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Text :

DECLARATI ON FOR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAVE AND LOCATI ON

ACC A7, the Add Gavel Pit Landfill
ACC A9, the POL Burn Area

Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex
M ddl esex County, Massachusetts

STATEMENT OF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) docurment presents the sel ected source contro
of contamination (ACCs) A7 and A9 at the Fort Devens Sudbury Training Anne
County, Massachusetts. This decision docunent was devel oped in accordance
Envi ronnent al Response, Conpensation, Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 as am
Super fund Amendnents and Reaut horization Act of 1986 (SARA), and, to the e
Nati onal O and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan. Through
Army (Arny) plans to remedy, on a pernenent basis through excavation, off-
consolidation, and landfill capping, the potential threat to human health,
by contam nated soil and solid waste at AOCs A7 and A9. This decision is

in the Adm nistrative Record which has been devel oped in accordance with C
the Adm nistrative Reocrd are |ocated at the Fort Devens Library, and at t
Concord Road, in Sudbury, Massachusetts.

The State of Massachusetts Departnent of Environnental Protection (MADEP)
renmedy. A copy of the state's declaration of concurrence letter is includ

Al t hough additional investigations to fill existing data gaps are required
prelim nary managenent of nmigration (MOM renedial alternatives have been
inthe Feasibility Study (FS) (OHM 1995a). A subsequent ROD will be issu
renmedy for AOCs A7 and A9.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE

Actual or threatned rel ease of hazardous substances from AOCs A7 and A9,
i npl enenting the SC renedy selected in this ROD, may present an inmnent a
to public health, welfare, or the environment.

DESCRI PTI ON OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The sel ected renedy addresses SC at AOCs A7 and A9. After collection of a
renmedy for the groundwater operable units at AOCs A7 and A9 will be develo
of contami nated groundwater to hunan health is not inmedi ate because groun
fromAQOCs A7 and A9 is not currently used as a drinking water soure. The

renmedi ati on of the source of contamination at AOCs A7 and A9 by elimnatin
by the presence of the landfill at AOC A& and the contaninated soils at AO

Th
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maj or conponents of the selected remedy for AOCs A7 and A9 incl ude:

Excavation and off-site treatnent and di sposal of |aboratory waste at
Excavati on of contami nated soil from ACC A9 and consolidation at AOCC
Consol i dati on of contam nated soil and solid wate at AOCC A7 to within
landfill cap

Construction of a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Subt
at ACC A7

O Oogo



O Environmental nonitoring and operation and mai ntenace (O&\) at ACC A7
O Institutional controls at AOC A7 to limt future site use and to rest
O Five-year reviews at ACC A7.

Excavated nmaterials fromother areas on the Annex may be used at ACO A7 fo
subgrade design specifications for the ACC A7 landfill cap. Before materi
as subgrade nmaterial at AOC A7, the Arny will have to conply with CERCLA a
Contingency Plan (NCP) for any areas which are CERCLA sites, and determ ne
consol idated is hazardous and subject to RCRA Land Di sposal Restrictions (

This remedy addresses the principal threat posed by AOCCs A7 and A9 by prev
public health, welfare, or the environment by inplenmentation of this final
to human health is not imredi ate because ground water at AOCs A7 and A9 is
drinki ng water.

STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The sel ected renmedy neets the nandates of CERCLA [1121. It protects human
conplies with federal and state requirenents that are legally applicable o
renedi al action, and is cost-effective. The selected renedy does not sati
renedi es that enploy treatnent that reduces toxicity, nobility, or vol une
treatment of the entire landfill area is inmpracticable. The selected rene
contam nants at AOC A7 through its contai nment features. Because this rem
remaining on site at ACC A7, a review will be conducted by the Arny, the U
Agency (USEPA), and the MADEP in five-year intervals after conpletion of t
to ensure that the rendy continues to provide adequate protection of hunan

The net hod of disposal or treatnment of the |aboratory waste will be determ
phase. The determination will reflect the requirenments of CERCLA 120(b)(1
whi ch treatnent which permanently and significantly reduces the volune, to
subst ances, pollutants or contaminants, as a principal elenent, are to be
alternatives not involving such treatment."

The forgoing represents the selection of a final source control renedial a
of the Arny and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region |, with c
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection.

U S. Departnment of the Arny

By: Dat e:
Edward R Nuttall

Title: Colonel, US. Arny
Commander
Fort Devens, Massachusetts

The foregoing represents the selection of a final source control renedial
of the Arny and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region |, with c
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection.

U. S. Environmental Protection Agency

By: Dat e:
Linda M Mir phy




Title: Director
Wast e Managenent Division
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Regi on |

DECI SI ON  SUMVARY
SEPTEMBER 1995

. SITE NAME, LOCATI ON AND DESCRI PTI ON

The Annex is a National Priority List (NPL) or Superfund site and is | ocat
Massachusetts. The 4.3-square-nile Annex reservati on conprises sections o
Maynard, Hudson, and Stow. The reservation is divided into two irregularl
Road. There are currently five AOCs within the Annex that are under inves
to SC for ACC A7 (the A d Gravel Pit Landfill) and ACC A9 [the Petrol eum
Burn Area], which are located on the northern boundary of the Annex overlo
Annex | ocation and the |ocation of AOCs A7 and A9 are shown on Figure 1

AOC A7 (Figure 2) is located along the northern boundary of the installat
Ri ver. Access is obtained by traveling north on a dirt track originating
slightly overgrown and is approximately 200 feet in length. Denplition de
shells, clay targets, and other solid waste is scattered across nmuch of th
site are cleared of vegetation, while the peripheral areas are heavily veg
di ppi ng sl ope on the northern boundary of the area overl ooking the Assabet
debris is visible on, and protruding from the slope. A small section of
property lies within the 100-year floodplain, but the landfill extent is a
Prior to enclosing the area with a security fence in Cctober 1991, unautho
recreational activities such as shooting, hunting, and dirt biking, and as
stream east of the area flows north towards the Assabet River.

A surface dunp with discarded furniture and debris is |located at the east

approxi nately 100 feet north of Patrol Road. Previously referred to as St
dunp was reported as a possible transfornmer disposal site. SA P8 is cons

i ncluded in the ACC A7 investigation

AOC A9 is level, nearly square, and covers approxinately 7 acres. The are
fence and a berm Tall grasses, shrubs, and small pine trees cover the ma
renoval area within AOC A9 shows signs of vegetation stress. The area is
Road, and on the east, north, and west by forest. The north side of ACC A
Road and the Assabet River.

Building T401 is one of two structures remaining on the site and is |ocate
in the southeast corner. Building T402 is also located in the southeaster
reportedly used to store mannequi ns used for fireproof clothing burn tests
facility is | ocated near the center of the cleared portion of the area. T
wal I s, has an asphalt base, and is bounded on the north by a large, freest
doors.

A fenced-in area with a netal shed (SA P12) previously stood to the east o
was placed on a concrete slab, and was surrounded on four sides and top by
a punp apparatus for an underground storage tank (UST). The shed and fenc

OHM Renedi ation Services Corp. (OHM, a wholly owned subsidiary of OHM Co
the UST renoval perforned by Atec Assoc., Inc., an Arny contractor. SA P1
of AOC A9.



A nmore conpl ete discussion of the past site histories of AOCs A7 and A9 ca
4.1, respectively, of the Draft Final Addendumto the Final Site/Renedia
the Annex (OHM 1995h).

[1. SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI Tl ES
A.  LAND USE AND RESPONSE HI STORY

The Annex, which was originally known as the Maynard Ordnance Depot, was a
Government in the early 1940s. During World War 11, the Annex was used fo
after the war it becane known as the Maynard Ordnance Test Station. In 19
transferred to the Natick Research and Devel opnent Command. At that tine,
reservation was troop training, but testing and experinents were al so cond
(1958-1982), the Annex was utilized by other agencies or operators for a v
training, and waste disposal. |In 1982, custody of the entire Annex was tr
17 mles northwest of Sudbury in the Town of Ayer. Fort Devens used the r
training active duty, Arny Reserve, and Arny and Air National Guard person
remains a part of Fort Devens but portions of the site are used for nilita
CGeophysi cal Radar Station, and the Region | Ofice of Federal Energency M

AOCC A7, the Od Gavel Pit Landfill, was used as a dunping and burial grou
denolition debris, druns, and | aboratory waste from 1941 to the ni d-1980s.
| aboratory waste was reportedly carried out between the late 1950s and 197
site was used by the general public for unauthorized surface dunping durin
restricted. Barriers were renoved during the Danes & Moore renedial inves
was re-initiated until the physical barriers were reconstructed.

AOC A9, the POL Burn Area, was used for product testing, and was made ava
and the Massachusetts Fire Fighting Acadeny (MFFA) for fire prevention tra
used the area for flame-retardant clothing tests, and the Massachusetts St
destruction of confiscated fireworks. The area is not currently used, but
phot ographs show that prior to that time the area was used for agricultura

Fire fighting training conducted by the MFFA in AOC A9 invol ved the use of
approxinately 20 feet by 20 feet by no nore than 2 feet deep, with a 1-to

of soil and cinder blocks. The bottomof the pit was unlined, and the sid
bl ocks. During fire fighting training, the pits were filled wi th approxi m
with fuel oil, and ignited. Wen fuel oil costs began to rise, JP-4 jet f
wi th MADEP perm ssion and was used in place of the fuel oil. The second p
of two trenches, 18 to 24 inches w de, approxinmately 24 inches deep, and 1
of a "T." The trenches were unlined and used for fire suppression/flashba
backfilled and replaced with a "Z" configuration in the sane area.

POL- contam nated soils were excavated and renoved fromthe area of the for
Sept enber 1987 and January 1988 by Zecco, Inc. Approximtely 1,123 cubic

transported to a hazardous waste disposal facility. The depth of excavat

to be 26 feet, approxinately the top of ground water. The excavations wer
unknown | ocation on the Annex. The nmaterial was staged in the POL area un
and was not certified as clean.

A nmore conpl ete discussion of the past site histories of AOCs A7 and A9 ca
4.1, respectively, of the SI/R Report.

B. ENFORCEMENT HI STORY

In 1978, the Departnent of Defense established the Installation Restoratio
i nvestigate, and clean up contanination resulting fromthe use, handling,



substances at federal facilities. Environnental investigations were start
IRP in order to address the environmental inpact from past |and uses.

Under the program the Arny conducted a site assessnment which consisted pr
search. The site assessnent report indicated that certain portions of the
contam nated. Following the site assessment, the Army conducted an RI/FS
Report by Danmes & Moore (Danes & Moore, 1986). Prior to the final publica
USEPA Region |, Waste Managenent Division, contracted NUS Corporation of B
to conduct a Site Investigation (SI) of the Annex. On May 26, 1987, NUS C
report on the Annex for USEPA Region |I. In June of 1985, a Prelimnary As
was al so conducted for USEPA Region | by an NUS Corporation Field investig
i ncluded a review of Danes & Moore's final draft RI/FS report. As a resu
Annex was placed on the NPL on February 21, 1990.

I nvestigation and cleanup activities at the Annex are goverened by an inte
a Federal Facility Agreement (FFA). The FFA for the Annex is a two-party
and the USEPA and was signed on Novenber 15, 1991. Under the FFA, the Arm
is responsible for carrying out all work required in accordance with the r
USEPA oversi ght.

[11. COMVUNITY PARTI Cl PATI ON

Under the LAG the Arny established a Technical Review Conmittee (TRC) to
managenent and pronote public participation through quarterly public infor
nmenbershi p consists of representatives fromthe U S. Arnmy Environnental Ce
Envi ronnent al Managenent O fice, USEPA Region I, MADEP, and the U S. Fish
as well as local officials and interest groups, specifically Four Town Fam
of Sites. This organization is also known as FOCUS

Thr oughout the investigations, the community has been involved in all act
conmunity and other interested parties apprised of these activities throug
sheets, press rel eases, public neetings, and site tours.

From 1990 t hrough 1991, the Arny held several informational neetings to de
process. During Decenber 1991, the Arny released a community relations p
to address comunity concerns and keep citizens inforned about and invol ve
activities. The comunity has been continuously kept inforned regarding t
RI/FS through quarterly TRC neetings.

On June 1, 1995, the Arny submitted the Final Proposed Plan (OHM 1995c) t
repositories. The Arny published a notice announcing a public neeting to
Proposed Plan in several |ocal newspapers on June 7 and June 8, 1995. The
the public at the Goodnow Library in Sudbury, Randall Library in Stow, the
Maynard Library, and the Davis Library at Fort Devens.

On June 14, 1995, the Arnmy and USEPA held an informational neeting to disc
AQOCs A7 and A9, the cleanup alternatives presented in the FS, and to prese
| mredi ately following this meeting, the Arny held a public hearing to acce
Proposed Plan. FromJune 5 to July 5, 1995, the Arny held a 30-day public
witten comments on the alternatives presented in the FS Report, the Propo
docunents previously released to the public. A transcript of the public m
Responsi veness Sumary in Appendi x B

V. SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNI T OR RESPONSE ACTI ON
The selected renedy for AOCs A7 and A9 is a source control (SC) alternativ

potential risks to human health and the environnent posed by existing site
i ntended to be the permanent SC neasure for AOCs A7 and A9. The SC action



i npl enentation of a future MOM renedy to address ground water contam natio
The MOM renedy will be addressed in the future in a separate ROD after add

In summary, the selected renmedy involves capping the landfill area at ACC

to landfill materials, and to minimze infiltration of precipitation, ther
and m nim zing possible resultant inpacts to ground water quality and the

alternative includes renmoval of hazardous |aboratory waste at ACC A7 follo
di sposal, and renoval of contam nated soil within AOCs A7 and A9, and cons
cap. Exposures to landfill materials and hotspots would be limted by iso
a RCRA Subtitle C multi-layer cap, and by using institutional controls to

site access. The cap would also direct precipitation runoff away fromlan
barrier to infiltration. Follow ng construction of the landfill cap at AO
wat er nonitoring, O%M and five-year reviews as part of the selected rened

V. SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Chapter 1.0 of the FS Report contains an overview of the RI. The signific
sunmari zed bel ow.

Results of R of ACCs A7 and A9

Rl's were perforned to assess the nature and extent of contam nation at ACC
conducted field activities for the Rl that included the collection and ana

wat er, sedinent, and solid waste sanples. Most of the sanples collected a
anal yzed for Target Conpound List volatile organic conmpounds (VQCs), base/
(BNAs), polychlorinated bi phenyls (PCBs), and pesticides; Target Analyte L
expl osives. For a detailed assessnent of AOCs A7 and A9, refer to the Add
which is included in the Adm nistrative Record and Informati on Repositorie

Nat ure and Extent of Contam nation: This section summarizes the nature an
AQCs A7 and A9. The contam nants identified in this section have been det
excess of either maxi mum background val ues, State and Federal standards, o

In AOC A7, 14 surface soil sanples were analyzed for VOCs, BNAs, PCBs, pes
her bi ci des, explosives, and netals. BNAs were detected at two | ocations,
BNAs. The pesticides, dieldrin, dichlorodi phenyl ethane (DDE), and dichl or
(DDT) were detected at several sanple locations. The PCB, Aroclor 1260, w
Two herbicides, silvex and dacthal, were also found. Lead was detected at
concentration greater than a standard.

Subsurface soil sanples were collected from19 test pits, 27 borings, and
of the pesticides and BNAs found in surface soil sanples were al so detecte
pestici des detected included dichl orodi phenyl di chl oroet hane (DDD), DDE, DD
hept achl or epoxi de, and chl ordane.

Test pitting, soil boring, and visual observation were used to estinmate th
landfill, SA P8, and the |aboratory waste di sposal area. The landfill are
11, 000 cubic yards. SA P8 (along with visually-contamn nated surrounding s
and 2,235 cubic yards. The buried |laboratory debris area is estimated to
yards. A plan view of these areas is presented on Figure 2.

Thirty ground water sanples were collected fromten nonitoring wells in AO
tetrachl oroet hyl ene or perchloroethylene, 1,1,2,2-tetrachl oroethane or per
and chloroform along with the pesticide |indane, were detected at concent
wat er standards. These exceedances were limted to three wells, OHWA7-8,
OHM A7-46. Lead was al so detected at a concentration above its drinking w
sanpl es collected fromnonitoring well OHMA7-12.



Surface water and sedi nent sanples were collected fromthe unnamed stream
landfill to assess whether contam nants fromthe site had entered the stre
that the site is not contamnating the stream Arsenic concentrations in

freshwater chronic Anbient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC), but exceeded the
Arsenic, barium nickel, and sel eniumwere detected in sedi nent sanpl es at
| evel s.

The behavi or of the contam nants in AOCC A7 depends on both the chem cal co
environnent. Contam nants have been in place at ACC A7 for over 20 years
i nfl uenced by the environmental weathering that has occurred over that tim
that VOCs will be present in surface soils because these conpounds wll ei
at nosphere or | each downward with infiltrating water. Pesticides and neta
may be nore tightly bound than freshly applied chemcals. Overburden in t

fairly low perneability tills. Water and chemicals will nove fairly read
the characteristics of the till will serve to limt the flow of water, and
contam nants However, some migration of chemcals with ground water is occ

In AOC A9, 11 surface soil sanples were analyzed for VOCs, BNAs, PCBs, pes
netals. VOCs, BNAs, and pesticides were all detected at concentrations be
| ead, and thalliumconcentrations exceeded their standards at several |oca

Forty-si x subsurface soil sanples were collected fromAOC A9 during the R
i norgani ¢ contam nant present at concentrations above its standard. Eleva
l[imted to an area outside of the southwest corner of AOC A9 and were conf
However, results fromprelimnary field screening of SA P9 (which is |ocat
fenced area of AOC A9) indicate that arsenic is present in the soil start

AOC A9 (outside the fence) and continui ng downgradient to SA P9. This lar
contam nation is probably not related to ACC A9, and has been attributed t
ar seni c- based herbicides along the security perineter and forner railroad

Twenty-five ground water sanples were collected from 15 nonitoring wells
data indicate that VOCs, BNAs, and |ead are present at concentrati ons abov
Expl osi ve residues were found at one sanpling location. There are no drin
expl osi ve residues detected.

The transformati on of the chemicals present in AOC A9 depends on both the

environnent. Chem cals have been in place at ACC A9 for many years and th
i nfluenced by the environmental weathering that is likely to have occurred
chlori nated VOCs have been detected in the ground water, sone of these com
degradati on products of other chlorinated VOCs. The soils in the area gen
soils (and some fill) at the surface, grading to nuch finer materials with
nove fairly readily through the surface nmaterial, but the characteristics

the flow at deeper |evels and consequently the migration of associated con

A conpl ete discussion of site characteristics can be found in Chapters 3.0
SI/ R Report.

VI. SUMVARY OF SITE RI SKS

A Baseline Risk Assessnment was perforned to estinmate the probability and m
human health and environnmental effects from exposure to contamni nants assoc
public health risk assessnment followed a four step process: 1) contam nan
t hose hazardous substances which, given the specific conditions of the sit

exposure assessnent, which identified actual or potential exposure pathway
exposed popul ations, and determ ned the extent of possible exposure; 3) to
consi dered the types and nagni tude of adverse health effects associ ated wi



substances, and 4) risk characterization, which integrated the three earl
and actual risks posed by hazardous substances at the site, including carc
risks. Except for chemicals that are obviously not site-related (e.g., la
chem cals were considered in the risk assessnent. The results of the pub
Annex are discussed bel ow fol |l owed by the conclusions of the environnenta

Human Heal th Ri sk Assessnent

A Human Health Ri sk Assessnent (HHRA) was prepared in January 1994 for the
sanpl ing and anal ysis was conducted in AOCs A7 and A9 follow ng conpl etion
addendumto the HHRA was al so prepared. The purpose of the HHRA addendum
data to deternmine if they affected the findings of the original HHRA. Bas
addendum the results of the HHRA were not materially affected. The HHRA
Appendix Cto the SI/R Report. The primary objectives of the HHRA incl ud

0 Exam ne exposure pathways and contani nant concentrations in soil and gr
Annex;

0 Estimate the potential for adverse effects associated with the contam n
Annex under current and future |and use conditions;

O ldentify site or land use conditions that present unacceptable risks; a

O Provide a risk assessnent basis on which decisions can be made and from
recommendations for future activities which are protective of human hea

The HHRA estimated present and future potential risks to human health pose
soil, based on conditions as described in the SI/R Report. The HHRA addr
on AOCs A7 and A9 as they currently exist, and under a scenario that assum
future. Under current conditions, the greatest potential exposure is asso
school age children who were assunmed to be exposed for a 10-year period (b
Exposure under current use conditions is nost likely to occur via direct c
i ngestion or dermal absorption of, chemicals in site soils.

If sections of the Annex are excessed (sold by the mlitary), future use ¢
Because this scenari o posed the highest future use exposure potential, res
eval uated to estinmate maxi numrisks. Under this scenario, exposure could
(reasonabl e maxi mum estimate of the time and individual remains in the sam
with soils and sedi nent (ingestion or dernmal absorption), use of on-site g
by consunption of fish.

Ri sks were assessed usi ng USEPA Region | guidance (USEPA, 1991a), which co
maxi mum concentrations of chemcals in different environnental nedia at AO
maxi mum concentrati ons represent exposure associated with repeated contact
portions of the Annex. The average concentration assunes an individual re
wi der distribution of sources. USEPA uses a target excess cancer risk goa
exposure to carcinogeni c substances, and typically regulates within a rang
1,000,000 (10-4 to 10-6).

For noncarci nogens, USEPA assumes adverse health effects are unlikely if t
is lower than the reference toxicity criteria [called the reference dose (
to RfDis ternmed the Hazard Quotient, and the sum of these ratios for nult
the Hazard Index (H'). An H over 1.0 nmeans that adverse non-cancer effec
contact with a particular chem cal of concern

To ensure public health is adequately protected, conservative (unlikely to
were used in deriving both the exposure estimate and the toxicity val ues.
conservative assunptions, it is likely that actual risks are considerably



report.

For a conpl ete explanation of risks posed by contami nation at the Annex, p
Addendum presented in the Addendumto the SI/R Report. The Addendumto t
the Adm nistrative Record and is also included in the Information Reposito

Heal th Ri sks Associated Wth AOCC A7: Risks associated with current and fu
are as foll ows:

0 Current Use - Soil Ingestion

Aver age Maxi mum
HI 0.09 0.9
Cancer Ri sk 3 x 10-6 3 x 10-5
0 Fucure Use (Residential - Includes Soil and Sedi nem I ngestion and G oun
Aver age Maxi mum
HI 0.2 1
Cancer Ri sk 7 x 10-5 5 x 10-4

Exposure to |l ead at AOC A7 was eval uated separately using USEPA' s Uptake/B
Results fromthe nmodel were conmpared with an USEPA bl ood action level of 1
nodel , | ead does not pose a health risk in AOCC A7.

Much of the risk estimated for AOC A7 is associated with the presence of h
contam nation) and contam nated ground water. For risks of the magnitude
require frequent contact with these spots. Because frequent contact is un
excavated and renoved from ACC A7, actual future risks are probably substa
estimates that are based on naxi mum exposure point concentrations.

Laboratory waste buried in the west-central portion of the site consists o
chem cals. Hazards posed by this nmaterial are undefined but potentially s
associated with |l eaching of naterials fromthe site to the river and conta
occurs in the area. Consequently, action to address this potential hazard
exceedance in cancer risk under the future use scenario, action at AOCC A7

Health Ri sk Associated Wth AOC A9: Risks associated with current and fut
are as foll ows:

0 Current Use - Soil Ingestion

Aver age Maxi mum
HI 0.03 0.1
Cancer Ri sk 2 x 10-6 7 x 10-6
0 Future Use (Residential - Includes Soil and Sedinent Ingestion and G ou
Aver age Maxi mum
HI 1 10
Cancer Ri sk 6 x 10-5 2 x 10-4

Much of the risk estimated for AOC A9 is associated with the presence of s
| evel s of arsenic and thallium For risks of the magnitude estimted abov
contact with these points. Because frequent contact is unlikely and the h
renoved from ACC A9, actual future risks are probably substantially | ower

Maxi mum exposure poi nt concentrations. However, renoval of soil contam na
is warranted because cancer risk number and HI, respectively, exceed accep



| and use scenari o.

Exposure to |l ead at AOC A9 was eval uated separately using USEPA' s UBK Mde
nodel were conpared with an USEPA bl ood action level of 10 ag/dl. Based o
not pose a health risk in ACC A9.

Suppl emrent al Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent

A suppl enental ecol ogical risk assessnent was conducted as part of the Add
determ ne whether risk estimates fromthe January 1994 ri sk assessnent req
specifically evaluate ecological risk in ACCs A7 and A9. For a conplete e
pl ease refer to Appendix C of the Addendumto the SI/R Report. A sumary
fol | ows.

Results of investigation at the Annex reveal a conplex area containing sev
In AOCs A7 and A9, chemicals of concern for ecological receptors can be se

0 Chemicals present in AOCs A7 and A9 ground water that may pose a risk t
in the Assabet River;

O Organochlorine pesticides, netals, and pol ynucl ear aromati ¢ hydrocar bon
soils that may pose a risk to terrestrial wildlife (these chenicals are
AQCs, and are not widely distributed); and,

0 Metals present at el evated concentrations in sedinments in the intermtt
AOC A7; these chenmicals nay pose a risk to aquatic organi sns.

Ecol ogi cal Ri sks Associated with AOC A7: Soil contaninants at ACC A7 inc
and chl ordane. These contam nants exi st at several hotspots, with nost Sp
portion of the site. There is no visual evidence of ecol ogi cal danmge at
expl anation of risks posed by contam nation at AOC A7, please refer to the
assessment presented in Appendix C of the Addendumto the SI/R Report. A
ground water are associated with a ground water plune originating fromthe
and possibly migrating to the Assabet River. Elevated |levels of |indane a
found in ground water. Results of the ecological risk assessnent indicate
Assabet River is unlikely to adversely affect aquatic organisns. The asse
are unlikely to pose an adverse risk to terrestrial wildlife. Biological
side of AOC A7 showed no inmpairnment attributable to site contani nants.

VI1. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENI NG OF ALTERNATI VES
A, STATUTORY REQUI REMENTS/ RESPONSE OBJECTI VES

Under its legal authorities, the Army's primary responsibility at Superfun
actions that are protective of hunan health and the environnent. In addit
est abl i shes several other statutory requirenents and preferences, includin
renmedi al action when conplete, nust conply with all federal and nmore strin
standards, requirenments, criteria or limtations, unless a waiver is invok
sel ect a renedial action that is cost-effective and that utilizes pernmanen
technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogies to the nmaxi num extent pract
renmedi es in which treatnent which permanency and significandy reduces the
of the hazardous substances is a principal elenent over renedies not invo
alternatives were devel oped to be consistent with these Congressional mnmand

Based on prelimnary infornation relating to types of contam nants, enviro
potential exposure pathways, renedial acrion objectives (RAGCs) were develo
and screening of alternatives. These RAGs were devel oped to mirigate exis
to public health and the environnent. For ACC A7, the primry RAGs are:



0 Elimnate potential risk to human health and the environnent asso
cont am nat ed wast es

O Mnimze off-site mgration of contam nants; and,

O Limt infiltration of precipitation to the underlying waste with
m ni m zing | eachate generation and ground water degradation

For ACC A9, the primary RAO i s:
0 Reduce potential risk to human health associated with exposure to
B. TECHNOLOGY AND ALTERNATI VE DEVELOPMENT AND SCREEN NG

CERCLA and the NCP set forth the process by which renedial actions are eva
accordance with these requirenents, a range of alternatives were devel oped

The FS for AOCs A7 and A9 identified and anal yzed the SC and MOM al t er nat
ground water contam nation, respectively. However, during the eval uation
addi ti onal ground water data were needed to be collected prior to selectin
AQOCs. Further, based on the potential risks to hunan health and the envir
conditions, and the proximy to the Assabet River, stabilization of site c
determ ned to be of high priority. Because ACC A7 contains a landfill for
alternatives are inpracticable due to inplenentability and cost, a renedia
conditions and provide SC was determ ned to be appropriate. The MOM rened
separate ROD after additional data is gathered.

Wth respect to SC, the FS devel oped a range of alternatives--fromone tha
to the extent feasible, the need for |ong-term managenent (i ncluding nonit
excavation and off-site disposal) to one that would enploy treatnent as a

solidification/stabilization). The range also included alternatives that
m nimal or no treatnent but protecting human health and the environnent by
and/ or reducing the nobility of contam nants, and the no-action alternativ

VI11. DESCRIPTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

This section provides a narrative summary of each SC alternative eval uated
A detail ed assessnent of each alternative can be found in Section 4.0 of t

AOC A7 Renedi al Alternatives

The Arny considered three renedial alternatives to address SC at AQCC A7.
descri bed below. A detailed presentation and analysis of the alternatives
the FS.

Alternative 1 - No Action: This alternative was evaluated in the FS to se
to other alternatives under consideration. Under this alternative, no con
or land use restrictions would be used.

Alternative 2 - Laboratory Waste Excavation and Of-Site Disposal, Contain
Landfill Cap: Alternative 2 consists of excavation of buried |aboratory w
AOC A7, with off-site treatnment and disposal of this waste, and construct
cap to contain the renmining contam nants. During excavation and transpor
all federal and state requirenents pertaining to identification, handling,
hazardous wastes will be attained in this alternative.

Prior to construction of the cap, AOCC A7 would be regraded to elininate de
to the extent practicable so that precipitation will run off instead of po
into the landfill. This process would require excavating sone solid waste



and replacing the waste closer to the center of the area to be capped. Du
contam nated nmaterials within AOC A7 will be consolidated as part of the n
proposed cap. The cap would be designed to neet the requirenents applicab
waste landfill (RCRA Subtitle Q).

Fol | owi ng construction, the cap and associ ated systens will be inspected p
assure integrity and proper operation. Long-term Q&M will include nainten
drai nage, and landfill gas control systems. Gound water and storm water

will also be inplenented. Five-year reviews will also be conducted
A sunmmary of estinmated costs, tine for design, construction, and operation

O Estimated Tinme for Design and Construction: 2 years

O Estimated Tinme of COperation: 30 years

O Esti mated Capital Cost: $1,614, 350

O Esti mated O&M Costs (present worth): $595, 360

O Esti mated Total Cost, Including 20% Conti ngency (present worth): $2,

Al ternative 3, Laboratory Waste Excavation and Of-Site Disposal, Consolid

Subtitle C Landfill Cap: Alternative 3 will consist of the same primary c
addition, Alternative 3 will include inportation of contam nated soil from
consolidation of this waste with contam nated soil from ACC A7, and fina

Subtitle Clandfill cap. The proposed areal extent of the cap, subjects t

on Figure 3. The cap will consist of nultiple layers, each with a specif
design is consistent with state-of-the-art requirenments for hazardous wast
degree of isolation and control. As shown on Figure 4, the cap consists o
fromtop of waste to top of finished cap):

0 Passive gas vent |layer over existing waste, if necessary, based on
vent and/or control landfill gases generated in the landfill;

O Lower very |low perneability barrier, consisting of a geosynthetic c
| ayer of bentonite clay sandwi ched between an upper and | ower geote

O Upper inperneable barrier, consisting of a synthetic nenbrane, to s
percol ati ng wat er;

0 Drainage |layer, consisting of a geonet, to divert precipitation tha
surficial vegetative and protective |layer off of and away fromthe
and,

0 Vegetative and protective |ayer, approximately 24 inches thick and
topsoil, to protect underlying cap conponents and control erosion b
medi um for vegetative grow h.

Landfill gas controls, such as passive gas vents or extraction wells, wll
landfill gases generated beneath the cap, thereby preventing accunul ation

potential disruption of cap integrity.

The cap and drai nage system woul d be connected to a system of drai nage swa

control run-on and run-off. Along the north side of the landfill, facing
engi neering controls would be utilized to protect landfill naterials and t
damage fromerosion. The slope will be regraded and, if necessary, a reve

installed along this north slope to provide additional protection against
to the area would be further restricted by the existing fence along the pe
&M ground water nonitoring, and five-year reviews will be inplenented.

A summary of estinmated costs, tine for design, construction, and operation
O Estimated Tinme for Design and Construction: 2 years

0 Estimated Tinme of Operation: 30 years
O Estimated Capital Cost: $1,614, 700



O Estimated O&M Costs (present worth): $595, 360
O Estimated Total Cost Including 20% Conti ngency (present worth): $2

AOCC A9 Renedi al Alternatives

Alternative 1 - No Action: This alternative was evaluated in the FS to se
to other alternatives under consideration. Under this alternative, no con
| and use restrictions woul d be used.

Alternative 2 - Limted Action: Alternative 2 is a limted action consi st
deed restrictions. A fence would be installed around each of the two cont
The fencing woul d consist of a 6-foot-high, gated, chain-link fence topped
wire. Warning signs would be nmounted on the fence. Deed restrictions wou
residential devel opnent or recreational use. Mnitoring would be perforne
30 years.

A summary of estinmated costs, tine for design, construction, and operation

O Estimated Tinme for Design and Construction: 3 nonths

0 Estimated Tinme of Operation: 30 years

0 Estimated Capital Cost: 15,730

O Estimated O&M Costs (present worth): $462, 280

0 Estimated Total Cost, I|ncluding 20% Conti ngency (present worth): $
Alternative 3 - Of-Site Disposal: Alternative 3 involves the excavation
cont am nat ed above the risk-based cleanup |levels for arsenic and thallium
facility for final treatnent and disposal. Soil fromAOC A9 is not expect

characteristic [by Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) Test]
beryllium or thallium based on the relatively |low | evels of these conta
strong adsorption properties. Because the |ack of toxicity has not been c

di sposal costs for both hazardous and non-hazardous soil. If soil is non-
di sposal at a non-hazardous waste (RCRA Subtitle D) facility. |If soil exh
af orenmenti oned contaninants, it will require treatment using solidificatio
foll owed by disposal at a hazardous waste (RCRA Subtitle C facility. Whe
borrow material fromthe Annex will be placed within the excavated area.
cover will be placed on top of the fill to support vegetation.

O For soil which is hazardous:

- Estimated Tinme for Design and Construction: 3 nonths

- Estimated Tirne of Qperation: 30 years

- Estimated Capital Cost: $61, 360

- Estimated O8M Costs (present worth): $25,020

- Estimated Total Cost, I|ncluding 20% Conti ngency (present worth):

O For soil which is non-hazardous:

- Estimated Tinme for Design and Construction: 3 nonths

- Estimated Tinme of Operation: 30 years

- Estimated Capital Cost: $41,010

- Estimated O8M Costs (present worth): $25,020

- Estimated Total Cost, including 20% Conti ngency (present worth):

Alternative 4, Of-Site Disposal at AOCC A7: This alternative involves exc
contami nated soil at ACC A9 within the fenced area. This contam nated so
hazardous and will be transported to ACC A7, approxinmately 1/4 mle away.

beneath a 2-acre RCRA Subtitle C multi-layer cap along with contam nated s



Soil from ACC A9 is not expected to exhibit a hazardous toxicity character
| ead, arsenic, beryllium or thalliumbased on the relatively low levels o
relatively strong adsorption properties. However, the lack of toxicity ha

result of testing, soil is found to be hazardous, it will be transported o
Subtitle C) facility for treatnent and di sposal. When soil excavation is
the Annex will be placed within the excavated area. A mninmum of 6 inches
on top of the fill to support vegetation

A sunmmary of estinmated costs, tine for design, construction, and operation

O Estimated Tinme for Design and Construction: 3 nonths

0 Estimated Tinme of Operation: 30 years

O Estimated Capital Cost: $26, 870

O Estimated O&M Costs (present worth): $25,020

0 Estimated Total Cost, I|ncluding 20% Conti ngency (present worth): $

Alternative 5 - Solidification/Stabilization: Aternative 5 involves the
consolidation on site, and addition of solidification/stabilization agents
soil will be excavated fromtwo |ocations. These two small hotspots of so
| evel s of arsenic, lead, beryllium and thalliumwould be transported to t
treatment process. Pozzol an/Portland cenent would be placed in the m xing
cenent and soils would then be m xed using a backhoe. After hardening, th
relatively inpermeable nonolith. Treated soil would be cured within the ¢
material would remain on site. The consolidation and treatnment area wl |

topsoil and seeded. Monitoring would be performed at regular intervals fo

A summary of estinmated costs, tine for design, construction. and operatio

Estimated Tinme for Design and Construction: 6 nonths

Estimated Tinme of Operation: 30 years

Esti mated Capital Cost: $53,925

Esti mated O&M Costs (present worth): $347,730

Esti mated Total Cost, I|ncluding 20% Conti ngency (present worth): $

Oooodgno

Solidification/stabilization has been shown to be effective for inmmbiliz
However, a treatability study is proposed for Alternative 5 to account for
condi ti ons.

I X. SUMVARY OF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

Section 121(b)(1) of CERCLA presents several factors that, at a mninmm t
inits assessnent of alternatives. Building upon these specific statutory
evaluation criteria to be used in assessing the individual renedial altern
A detailed analysis was perfornmed on the alternatives using the nine evalu

a site renedy. The following is a summary of the conparison of each alter
with respect to the nine evaluation criteria. These criteria are sunmariz

Threshold Criteria

The two threshold criteria described bel ow nust be net in order for the a
sel ection in accordance with the NCP

1. Overall protection of human health and the environnent addresse
provi des adequate protection and descri bes how ri sks posed thro



reduced or controlled through treatnent, engineering controls,

2. Conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate requirem
whet her or not a remedy will neet all of the ARARs of other Fed
| aws and/or provide grounds for invoking a waiver.

Primary Bal ancing Criteria

The following five criteria are utilized to conpare and eval uate the el ene
that neet the threshold criteria.

3. Long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence addresses the criteriat
alternatives for the long-termeffectiveness and pernmanence the
certainty that they will prove successful

4. Reduction of toxicity, nobility, or volume through treatnent ad
alternatives enploy recycling or treatnent that reduces toxicit
how treatnment is used to address the principal threats posed by

5. Short-termeffectiveness addresses the period of time needed to
adverse inpacts on human health and the environnent that may be
and i npl enentation period, until cleanup goals are achieved.

6. Inplenentability addresses the technical and adm nistrative fea
the availability of materials and services needed to inplenent

7. Cost includes estimted capital and O&M costs, as well as prese
Modi fying Criteria

The nodifying criteria are used on the final evaluation of renedial altern
has received public comment on the RI/FS and Proposed Pl an

8. State acceptance addresses the State's position and key concern
alternative and other alternatives, and the State's conmments on
wai vers.

9. Comunity acceptance addresses the public's general response to
the Proposed Plan and RI/FS Reports.

A detail ed assessnent of each alternative according to the nine criteria c
FS Report.

Foll owi ng the detail ed anal ysis of each individual alternative, a conparat
rel ative perfornmance of each alternative against the nine criteria, was co
for the threshold criteria and the primary balancing criteria can be found
Report for AOC A7 and AOC A9, respectively.

The section below presents the nine criteria and a brief narrative summary
strengt hs and weaknesses according to the detailed and conparative analys
di scussion integrates alternatives for AOCs A7 and A9 because the preferre
contami nated soils from ACC A9 into ACC A7. A detail ed assessnment of each
in the FS Report.

Overall Protection of Human Heal th and the Environnent

The preferred alternative (Alternative 3 for AOC A7 conbined with Alternat
protective of human health and the environnment. Protection is provided by



which is presunmed to be hazardous. It also provides protection agai nst ex
t hrough the placenent of a physical barrier over them The preferred alte
Subtitle C multi-layer landfill cap, which stringently controls infiltrat

| eachate generation. The cap is designed to prevent surficial |eachate se

O f-site disposal of contatninated soils (Alternative 2 for ACC A7, and Al
simlar to the preferred alternatives, except that contam nated soil from
of f-site disposal alternatives are equally effective as the preferred alte
term bases, since the sane technol ogy is enployed. Effective contai nment

provi de overall protection by preventing direct contact, ingestion, and in

The No Action alternative (Alternative 1 for both ACCs A7 and A9) would no
entirety. It is not considered protective because it provides no reductio
exposure pat hways.

The Iimted action alternative for the AOCC A9, Alternative 2, provides a d
health and the environnment by utilizing institutional controls to limt s
it would not be as effective in the long termas the excavation and renova
and 4.

Al ternative 5 (ACC A9) involves encapsul ation of soil contaminants in a ce
remain on site. This process is considered equally effective to the prefe
human heal th and the environnent.

Conpl i ance with ARARs

Conpliance with State and Federal ARARs pertaining to hazardous waste and
cl osure at AOC A7 woul d be achi eved under the preferred alternative only.
| aboratory waste disposal areas will conply with action-specific off-site
AOC A7, a no-action alternative would not neet landfill closure requirenen

At ACC A9, Alternatives 3 and 4 (the preferred alternative), will conply w
di sposal requirenments for the nmaterial excavated fromthe hotspots. Since
remain on site after stabilization in Alternative 5 at ACC A9, an action-s
vadose zone nonitoring would have to be inmpl enented

Long- Term Ef fecti veness and Pernanence

At ACC A7, the preferred alternative involves excavation and off-site disp
wast es, and placenent of a cap over the landfill area and all contani nated
A9. The preferred alternative provides an effective nethod of long-termc
and debris. However, the effectiveness of containment is dependent on ade
landfill cap. The preferred alternative is distinct fromAlternative 2 be
soil from AOC A9 beneath the cap. At both AOCCs, the No Action alternative
ef fecti veness because of the continuous potential for contanminant migratio
cont am nant s.

At ACC A9, Alternative 2, the Limted Action alternative, provides a noder
preventing direct contact exposure to contam nated soils. Alternative 3,
is permanent for the site. Alternative 5, solidification, is a proven tre
contam nants; however, a treatability study and a long-termnonitoring pro
determ ne effectiveness.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volunme Through Treat nment
None of the alternatives at AOCC A7 involve treatnent or destruction. The

the greatest reduction in potential nobility of site-related contaninats t
mnimzes infiltrati on and subsequent |eaching of contanm nants from wastes



ground water, as well as erosion of surficial contam nation and the potent
t hrough the side slope of the cap. Alternative 2 at AOC A7 is simlar to
that soil from AOCC A9 is not placed beneath the cap. There is no reductio
associated with Alternative 1, the No Action alternative, at either ACC A7

At ACC A9, Alternatives 1 and 2, the No Action and Limted Action alternat
intoxicity, nobility, or volume. Alternative 3 does reduce toxicity, nob
contam nants by renpving contam nated soil fromthe Annex. Alternative 5,
reduces both the toxicity and mobility of inorganic contaninants, but the
remai n unchanged.

Short-Term Ef fecti veness

At ACC A7, the SC alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3, the preferred altern
short term Because of the potential for release of contam nants during t
engi neering precautions would be taken to | essen the potential for contan
short-term protection of workers and area residents.

At both AOCs A7 and A9, the No Action alternatives (Alternative 1 at both
renmedi al workers or the conmunity because there is no renedial action; how
ef fecti veness because of the continuous potential for contanminant migratio

i nvol ve soil excavation and transport (Alternatives 3 and 4), or excavatio
woul d require engineering precautions to prevent or mnimze short-term ex
contam nants. Alternative 5 requires addition of alkaline naterials to co
i ncreases the likelihood of injury or dust exposure.

| mpl enentability

At both AOCs A7 and A9, the No Action alternative (Alternative 1) is easie
renedial action is required. At AOC A7, Alternatives 2 and 3, which invo
cap, are equal in inmplenentability, although placenent of the geonenbrane
| abor.

At ACC A9, Alternative 2 is easily inmplenentable because it only involves

and 4, which involve excavation and di sposal either off site or at ACC A7,
i npl enentable. Alternative 5, soil solidification, is a proven technol ogy
technically and adm nistratively.

Cost

The Costs of an alternative include the capital cost of inplenenting an a
over a 30-year period. The total cost of a renedial action is expressed a
and &M costs. The estimated costs of the alternatives increase increnent
sophi stication of the renedial action, fromthe No Action alternative to t
i nvol ves construction of a nulti-layer cap. The preferred alternative (Al
| east costly anong the alternatives eval uated, excluding the No Action Alt

St at e Accept ance

State acceptance addresses whether, based on its review of the Addendumto
and Proposed Plan, the State concurs with, opposes, or has no coment on t
proposing as the renedy for AOCs A7 and A9. The State has reviewed and co
Pl an and the Arny has taken the State's comments into account. The State
renmedy for AOCs A7 and A9. A copy of the State's declaration of concurren
Appendi x E

Conmuni ty Acceptance



Conmuni ty acceptance addresses whether the public concurs with the Arny's

acceptance of the Proposed Pl an has been eval uated based on conments recei

(dated June 14, 1995) and during the public coment period. This is docum
public neeting in Appendix B. Based on the public comments, the public is
preferred renmedial alternative as presented in the Proposed Pl an.

X. THE SELECTED REMEDY

Based on the potential risks to human health and the environnent posed by
Annex, and the proximty to the Assabet River, stabilization of site condi
determ ned to be of high priority. Because ACC A7 contains a landfill for

alternatives are inpracticable due to inplenentability or cost, a renedia
conditions and provide SC was determ ned to be appropriate. This approach
termcleanup goals at the Annex and is supported by the expectations of th
in the NCP, 40 CFR 300.430(a)(1). The NCP indicates that the principal th
be treated wherever practicable (such as in the renedi ation of a hotspot)

as contai nment, are appropriate for waste that poses a relatively |low | ong
is inmpracticable.

A.  CLEANUP LEVELS

To neet the RAGs identified in Section VII. the Arnmy proposes to conduct
SC and stabilize existing site conditions. For the |aboratory waste at AO
wer e devel oped since the waste will be excavated and transported off site

For the contanminated soil at AOCC A9, the Arnmy has established a cleanup le
(ppm for arsenic and 20 ppmfor the thallium These cleanup levels are b
of public health and the environment. A letter from USEPA dated May 19, 1
devel opnent of the risk-based cl eanup | evel for thallium (USEPA, 1995). C
wi || be devel oped as appropriate within the MOM operable unit for AOCCs A7

B. DESCRI PTI ON OF THE REMEDI AL COVPONENTS

The Arny's preferred SC alternative (Alternatives 3 and 4 for ACCs A7 and
inthe FS) is summarized as follows. The selected alternative involves is
to mnimze direct exposure to landfill naterials and infiltration of prec
of leachate and inpacts to ground water quality and the Assabet River. Th
elimnating any future direct contact to contam nated soils at AOCC A9. M
alternative for ACCs A7 and A9 are described bel ow.

PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE SUMVARY

- Site Preparation and Gradi ng

- Excavation and Of-Site Treatnment and Di sposal of Laboratory Wast
- Excavation of Contaminated Soil from AOC A9 and Consolidation at
- Construction of RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Cap at ACC A7

- Environnental Monitoring and O&M at AOC A7

- Institutional Controls at ACC A7

- Five-Year Reviews at AOC A7

Esti mated Cost to | npl enent:
Esti mated Capital Cost:

Esti mated O&M Costs (present worth):
Esti mated Total Cost Including 20% Conti ngency (present worth)*:



*Cost for five-year reviews at AOC A7 only.

Excavation and O f-Site Treatment and Di sposal of Laboratory Waste at AQC

Prior to construction of the landfill cap, |aboratory waste will be excava
treatment and di sposal at an approved facility. The |aboratory waste is b
considered to be the primary source of ground water contanination

The nmet hod of disposal or treatnment of the |aboratory waste will be determ
phase. The determination will reflect the requirenments of CERCLA 120(b)(1
whi ch treatnent which permanently and significantly reduces the volune, to
subst ances, pollutants or contaminants, as a principal elenent, are to be
alternatives not involving such treatment."

Excavati on of Contam nated Soil from AOCC A9 and Consolidation at ACC A7

Prior to construction of the landfill cap, contam nated soil from AOCC A9 w
consol idated at ACC A7. Excavated materials fromother areas on the Annex
as fill material to neet the subgrade design specifications for the ACC A7
fromother sites is used as subgrade material at AOCC A7, the Arny will be
CERCLA and the NCP for any areas which are CERCLA sites, and determne if
consol i dated i s hazardous and subject to RCRA LDRs, 40 CFR Part 268.

Construction of RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Cap at AOC A7

A multi-layer cap will be placed over the landfill area, as indicated on F
the final cap, contami nated soil and other solid waste at AOC A7 will be ¢
of the cap. The cap will cover approximately two acres and be designed in
gui dance (USEPA, 1991b). Site-specific factors will be evaluated in deter
The cap will provide a barrier to infiltration and direct precipitation ru
The north side of the landfill, along the Assabet River at ACC A7, is very
Options to address the steep slope are regrading, or construction of a rev
determ nation of the option for the steep slope will be nade during the re

Envi ronnental Monitoring and Q&M

Fol | owi ng construction of the landfill cap, the Army will conduct ground w
t he contai nnent system The environnental nonitoring programwould be sub
and approval, and will identify the sanpling |locations and frequencies. O

i ncl ude inspections and, if needed, repair and/or maintenance of portions
noni toring wells.

Institutional Controls
The selected alternative requires institutional controls and | and use rest

|and at ACC A7. Restrictions on |land use at ACC A7 will be inpl enented by
use.

Fi ve- Year Revi ews at ACC A7

The Arny will review the conditions at AOC A7 at | east once every five yea
five-year reviewis to ensure that the renedial action continues to protec
environnent, and is functioning as designed.



Xl . STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The renedial action selected for inplementation at ACC A7 and AOCC A9 of th
CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, the NCP. The selected renedy is pr
the environnent, attains ARARs and is cost effective. The selected renedy
regardi ng Superfund renedi al actions, including mtigation of the principa
di sposal of the |laboratory waste) to human health and the environnent, and
such as contai nment of contami nated soil that poses a relatively |ow | ong-
treatnment is inpracticable.

A.  THE SELECTED REMEDY | S PROTECTI VE OF HUVAN HEALTH AND THE
ENVI RONVENT

The renedy at AOC A7 and ACC A9 of the Annex will pernmanently reduce the r
heal th and the environment by elimnating, reducing or controlling exposur
receptors through engineering and institutional controls. Renoval and off
waste from ACC A7, construction of a RCRA Subtitle C nultilayer cap over t
and renmoval of several hotspots from AOC A7 and AOC A9 and consolidation u
to prevent exposure to the contam nants. The cap will also prevent infilt
unsaturated waste naterials and the resultant generation of |eachate. Mor
achi eve potential hunan health risk levels that attain the 10-4 to 10-6 in
| evel protective of noncarcinogenic endpoints, and will conply with To Be
gui dance.

B. THE SELECTED REMEDY ATTAI NS ARARS

The renedy at AOCs A7 and A9 will attain all federal and state ARARs. \Whe
avai l abl e, policies, criteria, and guidance were listed with status as TBC
and A9 were identified during both the RI and FS. Appendix C presents tab
and TBCs previously identified, including a regulatory citation, a require
be taken to attain the requirement. The followi ng narrative presents a su
their applicability to the selected conbined remedy for AOCCs A7 and A9.

Chemi cal - Speci fi c ARARs

These ARARs are nunerical values or procedures that, when applied to a spe
l[imts for individual chemicals or groups of chemicals. Chenical-specific
or risk-based standards linmting the concentration of a chenical found in

AOC A7: There are no chemical -specific ARARs for AOCC A7 for this SC ROD s
covered with a landfill cap.

ACC A9: At ACC A9, arsenic and thalliumare the contam nants that have be
arisk. Since no federal and state chem cal -specific ARARs for soils exis
devel oped risk-based cleanup levels for arsenic and thalliumusing a guida
This guidance is listed as TBC in the ARARs table for AOCC A9 in Appendix C

Locati on- Speci fi c ARARs

Location-specific ARARs set restrictions on the types of renedial activit
on site-specific characteristics and location. No |ocation-specific ARARs

Act i on- Speci fic ARARs

Action-specific requirenments set controls or restrictions on the design,

of waste nmanagenent actions. They are triggered by the particular types o
that are selected to acconplish the cleanup. After renedial alternatives
ARARs and TBC gui dance that specify perfornmance |evels, as well as specif



residual chemicals, will provide a basis for assessing the feasibility and
actions.

Landfill Closure: The following is a list of the federal and state ARARs
the landfill cap, to stormwater managenent, to environmental nonitoring,
various activities at ACC A7.

Prior to construction of the landfill cap, excavated materials from ot her

at AOC A7 for fill material to neet the subgrade design specifications for
material fromother sites can be used as subgrade material at AOC A7, the

conply with CERCLA and the NCP for any areas which are CERCLA sites, and d
to be consolidated is hazardous and subject to RCRA LDRs, 40 CFR Part 268.
hazardous, it may be used for subgrade fill at ACC A7. If it is determ ne
used for subgrade fill at AOCC A7 unless it is treated in accordance with L

Al t hough ACC A7 will be receiving contam nated soil fromAQOC A9, it is not
obtain any Federal or State permts. AOCs A7 and A9 may be viewed as sepa
whi ch are nonconti guous, as defined in CERCLA [0101(9). Therefore, AQCC A7
requi renents because, under the NCP, it is appropriate to aggregate these
response action since they are related based on the threat posed and geogr
of the sel ected disposal approach [55 Federal Register (FR) 8690, March 8,

Feder a

0 RCRA, Subtitle C, Subpart B - CGeneral Facility Standards (40 CFR O

0 RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart B - Construction Quality Assurance Progra

0 RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart C - Preparedness and Prevention (40 CFR O

0 RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart D - Contingency Plan and Emergency Proced
- 264. 56) ;

0 RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart F - Releases from Solid Waste Managenent
-264.101);

0 RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart G- Cosure and Post-Closure (40 CFR (264

0 RCRA - Subpart N, Landfill Cosure and Post-C osure Care (40 CFR O

0 RCRA Land Disposal Restriction (40 CFR 268); and

0 Cean Water Act: Final National Pollutant Discharge Elimnation S
Storm Water Di scharges from Construction Sites; Notice (57 FR 4441

State

0 Hazardous Waste Rules (HWR) - General Managenent Standards for Al
30.510);

0 HWR - Contingency Plan, Emergency Procedures, Preparedness, and Pr
30. 520);

O HWR - Landfill C osure and Post-Closure Care [310 CVMR 30.633(1) &

0 HWR - Post-Closure [310 CVR 30.591(b) & 30.592(b)];

0 HWR - Land Disposal Restrictions (310 CVR 30. 750);

0 Massachusetts Surface Water Quality Standards (310 CMR 4.00); and

0 Massachusetts Anmbient Air Quality Standards (310 CVR 6. 00).

The following policies, criteria, and guidance (i.e., TBCs) will also be ¢
i npl enentation of the landfill closure renedial action

0 RCRA Proposed Anmendments for Landfill Cosure (52 FR 8712);

0 USEPA Gui dance: Design and Construction of RCRA/ CERCLA Fi nal Cove
4-91/ 25); and

0 USEPA Guidance: Quality Assurance and Quality Control for Waste C
( EPA/ 600/ R- 93/ 182) .



Laboratory Waste: During the RI at AOC A7, buried | aboratory wastes were
excavations. Based on interviews, these wastes were dunped by Natick Labo
1970s. Renoval of this |aboratory waste and associ ated contani nat ed soi
require treatnent of wastes prior to disposal. Since the wastes have been
hal ogenat ed sol vents, they will be transported off site for treatnent and
requi renents of the LDRs.

Soils subject to off-site disposal require hazardous waste characterizatio
CFR 261. Under these state and federal regulations, soils that are to be
to TCLP testing. TCLP characterizes soils as hazardous or non-hazrdous de
characteristics of certain chem cal constituents. The test is only applic
appropriate to soils.

A detailed |ist of action-specific ARARs and their status are presented in
C. THE SELECTED REMEDI AL ACTI ON | S COST- EFFECTI VE

In the Army's judgnent, the selected renedy is cost effective, i.e., ther
proportional to its costs. In selecting this renedy, the Arny first ident
of human health and the environment and that attain, or, as appropriate, w
eval uated the overall effectiveness of each alternative by assessing the r
ef fecti veness and pernmanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, or volunme t

ef fectiveness, in conbination. The relationship of the overall effectiven
determ ned to be proportional to its costs. The costs of this renedial a

ACC A7

O Estimated Tinme for Design and Construction: 2 years

O Estimated Tinme of Qperation: 30 years

O Estimated Capital cost: 1,614,700

O Esti mated O&M costs (present worth)': S595, 360

O Estimated Total Cost I|ncluding 20% Conti ngency (present worth): S2,

O Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 3 nonths

O Esti mated Capital Cost: S26,870

O Esti mated O&M Costs (present worth): S25, 020

O Esti mated Total Cost, Including 20% Conti ngency (present worth): $

D. THE SELECTED REMEDY UTI LI ZES PERMANENT SOLUTI ONS AND ALTERNATI VE
TREATMENT OR RESCURCE RECOVERY TECHNOLOG ES TO THE MAXI MUM EXTENT
PRACTI CABLE

Once the Arny identified those alternatives that attain or, as appropriate
protective of human health and the environment, the Arny identified which
solutions and alternative treatment technol ogi es or resource recovery tech
practicable. This determ nati on was nmade by deci di ng which one of the ide
t he best bal ance of trade-offs anpbng alternatives in terns of: 1) long-te
2) reduction of toxicity, mobility or volune through treatment; 3) short-t
4) inplermentability; and 5) cost. The bal ancing test enphasized |ong-term
and the reduction of toxicity, mobility or volune through treatment; and c
treatment as a principal elenent, the bias against off-site |and disposa
and state acceptance.

The sel ected renedy provi des the best bal ance of trade-offs anbng the alte



treatment and di sposal of the hazardous | aboratory waste will provide redu
vol une of the nost contaminated material at the site. Residual soils cont
| evels. Capping of this material will substantially reduce the contam nan
the source area. Capping coupled with institutional controls is an effect
term hazards associated with direct contact with the contam nants in soil
this alternative will be nonitored by managenent and nai ntenance of the ca
relatively easy to inplenment. A relatively short duration is required to
short-termrisk to renmedial workers would be mninmal.

1The net present worth cost is based on a 7 present discount rate and 30 y

E. THE SELECTED REMEDY DOES NOT SATI SFY THE PREFERENCE FOR TREATMENT
VWHI CH PERVANENTLY AND SI GNI FI CANTLY REDUCES THE TOXICITY. MOBILITY OR
VOLUME OF THE HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AS A PRI NCI PAL ELEMENT

The sel ected renedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for treatnen
the inpracticability of treating the landfill area (i.e., the inplenmentab

whi ch woul d be associated with treatnment of the entire landfill). The sel
of the laboratory waste from AOCC A7 and, eventual treatnment and di sposal o
significantly reduces the toxicity, nobility, and volune of the | aboratory
contam nated soil fromboth ACCs A7 and A9, the selected renedy provides o
RCRA Subtitle Clandfill cap. This will result in a significant reduction
but not their toxicity and volune. However, this material did not show th
on the TCLP results. The use of a RCRA cap for containing such waste wi ||
and the environnent to the maxi mum extent practicable. This approach is s
of the Superfund program which indicates that for waste that poses a rela
where treatnent is inpracticable, engineering controls, such as contai nnen

XII. DOCUMENTATI ON OF NO SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Arny rel eased the Proposed Plan for the SC renedi ati on of AOCCs A7 and
preferred alternative included renoval and off-site disposal of buried |ab
contai nnent of the solid waste landfill area at AOC A7 with a RCRA Subtit
hot spots from AOCs A7 and A9 and consolidation of this material under the
renmedial action is identical to the remedy proposed in the Proposed Pl an
be addressed.

XiI1. STATE ROLE

The MADEP has reviewed the various alternatives and has indicated its supp
The State has also reviewed the RI, R sk Assessment and FS to detemine if
conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate State Environnenta
State of Massachusetts concurs with the selected renedy for the Annex. A
concurrence is attached as Appendix E
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Rl SK ASSESSMENT TABLES

APPENDI X A

SUMVARI ES OF SO L SAMPLI NG RESULTS
FOR AOCCs A7 AND A9

The seven tables contained in this appendi x present sumrmari es of the
AQCs A7 and A9. These data have been used as the basis for the human heal



The source of these tables is Appendix C of the Draft Fnal Addendumt
I nvestigation Report subnitted by OHMin April, 1995. The original table
A conpl ete di scussion of both the human health and ecol ogical risk assessm
found in Appendix C. Sections 3.0 and 4.0 of the Draft Final Addendum Rep
ri sk assessnments for AOCs A7 and A9, respectively.

Table 4-2
Phase | Total Soil Sanpling Results - Area A7

Cheni cal Fr equency Maxi mum Det ecti on
(No. Det ect/ Tot al ) (nmg/ kg)
METALS
Al um num 58/ 58 18000. 00
Arsenic 58/ 58 27.00
Bari um 56/ 58 353. 00
Beryl I'ium 4/ 58 0. 36
Cadmi um 44/ 58 27.50
Cal ci um 50/ 58 5420. 00
Chrom um 58/ 58 270. 00
Cobal t 43/ 58 11.90
Copper 58/ 58 250. 00
Iron 58/ 58 22000. 00
Lead 58/ 58 400. 00
Magnesi um 58/ 58 6670. 00
Manganese 58/ 58 480. 00
Mer cury 16/ 58 0.92
Ni ckel 58/ 58 18.70
Pot assi um 58/ 58 6720. 00
Silver 2/ 58 19. 00
Vanadi um 58/ 58 63. 40
Zi nc 58/ 58 840. 00
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS
1,1, 2-Trichl or oet hane 1/83 20. 00
1.2 Di chl oroet hane 1/83 1.00
Acet one 8/ 83 0. 30
Chl or obenzone 2/ 83 0. 56
Chl orof orm 2/ 83 20. 00
Met hyl ene chl ori de 21/ 83 0.03
Nonane 1/ 83 0. 03
Cct ane 1/ 83 6. 00
Pr opyl benzene 1/ 83 0.01
Tetrachl or oet hyl ene (PCE) 2/ 83 20. 00
Tol uene 3/ 83 0. 002
Tri chl or oet hyl ene ( TCE) 1/ 83 0.10
Tri chl or of | uor omet hane 1/83 0.11
Xyl enes, total conbined 2/ 83 0.10
al pha- Pi nene 2/ 83 0. 16
BNAs:
1.2, 3, 4-Tet ramat hyl benzene 1/58 3.00
1, 3,5-Tri et hyl benzene 1/58 3.00
1- Et hyl - 2- net hyl benzene 1/58 2.0
2- Met hyi napht hal ene 3/ 58 10. 00
Ant hr acene, 2/ 58 2.00
Banzo[ a] ant hr acene 2/ 58 3.00
Benzo[ a] pyr ene 2/ 58 2.00

Benzo[ b] f | uor ant hene 1/58 1.20



Banzo[ g, h,i] peryl ene

Bis (2-ethyl hexyl) phthal ate

Chrysene
Di - N-butyl phthal ate

Phase |

Chem ca

BNAs (cont.):

Fl uor ant hene

Fl uor ene
Hexadecanoi ¢ aci d
I ndono[ 1, 2, 3-c, di pyrene
Napht hal ene

Cct adecanoi c acid
Phenant hr ene
Pyrone

Sul fur

PCB/ PESTI ClI DES
DDT

DDD

DDE

Dieldrin

Endosul fan sul fate
Hept achl or

Hept achl or epoxi de
Li ndane

PCB 1242

PCB 1248

PCB 1254

PCB 1260

al pha- Chl or dane

al pha- Endosul f an
bet a- Bonzanehexachl ori de
bet a- Endosul f an
ganma- Chl or dane
HERBI Cl DES:

Dact hal ( DCPA)
Si |l vex

EXPLCSI VES
Cyclonite (RDX)
ORGANI C CARBON
Total Organic Carbon

NOTES:
DDT

DDD
DDE

Soi

1/58
13/ 58
1/58
33/ 58

Tabl e 4-2 (continued)
Sanpling Reaults

Frequency
(No. Det ect/ Total)

3/ 58
1/58
1/58
1/58
1/58
1/58
3/ 58
2/ 58
1/58

25/ 54
10/ 54
14/ 54
5/ 54
1/ 54
4/ 54
4/ 54
3/54
1/ 54
1/ 54
5/ 54
1/ 54
7/ 54
1/ 54
1/ 54
2/ 54
6/ 54

1/ 56
1/ 56

1/ 56
77

2,2-Bi s(p-chlorophenyl)-1,1, 1-trichl or oet hane
2, 2-Bi s(p-chlorophenyl)-1, 1-di chl or oet hane
2, 2-Bi s(p-chlorophenyl)-1, 1-di chi or oet hene

0.39
8. 00
0.79
10. 00

- Area A7

Maxi mum Det ecti on
(my/ kg)

PROONMOWOW
o
IS

w
0o ®
orO
oo
oo

POOOORPRNOOOOOOO
o
N

0.08

2480. 00

Dacthal = 2,3,5,6-tetrachl oro-1, 4-benzenecarboxylic acid di methyl ester



Tabl e 4-5
Sunmary of Phase Il Boring Res
(values are in ng/ kg unless ot

Phase |
Background S

Chemi cal 95% UCL
A75B19B (ug/l) (ug/l)

VETALS

Bari um 25.30

Beryl I'ium 0. 30

Cadm um 0.77

Chrom um 25.55

Cobal t 2.98

Copper 10. 56

Iron 15381. 77

Lead 40.71

Magnesi um 2391. 06
ND

Ni ckel 11. 26

Pot assi um 471. 17

Sodi um ND

Vanadi um 27.22

VOLATI LE ORGANI CS

Met hyl et hyl ketone ND
ND

BNAs:

Bis (2-ethyhexyl) phthal ate ND
ND

PCB/ PESTI Cl DES:

2,2-Bi s(p-chlorophenyl)-1,1, 1-trichl or oet hane (DDT) 0. 05

2, 2-Bi s(p-chl orophenyl)-1, 1-di chl or oet hane ( DDD) 0.02

ND ND

2, 2-Bi s(p-chlorophenyl)-1, 1-di chl or oet hane ( DDE) 0.03
0. 065 ND ND

Li ndane ND

ORGANI C CARBON

Tol al Organic Carbon NA
NA

NOTES:

A7SB17B and DUPSB02C are | echate sanples (full TCU extraction anal ysis).
reported as ug/l.

There were no positive detections for sanples A7SB13B, A7SB14B, A7SB15B, a
anal yzed for PCB/ pesticides and organophosphorus pesticides only.

NA = Not anal yzed
ND = Conpound was not detected
Tabl e 5-2
Phase | Total Soil Sanpling Results - Area A9
Cheni cal Fr equency Maxi mum Det ecti on

(No. Det ect/ Tot al ) (nmg/ kg)
METALS



Al um num 40/ 40 12000. 00

Arsenic 40/ 40 70. 00
Bari um 40/ 40 50. 60
Beryl I'ium 2/ 40 0.34
Cadmi um 21/ 40 1.64
Cal ci um 31/ 40 1550. 00
Chrom um 40/ 40 24.50
Cobal t 19/ 40 6.10
Copper 40/ 40 75. 00
[ ron 40/ 40 17000. 00
Lead 40/ 40 450. 00
Magnesi um 40/ 40 4070. 00
Manganese 40/ 40 410. 00
Mer cury 1/ 40 0.11
Ni ckel 40/ 40 13. 90
Pot assi um 40/ 40 2870. 00
Vanadi um 40/ 40 26.70
Zi nc 40/ 40 109. 00
VOLATI LE ORGANI CS

1,1,1-Trichl oroethane (1,1, 1-TCA) 3/ 40 0. 20
1,1, 3-Tri et hyl cycl ohexane 1/ 40 0.03
1, 3- Di net hyl cycl ohexane 1/ 40 0.04
1, 4- Di net hyl cycl ohexane 1/ 40 0.01
Acet one 4/ 40 0 03
Et hyl benzene 2/ 40 0.01
Met hyl ane chl ori de 14/ 40 0.02
Met hyl t hyl ket one 1/ 40 0.01
Xyl enes, total conbined 4/ 40 0.50
al pha- Pi nene 4/ 40 0.32
BNAs:

2- Met hyl napht hl ene 1/ 40 10. 00
Benzo[ a] pyr ene 1/ 40 0.29
Bis (2-ethyl hexyl) phthal ate 18/ 40 5. 00
Chrysene 1/ 40 0.31
Di - N-octyl phthal ate 1/ 40 0.50
Di benzof uran 1/ 40 1.40
Fl uor ant hene 4/ 40 1.40
Fl uor ene 1/ 40 2.40
I ndeno[ 1, 2, 3-c, d] pyrene 1/ 40 0.23
Napht hal ene 1/ 40 2.30
Phenant hr ene 3/ 40 10. 00
Pyrene 1/ 40 0. 39

Tabl e 5-2 (conti nued)
Phasa | Total Soil Sanpling Results - Area A9

Cheni cal Fr equency Maxi mum Det ecti on
(No. Det ect/ Tot al ) (rmg/ kg)

PCB/ PESTI Cl DES:

DDT 5/ 40 0. 06

DDD 1/ 40 0.09

DDE 2/ 40 0.03

Hept achl or epoxi de 1/ 40 0.02

EXPLCSI VES:

2,6-Dinitrotol uene 1/ 40 1.10

ORGANI C CARBON
Total Organic Carbon 15/ 15 19700. 00



NOTES:

DDT = 2, 2-Bi s(p-chlorophenyl)-1,1, 1-trichl or oat hane
DDD = 2,2 Bi s(p-chlorophenyl)-1,1-dichl oroet hane
DDE = 2, 2-Bi s(p-chl orophenyl)-1, 1-di chl or oet hene
Table 5-4
Sunmary of Phase Il Surface Soil Results - Area A
Phase |

Background Soi l
Chemi cal 95% UCL A9SOrB A9SC8B A9SO
VETALS:
Al um num 13204. 18 14000 11000 7100
Arsenic 8. 24 20 4.1 6.
Bari um 25. 39 32.8 75.8 38.
Beryl lium 0. 30 0. 547 ND ND
Cal ci um 633. 50 474 2010 92
Chrom um 25.55 16. 2 53.9 13.
Cobal t 2.96 3.76 3.96 ND
Copper 10. 56 7.14 11.7 6. 92
[ ron 15381. 77 12000 16000 990
Lead 40.71 26 31 35
Magnesi um 2391. 06 2020 5720 226
Ni ckel 11. 26 ND 12 ND
Pot assi um 471. 17 766 2990 102
Sel eni um ND 0. 45 0. 33 0.3
Sodi um ND 61.7 280 66.
Thal | i um ND 304 ND ND
Vanadi um 27.22 22.9 48. 7 20.
Zi nc 39.75 28 42.3 28.
NOTES:
ND = Conpound was not detected

Tabl e 5-6
Sunmary of Phase Il Hand Auger and Soil Boring Results
Phase |

Background Soi l
Chemi cal 95% UCL A9HASB A9HAGB A9HA
VETALS:
Al um num 13204. 18 15000 17000 5200
Arsenic 8. 24 140 14 6.4
Bari um 25. 39 42. 7 31.5 18.1
Beryl lium 0. 30 0. 676 0. 692 ND
Cal ci um 633. 50 369 241 601
Cobal t 2.96 4. 86 4.85 ND
Magnesi um 2391. 06 2030 2170 2150
Pot assi um 471. 17 547 411 1110
Sel eni um ND 0.54 0. 49 0. 27



NOTES:

These sanples were analyzed for netals only
ND = Conpound was not detected

Tabl e 5-6
Sunmary of Phase Il Hand Auger and Soil Boring Results
Phase |
Background Soi l
Chemi cal 95% UCL A9HASB A9HAGB A9HA
VETALS:
Al um num 13204. 18 15000 17000 5200
Arsenic 8. 24 140 14 6
Bari um 25. 39 42. 7 31.5 18.1
Beryl lium 0. 30 0. 676 0. 692 ND
Cal ci um 633. 50 369 241 601
Cobal t 2.96 4. 86 4. 85 ND
Magnesi um 2391. 06 2030 2170 2150 2
Pot assi um 471. 17 547 411 1110
Sel eni um ND 0.54 0. 49 0. 27
NOTES:

These sanples were analyzed for netals only
ND = Conpound was not detected

APPENDI X B
RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

APPENDI X B

RESPONSI VENSS SUMMARY FOR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
ACC A7 - The A d Gravel Pit Landfill
ACC A9 - The POL Burn Area
Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex
M ddl esex County, Massachusetts

The purpose of the Responsiveness Summary is to review public response
AQCs A7 and A9 at the Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex. This summary al
coment on other renedial alternatives considered but nor recomended. In
Army's consideration of such coments during the decision-nmaki ng process a
maj or conments raised during the public conment period for the Proposed Pl

The responsiveness sumary for the preferred alternative is divided in

O Overview - This section briefly describes the renedial alternative r
Proposed Pl an and any changes to the Proposed Plan due to public com



O Background on Community Invol venent - This section provides a suma
interest in the proposed renedial alternative and identifies key pub
conmunity relations activities conducted with respect to these issue

O Summary of Maj or Questions and Comments - This section sunmarizes ve
conments received during the public nmeeting and public conmment perio

O Renedi al Desi gn/ Remedi al Action concerns - This section describes pu
directly related to design and inplenentati on of the sel ected renedi

OVERVI EW

At the tinme of the public coment period, the Army had sel ected a pref
alternative for AOCCs A7 and A9 at the Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex
Massachusetts. The Army's preferred alternative addressed the probl em of
the presence of buried | aboratory waste, solid waste, and soil contam nate
The preferred alternative involved excavating the |aboratory waste and tra
an approved facility, excavation of contanmi nated soil and solid waste fol
central landfill area of AOC A7, capping the landfill area with a RCRA Sub
and institutional controls, environnental nonitoring, operation and mainte
i nspections, and 5-year reviews. This preferred alternative was sel ected
and MADEP.

Oral conments were received at the public hearing, however, no witten
during the public coment period.

APPENDI X B
( CONTI NUED)

BACKGROUND ON COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

Thr oughout the planning and i nvestigative phases, the Arny, USEPA, and
directly involved by review ng and commenting on all proposals, project re
neetings have been held to nmaintain open |ines of conmunication and to kee
activities.

Citizen input during this process has been predom nantly through the Te
(TRC) established by the Army. Quarterly neetings of the TRC held since J
toget her local representatives fromthe towns of Sudbury, Stow, Maynard, a
representatives fromboth the state and federal levels. Local citizens in
representatives fromthe 4-Town Fanilies Organized to Clean Up Sites (FOCU
Associ ation, and the Organi zation for the Assabet River. The TRC has al so
the Fort Devens Environnental Managenent O fice (EMO, USEPA, MADEP, the U
Service, the U S. Arny Environnental Center (USAEC, fornerly USATHAMA), an
Corps of Engineers (USACE). |In addition, special Public Information Met
guesti on-and-answer sessions were held to present infornmation about such t
Facilities Superfund Renedial Program the Arny's Superfund program at the
Massachussets State Public |Involvenment Program (PIP), and the Master Envir
and tours were also conducted to fam liarize any interesred citizen or cit
representatives or agencies with the various sites and the proposed plans
and regul atory agency input was solicited and considered during all phases

On June 1, 1995, the Arny finalized the Proposed Plan. On June 7 and J
appeared in the Enterprise Sun. Maynard Beacon, Southborough Villager, th
News, and Sudbury Town Crier. The notices announced the date, tine, and p
for the Proposed Plan and provided a nane and phone nunber for questions o
i nformation.



A public neeting was held on June 14, 1995, at 7:00 pmat the Stow Town
in the Town of Stow, Massachusetts. The renmedial investigations and the p
for ACCs A7 and A9 were presented and di scussed. Representatives at the m
of the Fort Devens EMO Bob Lim Renedial Project Manager, USEPA; Mark Cas
Mal ewi cz, MADEP; Debbi e Acone, USACE; Susanne Sinon, ATSDR, and Stephen M
Manager, OHM The informational neeting was followed i mediately by a pub
formal public coments were solicited for the record

SUMVARY OF MAJOR QUESTI ONS AND COMVENTS

The public coment period ended on July 5, 1995. No witten coments o
during the public conment period. The following is a sumary of nmajor po
public hearing and the Arnmy s response. A transcript of the public hearin
appendi x.
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Questi on:
VWhat are the components of a RCRA Subtitle C cap, and how does the cap fun
Response:

A large-scal e color reproduction of Figure 4 was used as a display at the

section through the proposed RCRA Subtitle C landfill cap. It was explain
| east one foot thick would be placed above the waste to provide a secure s
systemon. Sanples of the geosynthetic clay |iner, 30-m| HDPE geonenbran
10-ounce geotextile supplied by a manufacturer were passed around for insp
and the function of each cap conponent was explained. It was then pointed
of soil cover would be placed above the capping systemto protect it, and

the soil cover to stabilize the surface.

Once the RCRA Subtitle Clandfill cap is installed, access to the site wl
fence. Furure use of the site will be conrolled by deed restrictions. Ca
t hrough regul ar inspections and nai ntenance of the soil cover.

Questi on:

Who will maintain the Sudbury Training Annex after Fort Devens cl oses?
Response:

The U.S. Arny will nmaintain the Sudbury Training Annex. At the present t
Drumwi || be responsible for inmplenenting the Arnmy's plans to renmedi ate an
Personnel from Fort Drum have already toured the site and are aware that t
concerned with progress at the site. Fort Drumwants to ensure a snooth t
assune responsibility for the Sudbury Traini ng Annex.

Questi on:

Is the Army planning to bring in wastes fromsites not on the Sudbury Tra
Devens, for disposal in ACC A7?

Response:

No. Only contam nated soils and waste fromsites on the Sudbury Training



the landfill cap in ACC A7.
Questi on:

The proposed plan only deals with soil contamination. What plans are ther
issues and is there a schedul e?

APPENDI X B
( CONTI NUED)

Response:

Soi |l renediati on was separated from ground water renediation when it was d
ground water investigation would be required to assess the extent of the c
plume originating in ACC A7. This was done so that soil, or source contro
wi t hout bei ng del ayed by the data gap in the ground water investigation

Engi neers real estate office has contacted the | andowner downgradi ent of A
to install and sanple nonitoring wells on his property. The Arny is now a

There is no schedule at this time regarding the ground water investigation

to be ongoing and additional off-site nmonitoring wells will be installed a
Once anal ytical data is received regardi ng ground water quality downgradie
for ground water will be prepared if a renedial response is warranted.
Questi on:

How wi || the Sudbury Training Annex be affected bv the Base Realignnent an
Who will be responsible for deciding what parts of the Annex can be rel eas
retained for further investigation and/or renediation?

Response:

The BRAC process will require "fence-to-fence" surveys before any deci sion
sections of the Annex can be rel eased. Although sonme of the surveys, such
archaeol ogi cal , have been conpl eted, ordnance, radiol ogical, and other sur
any part of the Annex can be rel eased.

It was al so pointed out that the Army cannot and will not act unilaterally
USEPA, the MADEP, and citizens groups will all pay an active part in the p

1
2
3
4
5
6 PUBLI C HEARI NG
7
8 Sudbury Trai ni ng Annex
9
10 Pr oposed Pl an
11
12
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15 hel d at:
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St ow Town Bui di ng
380 Great Road
St ow, Massachuettes
June 14, 1995
7:00 p.m
(Robin Gross, Resgistered Professional Reporter)

PROCEEDI NGS
COMMVENTS PERI OD

MR, DARGATY: What type of thicknesses are
you tal king about as far as the layers of sand?

MR- McA NN The base |aver here is a foot
thick. That whole material right there, the whole
package together is less than half an inch

MR, DARGATY: How about on top?

MR MGNN. Two feet of soil on top, and
that will all be grassed over.

MR, DARGATY: How about preventing peopl e
frominserting poles in there, pipes or anything
el se?

MR, McGA NN: Part of what goes on is the
whole thing will have a security fence around the
peri meter.

MR, DARGATY: For al ways?

MR. McGA NN:  Always. The access will be
limted to that site.

MR, STRUNK: It's there now, if you've been
to the site, a chain link fence about 8 feet high
and | ocked gate all around A7, and that will always
stay.

MR DARGATY: So the town will never think

of putting anything on there.

MR, STRUNK: | think you could do a
restriction on the property. Fort Devens actually
will do a restriction that that will never be
that will prevent access to that site.

MR McG NN:.  And also the plan includes 30
years worth of mai ntenance and nonitoring on the
site, which includes regular inspections of all the
security arrangenents, the fences, you know, the
soil cover and all that.

MS. RUZICH: What's the presuned life of a
cap like that?

MR MGNN | don't know, to tell you the
truth. At least 30 years. | honestly don't know.
I've never been asked that question before.

MR, STRUNK: We're into the coment period,
by the way. As soon as the questions started. |'ll
just nake it formal

MR, DARGATY: Then what happens after 25 or
30 years?
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MS. RUZICH: That's matter transmtters.
Star Trek.

MR, McGA NN:.  There you go. That will be up
to the regulators at the tine.

M5. RUZICH  What does that stuff do with
tree roots?

MR MG NN  You don't let trees grow on
it. That's part of the mmintenance on the site.
But all you really want up here is grass, for the
nost part.

MS. RUZICH: Who will physically be in
charge of the maintenance if Fort Devens cl oses?
Has it been assigned to anybody at this point?

MR, STRUNK: Well, the last ripple |I've
heard this continuous thing, Cindy, is it would
be Fort Drumthat would take over the responsibility
for Sudbury and the Annex.

MS. RUZICH: Do they know where Stow,
Massachusetts, is?

MR, STRUNK: Yes, they've been here.
They' ve toured the site.

MS. RUZICH Really? That's great.

MR STRUNK: |'ve made them aware. Stowis
very aware of concerns. And |I've nade it clear we
have a very loud |local voice. And Fort Devens is
the voice that people depend on for accurate
i nfornmati on about the Annex, and they were aware of
the issue. | said, probably unlike other sites

you've dealt with, the conmmnity is very nuch on top
of what the Arny is doing. And they wanted to nake
sure that everything, the transition was very snooth
and they understood everything. So they did a tour
of the Annex, particularly these spots right here.

M. RUZICH: What, will they be one party
to the agreement, or is it just that the Arny does
the signing and then the Arny, soneone in
Washi ngton, would assign this to Fort Drun®

MR, STRUNK: The mmj or comand, force
conmmand, woul d assign the responsibility for the
Annex to Fort Drum The rest of Fort Devens itself,
the enclave that's going to renain would be the Arny
reserve unit in the center section, that will be
controlled by Fort McCoy in Wsconsin and Fort Drum
is upper New York state, the installation that sent
the troops down to Haiti, 10th Mountain G oup, |
think. But thats the latest |'ve heard. That's
subj ect to change, again, as these things go back
and forth and different generals yell at different
generals. | hope, its Fort Drum | think. They
seemto be prepared to do it.

M5. RUZICH  You had mentioned when we were
tal ki ng before about moving with the excavated soi
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and that you would be bringing things into this area
that's being capped. Are we bringing in things from
off-site? Are we taking stuff, say, from Fort

Devens and bringing it here?

MR STRUNK:  No.

M5. RUZICH O is it just A7 and A9?

MR, STRUNK: As well as A7 and A9, Ci ndy,
what |'ve been discussing with Bob Limat EPA is we
have other renobvals to do, |ocal ones, 100 yards
here, 120 yards there.

M5. MALEWCZ: On site.

MR. STRUNK: We had pl anned to do that
off-site, but we found they are | ess contani nated
than other soils that exist there. So to save
noney, and for expedi ency, we're going to work out
to save these small renpvals from other these other
sites under the cap also instead of going off-site.
The anmpunt of noney that's saved is incredible.
Because there was a soil treatment plan on one that
if we don't treat the soil at all the mmjor cost of
t he whol e renoval disappears. |It's just so sinple;
and to coordinate it intime so this is all done at
the sane to me and we don't get involved in spending
noney sending stuff that doesn't need to be sent off

base. So it's only stuff fromthe Sudbury Annex.

MS. MALEW CZ: Acccording to the state
regul ati ons they would not be permtted to take
off-site waste

MR STRUNK: That's true.

MS. RUZICH | just wanted to nmake sure it
didn't becorme sort of a generic landfill for
what ever.

M5. MALEW CZ: No, no.

MR LIM That woul dn't happen

VMR, DARGATY: What are we tal ki ng about,
50, 000 square feet?

MR, STRUNK: Probably nore, an acre and how
much?

MR. McG NN: The whole cap area now is
runni ng just about two acres.

MR STRUNK: That's, what, 43 feet, 46,000
square feet an acre, so it would be 86, 000.

MS. RUZICH Let's see, a couple of other
things. One was nore adm nistrative. What are your
requi renents for posting this nmeeting and
advertising the neeting; and did we do that? |
coudn't find an ad in the Maynard Beacon, the | ast
issue. | did find one in Stow, but have you done

everyt hing about --
MR STRUNK: | have the credit card for
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newspapers |like we did, Cndy, a display ad, and we
have the tear sheets back fromthe newspaper

They'l| tear the ad out to prove they printed it and
send it in before we pay them So it was all done
by credit card, it was done three weeks ago. So
it's been out.

MS. RUZICH  Ckay.

MR STRUNK : | sent tee TRC menbers -- al
TRC nenbers had a notice and everything. So I think
we pretty well covered it.

MS. RUZICH One thing | wanted to say was,
you know, | appreciate that we're finally doing
this. 1t's been five years since we started doing
this. |In fact, the first nmeeting that | attended
was in July of 1990. | think he only people who
were the sane people who were here are the three of
us from Focus. | think everybody el se has gone
t hrough one or nmultiple revisions of individuals at
this point, and | appreciate that we finally got
here. This may be a record in terns of federa
Superfund, only five years to get to tal ki ng about
doi ng a cl eanup

Let's see, the other question | had was you
had mentioned that the area goi ng downstream from
OHM A7-51 well, that you would be | ooking
off-site. Wy, wasn't that, if you suspect that
sonething is mgrating off-site, why did the
i nvestigation stop at the boundary? Because if the
suspected contam nation is comng from A7, shouldn't
the off-site area that's downstream be a part of
that same investigation and the sanme treatnment?

MR STRUNK: When it becanme clear that we
woul dn't be able to resolve the groundwater issue
until we had additional wells downgradient,
requested fromthe departnent of Arnmy headquarters
perm ssion to put off-site wells. They granted that
perm ssion; the Corps of Engineers real estate
office has sent a letter requesting right of way to
t he | andowner. The | andowner in this case has
agreed, but they haven't returned the letter yet.

So we don't have in it in our hands. But once
thats --

M5. RUZICH |Is that the Sand and Gravel --

MR, STRUNK: Apparently the person wno owns
that owns quite a bit of land al ong there

Ms. RUZICH  Mal one, Crow Island?

MR, DARGATY: Malone Sand and G avel .

MR, STRUNK: And apparently the water that
land is situated, it would never be considered
bui | dabl e property or anything |ike that; and he
didn't mind. So | haven't yet received the forma
okay fromthe | andowner for those wells, but as soon
as that's aboard we plan to put in two or three
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wel | s between the perineter of the Annex and the
Assabet River. Ana that's infornation we really
need in order to --

MS. RUZICH So we're really only dealing
with the soil contam nation in this step. Does the
docunent itself require that the groundwater issues
we dealt with in a specific period of tine?

MR, STRUNK: | would say that, let's see,
our original schedule on the ROD called for a Record
of Decision in the fall of 1996. That was the
original Al G schedule. And we didn't want to del ay
t he whol e ROD until we had resol ved the groundwat er
so at EPA suggestion we kept on schedul e and kept
the source control noving by just breaking it out
and dealing with the source control first; lets get
that done, and then as we learn nore we can get the
wells in. Hopefully we can develop a plan for

dealing with the groundwater situation, if there is
one that really needs to be dealt with. And if
that's the situation I'd like to see that as fast as
I can and hopefully, on schedul e

MS. RUZICH: | guess what |'masking is,
we' re doing this piece, and one of the biggest
concerns we have had over tine is the piecing up of
the Annex, is this little spot is clean so we don't
have to worry about this and you're checking it off
bit by bit, and in the neantinme the Arny is shutting
down operations in Massachusetts. So | guess what
I"'masking is, is there a scheduled date at this
point for the groundwater treatnent?

MR STRUNK: No, we don't have one. And
that's a good point.

MS. ACONE: We couldn't get closure on this
site until we clean the groundwater. The site
woul dn' t cl ose.

MR LIM As far as the groundwater
contam nation, as far as we're concerned, the
investication is still continuing in the
groundwater. And that the FS, however, eval uated
the renedy for the groundwater, which is a
groundwat er col l ection trench. However, we

recogni ze that there was a nissing piece of data
bet ween 51 and the Assabet R ver that we needed to

fill that data gap. The groundwater investigation
is still considered ongoing, and the Arny will be
installing nonitoring wells as soon as we can

M5. RUZICH |'mconfused on "little site,
big site.” We've got lots of little sites within
one big Superfund site. The entire Superfund site
will not be released until that groundwater patch is

dealt with and all the other issues in the site as
wel | ?
MR LIM Al the other sites, as you're
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tal ki ng about, the other study areas.

MS. RUZICH: So as a whole group it doesn't
get released until every last one of themis
finished in terms of the EPA's --

VMR DARGATY: You don't know that for sure,
do you? They could possibly rel ease sone areas
where groundwater is not affected.

MR LIM As far as that would -- in the
base cl osure process, fromwhat | understand, the
case gets divided into clean and dirty parcels, and
once Sudbury goes final on the base closure list we
woul d go through the process of | suppose parceling

the Annex as far as what's clean and what's dirty.

And, you know, theres other processes
within the base cl osure process that |'m not
entirely aware of; but under the current non-base
closure situation that Sudbury is still in, the
Annex woul dn't be released in any way until al
cleanup at all sites are conpl eted.

MS. RUZICH. Does the base cl osure happen
in Octcber of this year then? 1s that the plan?

MR, STRUNK: No, I'mnot certain, C ndy.
It's July 1st Congress will accept the bases that
are proposed on the list, which Sudbury Annex is,
and after that I'mnot sure. | haven't heard really
what a clear outline is yet.

MS. RUZICH: So the Sudbury Annex isn't
tied to Fort Devens?

MR, STRUNK: No, its separated. Fort
Devens was |isted for base closure | think in 1991
and the Annex was just placed on it this winter,
this January. So it's a separate entity. And
they' ve nominated me to be the base cl osure
environnental coordinator for it and they have sent.
all this early material down, but | have no
schedules fromthe Arnmy yet. And | know basically

what has to happen there, but it's going to take a
while to do that.

MR LIM But in Septenmber, for our
Septenber TRC, |I'msure we'll know nore
information. We'll be able to perhaps give a brief
outline of the process as far as the federa
screening process and all the other base closure
type processes that |'msure you are concerned
about, about the property and parceling and stuff

MS. RUZICH. The question, the thing |I'm
trying to find out, is even though the base is
cl osed does EPA retain jurisdiction over the cleanup
i ssue?

MR LIM Yes, | will still be the project
manager .

MS. RUZICH: So you essentially are the
person who agrees whether to rel ease the whole



OCO~NOUIRWNE

OCO~NOUIRRWNE

site?

MR LIM Yes. EPAis involved in that.

MS. RUZICH So the Army can't choose to
say, "Well, we declare are this square clean so we're
taking that and we're going to sell it and build

t hi ngs wi t hout your cooperation"?
MR LIM The Arnmy cannot do anything

unilaterally. The EPA and DEP will still be
i nvol ved.

M5. MALEWCZ: | can add to that a little
bit. I'minvolved in the Watertown Arsenal cl eanup

which is a base closing. And they prepare, the Arny
will send out, once it's terned a BRAC site, if it
shoul d becone a BRAC site, base closing site, they
wi Il prepare what they call a CRFA docunent which is
avai l abl e for public comment as well. At that tine
they will ask DEP and EPA on their recomendati ons
of what areas may be able to be rel eased; in other
words, are deemed clean in the sense that
historically they weren't used for anything, there's
no evidence of contam nation, maybe sone areas that
there's no further action.

Wth those recomendati ons, they will put
t oget her a package saying XYZ area nay be able to be
rel eased. Then their real estate division will say,
you know, can the town use it now or could it be
used, so they can get that piece back into the
conmunity. Watertown was a -- is a 65 acre,
originally 65 acre parcel and it's now a 37.5 acre
parcel, and because of the spotted contani nation
deened it wasn't sufficient to have any parcels

parcel ed off for use right away.

So they do take tne DEP and EPA's
recomendations to heart. And there's actually, if
it should go BRAC cl osing, we can provide you nore
i nfornmation, get you up to speed, and there's an
actual formal process that you would be a part of.

MR. STRUNK: Cindy, the things they are
funding for is doing a conplete ordinance survey,
radi ol ogi cal survey, things that hadn't been under
the investigation, renmediation fund, that's covered
in BRAC, so it's a |lot nore extensive fence-to-fence
survey that covers a | ot of things.

MS. RUZICH. They were supposed to do that
as part of the original work plan, a lot of those.
I think some of that stuff actually did occur at
Sudbury.

MR. STRUNK: They have, actually, yes, in
t he Suabury Annex, a lot of things that would be
done under base closure have al ready been pretty
wel | conpleted, |ike the historical and
archeol ogi cal survey. This is true.

Wel |, any further questions?
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MR, CASELLA: |'ve got a question for
Steve. WII the groundwater data be in, Steve,

before we initiate the capping operation for the
area? |s there enough tine,
MR. McGA NN:  The additional groundwater

dat a?

MR CASELLA: Yes.

MR MGNN | don't know what the schedul e
is on that right now

MR, STRUNK: | would inmagine that it would

be. Don't you think, Debbie?

MR, DARGATY: It's eventually going to be
irrelevant, if you're going to renmove all the
contam nation before you cap it.

MR MGNN. Well, we're renpoving the
primary source of the contanination

MR, DARGATY: You nay still have sone in
t here.

MR. McG NN You've still got, you know, a
cont am nat ed groundwat er plunme which is al ready
covering this area right here, so renoving the
primary source is going to reduce the |oading --

MR, DARGATY: How far down are you going to
go, to the water |evel?

MR McGA NN As far as the excavation in
here? |'d say probably between 8 and 10 feet in

sone places. It will be belowthe top of the
gr oundwat er.

VMR DARGATY: You will be below the
gr oundwat er ?

MR McGA NN Yes. Fromwhat we can tell
ri ght now, based on what we've seen in the borings
and what we're seen in the test pits and what we
have for groundwater levels in here, it is belowtoo
of the groudwater. Could be less than that in sone
pl aces, maybe a little nore.

MR, DARGATY: |If you were to renove all the
contam nation, there still may be pockets that have
m grated down between the primary source and the
wel |l you're going to dig, right?

MR, McG NN:  Because we're already going to
see the contanmination here in well No. 8 which is in
the source area and al so downgradi ent of well No.

51. So, you know, you've already got contam nation
fromthis area |l eaching out in this area, traveling
in the groundwater and is already in this area. And
where it extends out to over here is essentially --

MR, DARGATY: That's a slope, right?

MR MGNN As far as the top of the
groundwat er there, yes.
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MR, DARGATY: Fromthe prinmary source to
where you're going to put the well, that's like a
big slope, if | renenber correctly.

MR MGANN It's kind of flat in this area
and sl ope, off pretty fast heading this way and then
shal l ows of f, but this is a gradual easy slope al
the way down to the river.

VMR DARGATY: Does the water flow downhil
at that point, do you know?

MR MG NN Yes, it does. Essentially
fromthe site it's flowing straight across the site
this way (indicating).

MR, DARGATY: | know it's flow ng down, but
isit flowing at an angl e?

MR McGA NN:  Oh, sure.

MR, DARGATY: Do you know that for sure?

MR, McGA NN:  You can see that the gradi ent
el evations fromthe downgradi ent of the groundwater
-- there's a slope on top of the groundwater. The
sl ope on top of the groundwater is nowhere near as
steep as the slope you' re seeing out here.

MR, DARGATY: WII that tell you sonething
as to what the depth of migrating contam nation is
between tne prinmary source and where you're going to

dig your well?

MR, McG NN Sure.

MR, DARGATY: |f what you say is true, that
woul dn't be any deeper than what it is at the
primary source?

MR McG NN:.  Below the top of ground
surface, no.

MR, DARGATY: You woul dn't expect to find
contam nation 20, 30 feet bel ow, except for the
wat er ?

MR MG NN Well, the answer to that is

sort of yes and no. In this particular case the
answer woul d be no. Based on the geology and the
hydrol ogy out here, | would say the answer woul d be
no.

MS. MALEW CZ: Steve, can you clarify for
t he audi ence why you're |leaving certain naterials
behi nd, Iike TCLP and why you're renovi ng ot hers?
think that clarifies why the cap is appropriate and
why it is appropriate to | eave sonme things behind.

MR McGA@ NN Sure. This area in here,
we've had all the test pit results fromthis area.
Along with the test pits, you can see the squares,
we' ve got -- right through here we've got a variety

of themin here |located on top of geophysica

anonalies. W cane through in this area and did the
geophysi cal surveys, located the test pits over the
anonal i es, essentially dug down to see what we could
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find, what was buried out there. W dug down to a
depth of 6 feet in all these pits, took sanples at
2, 4, and 6 feet bel ow ground surface, and what
we're seeing is a definite difference between what
we're seeing in this area here and what we're seeing
over in this area right here.
Primarily this is essentially solid waste
as opposed to liquid chenmical waste over here.
Along with the chem cal waste we've got in here
there's also, by test pit R which is this one
we' ve got buried drums and other |ab waste here. W
do know we have had naterial |eaching out of those
t hi ngs, broken druns, broken glass containers; and
the type of chem cal contam nation you see here is
actually different than what you see goi ng on here.
We do see low | evel s of pesticides and sone
netals in this area right through here, but at much
| ower concentrations than you're seeing over in this
area. Also, fromwhat we can tell right now from
the test pits, the borings and all the other

i nfornati on we've got, this material here, while
| ess hazardous than this material, also is at a
hi gher level relative to the top of groundwater. So
that the bal ance of the buried material out here is
not in the top of groundwater; also, there's not a
ot of material |eaching out of it, or at this point
there's not a lot of material |eaching out of it
getting down into the groundwater and then being
transported out.

We're fairly confident about saying that
t he bal ance of the well control we've got out in
front of this area right here, these five wells
we' ve got which are downgradi ent of this whole area
right here, show a lot, essentially a |ot cleaner
groundwater out in front of this area than we're
seeing out in this area right here.

So this material, we're seeing sone
cont am nat ed groundwater here with the sane
contam nation that we're seeing in the soils and
groundwater up in the source area.

This area over here, we're seeing | ower
| evel s of contam nants and different types of
contam nants in the soils. And also we're not
seeing a lot of those contam nants out in the

groundwater right now. \Which is why | fee
confident that you could go ahead and cap this stuff
and | eave it right here and you know you're not
going to be creating a problem for yourself down the
road; and why we think you can take this materia
here and place it out here. Because essentially
this material out here is of the same nature and
character as what we see right here.

Then what appears to be hazardous materials
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are all slated to be dug and taken conpletely off
the site altogether, because the type of cap and the
situation here is not appropriate for containing
this kind of nateri al

VR DARGATY: Well, Tom if there's no
ot her questions, let's bang it up and go hone.

MR, STRUNK: Ckay, Ceorge. Like |I said,
until July 5th if you want to wite up any coments,

send themto me, I'll pass it on and we'll include
that in the formal record. You're welconme to do
that; | appreciate it if you did. Anything that

cane to your mind. And thank you very much for
conm ng out this evening.
(Wher eupon, the proceedi ngs were
concl uded at 8:00 p.m)

CERTI FI CATE
I, Robin Gross, Registered Professiona
Reporter, do hereby certify that the foregoing
transcript, Volune I, is a true and accurate
transcription of ny stenographic notes taken on June
14, 1995.

Robi n G oss
Regi st ered Prof essional Reporter
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The ARARs tables contained in this appendi x are reproducti ons of tho
Feasibility Study Report for the Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M dd
submtted by OHMin May, 1995. The original table nunbers have been reta
conpari son.

AND DI SPCSAL OF

LA
SUBTI TLE C LANDFI LL CAP
Requi r ed St at us
Action To Be Taken To Attain ARAR
Laboratory Waste - Federa
RCRA - Identification and Listing of Rel evant and Establis
Wastes. Sets forth Laboratory waste includes soil and debris contam na
Hazar dous Waste (40 CFR 261) Appropriate criteria
containers. The wastes is assuned to be classified as FO02 spent
| denti f
sol vent s.
particu
RCRA - Land Di sposal Restrictions Rel evant and I denti f
| and di sposal and Renoval of |aboratory waste and associ ated cont anm nat ed
(40 CFR 268) Appropriate defi nes
for LDRs. Since the wastes have been classified as FO02 spent halo
RCRA-11 s
wastes will be transported off site for treatnent and
the requirenents of the LDRs.
Of-Site Rule (40 CFR [1300. 440) Applicabl e Requi res
cont am nants Laboratory waste material will be transported to a TSD
transfer
conpl i ance.
CERCLA r
conplian
and al
Laboratory Waste - State
HWR - Requirenents for Generators Rel evant and Requi rem
accunul ati on of waste prior CGenerator requirenents will be conplied wit
(310 CVR 30.4000-30. 416) Appropriate to off-s
renoval of |aboratory waste nmaterials
HWR - Use and Managenent of Rel evant and Requi rem
cont ai ners. Packi ng of |aboratory waste nmaterials will

Contai ners (310 CWR 30. 680) Appropriate



requirenents.

Soi | - Federa
RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart B Rel evant and CGener a
security, training, Requi renents regardi ng security, training, and insp
CGeneral Facility Standards (40 CFR Appropriate i nspect
stores, or
264.10 - 264.18) di sposes
Requi r enent St at us
RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart B - Rel evant and For al
units, this A CQA programwi || be devel oped and inplenented for the
Consititution Quality Assurance Appropriate regul at
(CQA) contruction of the landfill cap at Area A7.
Program (40 CFR 264. 19) program
pl an nust
identify
quality
RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart C - Rel evant and Requi rem
equi pnrent and Since these regulations are prmarily intended for f
Pr epar edness and Preparation (40 Appropriate conmuni ¢
arrangenents wth operations and a |landfill cap being constructed
CFR 264. 30 - 264. 37) | ocal re
requi renents regardi ng comuni cati ons equi prrent will apply during
RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart D - Rel evant and Qutline
contingency an energency During all renedial action, a contingency pla
Conti ngency Pl an and Energency Appropriate pl anni ng proced
operations. procedures wi |l be devel oped.
Procedures (40 CFR 264.50 - 264.50
RCRA - Subpart N, Landfill Cosure Rel evant and Final co
desi gned and Cap design will neet performance standards. Runofff a
and Post-C osure Care (40 CFR Approriate contructio
standards. Cover to provide prevention neasures will be taken. Surveyed
264. 310) | ong-ter
pr ot ect ed.
be accom
necessar
prevente
(264. 117
RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart G - Rei evam and Details
pol | -cl osure of Because Area A7 is being closed as a landfill pa
Cl osure and Post-cl osure (40 CFR Appropriate hazar dou
ground wat er concerning | ong-term nai ntai ned mai nt enance of the site ar
264. 117 - 264.120) noni tori
rel evant and appropriate. Sets a mnimm of 30-year post-closure care
cl osure

period. Deed restrictions will be placed restricting the future uses of



plan will be prepared. The plan will identify

mai nt enance activities and their frequency.

RCRA Subtitle C, Subpart F - Rel evant and Specifie
noni tori ng Ground water nmonitoring will be conducted follow
Rel eases from Solid Waste Appropriate requi rem
cl osure-care periods. of the cap. Corrective action may be taken nonit
Managenent Units (40 CFR 264.90 - Correct
noni t ori ng shows action
264. 101) exceeden
RCRA Proposed Anendnends for To Be Consi dered Provi des
alternative closure and post- Cap and post-closure nonitoring will be design
Landfill Cosure (52 FR 8712) cl osure
exposure pat hways of concern
conditio
Requi r ment St at us
Action To Be Taken To Attain ARAR
RCRA - Land Di sposal Restrictions Appl i cabl e Land dis
restricted w thout If soil at Areas A7 and A9 fail TCLP testing, so
(LDRs) (40 CFR 268) specifie
t he before the final disposal. Soils that fail TCLP testing could not be
definit
consol i dated under the landfill cap at Area A7.
action m
be cons
speci fy
t echnol o
Subtitle
USEPA Cui dance: Design and To Be Consi dered USEPA gu
on the design and Gui dance will be considered in the design and constu
Construction of RCRA/ CERCLA construc
landfill cap at Area A7.
Fi nal Covers (EPA/ 625/4-91/025)
USEPA Cui dance: Quality To Be Consi dered USEPA gu
on quality A construction quality assurance programw || he dev
Assurance and Quality Control for assurita
facilities. renmedi al action at Area A7 based on this guidance docunent.
Waste Containnent Facilities
( EPA/ 600/ R- 93/ 182)
Cl ean Water Act: Final NPDES Rel evant and Addr ess
For construction During construction, stormwater managenent practices
General Permits for Storm Water Appropriate sites g

st orm wat er i mpl enent ed.



Di scharges From Construction Sites; pol | ut
stabilization

Notice (57 FR 44412-44435) practic
practi ces,
such as
mai nt en
Soil - State
HWR - General Managenent Rel evant and Est abl
i ncludi ng security. Requi renents regardi ng security, inspection, and training
Standards fur Al Facililies (310 Appropriate i nspect
during and after construction of the landfill cap
CMR 30.510)
HWR - Contingency Pl an, Rel evant and Require
spill control for During the renedi al construction, safety and commruni cation
Ener gencg Procedures. Appropriate hazar do
shal | will be kept at the site, and | ocal authorities will be famliar
Pr epar edness, and Prevention (310 i ncl ude
situations and to site operations. Plans will be devel oped and i npl enent ed
CMVR 30.520) prevent
work. Copies of plans will be kept on site.
environ
and fir
Requi r enent St at us
Action To Be Taken To Attain ARAR
HWR - Landfill C osure and Post- Rel evant and Sets for
a landfill. For Landfill cap at Area A7 will be designed to neet performan
Closure Care (310 CWR 30.633(1) & Appropriate cl osure
constructed to: provide for this requirenent. Fol | owi ng construction | on
(2B)) | ong-ter
mai nt enance requirenents for the landfill will also apply.
[andfill
mnimze
Post-cl o
from 310
period (
30. 660) .
HWR - Post-Cl osure (310 CMR Rel evant and Requi rem
operations and Requires a mnimum of 30 years for post-closure car
30.591(b) & 30.592(h)) Appropriate nmai nt ena
whi ch at any other site where hazardous waste will remain in place.
hazar dou
HWR - Land Disposal Restrictions Rel evant and I denti f
whi ch Area restricted If soils fromAreas A7 and A9 fail TCLP test, then
(310 CWR 30. 750) Appropriate fromlan

limted which requires treatment prior to disposal, is applicabie



Circunta

TCLP testing could not be consolidated under the landfill cap as part of
Massachusetts surface Water Quality Rel evant and Massachu
Act requires During construction, any new discharge outfill pipes w
St andards (310 CVR 4.00) (see also Appropriate addi tion
during construction. be set back fromthe Assabet River. Receiving swale
57 FR 44426-44427) Set back
and trenches or basins, filter nedia dikes in other BMPs will be prep
are depe

the goal to mnimze erosion yer maximze infiltration of otherw se

to discharge

Massachusetts Anbient Air Quality Applicabl e Establis
anbient air quality The em ssions limts for particulate matter will b
St andards (310 CMR 6. 00) st andard

6. 04(1) engi neering controls during construction activities at Ar
provi des
st andard
matter a
when t he

or equa

concentr

cal endar

is less

Requi r enent St at us
Action To Be Taken To Attai n ARAR

Feder a

Human Heal t h Eval uati on Manual To Be Consi dered USEPA gu
renmedi ati on goals for Usi ng the gui dance, risk-based cl eanup | evel

(Pan B, Devel opnent of Ri sk-based car ci nog
various nedi a. arsenic and thallium Arsenic and thallium contam na

Prelim nary Renedi ation
excavated to 30 and 20 parts per nillion, respectively.
Goal s) (OSVEER 9285. 7- 01B)
Confirmatory sanples will be taken to ensure that all contaninated soils

renmoved



RCRA - Identification and Listing of Appl i cabl e Establis
Sets forth Soils at Area A9 will be TCLP tested to determine if it is
Hazar dous Waste (40 CFR 261) criteria
particul ar wastes.
identifies the characteristics of a
hazar dous waste and contains a |ist

of parti
Preparation of Soil Sanpling To Be USEPA gu
soi | During renedi al design, a soil sanpling planwill be deve
Protocol s: Sanpling Techni ques and Consi der ed sanpl i ng
the basis for i npl enentati on during excavation of soil. The goal of th
Strategi es (EPA/ 600/ R-92/ 128, July proper s
di scussed will be to determ ne whether soil can be consolidated as pa
1992) i ncludin
subgrade of the landfill cap or nust be shipped off-site for
State
HWR - ldentification and Listing of Appl i cabl e Establis
regul at ed hazar dous Soil will be TCLP tested for arsenic to determ ne
Hazar dous Waste (310 CVR 30.100) wast e.
hazar dous, characteristics.
characte
Massachusetts Air Pollution Control Appl i cabl e Establis
anbient air quality If necessary, emissions limts for particulate nat
Regul ati ons (310 CWVR 6. 00) st andard
6. 04(1) t hrough engi neering controls during excavation activities
provi des
standard
matter a
when t he
or equa
Concentr
cal endar
is less tha
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| ndex
for Source Control

Record of Decision for ACC A7 and A9

Prepared for

New Engl and Di vi si on
Cor ps of Engineers

Wth Assistance from
ABB Environnental Servie, Inc
Corporate Place 128, 107 Audubon Road, Wakefield, MA 01880 . (617) 245

I ntroduction

This docunent is the Index to the Administrative Record File for the Sourc
Deci sion for ACCs A7 and A9 at the Fort Devens-Sudbury Annex. Section | o
site-specific docunents and Section Il cites guidance docunents used by U.
a responses action at the site. Sone docunents in this Adm nistrative Rec
been cited but not physically included in the Administrative Record for th
ROD. |f a docunent has been cross-referenced to another Admnistrative Re
t he avail abl e correspondi ng conmrents and responses have been cross-referen
were made to include all appropriate coments and responses individually.
however, comments were only included as part of the response package.

The Adm nistrative Record File is available for public review at EPA Regio
i n Boston, Massachusetts (index only), at the Fort Devens Environnental M
Fort Devens, Massachusetts, and at the Sudbury Town Hall, Sudbury, Mssach
Suppl erment al / Addendum vol unes nay be added to this Adm nistrative Record F
concerning the Adm nistrative Record should be addressed to the Fort Deven
Managenent O fi ce.

The Adm nistrative Record is required by the Conprehensive Environnental R

Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as anended by the Superfund Amen
Reaut hori zati on Act (SARA).

ADM NI STRATI VE RECORD | NDEX FI LE
for
Sour ce Control
for Record of Decision for ACC A7 and A9

Fort Devens - Sudbury Annex Sites



Al

Conplied: Septenber 8, 1995

of the below entries are filed in the Master Fort Devens - Sudbury Ann

Record File and are therefore cross referenced in this |ndex.

1.0

Pr e- Rerredi al
1.2 Prelim nary Assessnent
Reports

The record cited below as entry nunber 1 is oversized and nay be rev
appoi ntnent only, at the Fort Devens Environnmentat Managenment O fice

1. "Instal | ati on Assessnent NARADCOM Resear ch and Devel opnent La
Massachusetts, " EPA Environnmental Mnitoring Systens Labora
1982).

2. "Burn Pit Renediation - Study Area A9," U S. Arny (Novenber 2

1.3 Site Inspection

Reports

1. "Final Report - Site Investigation - Natick Lab Annex Propert
Associ ates (March 4, 1991).

2. Phase Il Site Investigations Report (Draft), Vol I-111, Fort
Trai ni ng Annex, Massachusetts," Ecol ogy and Environnent, |nc.

3. "Phase Il Site Investigations Report (Draft Final), Volune I-
Sudbury Trai ni ng Annex, Massachusetts," Ecol ogy & Environnment

1994).

4, "Repl acenent pages for the July 1994 Draft Final Phase Il Sit
Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex, Massachusetts."
Environnent, Inc. (Septenber 1994).

5. "Draft Supplenental Site Investigation Task Order Work Pl an
Sudbury Annex," ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (Cctober 199

6. "Draft Final Supplenmental Site Investigation Task Order Wrk
Annex, " ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (January 1995).

7. "Fi nat Supplenental Site Investigations Task Order Wrk Pl an

ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (April 1995).
8. "Revi sed Figures, Final Supplenental Site Investigation Task
Sudbury Annex," ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (May 1995).

Conment s

9. Conments Dated April 29, 1994 from Lorna Bozeman, Departnent
Human Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and D sease Regi s
CGeorgia on the "Draft Phase Il site Investigation," (Ecol ogy
Inc.).

10. Comments Dated Ma 16, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the "Dr

Il Site Investigations Report, Volunmes 1-3," Ecol ogy and Envi
(March 1994).

11. Comments Dated June 14, 1994 from Jay Naparstek, Commonweal th
Massachusetts Departnment of Environnmental Protection on the M
"Phase Il Site Investigations Report Vol 1-3, Sudbury Trainin
Massachusetts," Ecol ogy and Environment, Inc.



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Comments Dated June 27, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the D
Groundwat er Model Report (as included in the Final Phase Il S
Report.

Comments Dated August 22, 1994 from Jay Naparstek, Comobnweal
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the J
Il Site Investigations Report Vols 1-3, Fort Devens Sudbury T
Massachusetts," Ecol ogy and Environment, Inc.

Comment s Dated August 23, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the
"Draft Final Phase Il Site Investigations Report, Vol 1-3, Fo
Trai ni ng Annex," Ecol ogy and Envi ronnment, Inc.

Comment s Dat ed Novenber 22, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on t
1994 "Draft Task Order Work Plan, Supplenental Site Investiga
Envi ronnmental Services, Inc.

Conments Dated Decenmber 5, 1994 from Jay Naparstek, Conmonwea
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the "
I nvestigations, Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex Sudbury, M
ABB Environnmental Services, Inc.

Comments Dated February 22, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on t

1995 Draft Final Supplenental Site Investigation Task Order W
Envi ronnental Services, Inc.).

Responses to Comments

18.

19.

20.

21.

Responses Dated June 1994 from U. S. Arny Environnmental Center
Phase Il Site Investigations Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Tr ai
Devens, Massachusetts (Ecol ogy and Environment, Inc.).
Responses Dated Septenber 1994 from U. S. Arnmy Environnmental C
Draft Phase Il Site Investigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury
(Ecol ogy and Environnent, Inc.).

Responses Dated January 20, 199S from U S. Arny Environnent al
the Draft Supplenental Site Investigation Task Order Wrk Pla
Envi ronnental Services, Inc. (Cctober 1994).

Responses Dated February 22, 1995 from U. S. Arnmy Environnenta
the Draft Final Supplenental Site Investigation Task Order W
Envi ronnental Services, Inc. (January 1995).

Responses to Responses to Comrents

22.

1.7

2.0

Comment s Dat ed Novenber 23, 1994 from Jay Naparstek, Comobnwe
Massachusetts Departnment of Environnmental Protection on the R
Comments on the MADEPs Comments on the Draft Phase Il Site In
Response Letter.

Correspondence Related to Proposal of a Site to the NPL

Letter from Daniel J. Hannon, Commonwealth of Massachusetts,
Environnental Protection to Fort Devens Installation Conmande
1991), concerning notification that Fort Devens in considered
site.

Renoval Response

2.1 Cor respondence

1. Menor andum from Tinothy Prior, U S. Arny for the Recor
concerni ng contami nated soil disposal.

2. Menor andum from Joseph Pierce, U S. Arny to Fort Deven

Conmander (August 19, 1991) concerning Air Force nonco



3.0

Sudbury Annex.

3. "Record of Environmental Consideration,"” (Novenber 9,
4, "3 Bills of Lading," (May 6, 1993).

2.2 Renoval Response Reports

1. "Renoval of Underground Storage Tanks," Environnental

1989).

"Post Renpval Reports - UST No. 0094-SA P12 Burning G
Storage Tank C osure,” ATEC Environnental Consultants

"Post Renpval Report - Underground Storage Tank Cl osur
Bui | di ng 405," ATEC Environnental Consultants (Novenbe
~Post Renpbval Report - Underground Storage Tank Cl osur
Bui | di ng 106," ATEC Environnental Consultants (Novenbe

B W N

Renedi al I nvestigation (RI)
3.4 InterimDeliverables

The docunent cited below as entry nunber 1 may be reviewed by
the Fort Devens Environnental Managenment O fi ce.

1. "Instatlation Action Plan,"” (July 14, 1993).

2. "I'nitial Screening of Renmedi al Technol ogi es and Proces
Sudbury Trai ni ng Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusett
Services Corp., (Septenber 23, 1993).

3. "Devel opnent and Screening of Renedial Alternatives Fo
Trai ni ng Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts," OHM
Corp., (Cctober 28, 1993).

Comment s

4, Conments Date Cctober 25, 1993 from D. Lynne Wl sh, Co
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection o
of Renedi al Technol ogi es and Process Options, Fort Dev
Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts, OHM Renedi atio
23, 1993).

5. Comment s Dated Cctober 26, 1993 from Robert Lim USEPA
Screeni ng of Renedi al Technol ogi es and Process Options
Corp. (Septenber 23, 1993).

6. Comments Dated October 27, 1993 from Cindy Svec Ruzich
on the "Draft Initial Screening of Renedial Technol ogi
7. Comment s Dated Decenber 10, 1993 from Robert Lim USEP

1993 "Draft Devel opnent and Screening of Renedial acti
Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex," OHM Renedi ati on Servic
17. Comment s Dated Decenmber 22, 1993 from Jay Naparstek, C

Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the October

3.6

"Devel opnent and Screening of Renedial Alternatives: Fort De
Trai ni ng Annex, Sudbury Massachusetts,"” OHM Renedi ati on Servi

Renedi al I nvestigation (RI) Reports

The records cited bel ow as entries nunber 1 and 2 may be reviewed, b

only,

at the Fort Devens Environnmental Managenment O fi ce.



B W N

"Fi nal Renedial |nvestigations of the Sudbury Annex," Danes &
(Novenber 1986).

"Draft Site/Renedial I|Investigation Report - Volunmes I-1V," OH
Services Corp. (February 1993).

"Draft/Final Site/Renedial Investigation Report - Vol I-V," O
Services Corp. (July 1993).

"Final Site/Renedial |Investigation Report Fort Devens Sudbury
M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,” OHM Renedi ati on Services Co
31, 1993).

"Final Report Site/Renedial Investigation, Fort Devens Sudbur
M ddl esex County, Massachusetts, Vol |-VI," OHM Renedi ation S
(January 1994).

"Draft Addendum Report Site/Renedial |nvestigation, Fort Deve
Trai ni ng Annex M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,” OHM Renedi at
Corp. (August 1994).

"Draft Final Addendum Report, Site/Renedial |nvestigation, Fo
Sudbury Training Annex. M ddl esex County, Mssachusetts," OH
Services Corp. (April 1995).

Comment s

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

15.
16.

17.

18.

Comments Dated April 12, 1993 from G ndy Svec Ruzich, Four To
on the February 1993 "Draft Site/Renedial |nvestigation - Vol
Renedi ati on Services Corp with the attached Corments Dated Ma
from Canbri dge Environnental, Inc. on the February 1993 "Draf
I nvestigation - Volunes I-1V," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.
Comments Dated April 12, 1993 from James P. Byrne, EPA Regio
February 1993 "Draft Site/Renedial |nvestigation - Volume I-1
Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Comments Dated April 13, 1993 fromMlly J. Elder for D. Lynn
Commonweatt h of Massachusetts Department of Environnental Pro
February 1993 "Draft Site/Renedial |nvestigation - Volume I-1
Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Comments Dated May 18, 1993 from Kenneth C. Carr for Gordon E

U S. Departnment of the Interior Fish and Wldlife Services on
"Draft Site/Renedial Investigation - Volune I-1V," OHM Renedi
Cor p.

Comments Dated August 6, 1993 from G ndy Svec Ruzich, Four To
on the Coment Tine Extension on the "Draft Final RI/SI Repor
Response to FOCUS Coments on "Draft RI/SI Investigation Repo
Conmment s Dated August 20, 1993 from Janes P. Byrne, USEPA, on
Final Site/Renedial Investigation Report," OHM Renediation Se
Conment s Dated Septenber 2, 1993 from D. Lynne Wl sh, conmonw
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the J
Final Site/Renedial Investigation Report," OHM Renediation Se
Update of Comments Dated Septenber 12, 1993 from G ndy Svec R
Town Focus on the Draft SI/Rl Investigation Report.

Comment s Dated Septenber 14, 1993 from Robert Lim USEPA on t
Time Extension on "Draft Final SI/Rl Investigation Report and
to Corments on "Draft SI/Rl Investigation Report".

Comments Dated Cctober 3, 1994 from Jay Naparstek, Comobnweal
Massachusetts Departnment of Environnental Protection on the A
"Draft Addendum Final Site/Renedial Investigation Report, For
Trai ni ng Annex," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Comments Dated COctober 5, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the
Addendum Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Trai ni ng Annex.



19.
20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

Comments Dated COctober 13, 1993 from Cindy Svec Ruzich of Fou
on the Draft Final RI/SI Phase | Investigation Report, Volune
Comments Dated Cctober 17, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on th
1994 Draft SI/R Addendum Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Trainin
Renedi ati on Services Corp.).

Conments Dated Novermber 1, 1994 from Jay Naparstek, Conmonwea
Massachusetts Departnment of Environnmental Protection on the A
Addendum Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex.

Letter Dated Novenmber 7, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, to the
Ri sk Assessnment Issues in the Renedial Investigation of Areas
A4, A7, and A9.

Fol | owup Letter Dated Novenber 21, 1994 from Robert Lim USE
Ecol ogi cal Ri sk Assessnent |ssues in the Renedial I|nvestigati
Cont am nation A4, A7, and A9.

Comments Dated May 19, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Dr
Site/ Renedi al I nvestigation Addendum Report, Fort Devens Sudb
Annex (OHM Renedi ati on).

Comments Dated May 19, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the Ar
Contam nation A9, Ri sk Based Soil O eanup Level for Thallium

Response to Coments

Responses Dated July 16, 1993, July 19, 1993 and July 28, 199
Renedi ati on Services Corp to the April 12, 1993 Four Town FCC
12, 1993 EPA Region I, the April 13, 1993 Commonweal th of Mas
Depart nent of Environnental Protection and the May 18, 1993 U
of Interior Fish and WIldlife Service Comments on the Februar
Site/ Renedi al Investigation- Volunes |I-1V," OHM Renedi ation S
Responses Dated October 14, 1993 from U S. Arny Environnent al
Draft Site/Renedial Investigation Report, Fort Devens Sudbury
(OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.).

Responses Dated October 28, 1993 from U S. Arny Environnent al
Draft Final Site/Renedial investigation Report, Fort Devens S
Annex (OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.).

Responses Dat ed Novenber 4, 1994 from OHM Renedi ati on Servi ce
t he USEPA Comrents on the "Draft SI/R Addendum Report.

Responses Dated June 21, 1995 from U S. Arnmy Environnental Ce
Draft Final Addendumto the Final Site/Renedial |nvestigation
Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex.

Responses to Responses to Comrents

31.
32.

3.7

Reports

Rebuttal s Dated Novermber 15, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on
to the Arny's Responses to Coments on the Draft SI/Rl Addend
Correction Letter Dated Novenber 22, 1994 from Robert Lim US
Novenmber 15, 1994 letter.

Work Pl ans and Progress Reports

The records cited bel ow as entries nunber 1 and 2 may be reviewed, b

only,

1.

at the Fort Devens Environnmental Managenment O fi ce.

"Draft Work Plan, Draft Field Sampling Plan, Draft Heatth and
Draft Quality Assurance Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp
1991).



oukw

"Draft Final Work Plan, Draft Final Field Sanpling Plan, Draf
Safety Plan, Draft Final Quality Assurance Plan," OHM Renedi a
Corp. (Decenber 1991).

"Final Work Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (April 1992
"Final Field Sanpling Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (
"Final Heatth and Safety Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp
"Final Quality Assurance Project Plan - Volume I-11," OHM Rem
Services Corp. (April 1992).

"Draft Master Quality Assurance Project Plan," Ecology and En
(June 1993).

"Draft Technical Plan Addenda, Phase 11 Site |Inspections, Rem
I nvestigations," Ecology and Environment, Inc. (June 1993).
"Fi nal Technicat Plan Addenda, Phase Il Site Inspections, Rem
I nvestigations, Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex, Massachus
& Environnent, Inc. (January 1994).

Comment s

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Conmment s Dat ed August 21, 1991 from Anne D. Flood, Town of M
rhe June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Pla
and Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance Plan," OHM Renedi ati
Cor p.

Conmment s Dat ed August 22, 1991 from Gregory M Ciardi, Myna
School s on the June/July 1991 "Draft Work Plan, Draft Filed S
Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance Plan,"

Servi ces Corp.

Comments Dated February 12, 1992 from Todd S. Alving, O ganiz
Assabet River on the Decenber 1991 "Draft Final Wrk Plan, Dr
Sanpling Plan, Draft Final Health and Safety Plan, Draft Fina
Pl an," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Comments Dated May 13, 1992 from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Region |
April 1992 "Final Wirk Plan, Final Field Sanpling Plan, Final
Plan, Final Quality Assurance Project Plan," OHM Renedi ati on

and the April 1992 "Final Conmunity Relations Plan," Danes &

Comments Dated May 18, 1992 from Ken Rai na, Lake Boon Associa
April 1992 "Final Wirk Plan, Final Field Sanpling Plan, Final
Plan, Final Quality Assurance Project Plan," OHM Renedi ati on

Comments Dated May 19, 1992 from Deborah Schumann and Cindy S
Ruzi ch, Four Town FOCUS on the April 192 " Final Wrk Plan, F
Sanpling Plan, Final Heatth and Safety Plan, Final Quality As
Pl an," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Comments dated July 7, 1993 from Jack McKenna, Metcatf & Eddy
1993 "Draft Technical Plan Addenda, Phase Il Site Inspections
I nvestigations," Ecology and Environment, Inc. and the June 1
Addendum to the Final Technicat Plans - Phase ||l Feasibility

Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Comments Dated July 23, 1993 from Mlly J. Elder for D. Lynne
Commonweal t h of Massachusetts Department of Environnental Pro
June 1993 " Draft Master Quality Assurance Project Plans," Ec
Envi ronnent, |nc.

Prelim nary Comments Dated July 25, 1993 from Cindy Svec Ruzi
Town Focus on the "Technical Plan Addenda, Phase Il Site Insp

I nvestigations," Ecology and Environnment, Inc.



19.

20.

Comments Dated August 5, 1993 from Lynne Chappell, Comobnweal
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the J
"Techni cal Plans Addenda Phase Il Site Inspections, Renedi al

Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex, Massachusetts, " Ecology and E
Conmments Dated August 6, 1993 from James P. Byrne, USEPA, on

Wrk Plan, Field Sampling Plan, Quality Assurance Project Pla
Saf ety Addenda for the Phase Il Site Investigations and Rened
Ecol ogy and Environnent, Inc.

Responses to Comments

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

Response Dated October 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Cor
Regul at ory Agency Coments on the June/July 1991 "Draft Work

Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Qual

Project Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

Response Dated Novenber 19, 1991 from Joseph Pierce, U S. Arm
August 21, 1991 Coments from Todd S. Alving, Organization f
Ri ver on the June/July 1991 "Draft Work Plan, Draft Field Sam
Heal th and Safety Plan, Draft Quatity Assurance Project Plan,
Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Response Dated Novenber 20, 1991 from Dennis R Dowdy, U S. A
August 22, 1991 Coments from Gregory M Ciardi, Muynard Publ

on the June/July 1991 "Draft Work Plan, Draft Field Sanpling

and Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance Project Plan," OHM R
Servi ces Corp.

Response Dated Novenber 25, 1991 from Ronald J. Ostrowski, U
t he August 21, 1991 Comments from Anne D. Fl ood, Town of Mayn
June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk Plan, Draft Field Sanpling Plan, D
Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance Plan," OHM Renedi ation S
Response Dated Novenber 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Co
Four Town FOCUS Comments on the June/July 1991 "Draft Work Pl

Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Qual

Pl an," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Responses from OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. to EPA Region |
FOCUS, and the U. S. Departnent of the Interior Fish and WIdI

Comments on the Decenber 1991 "Draft Final Wrk Plan, Draft F
Sanpling Plan, Draft Final Health and Safety Plan, Draft Fina
Pl an," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Draft Responses to Four Town FOCUS Conments on the April 1992
Work Plan,"” OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

Responses Dated Septenber 1993 fromU. S. Arnmy Environnmental C
Techni cal Pl an Addenda Phase Il Site Investigation/Renedial I
Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex, Massachusetts (Ecol ogy and Env

Inc.).

Responses to Responses to Comrents

29.

30.

Response Dated October 21, 1991 from D. Lynne Chappell, Conmo
Massachusetts Departnment of Environnental Protection to the R
Cct ober 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp. to Regul ator
Conmments on the June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk Plan, Draft Field

Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance Plan,"

Servi ces Corp.

Response Dated COctober 22, 1991 from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Regi
Response Dated October 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Cor
Regul at ory Agency Coments on the June/July 1991 "Draft Work

Field Sanpling Plan, Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Qual



4.0

31.

32.

33.

3.9

Feasi bi
4.4

1.

Pan," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.

Response Dated October 22, 1991 from Steven E. M erzykowski ,
Departnment of the Interior Fish and Wldlife Service to the R
Cct ober 22, 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. to Regul
Comments on the June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk Plan, Draft Field
Draft Health and Safety Plan, Draft Quality Assurance Plan,"
Servi ces Corp.

Response Dated January 2, 1992 from Four Town FOCUS to the Re
Noverber 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. to the FOCU
Comments on the June/July 1991 "Draft Wrk Plan, Draft Field
Draft Quality Assurance Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.
Rebuttal s Dat ed Novenber 2, 1993 from D. Lynne Wl sh, Combnw
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the J
Techni cal Pl an Addenda, Phase Il Site Investigation/Renedial
Sudbury Trai ni ng Annex," Ecol ogy and Environnent, Inc.

Heal t h Assessments

"Health Consultation," U S. Departnent of Health and Human Se
for Toxi c Substances and Di sease Registry (Novermber 23, 1992)
"Final Site-Specific R sk Assessment for the Sudbury Training
Sudbury, Massachusetts,"” OHM Renedi ation Services Corp. (Janu

lity Study (FS)
Interi mDeliverables

"Prelimnary Draft Screening of Alternatives," OHM Renedi atio
(May 25, 1993).

Feasibility Study (FS) Reports

"Draft Final Report Feasibility Study, Fort Devens Sudbury Tr
M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,” OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Co
1994).

"Draft Final Feasibility Study Report, Fort Devens Sudbury Tr
M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,” OHM Renedi ati on Services Co
1994).

"Draft Final Report, Feasibility Study at Fort Devens Sudbury
Areas A7 and A9," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (January 199
"Draft Final Feasibility Study at Fort Devens Sudbury Trainin
and A9," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (March 1995).

"Final Feasibility Study at Fort Devens Sudbury Training Anne
A9, " OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (May 1995).

Comment s

6.

Letter Dated January 30, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the
Record of Decision Proposal for Fort Devens Sudbury Annex Are
Cont ami nation A7 and A9.

Comments Dated March 2, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the D
Feasibility Study Report at Fort Devens Sudbury Training Anne
A9, " (OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.).

Conments Dated April 3, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the F
Sudbury Trai ning Annex Feasibility Study for Area A7, 100-Flo
Specific ARAR " (OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp.).

Cross Reference: Conment Dated May 19, 1995 from Robert Lim
the Area of Contanination A9, Risk Based Soil C eanup Level f
[Filed and Cited as entry nunber 29 in mnor break 3.6 Renedi



Reports of this Administrative Record File I|Index.]

Response to Comrents

10. Responses Dat ed Septenber 20, 1994 from U. S. Arny Environnent
the Draft Final Feasibility Study (OHM Renedi ati on Services C
11. Reponses Dated May 2, 1995 from U.S. Arny Environnental Cente

Draft Final Feasibility Study Report, Sudbury Traini ng Annex
Renedi ati on Services Corp.).

Responses to Responses to Comrents

12. Rebuttal s Dated October 4, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on th
Response to Comments on the Feasibility Study.

4.7 Work Pl ans and Progress Reports

Reports

1. "Draft Final Addendumto the Final Technical Plans - Phase I
OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (June 1993).

2. "Fi nal Addendumto rhe Final Technical Plans for the Phase II

at the Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County,
OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (Novenber 10, 1993).

Conment s

3. Cross Reference: Prelimnary Comments Dated July 7, 1993 fro
Metcal f & Eddy on the June 1993 "Draft Technical Plan Addenda
I nspections, Renedial Investigations," Ecology & Environnment

1993 "Draft Final Addendumto the Final Technical Plans - Pha
Study," OHM Renedi ation Services Corp. Filed and cited as ent
in 3.7 Wrk Plans and Progress Reports in this Adm nistrative

4, Comments Dated July 22, 1993 from D. Lynne Chappell, Comobnwe
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the J
Fi nal Addendumto the Final Technical Plans - Phase Il Feasib
Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

5. Comments Dated July 23, 1993 from D. Lynne Wl sh, Conmonweal t

Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the
Fi nal Technical Plans Phase Il Feasibility Study, Fort Devens
Annex, Sudbury, Massachusetts,” OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp

6. Comment s Dated August 6, 1993 from James P. Byrne, USEPA, on
1993 "Addendumto the Final Technical Plans, Phase Il Feasi bi
Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex," OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp

7. Comments Dated August 6, 1993 from Ci ndy Svec Ruzich of Four
on the "Draft Addendumto the Final Technical Plans Phase I
Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Responses to Comments

8. Responses Dat ed Septenber 7, 1993 from OHM Renedi ati on Servic
USEPA Conments on the "Addendumto the Final Technical Plans,
Feasibility Study, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex.

Responses to Responses to Comrents

9. Rebuttal Dated October 1, 1993 from D. Lynne Wl sh, Combnwea
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the J



5.

0

Responses to MADEPs Comments on the Draft Final Addendumto t

Techni cal Plans Phase | Feasibility Study, Fort Devens Sudbur
Sudbury, Massachusetts (OHM Renedi ati on Corp).

4.9 Proposed Pl an for Sel ected Renedi al Action

Reports

1. "Draft Proposed Plan, Area 7, the Od Gavel Pit Landfill, A
Burn Area, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, Massa
OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (March 1995).

2. "Draft Final Proposed Plan, Area 7, the Od Gavel Pit Landfi
POL Burn Area, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, Sudbury, M
OHM Renedi ation Services Corp." (April 1995).

3. "Proposed Plan ACC A7, the Add Gavel Pit Landfill, ACC A9, t
Area, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex, M ddl esex County, M
OHM Renedi ati on Services Corp. (June 1995).

Conment s

4, Comments Dated April 12, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the
Draft Proposed Pl an, Sudbury Training Annex (OHM Renedi ati on
Corp.).

5. Comments Dated May 18, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA on the Apr
Draft Final Proposed Plan, Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex
Renedi ati on Services Corp.).

Record of Deci sion (ROD)

5.2 Applicabl e or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenents (ARARs)

1. Letter fromD. Lynne Chappell, Comobnweal th of Massachusetts
Envi ronnental Protection to Jeff Waugh, U S. Arny (January 6,
Concerning transmttal of the attached potential ARARs.

2. "Draft Prelimnary Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Req
Fort Devens Sudbury Training Annex," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces
(January 21, 1993).

5.4 Record of Deci sion

Reports

1. "Record of Decision, Source Control Operable Unit, AOC A7, th
Pit Landfill, AOC A9, the POL Burn Area, Fort Devens Sudbury
Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,”" OHM Renedi ation Serv
(June 1995).

2. "Draft Final Record of Decision, Source Control Operable Unit
aOd Gavel Pit Landfill, ACC A9, the POL Burn Area, Fort Deve
Trai ni ng Annex M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,”" OHM Renedi at
Corp. (August 1995).

3. "Fi nal Record of Decision, Source Control Operable Unit, ACC

Gravel Pit Landfill, AOC A9, the POL Burn Area, Fort Devens S



10.

13.

0

0

Trai ni ng Annex M ddl esex County, Massachusetts,”" OHM Renedi at
Corp. (Septenber 1995).

Conment s

4, Comments Dated July 21, 199S from Robert Lim USEPA, on the J
Draft Record of Decision, Source Control Operable Unit ACC A7
Gravel Pit Landfill, AOCC 9, the POL Burn Area, Fort Devens Su
Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts (OHM Renedi ati on Servi

5. Comment s Dated August 25, 1995 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the
1995 Draft Final Record of Decision, Source Control Operable
the Ad Gavel Pit Landfill, AOC 9, the POL Burn Area, Fort D
Trai ni ng Annex, M ddl esex County, Massachusetts (OHM Renedi at
Corp.).

Enf or cenent
10.16 Federal Facility Agreenents
Reports

The docunent cited bel ow as entry nunber 1 nay be reviewed, by appoi
the Fort Devens Environnental Managenment O fi ce.

1. "Draft Federat Facility Agreenent Under CERCLA Section 120,"
| and U. S. Departnent of the Arny (March 1991).
2. "Final Federal Facility Agreenent Under CERCLA Section 120,"
I and U.S. Departnent of the Arny (Novenber 15, 1991).
Conment s
3. Comments Dated July 12, 1991 from Ednond G Benoit, Conmpbnwea

Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the M
Federat Facility Agreenment Under CERCLA Section 120," EPA Reg
U S. Departnent of the Arny.

Responses to Comments

4, Response Dated Septenber 5, 1991 from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Reg
Comments Dated July 12, 1991 from Ednond G. Benoit, conmpbnwea
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the M
Federal Facility Agreenment Under CERCLA Section 120," EPA Reg
U S. Departnent of the Arny.

Community Rel ati ons

13.2 Community Rel ations Pl ans

Reports

The docunent cited below as entries 1 and 2 nmay be reviewed, by appo
the Fort Devens Environnental Managenment O fi ce.

1. "Draft Community Rel ations Plan," Danmes & Moore (August 1991)
2. "Draft Final Conmunity Relations Plan," Danmes & Mdore (Decenb
3. "Final Community Relations Plan," Dames & Moore (April 1992).

Comment s



17.

Comment s Dated Septenber 30, 1991 from C ndy Svec Ruzich and
Schumann, Four Town FOCUS on the August 1991 "Draft Conmunity
Pl an," Dames & More.

Comments Dated February 14, 1992 from C ndy Svec Ruzich and D
Schumann, Four Town FOCUS on the Decenmber 1991 "Draft Final C
Rel ati ons Pl an," Dames & Moore.

Conments Dated March 17, 1992 from D. Lynne Chappel |, Conmonw
Massachusetts Departnment of Environnental Protection on the D
"Draft Final Community Relations Plan," Dames & More.
Comments from Janmes P. Byrne, EPA Region | on the Decenber 19
Final Community Relations Plan," Dames & More.

Croa Reference: Coments Dated May 13, 1992 from Janes P. By
Region | on the April 1992 "Final Wrk Plan, Final Field Sanp
Heath and Safety Plan, Final Quality Assurance Project Plan,"
Corp. and the April 1992 "Final Conmunity Relations Plan," Da
Filed and cited as entry nunber 15 in 3.7 Wrk Plans and Prog
this Adm nistrative Record | ndex.

Response to Coments

9.

10.

13. 11

B W N

N o

10.

11.

Response to the EPA Comments on the August 1991 "Draft Conmun

Pl an," Dames & More.

Response to the Conmonweal t h of Massachusetts Departnent of E
Protecti on Conments on the August 1991 "Draft Community Rel at
Dames & Moore.

Techni cal Revi ew Comi ttee Documents

Techni cal Review Conmittee Meeting Summary, List of Attendees
(May 14, 1991).

Techni cal Review Conmittee Meeting Summary and List of Attend
1991).

Techni cal Review Conmittee Meeting Summary and List of Attend
23, 1991).

Techni cal Review Conmittee Meeting Summary and List of Attend
23, 1991).

Techni cal Review Commttee Meeting Sumary, Agenda, Handouts,
and List of Attendees (April 28, 1992).

Techni cal Review Commttee Meeting Sumary, Agenda, Handouts,
and List of Attendees (July 14, 1992).

Techni cal Review Commttee Meeting Sumary, Agenda, Handouts,
and List of Attendees (COctober 27, 1992).

Agenda and Attendance List for Sudbury Annex Working Meeting
1992).

Techni cal Review Conmittee Meeting Summary, List of Attendees
(February 2, 1993).

Letter fromRichard D. Dotchin, US. Arny to James P. Byrne,
(March 3, 1993). Concerning followp to the February 2, 1993
Conmittee Meeting.

Techni cal Review Conmittee Meeting Summary, List of Attendees
(rune 9, 1993).

Site Managenent Records

17.6

Site Managenent Pl ans

The docunent cited below as entries nunber 1 and 2 nay be revi ewed,



only, at the Fort Devens Environmental Management O fice.

Reports

1. "Draft Master Environmental Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Services C
1991).

2. "Draft Final Master Environmental Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Serv

(Cct ober 1991).

3. "Final Master Environnental Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Services C
1992).

4, "Draft Master Environnental Plan, Fort Devens Sudbury Trainin
Massachusetts,"” Ecol ogy & Environnment, Inc. (May 1994).

5. "Draft Project Operations Plan, Fort Devens Sudbury Training
Massachusetts, Volune | & Il," ABB Environnmental Services, In
1 994).

6. "Final Project Operations Plan, Fort Devens Sudbury Training
Massachusetts, Volune | & Il," ABB Environnmental Services, In

Coment s

7. Comments Dated July 11, 1991 from James P. Byrne, EPA Region
1991 "Draft Master Environnental Plan," OHM Renedi ation Servi

8. Comments Dated July 15, 1991 from D. Lynne Chappell, Comobnwe

Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the M
Mast er Environnental Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

9. Comments from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Region | on the January 199
Mast er Environnental Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.
10. Comments Dated June 27, 1994 from Robert Lim USEPA, on the M

"Master Environnental Plan, Update, Fort Devens Sudbury Train
Massachusetts," Ecol ogy and Environment, Inc.

Responses to Comments

11. Response Dated August 28, 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Services
Comments Dated July 11, 1991 from James P. Byrne, EPA Region
1991 "Draft Master Environmental Plan," OHM Renedi ation Servi

12. Response Dated August 28, 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Services
Comments Dated July 15, 1991 from D. Lynne Chappell, Comobnwe
Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection on the M
Mast er Environnental Plan," OHM Renedi ati on Servi ces Corp.

Responses to Responses to Comrents

13. Raponse Dated Septenber 12, 1991 from Janes P. Byrne, EPA Reg
Response Dated August 28, 1991 from OHM Renedi ati on Services

17.8 Federal and Local Technical and Historical Records

The docunent cited below as entry nunber 1 nay be reviewed, by appoi
the Fort Devens Environnental Managenment O fi ce.

1. "An I ntensive Archeol ogi cal Survey of the Sudbury Training An
Ar chaeol ogy Laboratory, Inc. (April 1985).



GUI DANCE DOCUMENTS

The foll owi ng gui dance docunents were relied upon during the Fort De
cl eanup. These docunents nmay be reviewed, by appointrment only, at t
Managenent O fice at Fort Devens, Massachusetts.

1. Cccupational Safety and Health Admi nistration (OSHA). Hazardou
Enmer gency Response (Final Rule, 29 CRF Part 1910, Federal Regis
Nunber 42) March 6, 1989.

2. USATHAMA. Geot echni cal Requirenents for Drilling Mnitoring W
Acqui sition, and Reports, March 198.

3. USATHAMA. | RDM S User's Manual, Version 4.2, April 1991.

4, USATHAMA. USATHAMA Qual ity Assurance Program PAM 41, January

5. USATHAMA. Draft Underground Storage Tank Renoval Protocol - Fo
Massachusetts, Decenber 4, 1992.

6. U S. Environnental Protection Agency. Cuidance for Preparatio
Work/ Qual ity Assurance Project Plans for Environmental Mnitori
May 1984.

7. U S. Environnental Protection Agency. O fice of Research and
CGui del i nes and Specifications for Preparing Quality Assurance P
005/ 80, 1983.

8. U S. Environnental Protection Agency. Test Methods for Eval ua
SW 846 Third Edition, Septenber 1986.

9. U S. Environnental Protection Agency. Ofice of Emergency and
Ri sk Assessnent Gui dance for Superfund, Volune |, Hunman Heal th

(Part A), EPA/1-89/002), 1989,.

10. U.S. Environnental Protection Agency. Ofice of Enmergency and
Ri sk Assessnent Gui dance for Superfund, Volune |, Hunman Health
(Part A), EPA/1-89/002), 1989.

11. U.S. Environnental Protection Agency. Hazardous Waste Managem
Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste: Toxicity Charac
Rul e, 40 CFR Part 261 et at, Federal Register Part V), June 29,

12. U S Arny. Environnmental Quatity - Environnental Protection an
Regul ati on 200-1), April 23, 1990.

13. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 1991. Design and Constru
RCRA/ CERCLA Final Covers; Ofice of Research and Devel oprment; W
EPA/ 625/ 4-91/ 025:  May.

14. U.S. Environmentat Protection Agency, 1991. Risk Assessnent Gu
Vol unme | - Human Heal th Evatuati on Manuat (Part B, Devel opnment
Prelim nary Renedi ation Goats) Interim Ofice of Emergency and
Washi ngton, DC, Publication 9285.7-01B; OCctober.

APPENDI X E
STATE LETTER OF CONCURRENCE

<I MG SRC 0195106D>
Commonweal t h of Massachusetts
Executive O fice of Environnental Affairs

Depart nent of



Envi ronnment al Protection

WlliamF. Weld Trudy Coxe

Gover nor Secretary
Argeo Paul Cell ucci David B. Struhe
Lt. Governor Commi ssi oner

Sept enber 26, 1995

John P. DeVillars

Regi onal Adnmi ni strator

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region I, JFK Buil ding

Boston MA., 02203-2211

RE: Fort Devens Sudbury Traini ng Annex
ACC A7, the Add Gavel Pit Landfill
ACC A9, the POL Burn Area
Sudbury, MA

Dear M. DeVillars:

The Massachusetts Departnent of Environnental Protection (MA DEP)
has revi ewed the August, 1995 Draft Final Record of Decision (ROD)
regardi ng sites ACC A7 and AOCC A9 for the Fort Devens Sudbury

Trai ni ng Annex Superfund Site | ocated in Sudbury, Massachusetts.

Based upon that draft final report, MA DEP concurs with the
sel ected renedial action. This action addresses the problens
associ ated with AOC A7 and AOC A9 by preventing further
endangernent to health, welfare, and the environnent by

i mpl enentation of this record of decision.

The preferred renedial alternative for AOC' s A7 and A9 invol ves
excavating | aboratory waste with renoval to an approved treat nent
facility. Additional contam nated soil and solid waste bel ow

hazardous levels will be consolidated in the central landfill area
of ACC 7.

The landfill area will be capped with a RCRA Subtitle C nulti-I|ayer
cap. Fencing, nonitoring, and maintenance provisions with

i nspection over the life of the facility will be required.

Specifically, the major conponents for the selected atternative are
as follows:

O Site Preparation and Grading
O Excavation and O f-Site Treatment/Di sposat of Laboratory Waste
at ACC 7
O Excavation of Contaminated Soil from ACC A9 and Consolidation
One Wnter Street [0 Boston, Massachusetts 02108 O FAX (617) 556-1049

<| MG SRC 0195106E> pri nted



at ACC A7
Construction of RCRA Subtitle C Landfill Cap at AOC A7
Envi ronnental Monitoring and O&M at AOC A&7
Institutuional Controls at ACC A7
Five Year Reviews at ACC A7

Oooood

The renedi al action selected for the ACC A7 and ACC A9 is
consistent with the Massachusetts Contingency Plan. This renedy is
protective of human health, welfare and the environnment, attains
ARAR s and is cost effective.

This concurrence is based upon the State's understanding that:

1). The MADEP will continue in the review and approval of
operational designs and mai nt enance pl ans

2). Ground water nonitoring wells will be established on the
northerly side of the proposed landfill.

3). Site conditions shall be reviewed within five (5) years from
t he concl usion of the renedial action to ensure that public
health and the environnent are not inpacted.

If you require any additional information regarding this matter
pl ease contact the Bureau of Waste Site C eanup at any tine.

Very truly yours,

Edward Kunce, Deputy
Assi sst ant Comm ssi oner

cc: Li nda Murphy, Director, U S. EPA

Jerry Collins, Maynard BOH

Robert Dargaty, Town of Stow

Robert Steere, Hudson Board of Sel ectnen
. Strunk, Fort Devens, EMO

Ms. Cindy Ruzich, Four Town FOCUS

Robert Lim U S. EPA

Ri chard Chal pi n, MADEP NERO

St even Johnson, MA DEP

Lynne Wl sh, CERO

SSS55

5555



