: CYNDI PERRY - U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
 
Date: December 20, 1990
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 2
 
AR No. 16.01.4 Document No. 000565
 

Title: Letter Concerning Revisions to Work Plan.
 
Addressee: TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 

MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 
Authors: CYNDI PERRY - U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
 
Date: June 3, 1991
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 16.01.5 Document No» 000566
 

17.01 SITE MANAGEMENT RECORDS - CORRESPONDENCE
 

Title: Letter Concerning the Proposed Use of
 
Polyethylene Glycol.
 

Addressee: P. HOWARD FLANDERS - VT AGENCY OF NATURAL
 
RESOURCES
 

Authors: MICHAEL GOLDSMITH - TANSITOR ELECTRONICS, INC.
 
Date: May 13, 1992
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 17.01.1 Document No. 000568
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Title: Material Safety Data Sheets and/or Sales Spec
 
from the Dow Chemical Company.
 

Addressee: JOHN J. AKIELASZEK - VT AGENCY OF NATURAL
 
RESOURCES
 

Authors: DOW CHEMICAL COMPANY
 
Da-be: May 18, 1992
 
Format: MISCELLANEOUS No. Pgs: 17
 
AR No. 17.01.2 ' Document No. 000570
 
*Attached to Document No. 000569 In 17.01
 

Title:	 Memorandum Concerning Disposal of Propylene
 
Glycol, Ethylene Glycol and Polyethylene Glycol.
 

Addressee:	 P. HOWARD FLANDERS - VT AGENCY OF NATURAL
 
RESOURCES
 

Authors:	 JOHN J. AKIELASZEK - VT AGENCY OF NATURAL
 
RESOURCES
 

Date: May 19, 1992
 
Format: MEMORANDUM No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 17.01.3 Document No. 000569
 

17.04 SITE MANAGEMENT RECORDS - SITE PHOTOGRAPHS/MAPS
 

Title: EPIC Photography of Tansitor Electronics Site,
 
Bennington, Vermont. [Available for Review at EPA
 
Records Center.]
 

Authors:	 ENV. PHOTOGRAPHIC INTERPRETATION CENTER
 
Date: 1960
 
Format:	 PHOTO, MICROFORM, VIDEO
 
AR No.	 17.04.1 Document No. 000344
 

Title:Vermon t State Plane,Coordinate Grid System.
 
Authors: STATE OF VERMONT
 
Date:	 April 23, 1966
 
Format: MAP No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 17.04.2 Document No. 000345
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Title:	 Site Analysis for Tansitor Electronics.
 
[Available for Review at EPA Records Center].
 

Authors: EPIC
 
Date: November 1989
 
Format: REPORT, STUDY No. Pgs: 24
 
AR No. 17.04.3 Document No. 000584
 

Title:Thirtee n (13) Aerial Photographs of the Tansitor
 
Site. [Available for Review at EPA Records
 
Center.]
 

Date: April 3, 1991
 
Format: PHOTO, MICROFORM, VIDEO
 
AR No. 17.04.4 Document No. 000572
 

Title:	 Transmittal -Letter for Aerial Photographs of
 
Tansitor Electronics.
 

Addressee:	 TERRENCE R. CONNELLY - EPA REGION I/WASTE
 
MANAGEMENT DIVISION
 

Authors:	 TIMOTHY M. COSGRAVE - ENVIRONMENTAL PROJECT
 
CONTROL, INC.
 

Date: March 20, 1992
 
Format: LETTER No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 17.04.5 Document No. 000571
 

17.05 SITE MANAGEMENT RECORDS - SITE DESCRIPTIONS/CHRONOLOGIES
 

Title: Tansitor Electronics Chronology.
 
Authors: VT AGENCY OF NATURAL RESOURCES
 
Format: LIST No. Pgs: 6
 
AR No. 17.05.1 Document No. 000348
 

17.08 SITE MANAGEMENT RECORDS - STATE AND LOCAL TECHNICAL RECORDS
 

T i t l e : S o i  l Sampling Locations Aquatec, 8/9/83.
 
Date: August 9, 1983
 
Format: MISCELLANEOUS No. Pgs: 1
 
AR No. 17.08.1 Document No. 000349
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Well Completion Report.
 
VT DEPT OF ENVIRONMENTAL CONSERVATION
 
THOMAS P. HANSON - HANSON WELL DRILLING & PUMP
 
COMPANY, INC
 
July 2, 1988
 
FORM No. Pgs: 1
 
17.08.2 Document No. 000350
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