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DECLARATI ON FCR THE
RECCRD COF DEC SI ON

l. DECLARATI ON FCR THE RECORD OF DECI SI ON
SI TE NAME AND LOCATI ON

Soi Il s and G oundwat er
Arny Materials Technol ogy Laboratory
Wat ert own, Massachusetts

STATEMENT OF PURPCSE AND BASI S

Thi s deci sion docunent presents the U S. Arny's selected renedial action for soils and groundwater at the
Arny Materials Technol ogy Laboratory (ML), Watertown, Massachusetts. |t was devel oped in accordance
with the Conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act of 1980 CERCLA as anended
42 USC 9601 et seq. and the National Ol and Hazardous Substances Pol | ution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40
CFR Part 300, to the extent practicable. The ML Base Realignnment C osure Environnmental Coordinator; the
Chief of Staff at Arnmy Materiel Command; and the Director of the Office of Site Renediation and
Restoration. U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) Region | have been del egated the authority to
approve this Record of Decision

This decision is based on the Admi nistrative Record that has been devel oped in accordance with Section
113(k) of CERCLA The Administrative Record is available for public review at the MIL Base Real i gnment and
Closure (BRAC) Ofice, Building 313, 395 Arsenal Street, Watertown, Massachusetts, and at the Main Branch
of the Watertown Public Library, Watertown, Massachusetts. The Administrative Record |Index identifies
each of the itens considered during the selection of the remedial action. This index is included in
Appendi x A.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SI TE
Actual or potential rel eases of hazardous substances fromsoil areas, if not addressed by inplenenting
the response action selected in this Record of Decision, may present an inmmnent and substantia

endangernent to the public health, welfare, or the environnent.

DESCRI PTI ON CF THE SELECTED REMEDY

This remedi al action addresses |ong-termresidential and comercial exposure to contaminated soil. It
consi sts of excavating the contam nated soil and transporting the soil for off-site disposal and/or
reuse. Excavations are to be backfilled with clean soil. Once contanminated soil is renpved, the bottom

and sidewal I s of the excavation areas will be sanpled and anal yzed to ensure that site cleanup goals are
net. The remedy elimnates the source of the contam nation and reduces the potential risk to residents
and workers at MIL. The renedy is consistent with the overall renedial strategy for MIL. This renedy
was presented as the contingency remedy in the Proposed Pl an

STATE CONCURRENCE

The Commonweal th of Massachusetts has concurred with the sel ected remedy. Appendix B of this Record of
Deci si on contains a copy of the Declaration of Concurrence.

DECLARATI ON

The selected renmedy is consistent with CERCLA and to the extent practicable the NCP, is protective of
human health and the environnent, conplies with federal and state requirenents that are legally
applicable or relevant and appropriate to the renmedial action, and is cost effective The renedy uses a
permanent solution for soil contanmination. This remedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for
treatnment as a principal element. This renedy will not result in hazardous substances, above cl eanup
goal s, remaining at MIL



The foregoing represents the selection of a renedial action by the U S, Departnent of the Arny and the
U S. Environmental Protection Agency, with the concurrence of the Commonweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environmental Protection.

<I MG SRC 0196124A>

The foregoing represents the selection of a renedial action by the U S. Departnent of the Arny and the
U S. Environnmental Protection Agency, with the concurrence of the Commobnweal th of Massachusetts
Departnent of Environnmental Protection.
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The foregoing represents the selection of a renedial action by the U S. Departnent of the Arny and the
U S. Environmental Protection Agency, with the concurrence of the Commonweal th of Massachusetts

Department of Environmental Protection.
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I1.  SITE NAME, LOCATI ON, AND DESCRI PTI ON

Arny Materials Technol ogy Laboratory Site
Wat ert own, Massachusetts

The MIL property is |ocated on 48 acres of land in Watertown, Massachusetts, on the north bank of the
Charles River, approximately 5 mles west of downtown Boston (see Figure 1). The installation is bounded
on the north by Arsenal Street, on the south by the Charles R ver, on the east by Talcott Avenue, and on
the west by the Veterans of Foreign Wars, USA, Burnham Manning Post No. 105, and private property (see
Figure 2). Figure 2 also shows the proposed reuse zones-Zones 1 through 3 represent devel oped areas of
the site, and Zone 4 and River Park represent undevel oped areas. ML fornerly contai ned 15 buil di ngs and
15 associated structures. Included in the U S. Arny-owned Superfund Site are 11 acres of |and south of
the encl osed portion of the installation and abutting the Charles Rver. This |and consists of a public
park and a yacht club south of North Beacon Street. The Commonweal th of Massachusetts has been granted
an easenent to this property.

The overburden deposits of the MIL site generally consist of (in ascending order) basal glacial til
directly overlying bedrock, silt clay with sone fine sand and gravel, interlayered outwash deposits of
sand and gravel with sone fine materials, and fill near the surface. 1In general, depth to groundwater is
within 5 to 10 ft of the ground surface along the southeastern boundary of the facility adjacent to the
Charles River. Depth to groundwater reaches a maxi mum of approximately 30 ft bel ow ground surface (bgs)
al ong the eastern boundary of the site, where the ground surface reaches its maxi num el evation and
coarse-grained deposits allow rapid soil drainage. Depth to groundwater in the central portion of the
facility is on the order of 15 to 20 ft bgs for shallow wells and 20 to 25 ft bgs for deep (A-series)
wells. Goundwater flow in both the deep and shal | ow overburden is south-sout heast toward the Charl es
River (see Figure 3). The site groundwater neets the Commonweal th of Massachusetts definition of a
nondri nking water aquifer (GNM3); therefore, there is no risk of exposure to human receptors. Wth the
exception of a snall part of the River Park, the site is not |located within the Charles R ver 100-year
floodplain and there are no wetlands on-site. A nore conplete description of the site is presented in
Sections 1 and 3 of the Remedial Investigation (R) report (WESTON, 1994).

Because of the conplexity of this site, the site has been divided into three distinct operable units,

whi ch are being handl ed separately. The first operable unit is for the outdoor areas of the site
specifically soil and groundwater. This Record of Decision addresses this operable unit. A separate
CERCLA Record of Decision was signed in June 1996 to expedite the cleanup of a small area of soil

contami nation adjacent to Building 131. This expedited cleanup was inplenented to facilitate future
reuse. Contamination as a result of releases of petroleum oil, and lubricants (PO.) is not considered
part of the evaluation of this operable unit because renedial actions under CERCLA do not extend to PCL.
Actions required to address POL are being conducted under the jurisdiction of the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental Protection (MADEP). The second operable unit is for the renediation of site
bui | di ngs, which is being performed under state cleanup authority. A Massachusetts Contingency Pl an
(MCP) Phase Il Remedial Action Plan for the site buildings was submitted to MADEP in January 1996. The
third operable unit involves Charles R ver surface water and sedinments. Investigation of the Charles
River is being inplenented by the Arny under CERCLA with EPA as the | ead agency. Any future activities
for the Charles R ver operable unit will not inpact site reuse

<I M5 SRC 0196124A3>
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I11. SITE H STCRY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI VI TI ES

A, Land Use and Response History

The Watertown Arsenal facility has been in operation since 1816. |t was established for the purposes of
storage, repair, cleaning, and issue of snmall arms and ordnance supplies. Throughout the 1800s and until
World War 11, the installation's mssion was continually expanded to include weapons devel opnent and

production, and materials research experinentati on and devel opnent. At the height of its activity (just
after Wrrld War 11), the site enconpassed 131 acres with 53 buildings and structures and enpl oyed 10, 000
people. In 1960, the Arny's first nuclear research reactor was constructed, and it was used in research
activities until its deactivation in 1970. Depl eted urani um machining, nilling, forging, and casting al so
wer e conducted on-site. Deconmissioning of the reactor in accordance with the Nucl ear Regul atory

Conmmi ssion (NRC) standards has been conpl et ed

An operational phase out of the arsenal was begun in 1967. At that time, approxi mately 55 acres of |and
were sold to the Town of Watertown, and 28.5 acres were transferred to the General Services



Adm nistration (GSA). At that tinme, the 48-acre MIL site was created fromthe renai ning arsenal |and.
The parcel sold to Watertown currently contains a shopping nall, condoniniuns, and a public park and
pl ayground. Land transferred to GSA has undergone various inprovenents, including paving in some
portions.

Previ ous investigations that pertain to environnental conditions at MIL were conpl eted between Septenber
1968 and Decenber 1987. In 1987, the Arny Environmental Center (AEC) initiated additional environnental
investigations under the Arny's Installation Restoration Program (IRP). A Prelimnary Assessnent/Site

I nspection conpleted in 1988 was perforned as the first step of this program |In Decenber 1988, MIL was
included on a list of U S Departnent of Defense installations recormended for closure; this list was
subsequent |y approved by Congress. |In March 1989, AEC was assigned responsibility for centrally managi ng
t he BRAC Environmental Restoration Program

Al t hough unrel ated to the Superfund process, several cleanup activities have occurred at the ML site.
In 1991, six on-site underground storage tanks (USTs) were renoved. Also in 1991 during the R, a fuel
oil leak was discovered at Building 227. A leaking oil line was repaired and contam nated soil was
excavated to a 14-ft depth next to the building. Excavation ceased when it was determ ned that building
structural damage woul d occur under continued excavation. The excavation was backfilled after approval
by MADEP. Residual contamination exists, and continued cleanup efforts are under the jurisdiction of
MADEP under the MCP. Because Section 101(14) of CERCLA contains an exclusion for petroleum the cl eanup
of petrol eumcontam nated soils at MIL i s being conducted under MADEP jurisdiction and is not addressed
in this Record of Decision.

The Arny al so has conpl et ed deconm ssi oni ng of the nuclear reactor, and | ow | evel radioactive waste has
been renoved. In 1994, sitew de radiol ogical decontam nation was conpleted to neet cleanup standards set
by NRC, MADEP, and the Massachusetts Departnent of Public Health. Asbestos renoval also has occurred in
sonme of the site buil dings.

In addition to the work previously conpleted, the Arny will be conducting remediation of chenical

contami nation of interior building surfaces. For nmore information on this issue, refer to the Phase |11
Remedi al Action Plan. Concurrent with this renediation, the Arny will be renoving any | oose and/or
flaking lead paint. The Arny's effort will conply with the Department of Public Health's |ead paint
requirenents. Additionally, the Arny will provide lead paint notification as a property transfer
requirenent.

B. Enforcenment H story

The following list summarizes the significant dates in relation to environmental studies, remediation,
and base closure at MIL:

. MIL was first |listed by MADEP as a Location To Be Investigated on January 15, 1987.

. Phase 1 R was conpleted in April 1991.

. MIL was subsequently confirned as a disposal site by MADEP on January 15, 1992.

. A Phase 2 Rl was conpleted in May 1994.

. In July 1993, the site was proposed for inclusion on the National Priorities List (NPL)
under Superfund; the site was added to the NPL on May 30, 1994.

. A Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA) between the Arnmy and EPA becane effective on July 25,
1995.

. The installation was officially closed on Septenber 29, 1995.

. The FS for the Qutdoor Operable Unit was conpleted in January 1996.

. A Record of Decision for Area | was signed June 28, 1996.

I'V. COMMUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON

Throughout the site's history, comrunity concern and invol venent have been high. The MIL Public Affairs
Ofice has been active in responding to requests for information, concerns, and questions fromthe
community. |In March 1989, the Watertown Town Manager, in conjunction with the Town Council, formed the
Watertown Arsenal Reuse Conmmittee to study the community inpact of the MIL closure In addition, the MIL
Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) was established in January 1994 to facilitate the exchange of
information between MIL and the comunity. RAB nenbers include nenbers of the Arnmy, EPA and state

regul atory officials, and nenbers of the comunity. MIL, EPA, and MADEP officials have participated in
neetings of the Watertown Arsenal Reuse Conmittee as well as Town Council neetings, conducted public site
tours, and have net with a nunber of community |eaders and environmental and conmmunity organi zations.

The Armny al so has kept the comunity and other interested parties apprised of the site activities through
fact sheets and press rel eases.



On June 7, 1991 the Arny held an informational neeting in Watertown to discuss the results of the Phase 1
Rl .

In February 1992, the Arny released a Public Invol verent and Response Plan outlining a programto address
community concerns and keep citizens informed about and involved in activities during renedial

activities. The Arny revised and updated this plan, and in May 1995 rel eased an updated Community

Rel ati ons Pl an, which summarized information about the environnmental studies, identified comunity
concerns, and outlined additional community relations activities.

I'n Novenber 1993, the MIL Reuse Plan was conpl eted by Goody, C ancy, and Associates. This plan was
prepared by the Town of Watertown and the Watertown Arsenal Reuse Committee. Wthin this plan, the site
was divided into zones that could be reused for commercial or residential devel opment. The | and reuse
scenari os developed in this plan were based on input fromthe Town Council. The Reuse Pl an was approved
and accepted by the Town Council in January 1994.

On June 24, 1996, the Arny nmade the administrative record available for public review at the installation
and the Watertown Public Library. A copy of the Admi nistrative Record Index is on file at the EPA' s
office in Boston. The Arny published a notice and brief analysis of the Proposed Plan in The Watertown
Sun on May 1 and May 8, 1996, and The Watertown Press on May 2 and May 9, 1996, and nade the plan

avail able to the public in the Adm nistrative Record.

On April 16, 1996, the Arny held an informational nmeeting to discuss the results of the Rl and the
cleanup alternatives presented in the FS and to present the Proposed Plan. During this nmeeting, the Arny
answered questions fromthe public. FromApril 22 to May 22, 1996, the Arny held a 30 day public coment
period to accept public comments on the alternatives presented in the FS and the Proposed Pl an, and on
any ot her docunents rel eased previously to the public. On May 13, 1996, the Arny held a public hearing
to discuss the Proposed Plan and to accept any oral comments. A transcript of this neeting, the coments
received, and the Arny's response to conments are included in the attached responsi veness sunmary in
Appendi x C.

V. SCCPE AND RCOLE OF RESPONSE ACTI ON

For the MIL Soils and G oundwater COperable Unit, a selected renedy has been identified. The selected
remedy (S6) includes:

. Excavati ng contam nated soil.
. Of-site disposal or reuse of the soil.
. Backfilling the excavations with clean soil.
The selected remedy is described in greater detail in Section VIII. This renedial action will address

soil contam nation, which is the principal threat to human health and the environnent posed by this
operable unit of the site.

The Arny has sel ected the contingency alternative (Alternative S6) fromthe Proposed Plan. The renedy
selection was due to two factors: the cost of renediation for Alternative S6 and the Town of Watertown's
desire for a nore expedited remediation schedule. The rationale for the change in remedy selection is
described in greater detail in Section XlII.

VI. SUMVARY OF SI TE CHARACTERI STI CS

Section 1 of the FS contains an overview of the RI. The significant findings of the R specific to this
operable unit are sunmmarized in the foll owing sections.

A. _Soil Investigation

Soil investigation results are as follows:

. Soi|l sanples collected frombeneath concrete floors in Buildings 43, 311, and 312 showed
el evated concentrations of semivolatile organic conmpounds (SVOCs). Contani nant
concentrations were generally highest at the ground surface

. El evat ed concentrations of pol ynucl ear aronmati c hydrocarbons (PAHs) were detected in soil
sanpl es coll ected fromborings conpleted in the grassy area between North Beacon Street and
the Charles River. The highest levels of PAHs were detected adjacent to Buil dings 39 and
227/ 60, and in the parking | ot between Buildings 37 and 131 (see Figure 4). The nmaxi mum
concentration of total PAHs detected was 99 parts per nillion (ppnj.



. Pol ychl ori nat ed bi phenyls (PCBs) were detected at |evels above the EPA action | evel of 1 ppm
nmaxi mum concentration of 4.9 ppn) at two site |ocations, near Structure 244/245 (propell ant
storage area), and at the eastern fenceline, approximately 100 ft east of the tennis courts
(see Figure 4).

. The anal ytical results showed that the total uraniumactivity in all soils was bel ow the
federal maxi mum al | owabl e st andards.

. Metal s concentrations (prinarily lead) had their highest concentrations reported in shall ow
(less than 1 ft bgs) soil sanples collected frominmrediately outside Buildings 39, 43, 311
313, and 656, with a maxi mum | ead concentration of 7,200 ppm (my/ kg)

. Pesticides were detected in surface soil sanples, particularly in the grassy areas in the
sout heastern and central portions of the site and along the southern fenceline (naximm
total pesticide concentration of 11 ppm.

In regard to the renoval at Building 227 of soil contam nated by a fuel |eak, analysis of excavated soils
indicated the presence of fuel-related compounds. Excavation of soil was stopped when it was determ ned
that structural danmage to the building would occur if excavation continued Residual fuel-contamn nated
soil remains and has yet to be fully characterized. Because Section 101(14) of CERCLA contains an
exclusion for petroleum the cleanup of petroleumcontanm nated soils at ML is bei ng conducted under
MADEP jurisdiction and is not addressed in this Record of Decision.

B. G oundwat er | nvestigation

Wth the exception of one well, all upgradient wells showed detectable quantities of chlorinated

sol vents, which suggests that off-site sources have caused or aggravated on-site groundwater

contam nation. Chlorinated solvents identified in these wells include tetrachl oroethyl ene (PCE)
trichloroethylene (TCE), and 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA), with a maxi numtotal volatile organic conpound
(VOC) concentration detection in a single well of 14,000 parts per billion (ppb). In addition, one
upgradi ent well showed el evated concentrati ons of gasoline-related VOCs. Based on a site water table nap
groundwat er flow paths indicate the potential for groundwater to glow away fromthe site in an area in
the northwestern part of the site before flowing toward the Charles River (see Figure 3). No evidence of
on-site contamination mgrating off-site was found in groundwater sanples collected fromon-site wells
because the majority of contam nation was detected in the upgradient wells. The on-site farthest
downgr adi ent wells bordering the Charles R ver showed the | owest |evel of contamination. Mst likely, a
groundwat er divide exists under a short stretch of Arsenal Street near the northwestern corner of the
site. but groundwater does not flowfromthe site to the north of Arsenal Street.

Chl ori nated sol vents, including TCE and PCE, were detected in groundwater sanples collected from 13
on-site nonitor wells. Mnitor wells located in the western portion of the site reported the highest
concentrations of TCE (93 ppb) and PCE (94 ppb). Few exceedances of drinking water standards occurred

El evated concentrations of 1,3-dinethyl benzene (1, 700 ppb) and other xylenes (1,400 ppb) were detected in
one well located in the central portion of the site. Based on a petrol eum odor present during
groundwat er sanpling, contamnation is believed to be the result of a fuel release. Analytical results
fromnearby nonitor wells suggest the el evated concentrations are restricted to the area around this
wel | .

During drilling of a soil boring beneath the Building 36 parking |ot, several inches of free-phase
product was observed at the water table. Analysis of a soil sanple collected at the water table
indicated that the contam nant was a fuel oil product. The sanple did not contain the nore commonly
known gasoline-rel ated conpounds, but it did contain certain conpounds found in heavier oils. This oi
may be resulting froma pipe release in the area of Building 227, as previously nmentioned. The results
of groundwat er sanples collected from downgradi ent nonitor wells did not contain evidence of the
free-phase product, indicating that there hag not been contam nant migration in this direction. Because
Section 101(14) of CERCLA contains an exclusion for petroleum any cleanup of petrol eum contaninated
groundwater at MIL i s being conducted under MADEP jurisdiction and is not addressed in this Record of
Deci si on.

C. Storm Sewer | nvestigation

The storm sewers contained little or no sedinment; therefore, only liquid sanples were obtained during the
rain event. The sanpling results indicate that the site contributes small amunts of some netal s and
pesticides to the stormsewer runoff. These netals include copper and zinc (maxi num detected val ues of
600 and 500 ppb, respectively), both of which exceed site background val ues and the typical urban runoff
range for these netals. Pesticide concentrations exceeding background concentrations include al pha-



beta-, and del ta-BHC, chlordane; DDE, and met hoxychlor with a maxi mumtotal pesticide detection value of
0.9 ppb. No radiol ogical contanination was detected in stormsewer runoff.

D. Sanitary Sewer |nvestigation

Urani um cont ami nati on was detected in several nanholes on North Beacon Street and Arsenal Street (rmaxi num
radi ol ogi cal value of 73 pG/g). On Arsenal Street, uraniumwas detected in a manhol e connected to the
drainlines fromBuilding 43. Because uraniumconcentrations in tw nmanhol es upstream of Building 43 were
|l ower, the contamination in the manhol e connected to the drainlines fromBuilding 43 appeared to have
been augnented by former sources in Building 43. The stormsewer lines and sanitary sewer |lines are
separate systens; there are no sanitary sewer outfalls on-site fromMIL to the Charles River

<I M5 SRC 0196124A6>

In separate renediation to renove radiol ogi cal contam nation, manhol es al ong North Beacon Street,
Arsenal Street, and exiting Buildings 312 and 43 were renedi ated. A subsequent radiol ogical survey of the
sewer |line along Arsenal Street showed no remaining radiol ogi cal contamination. The results are being
reviewed by the NRC to determ ne whether any additional neasures are required

A conpl ete discussion of site characteristics is presented in the Rl Report, Section 4.
VII. SUWARY OF SITE Rl SKS

A risk assessment (RA) was prepared as part of the Rl for the MIL site. The RA determines the present
and future potential risks to human health and the environment posed by the site based on existing
conditions determined by the RI. Separate RAs were conducted for risks to human and ecol ogi ca
receptors, fromsite soils. The hunman health RA was conducted for the entire site; the ecological risk
assessnent was conducted only for undevel oped areas of the site (i.e., the southern portion of the
installation near the Commander's quarters and the 11-acre R ver Park on the southern side of North
Beacon Street). It was concluded that the major risk to human health and the environnent could result
fromincidental ingestion of and dermal contact with contaninated soils. Soil contami nants identified as
requiring risk reduction include PAHs, pesticides, and PCBs. In addition, the ecological RA identified
certain netals as contam nants of concern, but concluded that sitew de concentrations in soil are
predonminantly at normal background conditions. There are |localized areas that may pose a risk to

ecol ogi cal receptors.

No RA was perfornmed for groundwater because of a lack of receptors. Although sonme contamnation is
present in certain areas of on-site groundwater, this does not pose a current risk because the
groundwater is not used as a water supply, and no significant nigration of contamination is occurring in
off-site groundwater. The site groundwater neets the Commonweal th of Massachusetts definition of a
nondri nki ng water aquifer (GN¥3) as defined in 310 CVR 40; therefore, there is no risk of exposure to
human receptors. G oundwater does discharge fromthe site into the Charles River. Therefore, a nodel of
contam nant contribution via groundwater to the Charles R ver was devel oped. This nodel, as presented in
the FS, shows that no significant concentrations of contaminants mgrate to the river fromsite
groundwater. Hence, there is no apparent risk to human health or the environment fromsite groundwater
Based on the preceding information, no remedi ati on of MIL groundwater is necessary.

A separate RA was conducted for human receptor exposure to the stormand sanitary sewer lines. The only
appl i cabl e exposure pathway was for exposure of sewer workers. The RA concluded that there was no
significant risk to sewer workers from exposure to contam nants in the sewer water or sedinents.

At the tine the soil RAs were prepared, the future use of the site (commercial or residential) was
undetermned. The site was divided into five unit areas, as shown in Figure 2. The MIL installation was
divided into four zones (Zones 1 through 4). The fifth unit was the 11-acre park south of the
installation (River Park). Zones 1 through 3 represent devel oped areas of the site, and Zone 4 and River
Park represent undevel oped ar eas.

The RAs eval uated each unit separately and determ ned contami nants of concern for each unit for each
possi bl e site reuse scenario. The human health RA eval uated Zones 1, 2, and 3 for conmercial and
residential reuse: Zone 4 for residential reuse and public use; and the R ver Park for public use only.
The ecol ogi cal RA eval uated only Zone 4 and River Park because these areas were considered the only
potential ecol ogical habitats on-site

The RAs were performed to estinmate the probability and magni tude of potential adverse human health and
environnental effects fromexposure to contami nants associated with the contam nated site soil. The
human health and ecol ogi cal RAs followed a four-step process:



1. Contami nant identification, which identified those hazardous substances that, given the specific of
the site, were of significant concern.

2. Exposure assessnent, which identified actual or potential exposure pathways, characterized the
potentially exposed popul ati on, and determ ned the extent of possible exposure

3. Toxicity assessment, which considered the types and nmagni tude of adverse health effects associated
wi th exposure to hazardous substances.

4. Ri sk characterization, which integrated the three earlier steps to summarize the potential and
actual risks posed by hazardous substances in the soil, including cancer and noncancer ri sks.

The results of the human health RA for this operable unit are discussed in the follow ng subsecti ons,
foll owed by the conclusions of the ecol ogi cal RA

A, _Human Health Risks fromSite Soils

Fi fteen contam nants ot concern were selected for evaluation in the RA (see Table 1). These contam nants
constitute a representative subset of the nore than 40 contamnants identified at the site during the RI.
Summaries of the health effects of each of the contaminants of concern are presented in Appendix R of the
RI. The RA was originally conducted outside of the CERCLA program and sonme aspects of the RA do not
strictly adhere to current gui dance. However, these differences do not affect the overall outcone of the
RA.

Potential human health effects associated with exposure to the contam nants of concern were estinated
quantitatively or qualitatively through the devel opnment of several hypothetical exposure pathways. These
pat hways were devel oped to reflect the potential for exposure to hazardous substances based on the
present uses, potential future uses, and |ocation of the site. As stated previously, the site was divided
into five different units-Zones 1 through 4 and R ver Park. An assessment was performed for each possible
reuse; Zones 1 through 3 were assessed for commercial and residential reuse; Zone 4 was assessed for
residential and public access reuse: and R ver Park was assessed for public access only. The follow ng
is a sunmary of the exposure pathways eval uated. A nore thorough description is presented in Section 6
of the RI.

For future site residents, incidental soil ingestion and dernmal contact were evaluated for the individua
young child (1 to 2 years) for 1 year, child (age 1 to 8 years) for 7 years, and adult for 30 years.
Resi dent exposure wag based on 153 days per year for soil ingestion and 107 days per year for derma

contact. Adult and child visitors in Zone 4 were eval uated for soil exposure of 56 days to a 1-year
duration. Adult and child visitors to River Park had the sanme soil exposure scenario as Zone 4 visitors,
but al so included incidental ingestion and dermal contact with Charles R ver surface water and sedi nents
during swinmng activities; exposure was based on 56 days for a 1l-year exposure. Exposure for comrerci al
wor kers was based on soil ingestion and dernal contact for 250 days per year for 25 years. Exposure for
construction workers was based on soil ingestion and dermal contact for 18 days over a 1-year period.

Excess lifetime cancer risks were determ ned for each exposure pathway by nmultiplying the exposure |eve
with the chem cal -specific cancer factor. Cancer potency factors have been devel oped by EPA from

epi denmi ol ogi cal or animal studies to reflect a conservative upper bound of the risk posed by potentially
car ci nogeni ¢ conpounds. That is, the true risk is unlikely to be greater than the risk predicted. The
resulting risk estimates are expressed in scientific notation as a probability (e.g. 1E-06 for 1 in
1,000, 000) and indicate (using this exanple) that an average individual is not likely to have greater
than a 1-in-1-mllion chance of devel opi ng cancer over 70 years as a result of site-related exposure to
the conmpound at the stated concentration



Table 1

Summary of Soil Contam nants of Concern

Site Soils Background Soils
Geonetric Geonetric
Mean Maxi mum Mean Maxi mum
Cont am nant of Concentration Concentration Concentration Concentration

Concern (no/ kg) (no/ kg) (no/ kg) (mo/ kg)

Benzo( a) ant hr acene 3. 7E-01 3. 2E+01 8. 3E-02 6. 1E+00
Benzo(a) pyrene 8. 2E-01 3. 7E+01 7.9E-01 6. 8E+00
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene 5.3E-01 1. 5E+01 3.3E-01 7. 6E+00
Benzo(k) fl uor ant hene 4. 1E-01 2. 4E+01 1.5E-01 6. 3E+00
Chl or dane 1. 8E-01 9. 4E+00 5. 8E- 02 1. 9E+00
Chrysene 3.2E-01 3. 4E+01 7. 3E-02 9. 2E+00
DDD 1. 1E-02 3. 5E+00 2. 1E-03 4. 7E- 02
DDE 1. 6E-02 6. 3E+00 2. 6E-03 2.5E-01
DDT 3. 8E-02 5. 2E+00 4. 0E- 03 1.9E-01
Di benz(a, h) ant hracene 2.1E-01 3. 3E+00 1.9E-01 9. 7E-01
Dieldrin 1. OE- 02 4. 0E+00 2. 5E-03 6. 7E- 02
Hept achl or epoxi de 7. 2E-03 8. 7E-01 1.4E-03 2.4E-01
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene 1. 1E+00 1. 4E+01 1. 5E+00 7. 7TE+00
Arocl or-1260 5. 9E- 02 4. 9E+00 3. 6E-02 1. 6E+00

Current regul atory practice considers cancer risks to be additive when assessing exposure to a m xture of
hazar dous subst ances.

A hazard index al so was cal cul ated for each pathway as the neasure of the potential for noncancer health
effects. The hazard index for a pathway is determ ned by using the sumof the hazard quotients for each
contam nant in that specific pathway. A hazard quotient for each contaninant is cal culated by dividing
the exposure level by the reference dose (RfD) or other suitable benchmark for noncancer health effects
for an individual conpound. Reference doses have been devel oped by EPA to protect sensitive individuals
over the course of a lifetinme, and they reflect a daily exposure level that is likely to be without an
appreciable risk of an adverse health effect. RfDs are derived from epi dem ol ogi cal or aninal studies and
incorporate wuncertainty factors to hel p ensure that adverse health effects will not occur. The hazard
quotient is often expressed as a single value (e.g., 0.3) indicating the ratio of the stated exposure as
defined to the reference dose value (in this exanple, the exposure as characterized is approxi mately
one-third of an acceptabl e exposure level for the given conpound). The hazard quotient is considered
additive only for conmpounds that have the sane or similar toxic endpoint and the sumis referred to as
the hazard index. For exanple, the hazard quotient for a conpound known to produce |iver damage shoul d
not be added to a second whose toxic endpoint is kidney danmage

Tabl es 2 through 10 summari ze the cancer and noncancer risks for the 14 contam nants of concern in soil
listed in Table 1, for each of the possible site scenarios evaluated to reflect present and potentia
future commercial or residential reuse. Based on this summary, the najority of the cancer risk is due to
soil ingestion. Al 14 contami nants of concern contribute to this risk. There is no significant risk
fromthe construction worker scenario for all zones. The hazard index for all zones and all exposure
scenarios was |l ess than the target nunber of 1

As a separate docunent, a report entitled Addendumto Human Heal th Eval uati on (VESTQON, July 1996) was
prepared. This evaluated the risks to children (age 1 to 8 years) and youths (age 7 to 17) years as
trespassers onto areas of the site renediated to commercial cleanup levels. The results of this

eval uation showed that for exposure to soils (oral and dernal exposure), the total hazard index to both
children and youths was | ess than the target nunmber of 1. The total cancer risk for children and youths
was W thin the EPA acceptable risk range

B. Ecological Risks fromSite Soils

As part of Rl evaluations of the MIL facility, an assessnent of risks to ecological receptors at the
installation was conducted. The results of this assessnent are presented in a report entitled Baseline
Ri sk Assessment - Envi ronmental Eval uation (Life Systems, Inc., Decenber 1993). As part of the ecol ogi ca
RA, it was deternmined that terrestrial popul ations and communities in the area of the installation were
not of ecol ogical concern. For this reason, the only exposure endpoints eval uated were fish inhabiting
the Charles River, and migratory birds visiting the river on a transient basis



Potential |y Exposed
Popul ati on

Resi dent Adul t

Resi dent Adul t

Sunmmary of Chenica

Exposur e Poi nt

Zone 1

Ri ver Park

Charl es River

Zone 4--Qpen
Area

Zone 1

Ri ver Park

Charl es River

Zone 4- Qpen
Area

Table 2
Cancer Risks--Zone 1 Resident

Exposure Medi um

Soi

(not excavat ed)

Soi

Surface Water

Sedi nent

Fi sh

Soi

(excavat ed)

Soi

Sur face Water

Sedi nent

Fi sh

Exposur e
Rout e

I ngesti on
Der nal

| ngesti on
Der nal

I ngestion
Der nal

I ngesti on
Der nal

I ngesti on

I ngestion
Der nal

Total Site R sk

| ngesti on
Der nal

I ngestion
Der nal

I ngesti on
Der nal

I ngesti on
Der nal

I ngestion

I ngesti on
Der nal

Total Site Risk

Cancer
Ri sk

7E- 06
7E- 06

1E-05
1E- 06

1E-10
8E- 09

2E- 06
5E-09

5E- 08

4E- 06
3E- 06

3E-05

6E- 06
6E- 06

1E-05
1E-06

1E-10
8E-09

2E- 06
5E- 09

5E- 08

4E- 06
3E-06

3E-05



Potential |y Exposed

Popul ati on

Resi dent Adul t

Resi dent Adul t

Sunmmary of Chemi cal

Exposure
Poi nt
Zone 2

Ri ver Park

Charl es River

Zone 4-
Open Area

Zone 3

R ver Park

Charl es River

Zone 4-
Qpen Area

Table 3

Exposure Medi um

Soi |
(not excavat ed)

Soi |
Der mal
Surface Water

Sedi nent

Fi sh

Soi |

(not excavat ed)

Soi |

Sur face Water

Sedi nent

Fi sh

Cancer Risks-Zone 2 and 3 Resi dent

Exposure
Rout e

I ngesti on
Der nal

I ngesti on
I ngestion
Der nal

I ngesti on
Der nal

I ngesti on

I ngestion
Der nal

Total Site R sk:

I ngesti on
Der nal

I ngestion
Der nal

I ngesti on
Der nal

I ngesti on
Der nal

| ngestion

I ngesti on
Der nal

Total Site Risk:

Cancer
Ri sk

4E- 05
6E- 06

1E-05
1E- 06

1E-10
8E-09

2E- 06
5E- 09

5E- 08

4E- 06
3E- 06

7E- 05

5E- 05
6E- 06

1E-05
1E-06

1E-10
8E- 09

2E- 06
5E- 09

5E- 08

4E- 06
3E- 06

8E- 05



Resi dent Adul t

Tabl e 4

Sunmary of Chem cal Cancer Risks--Zone 4 Resident

Commer ci al Wbr ker

Resi dent Adul t

Resi dent Adul t

Potential |l y Exposed Exposure Exposure
Popul ati on Exposur e Poi nt Medi um Rout e Cancer Risk
Zone 4 Soi | I ngesti on 2E- 05
(excavat ed) Der mal 6E- 06
Ri ver Park Soi | I ngesti on 1E- 05
Der nal 1E- 06
Charl es River Sur face \Water I ngestion 1E-10
Der nal 8E- 09
Sedi ment I ngesti on 2E- 06
Der mal 5E- 09
Fi sh I ngesti on 5E- 08
Total Site Risk: 4E- 05
Table 5
Summary of Chemnical Cancer Risks-Wrker Popul ations
Potential | y Exposed Exposur e Exposur e
Popul ati on Exposur e Poi nt Medi um Rout e Cancer Risk
Zone 1 Soi | I ngesti on 3E- 06
Zone 2 Soi | I ngesti on 1E- 05
Zone 3 Soi | I ngesti on 2E- 05
Construction Wrker Zone 1 Soi | I ngesti on 6E- 08
Dust I nhal ati on 9E- 07
Total Risk: 1E- 06
Zone 4 Soi | I ngesti on 2E- 07
Dust I nhal ati on 9E- 07
Total Risk: 1E- 06
Table 6
Summary of Chenical Cancer Risks-Park Visitors
Potential | y Exposed Exposure Exposure Cancer
Popul ati on Exposur e Poi nt Medi um Rout e Ri sk
Ri ver Park Soi | | ngesti on 1E- 05
Der nal 1E- 06
Charl es River Surface \Water I ngesti on 1E- 10
Der mal 8E- 09
Sedi ment I ngesti on 2E- 06
Der nal 5E- 09
I ngestion 5E-08
Total Risk: 1E- 05
Zone 4-Qpen Soi | I ngesti on 4E- 06
Area Der mal 3E- 06

Total Risk:

7E- 06



Potential ly
Exposed
Popul ati on

Resi dent Child

Resi dent
Child

Summary of

Exposur e

Poi nt

Zone

R ver Park Soi

Charl es
Ri ver

Zone 4-
Open Area

Zone 1

Ri ver Park

Charl es
Ri ver

Zone 4-
Qpen Area

Table 7

Hazard | ndi ces-Zone 1 Resi dent

Exposur e
Medi um

Soi |

(not excavat ed)

Surface Water

Sedi nent

Fi sh

Exposur e
Rout e

I ngesti on
Der nal

I ngesti on
Der nal

I ngestion
Der nal

I ngesti on
Der ma

I ngestion

I ngesti on
Der nal

Total Site Hazard | ndex:

Soi |

(excavat ed)

Soi |

Sur face Water

Sedi nent

Fi sh

I ngesti on
Der nal

I ngestion
Der ma

I ngesti on
Der nal

I ngesti on
Der nmal

I ngestion

I ngesti on
Der nal

Total Site Hazard | ndex:

Subchroni c
Hazar d
| ndex

5E- 02
1E-02

3E-02
4E- 03

4E- 06
1E-04

1E-03
9E- 04

7E-02
2E-02

2E-01

5E- 02
9E- 03

3E-02
4E- 03

4E- 06
1E-04

1E-03
9E- 04

7E-02
2E-02

2E-01

Chroni c
Hazar d
| ndex

5E- 02
1E-02

2E-02
4E- 03

3E-05
1E-03

2E-03
1E-02

1E- 02

4E-02
2E-02

2E-01

4E- 02
1E-02

2E-02
4E- 03

3E-05
1E-03

2E-03
1E-02

1E-02

4E- 02
2E-02

2E-01



Sunmmary of Hazard I ndi ces-Zone 2 and 3 Resi dent

Table 8

Potentially Subchroni ¢ Chronic
Exposed Exposur e Exposure Exposur e Hazard Hazard

Popul ati on Poi nt Medi um Rout e I ndex I ndex

Resi dent Child Zone 2 Soi | I ngesti on 2E-01 2E-01

(not excavat ed) Der mal 3E- 02 4E- 02

Ri ver Park Soi | I ngesti on 3E-02 2E- 02

Der nal 4E- 03 4E- 03

Charl es Surface Vater I ngesti on 4E- 06 3E- 05

Ri ver Der mal 1E- 04 1E- 03

Sedi nent I ngesti on 1E- 03 2E- 03

Der nal 9E- 04 1E-02

Fi sh I ngestion - 1E- 02

Zone 4- Soi | I ngestion 7E- 02 4E- 02

Open Area Der mal 2E- 02 2E- 02

Total Site Hazard | ndex: 4E-01 3E-01

Resi dent Child Zone 3 Soi | I ngesti on 1E-01 1E-01

(not excavat ed) Der nal 2E- 02 6E- 02

Ri ver Park Soi | I ngestion 3E- 02 2E- 02

Der nal 4E- 03 4E- 03

Charl es Surface \Water I ngesti on 4E- 06 3E- 05

Ri ver Der mal 1E- 04 1E- 03

Sedi ment I ngesti on 1E- 03 2E- 03

Der nal 9E- 04 1E- 02

Fi sh I ngestion - 1E-02

Zone 4- Soi | I ngesti on 7E- 02 4E- 02

Open Area Der mal 2E- 02 2E- 02

Total Site Hazard I ndex: 2E-01 3E-01



Table 9

Summary of Hazard | ndi ces-Zone 4 Resi dent

Potentially Subchroni ¢ Chronic
Exposed Exposur e Exposure Exposur e Hazard Hazard
Popul ati on Poi nt Medi um Rout e I ndex I ndex
Resi dent Child Zone 2 Soi | I ngesti on 2E-01 1E-O1
(excavat ed) Der mal 2E- 02 3E- 02
Ri ver Park Soi | I ngesti on 3E- 02 2E- 02
Der nal 4E- 03 4E- 03
Charl es River Surface Vater I ngesti on 4E- 06 3E- 05
Der nal 1E-04 1E- 03
Sedi nent I ngesti on 1E- 03 2E- 03
Der nal 9E- 04 1E-02
Fi sh I ngestion - 1E- 02
Total Site Hazard | ndex: 2E-01 2E-01
Tabl e 10
Summary of Hazard | ndi ces--Wrker Popul ati ons
Potential | y Exposed Popul ation Exposure Exposur e Exposure Hazard
Poi nt Medi um Rout e I ndex*
Conmrer ci al  \r ker Zone 1 Soi | I ngesti on 7E- 03
Zone 2 Soi | I ngesti on 3E-02
Zone 3 Soi | I ngesti on 2E- 02
Construction Wrker Zone 1 Soi | I ngestion 4E- 03
Dust I nhal ati on -
Tot al : 4E- 03
Zone 4 Soi | I ngesti on 1E-02
Dust I nhal ati on 2E- 04
Tot al : 1E- 02

*Hazard index is subchronic for the construction worker

and chronic for the commerci al

wor ker .



After the ML site was added to the NPL, at the request of EPA, the issue of risks posed to terrestrial
popul ations at the facility was revisited, and a Terrestrial Ecological R sk Assessnent WESTON, 1995)
that conplies with the substantive requirenents of CERCLA was produced. This evaluation characterized
risk to terrestrial wildlife, terrestrial vegetation, and soil invertebrates posed by MIL soil

contami nants. Mst of the MIL site has |limted potential as ecological habitat. Suitable habitat for
terrestrial vegetation and wildlife is restricted to the southeastern corner of the site. This area of
the site, which includes Zone 4 and R ver Park, was the focus of the terrestrial ecological RA The
terrestrial species evaluated and their rel evant exposure pathways are as foll ows:

. Short-tailed shrew

- I ngestion of soil invertebrates (e.g., earthworns).
- I nci dental ingestion of soil.

. Wi t e-f oot ed nouse:

- I ngestion of vegetation (e.g., seeds).
- I nci dental ingestion of soil.

. Anerican robin:
- I ngestion of soil invertebrates (e.g., earthworns).
- I nci dental ingestion of soil.
. Song sparrow
- I ngestion of vegetation (e.g., seeds).
- I nci dental ingestion of soil.
. Terrestrial plants:
- Direct contact with soil.
- Absorption/concentration fromsoil.
Soi |l invertebrates:

- Direct contact with soil.
- Absor ption/concentration fromsoil.

The potential risk posed to ecol ogical receptors (i.e., shrew, nouse, robin, and sparrow) was assessed by
conparing estimated daily doses to reference toxicity values. This conparison, described as a hazard
quotient, was calculated for each contam nant by dividing the estimated daily dose by the reference
toxicity values. Hazard quotients were summed across all exposure pathways to each contam nant, by
receptor, to devel op chenical -specific hazard indices. Hazard quotients and hazard indi ces were not
calculated for plants and soil invertebrates. Instead, available toxicity data were presented and
conpared directly to soil chem cal data.

The hazard indices for all ecol ogical receptors are presented in Section 5 of the Terrestrial Ecol ogical
Ri sk Assessnment (WESTQON, June 1995). The hazard quotients and hazard indices for ecol ogical receptors

were cal cul ated using two exposure concentrati ons: the nean and the 95% upper confidence limt (UCL) of
t he mean.

A hazard index at < | indicates that adverse effects are not likely to occur, and no action is required.
A hazard index of > 10 indicates that risks are at a |level of potential concern, and nay warrant action,
depending on the nature of the risk, the nature of the site and surrounding properties, evaluations of
background | evel s of contaminants in the area under investigation, and uncertainties associated with the
ri sk cal cul ation.

A hazard index between 1 and 10 is subject to interpretation based on the toxicity of the chem cal and
the uncertainty in the calculation. |In addition, the frequency of detection and reproducibility of the
data shoul d be investigated. Wether a renedial action must be initiated shoul d be exam ned on a
site-by-site basis, after careful consideration of the levels of the hazard indices conpared to the
possi bl e adverse inmpacts of renedial action on the ecological habitat (e.g., loss of existing wetland
communities and other habitats, or increased contam nant migration resulting fromresuspension of
contaminated fine-grained particles). The only receptors whose exposure to soil contam nants at MIL
woul d result in hazard indices exceeding 10 are the shrew, white-footed nouse, and robin.



An overview of the findings of the ecological RA and the contaminants that contributed substantially to
the total hazard for each receptor is as follows:

. Northern short-tailed shrew-Based on the nmean soil exposure concentrations, chem cal -specific
hazard indices that exceeded 10 were chl ordane (12), chrom um (22), nickel (360), and zinc (13).
Based on the 95% UCL exposure concentrations, chlordane (41), DDT (46), arsenic (13), chrom um
(24), lead (37), nickel (430), and zinc (15) result in exceedances of a hazard index of 10.
Approxi mately 87%to 93% of the hazard indices can be attributed to the earthwormingestion
exposure route

. Wi te-footed nmouse-Ni ckel was the only contam nant that exceeded a hazard i ndex of 10 for the
nouse. The hazard indices calculated for nickel were 16 and 19, based on the mean and the 95% UCL
exposure concentrations, respectively. Seed ingestion contributed the najority of the risk
(>70%) .

. Aneri can robin--The exposure route that contributed the nost risk to the robin was the earthworm
ingestion route (>95%. Wthin this pathway, pesticides contributed the |argest portion of the
risk (86% for mean exposure concentrations: 96%for the UCL). Based on the nmean soil exposure
concentrations, hazard indices that exceeded 10 were DDE (40) and DDT (48). Based on the 95% UCL
exposure concentrations, hazard indices that exceeded 10 were DDE (180), DDT (280), and endrin
(16).

. Song sparrow No chemi cal -specific hazard indi ces exceeded 10 for the song sparrow. Only two hazard
i ndi ces exceeded 1 (DDT-2.2 and endrin-1.9), based on the 95% UCL exposure concentrations.

A conparison of soil concentrations at the site with phytotoxicity data shows the potential for
phytotoxic effects to occur at sone locations on-site. Exceedances of phytotoxicity data occurred for
arseni c, cadnmum copper, lead, and zinc. These netals occurred on-site at concentrations that have been
shown to cause yield reductions, growh retardation, |eaf discoloration, and reduced germ nation

Potential effects on soil invertebrates also may occur at some |ocations at the site. Exeeedances of
toxicity data were observed for chlordane, DDE, copper, and zinc. The maxi mrum detected concentrations of
copper and zinc at the site exceed the LC50 (the lethal concentration for 50% of the test organisns) for
earthworns, and a nunber of other |ocations exceeded the EC50 (the effective concentration for 50% of the
test organi sns) for cocoon production in earthworns.

Chl ordane exceeded concentrations at which sperm count depressions have been observed in earthworns, and
DDE exceeded concentrations at which epidermal changes have been observed in earthworns.

The presence of hazardous substances in soil at this operable unit, if not addressed by inplenmenting the
renmedi al action selected in this Record of Decision, may present an unacceptable risk to human health and
the environnent. Renedial actions were devel oped to address the risks associated with site soils.

VITI. DEVELOPMENT AND SCREEN NG OF ALTERNATI VES

A Statutory Requirenents/Renedial Action bjectives

Under its legal authorities, EPA's primary responsibility at Superfund sites is to undertake renedi a
actions that are protective of hunan health and the environment. |In addition, Section 121 of CERCLA
establ i shes several other statutory requirenents and preferences, including the follow ng:

. A requirenent that the renedial action, when conplete, conply with all federal and nore
stringent state environnental standards, requirenents, criteria, or limtations, unless a
wai ver is invoked.

. A requirenent that a remedial action be selected that is cost-effective and that uses
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technol ogi es or resource recovery technol ogi es
to the maxi mum extent practicable.

. A preference for renedies in which treatnent that pernanently and significantly reduces the
volume, toxicity, or nobility of the hazardous substances is a principal elenent over
remedi es nor involving such treatnent

Remedi al alternatives were devel oped to be consistent with these Congressi onal mandates



Based on information fromthe R relating to types of contam nants, environnental nedia of concern, and
potential exposure pathways, renedial action objectives were developed to aid in the devel opnent and
screeni ng of alternatives. These renedial action objectives were developed to nitigate existing and
future potential threats to human health and the environnent. At this site, for this operable unit, one
remedi al action objective was identified. This objective was to mtigate the risks to human health and
the environnent posed by direct contact with and incidental ingestion of contaninated soils.

B. Technol ogy and Al ternative Devel opnent and Screeni ng

CERCLA and the NCP set forth the process by which renedial actions are evaluated and selected. In
accordance with these requirenents, a range of alternatives was devel oped for the site

Wth respect to soil contam nation, the RI/FS devel oped a range of alternatives in which treatnent that
reduces the toxicity, mobility, or volunme of the hazardous substances is a principal element. This range
of alternatives included the follow ng

. An alternative that renoves or destroys hazardous substances to the nmaxi num extent feasible,
elimnating or minimzing to the degree possible the need for |ong-term managenent.

. Alternatives that treat the principal threats posed by the site, but vary in the degree of
treatnment used and the quantities and characteristics of the treatment residuals and
untreated waste that nust be managed

. Alternative(s) that involve little or no treatnent but provide protection through
engi neering or institutional controls

. A no-action alternative

As discussed in Section 3 of the FS, the RI/FS identified, assessed, and screened technol ogi es based on
inplenentability, effectiveness, and cost. These technol ogies were conbined into alternatives for soi
remedi ation. Section 4 of the FS presented the renedial alternatives devel oped by conbining the

technol ogies identified in the previous screening process in the categories identified in Section
300.430(e)(3) of the NCP. The purpose of the initial screening was to narrow the nunber of potentia
remedi al actions for further detailed analysis while preserving a range of options. Each alternative was
then eval uated and screened in Section 4 of the FS

In sunmary, of the six soil renedial alternatives screened in Section 4 of the FS, all six were retained
for detailed analysis Table 11 identifies the six alternatives that were retained through the screening
process.



Table 11
Alternatives for Renedi ation of Soil

Al ternative S1-No Action
. No remedial actions inplemented at the site.

Alternative S2-Institutional Controls

. Access restrictions to prevent entry into contaninated areas.
. Deed restrictions to restrict site devel opnent.
. Fi ve-year site reviews to assess conditions.

Alternative S3--Capping of Soils

. Institutional controls.

. Fi ve-year site reviews to assess conditions.

. Construction of asphalt cap over contam nated soils.

. Use of runon/runoff controls during cap placenent.

. Continued nonitoring of cap and repair of cap as necessary.

Al ternative S4--Soil Excavation and Thernal Treat nent

. Excavation of soil contam nated at |evels greater than action |evels.
. Transportation of soil to:

- Qption A-On-site incinerator.
- Qption B-Of-site incinerator.
- Option CGn-site lowtenperature thernmal desorber.

- Backfilling of site with uncontaminated soil (Option B) or treated soil (Options A and Q).

Alternative S5-Soil Excavation and On-Site Physical /Chem cal Treat ment

. Excavation of soil contam nated at |evels greater than action |evels.
. On-site treatnent of contam nated soil by:

- Option A-Chenical oxidation.
- Option B-Sol vent extraction.

. Treatment or disposal of treatnent residues.
. Backfilling of site with treated soil.

Alternative S6-Soil Excavation and Of-Site D sposal or Reuse (Sel ected Renedy)

. Excavation of soil contam nated at |evels greater than action |evels.

. Transportation of soil for off-site recycling or to a hazardous or nonhazardous |andfill
. Backfilling of site with uncontam nated soil.



I X. DESCRI PTI ON OF ALTERNATI VES

This section provides a narrative summary of each alternative evaluated. A detailed tabular assessnent
of each alternative is presented in Table 6-1 of the FS.

In the FS, all alternatives were anal yzed and costs determned for the three possible site reuse
scenarios (as devel oped previously by the Watertown Arsenal Reuse Committees approved MIL Reuse Pl an).
These scenarios are defined fully in Section 3 of the FS. The scenari o defined as Reuse Scenario 3 is
consistent with the Town of Watertown's intended future use of MIL as outlined in the Reuse Plan. The
Reuse Pl an was devel oped by the Arsenal Reuse Commttee and approved by the Watertown Town Council. This
reuse scenario, is defined as a mxture of commercial and residential reuse for devel oped areas
(comercial reuse for Zones 1 and 2 and residential reuse for Zone 3) and public access for undevel oped
areas (Zone 4 and the River Park). This reuse scenario was used in establishing specific soil cleanup
goal s in each zone and determning the soil areas to be renmedi ated. The approxi mate | ocations of areas
requiring remediation are shown in Figure 4. An estinated total soil volune of 23,600 yd3 will equate
remedi ation. This represents an increase in soil volune of approxi mately 800 yd3 fromthe Proposed Pl an
Cost estimates for the alternatives bel ow have been adjusted accordingly to reflect the change in soi
volume. See Section XiIl for further description of soil volune and cost changes

The followi ng alternatives were eval uated (the designation "S" indicates that these alternatives refer to
soil):

Alternative S1-No Action: This alternative was evaluated in detail in the FS to serve as a baseline for
conparison with the other remedial alternatives under consideration. Under this alternative, no active
or passive treatnent or contai nment of contami nated areas would occur. The only activity would be an
EPA-required site review every 5 years

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: None.
Estinmated time of Operation: Indefinitely.
Estinmated Capital Cost: None.

Esti mated Qperati on and Mai ntenance Cost (30-year net present worth): $27, 400.
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $27, 400

Alternative S2-Institutional Controls: Under this alternative, no treatnment or contai nnent of

contam nated areas woul d occur. The only effort that would be nade to restrict potential exposure to
site contam nants woul d be through the use of institutional controls, such as installing warning signs
and fences around contani nated areas and inposing deed restrictions on site real estate transfer.

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 6 nont hs.
Estinmated Tinme of Operation: Indefinitely.
Estimated Capital Cost: $12, 000
Estimated Operations and Mi ntenance Cost (30-year net present worth): $166, 600.
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $178, 600

Alternative S3-Capping of Soils: Aternative S3 would not involve renoval of the contaninated soil
Instead the contam nated areas woul d be covered with a pernmanent asphalt cap. The cap, which woul d

prevent contact with the contam nated soil, would require |ong-term maintenance
Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 32 nont hs.
Estimated Time of Operation: Indefinitely.
Estimated Capital Cost: $2, 868, 000.
Estimated Operation and Mi ntenance Cost (30-year net present worth): $2,388, 000
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $5, 256, 000.
Alternative S4-Option A: Soil Excavation and Treatnent Using On-Site Incineration: In this alternative

all soil exceeding cleanup criteria would be excavated. Excavated material would be stockpiled on-site
until treatment. Treatnent woul d be conducted using an on-site nobile incinerator. Prior to full-scale
operation, trial burns would be conducted to determ ne incinerator operating conditions. Ar emssion
controls would be inplenented. Treatnment ash woul d be anal yzed and di sposed of on- or off-site depending
on its characteristics. Any netal s-contam nated soil requiring renmedi ati on woul d be excavated and

di sposed of off-site. Cdean soil would be used to backfill the excavati ons.



Estimated Tinme for Design and Construction: 36 nont hs.

Estinmated Time of Operation: 12 to 18 nonths.
Esti mated Capital Cost: $13, 627, 000.
Esti mated Qperati on and Mai ntenance Cost (30-year net present worth): $27, 000.
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $13, 654, 000.

Alternative S4-Option B: Soil Excavation and Treatment Using OFf-Site Incineration: In this alternative,
all soil exceeding cleanup criteria would be excavated. Excavated material woul d be stockpiled on-site.
Soil would be transported to an off-site incinerator for treatnent. Treatnent ash woul d be di sposed of
at the off-site facility. Any netal s-contam nated soil requiring renmedi ati on woul d be excavated and

di sposed of off-site. Cdean soil would be used to backfill the excavations
Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 27 mont hs.
Estimated Time of Operation: 9 to 12 nonths.
Estimated Capital Cost: $51, 033, 000.
Estimated Operation and M ntenance Cost (30-year net present worth): $27,000.
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $51, 060, 000.

Alternative S4-Option C Soil Excavation and Treatnent Using On-Site Thermal Desorption: In this
alternative, all soil exceeding cleanup criteria would be excavated. Excavated material would be
stockpiled on-site until treatnent. Treatnent would be conducted using an on-site mobile thernal
desorber. Prior to full-scale operation, a trial systemoperation would be perforned to determ ne proper
operating conditions. Renoved contam nants woul d be collected and di sposed of off-site or treated
on-site. The treated soil would be used to backfill the excavations. Any netal s-contam nated soil
requiring renediation woul d be excavated and di sposed of off-site.

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 36 nont hs.
Estimated Tinme of Operation: 12 to 18 nonths.
Esti mat ed Capital Cost: $17, 500, 000.

Esti mated Qperati on and Mai ntenance Cost (30-year net present worth): $27, 000.
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $17, 527, 000.

Alternative S5-Qption A: Soil Excavation and Treatnent Using On-Site Chemical Oxidation: In this
alternative, all soil exceeding cleanup criteria would be excavated. Excavated material would be
stockpiled on-site until treatnent. During treatnent, the soil would be mxed with water and a chemi cal
oxi di zing agent. Organic contam nants woul d be destroyed in a chenmical reaction. No treatnent residuals
woul d remain. The treated soil would be used as on-site backfill in the excavations. Any

net al s-contam nated soil requiring renediati on woul d be excavated and di sposed of off-site. Prior to
full-scal e operation, a bench-scale test would be perforned to determ ne the required dosage of oxidant.

Estimated Tinme for Design and Construction: 24 nont hs.
Estimated Tinme of Operation: 6 to 8 nonths.
Esti mated Capital Cost: $5, 556, 000.
Esti mated Qperations and Mai ntenance Cost (30-year net present worth): $27, 000.
Estimated ?oral Cost (30-year net present worth): $5, 583, 000.

Alternative S5-Option B: Soil Excavation and Treatnent Using On-Site Sol vent Extraction: This alternative
revol ves an on-site physical separation treatnent called solvent extraction. |In this alternative, all
soi|l exceeding cleanup criteria would be excavated. Excavated material woul d be stockpiled on-site until
treatnent. During treatnent, the contaminants in the soil would be renoved by mxing the soil with a
nontoxi ¢ solvent. Contam nants woul d be dissolved fromthe soil into the solvent. The solvent woul d be
collected and the contam nants recovered fromthe solvent. The solvent woul d be recycled, and recovered
contami nants woul d be di sposed of off-site or treated on-site. The treated soil would be used to
backfill the excavations. Any netal s-contaninated soil requiring renediation woul d be excavated and

di sposed of off-site.

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 30 nont hs.
Estimated Tinme of Operation: 9 to 12 nonths.
Estimated Capital Cost: $11, 828, 000.
Estimated Operation and Mi ntenance Cost (30-year net present worth): $27, 000
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $11, 855, 000.

Alternative S6-Soil Excavation and Off-Site D sposal/Reuse: In this alternative, all soil exceeding
cleanup criteria would be excavated. Excavated material woul d be divided into hazardous and nonhazar dous
waste. Al excavated soil would be disposed of off-site. Hazardous soil would be disposed of at a
hazardous waste landfill. Nonhazardous waste woul d be di sposed of at a nonhazardous landfill and/or an
asphalt batching facility. The excavations would be backfilled with clean soil.




Estimated Tinme for Design and Construction: 6 nont hs.

Estinmated Time of Operation: 6 to 9 nonths
Estimated Capital Cost: $5, 741, 000.
Esti mated Qperati on and Mai ntenance Cost (30-year net present worth): $27, 000
Estimated Total Cost (30-year net present worth): $5, 768, 000.

X. SUWARY COF THE COVPARATI VE ANALYSI S OF ALTERNATI VES

Section 121(b)(1) CERCLA presents several factors that at a mninumare required to be considered in the
assessnent of alternatives. Building on these specific statutory mandates, the NCP presents nine
eval uation criteria to be used in assessing the individual renedial alternatives.

A detailed alternative analysis using the nine evaluation criteria was performed to select a site renedy.
This section presents a summary of the conparison of each alternative's strengths and weaknesses with

respect to the nine evaluation criteria

A, _Summary of Evaluation Criteria

The criteria are summari zed as fol |l ows:

Threshold Criteria--The following two threshold criteria nmust be met for alternatives to be eligible for
selection in accordance with the NCP

1. Overall protection of human heal th and the environnment addresses whether a renedy provides
adequat e protection and describes how ri sks posed through each pathway are elimnated, reduced, or
controll ed through treatnent, engineering controls, or institutional controls.

2. Conpliance with Applicable or Rel evant and Appropriate Requirenments (ARARs) addresses whether a
remedy will meet all of the ARARs of other federal and state environnental |aws and/or will provide
grounds for invoking a waiver.

Primary Balancing Oriteria-Once an alternative satisfies the threshold criteria, the follow ng five
criteria are used to conpare and evaluate the el ements of the alternatives.

3. Long-termeffectiveness and pernanence addresses the criteria that are used to assess alternatives
for the long-termeffectiveness and pernanence they afford, along with the degree of certainty that
they will prove successful

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

5. Short-termeffectiveness addresses the period of tine needed to achieve protection and any adverse
i npacts on hurman health and the environnment that nay be posed during the construction and
i mpl enent ation period, until cleanup goals are achieved.

6. Inplementability addresses the technical and adm nistrative feasibility of a renedy, including the
availability of materials and services needed to inplenment a particular option

7. Cost includes estimated capital, operation and nmintenance (08, and present-worth costs

Modi fying Oriteria-The nodifying criteria are used in the final evaluation of renedial alternatives
generally after the | ead agency has received public comrent on the RI/FS and Proposed Pl an

8. State acceptance addresses the state's position and key concerns related to the selected renedy and
other alternatives, and the state's comrents on ARARs or the proposed use of waivers.

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

A detail ed assessnent of each alternative according to the nine criteria is presented in Table 12.
Fol l owi ng the detailed anal ysis of each individual alternative, a conparative analysis, focusing on the

rel ative perfornmance of each alternative against the nine criteria, was conducted. This conparative
anal ysts is included in Section 6 of the FS



B. Discussion of Aternatives

The follow ng subsections present the nine criteria and brief narrative sumaries of the alternatives and
the strengths and weaknesses according to the detail ed conparative anal ysis.

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment-Successful application of Alternatives S4 (Options
A B, and C; S5 (Options A and B); and S6 woul d provi de the highest |evel of overall protection by
preventing direct contact with and ingestion of contamnants in site soil. Under these alternatives, the
soil contam nants woul d be renoved and treated on-site, treated off-site, or disposed of off-site
Alternative S4-Options A and C and Alternative S5-Options A and B would require treatability testing
and/or pilot testing to determ ne whether cl eanup goals woul d be achi eved

Alternative S3 al so provides protection, but at a |l esser level than Alternatives S4 through S6. Under
Alternative S3, protection is provided by a cap, which would prevent direct contact w th contaninated
soil, however, contami nants would remain in-place, and protection would depend on conti nued cap

mai ntenance. Under Alternative S2, protection of human health woul d be achi eved through certain neasures
al ready taken to prevent people fromcomng into direct contact with and possi bl e ingestion of

contam nated naterials at the site, provided such nmeasures are maintai ned and/or inproved. However,
risks to the environment would not be controlled through such security neasures, therefore, Aternative
S2 woul d provide a mninmal |evel of overall protection. Alternative Sl provides no |level of overal
protection.

Conpl i ance with ARARs-There are no chenical -specific ARARs for this site because there are no
promul gated soil cleanup standards. Al of the alternatives neet the |ocation- and action-specific ARARs
(if applicable).




Criteria
Overall Protection of
Human Heal th and the

Envi r onnent

< Protectiveness

Conpliance with
ARARs

¢ Chemical - Specific

e Location-Specific

* Action-Specific

Al ternative Sl
No Action

Wuld fail to
achi eve

remedi al action
obj ectives for
cont am nat ed
soils.

None.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Al ternative S2
I nstitutional
Controls

Would fail to
achi eve

remedi al action
obj ectives for
cont am nat ed
soils.

None.

Woul d neet
I ocati on-
specific
ARARSs.

Not applicable.

Al ternative S3
Cappi ng of
Soi l's

Woul d protect
human heal th

and the

envi ronment by
preventing direct
human receptor
contact with

ri sk-based soils.

None.

Woul d neet
| ocation-specific
ARARs.

Woul d neet
action-specific
ARARS.

Conpari son of Soil

Alternative S4
Option A
Tr eat ment
Using OFf-Site
I ncineration

Tr eat ment
Using On-Site
I'ncineration

Woul d protect
human heal th
and {he
environnent by
pernanently pernanently
destroying all destroying all
soi | soi |

cont ami nants. cont am nants.

Woul d protect
human heal th
and the

envi ronnment by

None. None.

Woul d neet Woul d neet

| ocation-specific |ocation-specific

ARARSs. ARARSs.

Woul d neet Woul d neet

action-specific action-specific
ARARS. ARARs.

Table 12

Al ternative S4
Option B
Treat ment Using
Ther nal
Desor ption

Woul d protect
human heal th and
the environnment by
permanent |y

renovi ng

contam nants from
site soil.

None.

Woul d nmeet
| ocation-specific
ARARs.

Woul d neet
action-specific
ARARs.

Al ternatives

Alternative S4
Option C

Treat ment Using
Cheni cal

Oxi dat i on

Woul d protect

human heal th and

the environnent by
permanent |y
destroying

contami nants in site
soils.

None.

Woul d neet
| ocation-specific
ARARs.

Woul d nmeet action-
speci fic ARARs.

Al ternative S5
Option A
Tr eat ment
Usi ng Sol vent
Extraction

Woul d protect
human heal th
and the

envi ronnent by
extracting
contam nants
from soils.

None.

Woul d meet
| ocation-specific
ARARs.

Woul d neet
action-specific
ARARS.

Al

ternative S5

Option B

Al

ternative S6

O f-Site Disposal

or

Reuse

Woul d protect

human heal th and

the environnent by

renovi ng

contami nated soils

fromthe site and

di sposing of themin

an approved
landfill.

None.

Woul d neet
| ocation-specific
ARARs.

Woul d nmeet action-
speci fic ARARs.



Criteria

Long- Term
Ef fectiveness

*« Adequacy and
Reliability of
Controls

*« Magni tude of
Resi dual Ri sk

Reduction of Toxicity,
Mobility, and Vol une
of Contam nants
Through Treat ment

« Treatment Process
Used and Materials
Treated

Alternative S1
No Action

Not applicable.

Ri sk not
reduced.

Not applicable.

Al'ternative S2
Institutional

Controls

Not adequate to
neet renedial
action

obj ectives for
cont am nat ed
soils.

No reduction in
risk to

ecol ogi cal
receptors.

Not applicable.

Conpari son of Soi

Alternative S3
Cappi ng of
Soil's

Asphalt cap
woul d require
l ongterm

nai nt enance
conmi t ment and
institutional
controls.

Resi dual risk
woul d be

m ni m zed as
long as cap is
properly

mai nt ai ned.

An asphalt cap
woul d provide a
physical barrier
preventing direct
human receptor
contact with

ri sk-based

cont am nat ed
soils.

Tabl e 12

(Conti nued)

Tr eat ment
Using On-Site
I'ncineration

Soi |

cont am nants
woul d be
destroyed by
incineration,

t her eby
elimnating the
need for |ong
termcontrols.

Ri sk woul d be
reduced to
backgr ound

| evel s of

cont am nants
(within NCP
accept abl e

| evel s).

Inci neration
woul d

per manent|y
renmove

contam nants of
concern by

t her mal
destruction.

Al ternatives

Alternative S4
Option A

Tr eat ment
Using OFf-Site
I ncineration

Soi |

cont am nants
woul d be
destroyed by
incineration,

t her eby
elimnating the
need for |ong
termcontrols.

Ri sk woul d be
reduced to
backgr ound

| evel s of

cont am nants
(within NCP
accept abl e

| evel s).

Inci neration
woul d

per manent|y
renove

contam nants of
concern by

t her mal
destruction.

Alternative S4
Option B

Treat ment Using
Ther nal

Desor ption

Soi | contanminants
woul d be renoved
and treated
separately, thereby
elimnating the
need for long-term
controls.

Ri sk woul d be
reduced to
background | evels
of contaminants

(wi thin NCP
acceptabl e levels).

Thermal desorption
woul d permanently
remove

contam nants from
site soil to be
treated or
destroyed
separately.

Alternative S4
Option C
Treat nent Using
Chemi cal

Oxi dat i on

Soi | contaminants
woul d be destroyed
by chemi cal

oxi dation, thereby
elimnating the
need for long-term
controls.

Ri sk woul d be
reduced in
background | evel s
of contaminants

(wi thin NCP

accept abl e | evels).

Cheni cal oxi dation
woul d permanent|y
destroy soil

cont ami nants.

Al ternative S5
Option A

Tr eat nent

Usi ng Sol vent
Extraction

Soi |

contam nants
woul d be
extracted,

t her eby
elimnating the
need for |ong-
termcontrols.

Ri sk woul d be
reduced to
backgr ound

| evel s of
contam nants
(wi thin NCP
accept abl e

| evel s).

Sol vent
extraction woul d
permanent|y
renove soil
contam nants and
subsequent |y
treat them

Al ternative S5
Option B
Alternative S6

O f-Site Disposal
or Reuse

Cont ami nated soils
woul d be renoved
fromthe site;

however di sposed
of soils would have
to be nenaged in a
landfill indefinitely.

Ri sk woul d be
reduced to
background | evels
of contaminants

(wi thin NCP
acceptable levels).

Excavation and off-
site disposal would
not treat or destroy
contami nants but
would limt their
mobi lity.



Criteria

Armpunt of

Hazar dous
Materials Treated
or Destroyed

Degree of Expected
Reduction in
Toxicity, Mbility,
and Vol une

Degree of
Irreversibility

Type and Quantity
of Residuals
Remai ni ng

Alternative S1
No Action

None.

Not applicable.

Al soil
cont am nants
woul d remain.

Al'ternative S2
I nstitutional
Controls

None.

None.

Not applicable.

Al soil
cont am nants
woul d renmin.

Alternative S3
Cappi ng of
Soi l's

None.

Conpl etely
reversible.

Al soil
cont am nants
woul d remain.

Tr eat nent
Using On-Site
I'ncineration

Al soil

cont am nants of
concern woul d
be destroyed.

Toxicity,

mobi lity, and
vol urme of
contam nants
woul d be
virtually

el im nated.

Irreversible.

No residual
cont am nation
expected to
remain.

Tabl e 12
Conparison of Soil Alternatives
(Conti nued)

Al ternative S4
Option A
Tr eat ment

Using OFf-Site
I ncineration

Al soil

contam nants of
concern will be
destroyed.

Toxicity,

mobi lity, and

vol ume of

contam nants

will be virtually
el i m nated.

Irreversible.

No residual
cont am nation
expected to
remain.

Al ternative S4
Option B

Treat nent Using
Ther nal

Desor ption

Soi | contam nants
of concern woul d
be renmoved and
treated or di sposed

Toxicity, mobility.
and vol une of

cont am nants

woul d be virtually
el i m nated.

Irreversible.

No residual
cont am nation
expected to
renain.

Al ternative S4
Option C
Treat nent Using
Cheni cal
Oxi dati on

Soi | contam nants
woul d be
permanent |y
destroyed.

Toxicity, mobility,
and vol ume of

cont am nants woul d
be significantly
reduced.

Irreversible.

No residual
cont am nation
expected to remain.

Al ternative S5
Option A

Tr eat nent

Usi ng Sol vent
Extraction

Soi |

contami nants
woul d be
extracted from

soi |l and treated.

Toxicity,

mobi lity, and
vol ume of
contami nants
woul d be
significantly
reduced through
renoval of

cont ami nants
fromsite soil.

Irreversible.

No residual
cont am nation
expected to
renai n.

Al ternative S5
Option B
Alternative S6
O f-Site Disposal
or Reuse

None.

Cont ani nated soils
woul d not be treated
but woul d be

cont ai ned.

Only the nobility of
contam nants woul d
be significantly
reduced.

Irreversible.

No residual
cont am nation
expected to remain.



Alternative S1
Criteria No Action
Short-Term
Ef fectiveness

« Protection of
Communi ty
Duri ng
I npl ement ati on

Not applicable.

« Protection of
Wor kers

Not applicable.

I npl ementability

« Ability to Construct
and Operate the
Technol ogy

Not applicable.

« Ease of Site
Preparation

Not applicable.

Al'ternative S2
I nstitutional

Controls

Institutional
controls woul d
restrict direct
contact with
soils.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Alternative S3
Cappi ng of
Soi l's

Erosi on and

sedi nentation as
wel | as dust
controls woul d
be i npl enent ed.

Wor kers woul d
be adequately
protected during
construction.

Asphal t cappi ng
uses ordinary
pavi ng

t echni ques.

Easily
per forned.

Tr eat ment
Using On-Site
I'ncineration

Er osi on and

sedi nentation as
wel | as dust
controls would
be i npl enent ed
during paving
operations.
Heavy truck

traffic would
resul t.

Wor kers woul d
be adequately
protected during

soi | renediation.

Mobi | e
incinerators are
wi dely used and
easily
constructed and
operated. Test
burns would be
required.

No site
Preparation.

Tabl e 12
Conpari son of Soil
(Conti nued)

Al ternative S4
Option A

Tr eat nent
Using OFf-Site
Inci neration

Er osi on and

sedi nentation as
wel | as dust
controls woul d
be inpl enented
during
excavation.
Heavy truck

traffic would
resul t.

Wor kers woul d
be adequately
protected during
soi |l renediation.

Of-site
incinerators exist
and are easily
accessed.

No site
preparation
needed.

Al ternatives

Al ternative S4
Option B

Treat ment Using
Ther nal

Desor ption

Er osi on and

sedi nentati on
wel | as dust
controls would be
i mpl enent ed
during
excavation.

Workers woul d be
adequatel y

protected during
soi |l renediation.

Ther mal desorption
units are
comrercial |y

avai |l abl e and
easily operated.
Pilot tests would
be required.

No site preparation

needed.

Al ternative S4
Option C
Treatment Using
Chemi cal
Oxi dat i on

Er osi on and

sedi mentation as
wel | as dust
controls would be
i mpl ement ed
during excavation.

Workers woul d be
adequatel y

protected during
soil renediation.

Mobi | e chem cal

oxi dation units can
be easily installed

and operated.

No site preparation

needed.

Al ternative S5
Option A
Tr eat nent
Usi ng Sol vent
Extraction

Er osi on and

sedi nentation as
wel | as dust
controls would
be inpl ement ed

during excavation.

Wor kers woul d
be adequately
protected during
soi|l renediation.

Sol vent
extraction units
are commercially
avail abl e and
easily installed
and operated.

No site
Preparation
needed.

Alternative S5
Option B
Alternative S6
O f-Site Disposal
or Reuse

Er osi on and

sedi nentation

as well as dust controls
woul d be

i mpl ement ed

during

excavation. Heavy

truck traffic would

resul t.

Wor kers woul d

be adequately protected
during soil

remedi ati on.

Excavation

site disposal
easily inplenmented
t hrough regul ar
excavation
activities.

No site preparation
needed.



Criteria

Ease of

Under t aki ng

Addi ti onal

Renedi al Actions

Ability to Monitor
Ef fectiveness

Ability to Obtain
Approval from
Ot her Agenci es

Avail ability of
Materials

Avail ability of
Unusual or Speci al
Services

Cost

30 Year Net
Present Worth

Al ternative S1
No Action

Not applicable

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

$27, 400

Al'ternative S2
I nstitutional

Controls

Not applicable.

Not applicable.

Deed
restrictions
shoul d not be
difficult to
obt ai n.

Materials for
security
measures are
readily

avail abl e.

Not applicable.

$178, 600

Alternative S3
Cappi ng of
Soil's

Woul d not
interfere with
any additional
renedi al actions.

Cap woul d be
periodically
inspected for
signs of
deterioration and
danmage.

Approval from
the state may be
difficult to
obtain.

Materials are

readily avail able.

Not needed.

$5, 256, 000

Tabl e

Conpari son of Soil
(Conti nued)

Tr eat nent
Using On-Site
I'ncineration

Woul d not
interfere with
any addi tional
remedi al actions.

Treated soils and
site excavations
woul d be tested
to ensure that
treat nent
standards are
met .

Approval not
needed.

Materials are

readily avail abl e.

Readi | y
avail abl e.
$13, 654, 000

Al ternative S4
Option A
Tr eat nent
Using OFf-Site
I'ncineration

Woul d not
interfere with
any addi tional
renmedi al actions.

Treated soils and
site excavations
woul d be tested
to ensure that
treat nent
standards are
met .

Approval not
needed.

Materials are

readily avail able.

Readi |l y
avai |l abl e.
$51, 060, 000

12
Al ternatives

Al ternative S4
Option B

Treat ment Using
Ther nal

Desor ption

Woul d not
interfere with any
addi tional renedi al
actions.

Treated soils and
site excavations
woul d be tested to
ensure that
treatment standards
are met.

Approval not
needed.

Materials are
readily avail able.

Readi |l y avail abl e.

$17, 527,000

Alternative S4
Option C

Treat ment Using

Chemi cal
Oxi dat i on

Would not interfere
wi th any additional
renedi al actions.

Treated soils and
site excavations
woul d be tested to
ensure that
treatment standards
are met.

Approval not
needed.

Materials are
readily avail able.

Readi |l y avail abl e.

$5, 583, 000

Al ternative S5
Option A

Tr eat ment

Usi ng Sol vent
Extraction

Woul d not
interfere with
any additional
renedi al actions.

Treated soils and
site excavations
woul d be tested
to ensure that
treat nent
standards are
met .

Approval not
needed.

Materials are

readily avail able.

Readi l y
avai |l abl e.
$11, 855, 000

Al ternative S5
Option B
Alternative S6
O f-Site Disposal
or Reuse

Would not interfere
with any additional
renedi al actions.

Confirmatory

sanpl i ng woul d
ensure conpl ete
renoval of

contami nated soil.

Approval by a
landfill may be
difficult to obtain.

Materials are

readily avail able.

Not needed.

$5, 768, 000



Criteria

St ate Accept ance

Conmuni ty Acceptance

Al ternative S1
No Action

Not consi dered
to be
acceptabl e
Does not
represent a
per manent

sol ution.

Not consi dered
to be
accept abl e.

Al'ternative S2
I nstitutional

Controls

Not consi dered
to be
acceptabl e.
Does not
represent a
per manent

sol ution.

Not consi dered
to be
acceptabl e.

Alternative S3
Cappi ng of
Soi l's

Not consi dered
to he acceptable
Does not
represent a

per nanent

sol ution.

Not consi dered

to be acceptable.

Tr eat nent
Using On-Site
I'ncineration

I's considered to
be accept abl e.
Represents a

per manent

sol ution.

Not consi dered

to be acceptable.

Table 12

Conpari son of Soil
(Conti nued)

Al ternative S4
Option A

Tr eat nent
Using OFf-Site
Inci neration

I's considered to
be acceptabl e.
Represents a

per manent

sol ution.

Consi dered to be
accept abl e.

Al ternatives

Al ternative S4
Option B

Treat ment Using
Ther nal

Desor ption

I's considered to be
accept abl e.
Represents a

per manent

sol ution.

Consi dered to be
accept abl e.

Al ternative S4
Option C
Treat nent Using
Chenmi cal
Oxi dati on

I's considered to be
accept abl e.
Represents a
per manent sol ution.

Consi dered to be
accept abl e.

Al ternative S5
Option A

Tr eat ment
Usi ng Sol vent
Extraction

I's considered to
be accept abl e.
Represents a

per manent

sol ution.

Consi dered to be
accept abl e.

Al ternative S5
Option B
Alternative S6
O f-Site Disposal
or Reuse

I's considered to be
accept abl e.
Represents a

per manent sol ution.

Consi dered to be
accept abl e.



Long-Term Eff ecti veness and Permanence- - Successful application of Alternatives $S4 (Options A, B, and O);
S5 (Options A and B); and S6 provides a sinilar degree of long-termeffectiveness and pernanence because
all nmaterial that results in unacceptable risk based on intended use is renoved and either treated
on-site or taken off-site for treatnent or disposal. Alternative S3, which isolates, contam nants
beneath a cap, provides a | esser degree of effectiveness and pernmanence, because effective containment of
contam nants depends on continued cap mai ntenance. Alternatives Sl and S2 are the |east effective and
permanent of all alternatives eval uated because contaninants renain in-place. For Alternative S2,
exposure is controlled only through continued inplenmentation of security neasures at the site. There is
no | evel of controlling exposure for Alternative Sl.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mbility, or Volume Through Treatnent-Only Alternatives S4 and S5 reduce toxicity,
nobi lity, or volume to sone extent, as these are the only alternatives that revolve treatnent.

Successful application of Alternative S4-Qptions A and B and Alternative S5-Option A would provide the
greatest |evel of reduction because they involve destruction of site contam nants Alternative S4-Qption C
and Alternative S5-Option B provide a | esser degree of reducti on because contam nants woul d be separated
fromthe soil and require additional treatment or disposal. Alternatives S1, S2, S3, and S6 do not neet
this criterion because they do not include treatnment. Alternatives S3 and S6 reduce contam nant nobility
although no treatnent is performed. Alternatives S1 and S2 do not reduce contam nant nobility.

Short-Term Effecti veness-All of the alternatives retained for detailed analysis in the FS woul d be
effective in the short term Aternatives Sl and S2 woul d not have significant short-terminpacts
because no active renedi al neasures woul d be taken. However, because of the potential for rel ease of
contaminants during the excavation activities under Alternatives S3 through S6, special engineering
precautions would be taken to mnimze the potential for contam nant em ssions to ensure short-term
protection of workers and area residents during cleanup-related construction activities. Sone risk may
be i nposed on the conmmunity because of heavy truck traffic around the site. This would be required for
Alternatives S3 through S6 to nobilize for excavation activities; Aternative S4-Qptions A and C and
Alternative S5-Qptions A and B to transport on-site treatnent equipnent to the site; and Alternatives S3,
and S4-Option B, and S6 to transport contam nated soil fromthe site. |Inpacts fromtruck traffic can be
mnimzed by using only truck routes for transportation.

Prior to inplenmentation of an alternative, the Arny estinmates that the tine to conplete docunents
required by the FFA between the Arny and EPA and to conpl ete the procurenent process wll be
approximately 18 to 24 nonths. This tine frane has been included for each alternative in the Estimated
Time for Construction and Design in Section | X of this Record of Decision. This tine frame would not be
required for Alternatives S1, S2, or S6. There would be no such requirenents for the no action
alternative. For Alternatives S2 and S6, this tinme frame is approxi mately 3 nonths and has been incl uded
in the Estimated Time for Construction and Design in Section I X

Under Alternative S1, protection would not |ikely achieve any |evel of protectiveness in the short-term
For Alternative S2, an additional 3 nonths would be required to achieve protection. For Aternative S3,
an additional 7 to 10 nonths is expected to achieve protection. Alternatives S4 and S5 woul d both

requi re design work and/or bench- and pilot-scale testing. After this work is conpleted, inplenmentation
of Alternative S4 is expected to require 12 to 18 nonths. Alternative S5 is expected to take
approxinmately 6 to 8 nonths to inplenent. Protection is expected to be achieved for Alternative S6 in
approximately 9 nonths after conpletion of procurenent.

Inpl enentability-All the options of Alternative S4 may be tine consuming to inplement as a result of the
trial burns and/or scheduling delays. Aternative S5-Qption Ais inplenentable and has been used
successfully at other sites. This option would require a proprietary reagent that is avail abl e through
only one vendor. Prior to inplementation, treatability tests on the oxidation technol ogy woul d be
conducted to verify, that the soil cleanup goals can be achieved in a cost-effective nmanner. Alternative
S5-Qption B could require multiple pilot studies to establish the best specific solvent to use; there are
several proprietary solvent extraction systens that use different solvents. Aternative S6 is proven and
can be inplemented without requiring treatability testing. Inplementation could be |engthy because of
the vol ume of soil and waste that woul d have to be shipped to a hazardous waste and/or nonhazardous waste
di sposal facility Delays in transportation for disposal could be possible. Aternatives S1 and S2 do not
have significant inplenentation i ssues because no active renedi al neasures woul d be taken

Cost - The capital, O%M and total costs (present worth) for each alternative are included in Section | X
For alternatives involving renoval and treatnment/di sposal of contaminated soil, Aternative S5-Cption A
and Alternative S6 are the nost cost effective with total costs nearly equal for these two options. The
next nost cost effective is Alternative S5-Qption B, the costs of which are nore than tw ce that of
Alternatives S5-Option A and S6. The |east cost effective is Alternative S4-Option B. The costs of
which are nearly 10 tinmes those of Alternatives S5-Option A and S6.



St at e Acceptance- MADEP has been involved with this site since the beginning of closure activities and has
reviewed the RI/FS and Proposed Plan. MADEP prefers that a pernanent solution be selected if the aspects
of the other eight criteria are relatively equal. The selected renmedy represents a pernanent sol ution
and MADEP concurs with the selection of Alternative

Communi ty Acceptance -1n general, the community has supported the conclusions ot the RI/FS and the
alternatives presented in the Proposed Plan. The RAB co-chair, the technical advisor to the Watertown
Ctizens for Environnental Safety (recipient of the EPA Technical Assistance Grant), and other nenbers of
the community expressed their support, during the public coment period, of the Arny's intended renedia
action. In addition, sone nenbers of the comunity expressed a desire to remediate the entire site to
residential standards, rather than the nixed comrercial and residential site reuse, which is consistent
with the intended reuse of the site as outlined in the Town-approved Arsenal Reuse Pl an

XI. THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected renmedy is soil excavation and off-site disposal/reuse (Alternative S6). This remedy is
described in Section I X. This renedy is conprehensive for site soils

A. _Soil deanup Levels

Using the information gathered during the RI/FS, remedial action objectives were identified for cl eanup
of the MIL site. The cleanup objective for this site is to mnimze the risks to human health and the
envi ronnent posed by direct contact with and incidental ingestion of contam nated soils.

To neet this objective, site-specific cleanup |levels were established that will be protective of human
health and the environnment. These |evels were established by cal culating risk-based cleanup goals to
comply with the requirenents of CERCLA as well as MCP requirenents, as discussed in Section VII

For human heal th, risk-based goals for 14 different conpounds detected in soil were deternmined. Wth the
exception of one compound, the risk-based goals were all |ower than |ocal background concentrations so
that the actual cleanup goals for these conpounds are background | evels. The MCP and CERCLA do not
require remedi ation to bel ow background | evels. Background concentrati ons were determ ned using soi
data coll ected from numerous points off-site fromthe MIL property and from points near or along the
northern property boundary (Arsenal Street).

An EPA- approved statistical evaluation of the background soil data set was used to cal cul ate the 90% UCL.
The UCL cal cul ated for each contam nant was used as the contam nant's background | evel and hence as the
MIL site cleanup goal. For nore detail on the statistical evaluation, refer to Section 2 of the FS. The
conmpounds for which specific cleanup goals have been set for the MIL site for human heal th include six
pesticides, seven SVOCs, and one PCB. The one conpound for which the background | evel was not
appropriate was the PCB Arocl or-1260. The cleanup goal for Aroclor-1260 is based on the EPA-issued

cl eanup gui dance for PCBs at Superfund sites.

For ecol ogical risk, separate cleanup goals were determ ned for the undevel oped areas of the site for 6
pesticides, 11 SVOCs, 1 PCB, and 8 netals. The derived ecol ogical goals for SVOCs and the PCB were
greater than those cl eanup goal s established for human health, and/or the ecol ogi cal cleanup goals
exceeded concentrations detected on-site. Hence, these goals were not used because the greater risk from
these contanminants is to human health. The netals cleanup goals were not included in the renediation

pl an, as discussed in Section VII, because on-site metals concentrations are generally consistent with
normal background levels. Any areas with netals contam nati on posi ng an unacceptable |ocalized risk will
be handled in the site renediation. For pesticides, instead of applying the cleanup goals sitew de,
specific locations with unacceptabl e ecological risk were identified and included in the renedi ati on

plan. These areas will be renediated to the ecol ogi cal cleanup goals for pesticides.

To be consistent with the site RAs, cleanup goals were deternined for each site zone. The individual zone
cl eanup goals are summarized in Table 13. In the table, a "--" listed as the cleanup goal for a chem ca
indicates that the chemi cal was not a contaninant of concern for that particular zone. The soil cleanup
goals do not differ for the different future uses (i.e., comrercial or residential) because background
concentrations are used to set the cleanup goals. The future use scenario does determ ne which

contam nants are to be renediated in the different zones because the RAs based on commercial and
residential reuse yielded different contam nants of concern.

The locations of soil areas to be remediated are shown in Figure 4. The approxinate depth of soi
requiring remediation is 3 ft bgs. The cleanup goals will be achieved within the excavations



B. Description of Conponents of Sel ected Renedy

The selected renedy for soil renediation consists of excavation and off-site disposal or reuse of

contam nated soil. This remedy includes the follow ng
. Excavation of areas with contam nated soils that are above cl eanup goal s
. Confirmatory soil sanpling within excavations after contam nated soil renoval
. Of-site landfill disposal or reuse of the excavated soil
. Backfilling of clean fill soils into the excavations.
. Institutional controls with 5-year site revi ews.

For this remedy, all soil exceeding cleanup criteria would be excavated. Al excavated areas woul d be
sanpled to ensure that cleanup goals are net. Excavated material would be divided i nto hazardous and
nonhazardous waste. Prior to off-site transport, excavated soil would be staged and covered to prevent
contami nant mgration and to protect the stockpiles fromwi nd and rain. Al excavated soil would be

di sposed of off-site. Hazardous soil woul d be disposed of at a hazardous waste landfill. Nonhazardous
waste woul d be di sposed of at a nonhazardous landfill and/or asphalt batching facility. The excavations
woul d be backfilled with clean soil. This remedy would not require any treatability testing. This

remedy woul d require substantial trucking for both contam nated soil renoval and inport of clean soil
Trucking activities will be coordinated by the Arny in conjunction with the Town of Watertown and ot her
pertinent officials to ensure that proper truck routes are used and optinmal trucking operation hours
established to ninimze any traffic disruption for the comrunity.

Institutional controls for this site would be deed restrictions, which will be necessary only in the
areas slated for commercial reuse where the level of cleanup is not as stringent as for areas renedi ated
to residential use or public use as well as for contam nated soil underneath buildings that will not be
remedi ated. The deed restrictions would prevent the use of areas renediated to commercial reuse |evels
for uses other than commercial. The restrictions also would not allow the denolition of buildings under
whi ch soil contam nation above cl eanup goal s was detected without proper handling of any contaninated
soils (i.e., excavation and disposal). To the extent required by law, EPA and the Arnmy will reviewthe
site at |least once every 5 years after the initiation of renedial action at the site for the areas where
any hazardous contami nants remain to ensure that the deed restrictions continue to protect human health
and the environnent. Specifically, the reviews will be perforned to determine if deed restrictions are
effective and that |and use has not changed.



Table 13

MIL Site Soil O eanup Goals *

Zone 1 Zone 2 Zone 3 Zone 4
Commer ci al Reuse Commer ci al Reuse Resi denti al Reuse Publ i c Access Ri ver Park

Cheni cal (ng/ kg) (ng/ kg) (gl ko) (ng/ ko) (ol kg)
Benzo(a) ant hr acene - 8.5 8.5 8.5 8.5
Benzo( a) pyr ene - 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Benzo(b) f | uor ant hene - 7.9 7.9 7.9 7.9
Benzo( k) f | uor ant hene - 6.2 6.2 6.2 6.2
Chl or dane - - 1.5 1.4 1.4
Chrysene - - 11.1 11.1 11.1
4,4' - DDD - - - 13.7 13.7
4,4' - DDE - - - 1.4E-01 1.4E-01
4,4' - DDT - - - 1. 7E-01 1. 7E-01
Di benz(a, h, ) ant hracene - - 2. 7E-01 - 2. 7E-01
Dieldrin - - - 3.5E-01 3.5E-01
Hept achl or epoxi de - - - - -
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3- cd) pyrene - 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0
Arocl or-1260 - - 1.0 1.0 -

*The cl eanup goal s correspond to soil background concentrations, with the exception of Aroclor-1260, which is based on EPA gui dance.
Pesti ci de cl eanup goals for Zone 4 Public Access and R ver
Par k are based on ecol ogi cal risk



XI'1. STATUTORY DETERM NATI ONS

The remedi al action selected for inplenmentation at the MIL site is consistent with CERCLA and, to the
extent practicable, the NCP. The selected renedy is protective of human health and the environnent,
attains ARARs, and is cost effective. The selected renedy does not satisfy the statutory preference for
treatnment that permanently and significantly reduces the nmobility, toxicity, or volume of hazardous
substances a principal element. The selected remedy uses resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mum
extent practicable.

A. _The Selected Renedy |Is Protective of Human Health and the Environnent

The selected renedy at this site will pernmanently reduce the risks posed to human health and the
environnent by elimnating, reducing, or controlling exposures to human and ecol ogi cal receptors through
soi | excavation and off-site disposal/reuse. Institutional controls will be used for any soil areas not
remedi ated to residential reuse cleanup |levels. Deed restrictions, as discussed earlier, will be placed
on the property at the tine of transfer.

Mor eover, the selected remedy will achieve a maxi mum|evel of protection of human health and environnent
for the intended future site reuse to the extent allowable by CERCLA and the NCP. The site soil cleanup
goal s to be achieved are background levels (with the exception of PCBs, which are based on EPA gui dance).

B. The Selected Renmedy Attains ARARs

This remedy will attain all applicable or relevant and appropriate federal and state requirenents that
apply to the site. The principal environmental |aws fromwhich ARARs are derived and the specific ARARs
i ncl ude:

. Resour ce Conservation and Recovery Act.

. G ean Air Act.

. Federal Protection of Floodplains Executive O der.
. National H storic Preservation Act.

. Archaeol ogi cal and Historic Preservation Act.

. Massachusetts Hazardous WAste Managenent.

. Massachusetts Solid Waste Managenent.

. Massachusetts Air Pollution Control.

. Massachusetts Hi storical Comm ssion Regul ati ons.

The followi ng policies, criteria, and guidances are to be considered (TBC) criteria for inplementation of
the remedi al action:

. EPA R sk Reference Doses.

. EPA Carci nogen Assessment G oup Potency Factors.

. Qui dance on Renedial Actions for Superfund Sites with PCB Contanination.
. Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste and Physi cal / Chem cal Met hods.

. Massachusetts Policy on Al owabl e Sound Em ssions.

A tabul ar summary of the ARARs and TBCs for the selected remedy is included in Appendi x D.

C. The Selected Renedy |Is Cost Effective

The selected renedy is cost effective, i.e., the renedy affords overall|l effectiveness proportional to the
costs. In selecting the renedy, once the Arny identified alternatives that are protective of hunman health
and the environnent and that attain, or, as appropriate, waive ARARs, the Arny eval uated the overall
effectiveness of each alternative by assessing the relevant three criteria-long-termeffectiveness and
per manence; reduction in toxicity, nobility, and volume through treatnent; and short-term effectiveness.
The costs of the selected renedy are:

Estimated Time for Design and Construction: 6 nont hs.
Estimated Ti me of Operation: 6 to 9 nonths.
Estimated Capital Cost: $5, 741, 000.
Esti mated Operati on and M ntenance Cost (30-year net present worth):$27, 000

Esti mated Total Cost (net present worth): $5, 768, 000.

In evaluating the remedial alternatives, for those alternatives that achieved the naxi num extent of
overal | protection of human health and the environment, the selected renedy had the | owest costs to
achi eve the sane results.



D. The Selected Remedy Utilizes Pernmanent Sol utions and Alternative Treatnent or Resource Recovery
Technol ogi es to the Maxi num Extent Practicabl e

Once the Arny identified those alternatives that attain or, as appropriate, waive ARARs and are
protective of human health and the environment, the Arny identified the alternatives that use permanent
solutions and alternative treatnent or resource recovery technol ogies to the maxi mum extent practicable
This determ nati on was made by deci di ng which of the identified alternatives provides the best bal ance of
trade-offs anong alternatives in terns of: 1) |longtermeffectiveness and permanence; 2) reduction of
toxicity, mobility, or volune through treatnent: 3) short-termeffectiveness; 4) inplenmentability; and 5)
cost. The bal ancing test enphasized | ong-termeffectiveness and pernanence and the reduction of
toxicity, mobility, and volume through treatnent and considered the preference for treatnment as a
principal elenent, the bias against off-site and disposal of untreated waste, and conmunity and state
accept ance.

The sel ected remedy provides the best bal ance of trade-offs anong the alternatives. Wen conpared to
other alternatives that provide an equal |evel of overall protection as the selected renedy (A ternatives
S4 through S6), the selected renmedy is simlar to the other alternatives in relation to short-term
effectiveness, long-termeffectiveness, and the attainment of ARARs. Wth regard to reduction of vol une,
nmobi lity, and toxicity of the contaninants, the selected renedy does not neet this criterion as no
treatnment is included; however, this remedy includes reuse of the excavated soil to the maxi mum extent
possible for a nontreatnent renmedy (i.e., nonhazardous soil is reused). Alternative S4-Qptions A and B
and Alternative S5-Option A provide the highest |evel of reduction because the contam nants are
destroyed. A ternative S4-Option C and Alternative 55-Cption B provide a | esser |evel of reduction
because the contam nants are separated fromthe soil but would require further treatnent.

In terns of inplenentability, all these alternatives, except the selected renedy and Alternative
S4-ption B, would require sone formof bench-scale treatability testing and/or pilot-scale tests. A
these alternatives would require the same inplenentation procedures for soil excavation and staging. The
selected renmedy and Alternative S4-Option B are the nost easily inplemented because they require only the
off-site transportati on of excavated soil for treatment or di sposal

For the remaining on-site treatment alternatives, Alternative S5-Option Ais the nost easily inplenmented
because this renedy requires the | east anount of treatability testing and because its on-site treatnent
systemis the sinplest to construct and operate. This results in shorter nobilization duration and a

| ower frequency of potential equipnent failure causing tenporary system shutdown. However, al
alternatives that require treatability studies have the potential risk of not being able to achieve the
desired cleanup goals. This is especially true for the nmore innovative soil treatnent approaches of
Alternative S5-Options A and B

The selected remedy also is cost effective for the alternatives that can achi eve overall protection of
human health and the environnent. The present-worth cost of the selected renedy ($5,768,000) is al nost
the same as the nost cost-effective alternative, which is Aternative S5-Option A ($5, 583, 000).
Present-worth costs of the remaining alternatives range from $11, 855,000 for Alternative S5-Qption B to
$51, 060, 000 for Alternative S4-Option B

In selecting the selected renedy, the factors that were the nmost determinative in the decision were
inplenentability and cost-effectiveness. The selected remedy provided the | owest overall renediation
cost, while also being the easiest and quickest to inplement. Wereas simlar renediation costs could be
achieved for Alternative S5-Option A this alternative could not be inplenented as quickly as the
selected renedy. Al so, treatability tests for the alternative could have concl uded that the renediation
t echnol ogy coul d not have achi eved the desired goals, or could not have done so in a nore cost-effective
manner than the selected alternative. Both the state and the comunity concur with the sel ected renedy.

Wil e the sel ected renedy does not achieve a reduction of toxicity, nmobility, or volune of contam nants
through treatnent, this factor is outweighed by the I evel of the cost-effectiveness and inplenmentability
the selected remedy affords. In addition, the state and community support this remedy.

E. The Selected Remedy Does Not Satisfy the Preference for Treatnent That Pernanently and Significantly
Reduces the Toxicity, Mbility, or Volune of the Hazardous Substances as a Principal El enent

The statutory preference for treatnment as a principal element is not satisfied by the sel ected renedy,
because this renedy results in off-site disposal/reuse of contaninated soil. The fact that the selected
remedy does not neet this statutory preference did not exclude this alternative fromsel ection because
there were no other equally cost-effective and easily inplenented alternatives that could achieve the
maxi mum extent of overall protection of human health and the environnment. The selected renedy wll
result in reduction in nobility of contam nants through soil reuse in landfill or through i mobilization
as reuse in asphalt batching.



Xi11. DOCUMENTATI ON OF SI GNI FI CANT CHANGES

The Arny presented a Proposed Plan (preferred and contingency alternatives) for renediation of the site
on April 16, 1996. The preferred alternative (Alternative S5-Option A) presented at that tine included:

. Excavation of areas with contam nated soils that are above cl eanup goals. The excavated
soils woul d be stockpiled on-site until treatment. Stockpiles would be nmanaged to prevent
contami nated soil mgration.

. Treat nent of the excavated soil on-site using chemi cal oxidation.
. Backfilling of the treated soils into the excavations.
. Institutional controls with 5-year site revi ews.

The contingency alternative was Alternative S6 (the selected renmedy in this Record of Decision) and
i ncl uded:

. Excavation of areas with contam nated soils that are above cleanup goals. Of-site landfill
di sposal or reuse of excavated soil.

. Backfilling of clean fill soil into the excavations.

. Institutional controls with 5-year site revi ews.

There are three significant changes fromthe Proposed Plan in this Record of Deci sion:

1. The Arny has changed the recomrended alternative for selection fromthe preferred alternative in the
Proposed Plan (Alternative S5-Cption A) to the selected renedy (A ternative S6). The change in renedy
selection was due to two factors; cost of renediation for Alternative S6 and the Town of Watertown's
desire for a nore expedited renediation schedul e.

Subsequent to the rel ease of the Proposed Plan, as part of the predesign effort, soil sanples were
collected fromthe specific areas that require remediation. Toxicity Characteristic Leaching
Procedure (TCLP) analysis was performed on these sanples to deternine if excavated soils from

remedi ati on woul d be classified as a Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) and state
hazardous waste. The results of this testing indicated that only sanples from Area M (Yacht d ub)
woul d be a characteristic hazardous waste based on | ead. Based on the testing results, all remaining
soil to be excavated is considered nonhazardous for disposal purposes.

This new informati on has resulted in a substantial change in the estinated cost of the off-site

di sposal /reuse alternative. The original estimte assumed 50% of the excavated soil would be
classified as hazardous waste. A new cost estimate has been prepared assuning all soil, except Area
M woul d be di sposed of as nonhazardous waste. Keeping all other cost estimate assunptions the sane
as the original estimate the cost of inplenenting the selected remedy has been reduced to

approxi mately $5, 741,000 (fromthe original $10,700,000). The selected renedy cost estimates in
Sections I X and X1l in this Record of Decision have been revised fromthe Proposed Plan to account
for this soil classification data. More specific information on the anal ytical data and the new cost
estimate is provided in Appendix C. 4 and in the Admi nistrative Record.

A nmeeting was held on August 8, 1996 to explain this information to menbers of the public. As a
result of the change in renediation cost for the selected remedy, nenmbers of the comunity have
requested that the Arny inplement the selected remedy. In a letter dated August 14, 1996 fromthe
Arsenal Reuse Conmittee, a request was nade to inplenent the sel ected remedy because this would all ow
the soil renediation to be conpleted 1 year in advance of the original schedule for inplenentation of
Alternative S5-Qption A This would allow, for optimal econom c redevel opnent potential of the site
for the town. the transcript of the August 8, 1996 neeting and public comment letters received are

i ncluded in Appendix C. 4.

2. The second change affects the anpbunt of soil to be remediated. Based on several public comments to
have the entire site remediated to residential levels instead of the m xed comrercial and residenti al
reuse identified in the Reuse Plan, the Arny has decided to increase the |evel of renediation in two
areas of concern in Zone 2 fromconmercial cleanup goals to residential cleanup goals. These two
areas are shown in Figure 4 as Areas F and T.

Area F was previously identified as an area of concern for comrercial cleanup; under this Record of
Decision, this area will be renediated to residential cleanup goals. Although this does not change
the estimated soil renediation volunme for this area. The nunber of contam nants of concern in this
area is increased fromfour to 11.



Area T is an area that was not included for renediation in the Proposed Pl an because no contam nants
in this area exceeded the comrerci al cleanup goals. However, for the residential reuse scenario,
this was an area of concern. This area was previously delineated in the FS for site residential
reuse as Area H (see Figure 3-2 of the FS). Adding this area to the total remediation volune will
result in an estinmated increase in soil volune of 800 yd3. This also results in an increase in the
cost estimate for remediation. The remedi ation alternative cost estimates and the sel ected renmedy
cost estimates in Sections I X and X1 in this Record of Decision have been revised fromthe Proposed
Plan to account for this increase in soil volune.

3. The third change refers to a change in the Accelerated Action for Area I/Building 131 vicinity and
Area M Yacht dub Tank Area) as discussed in the Proposed Plan. This Accelerated Action was to
i nvol ve the separate remedi ation of Areas | and Mas shown in Figure 4. The Area | accel erated
action was deened necessary to facilitate an anticipated transfer of Building 131 to the
Massachusetts Col | ege of Professional Psychology in the spring of 1997. At the same tinme. The Yacht
Club requested that the soil at Area Mbe renediated early to allowthemto replace a UST used to
store fuel for their boats. These two actions were included in the Proposed Plan as the Accel erated
Acti on.

The Accel erated Action could result in a slight overall increase in site renediation cost to the
Arny. Because of the replacement of the UST. The Arny Materiel Comrand Legal O fice requested that
Area Mbe deleted fromthe Accel erated Action and be included in the overall renedial action.
Therefore, the Record of Decision signed on June 28, 1996 for the Accelerated Action included Area 1
only. The renediation of Area Mis included under this Record of Decision.

XI'V. STATE ROLE

MADEP has revi ewed the various alternatives and has indicated its support for the selected renedy. The
state also has reviewed the RI/FS (including the RA) to determ ne whether the selected renedy is in
conpliance with applicable or relevant and appropriate state environnmental |aws and regul ati ons. MADEP
concurs with the selected remedy for the MIL site. A copy of the Declaration of Concurrence is included
in Appendi x B.



APPENDI X A

ADM NI STRATI VE RECCRD | NDEX

US. Arny Materials Technology Lab
Watertown, Ma
Adm nistrative Record

DCC. #

CoNoOR~LWDNE

NNNNNNNRRRRRRERRRR
QU AP WNEFPOOONDOAWNEO

DESCRI PTI ON
FACTUAL | NFORVATI ON

Prelimnary Assessnent Site |Inspection

Techni cal Plans for USAMIL Renedial |nvestigation and Feasibility Study

USAMIL Renedi al Investigation (VMolune | and I1)

Final Phase Il Renedial |nvestigation Report (Volume | through II1)

Final Phase Il Renedial |nvestigation Report (Volunme | through V)
Basel i ne R sk Assessment Environnental Eval uation

Final Terrestrial Ri sk Assessmnent

Final Feasability Study Report (Qutdoor) (Volune | and I1)

Draft Addendumto Human Heal th Eval uation

Feasibility Study for Base O osure RI/FS Responsiveness Sunmary
Feasibility Study for Base O osure R /FS Responsiveness Sunmary
Fi nal Proposed Pl an

Draft Final Proposed Plan for Base O osure Responsiveness Sunmmary
USAMIL Renedi al | nvestigation Responsiveness Sunmary

Phase || Renedi al Investigation Conmments

Terrestrial Ecol ogical Ri sk Assessnment Comments

Terrestrial Ecol ogical R sk Assessment Response to Comments
Feasibility Study Conments

Proposed Pl an Conment s

Community Comments on Residential vs. Commercial O eanup Standard
Phase | Renedi al Investigation Report

Communi ty Environnmental Response Facilitation Act Report

Fi nal Hazard Ranki ng Package for AMIL

Federal Facilities Agreement

Phase | R Comments

Arny Regul ation 200-1, Environnent Protection and Enhancenent,
and 200-2, Environmental Effects of Arny Actions

AUTHOR

E &G I daho Inc

E &G | daho I nc
E &G | daho Inc

Roy F. Weston
Roy F. Weston
Roy F. Weston
Roy F. Weston
Roy F. Weston
Roy F. Weston
Roy F. Weston
Roy F. Weston
Roy F. Weston
Roy F. Weston
Roy F. Weston
NONE

NONE

Roy F. Weston
NONE

NONE
NONE

Roy F. \eéston

Environ. Res. Myt.

Hal |'i burton Nus
EPAY Ar ny

NONE

Army

Arny

DATE

3/ 88

5/ 88
9/ 89

12/ 93
5/ 94

12/ 93
8/ 95

1/ 96
2/ 96

11/ 95
1/ 96

4/ 96

4/ 96
4/ 93

M SC.
M SC.

6/ 95
M SC.

M SC.
M SC.

4/ 91
4/ 94

4/ 93

5/ 95

M SC.
5/90, &
12/ 88



DOC. #

PUBLI C

27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.

OTHER

44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.

DESCRI PTI ON
PARTI Cl PATI ON

BRAC O eanup Pl an Gui debook

Base Real i gnment and C osure Plan Version |
Base Real ignnment and C osure Plan Version Il
Commrents on BCP

Medi a Cover age

Site Tour Handouts

Site Tour Handouts

Site Tour Handouts

Site Tour/Infornation Session Handouts

I nformation Session- Qutdoor Remediation
Community Relations Mailing List

Restoration Advisory Board Meeting Dates
Proj ect Team Meeti ng Dates

Publ i c I nvol verent and Response Pl an
Community Rel ations Pl an

LTC Blose's Brief to Reuse Committee

Publ i c Hearing Proposed Plan Transcript and Conments

| NFORVATI ON

Trustee Notification Letters

Watert own Arsenal Reuse and Feasibility Study (Town Reuse Pl an)
El S for D sposal and Reuse

Public Health Assessment for MIL

Health Consultation for MIL

Qui dance Li st

OSWER Directive 9355.7-04 Land Use in the CERCLA Renmedy Process
Techni cal Menorandum for Area |

AUTHOR

Dept. of Defense
Eart ht ech
Eart ht ech
NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

NONE

Arny

Arny

Arny

Arny

Arny

Roy F. Weston
Roy F. \Weston
Arny

Arny

Army

CGoody-d ancy
Jaycor

ATSDR

ATSDR

None

EPA

Arny

DATE

10/ 93
3/ 94
3/ 95
M SC.
M SC.
6/ 94
10/ 94
6/ 95
1/ 96
4/ 96
M SC.
M SC.
M SC.
2/ 92
5/ 95
4/ 96
5/ 96

7/ 94
11/93
9/ 95
2/ 96
3/ 96
N A
5/ 95
6/ 96



APPENDI X B

MASSACHUSETTS DEPARTMVENT OF ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON
DECLARATI ON CF CONCURRENCE

<I MG SRC 0196124A7>

COVMONVEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

EXECUTI VE OFFI CE OF ENVI RONMENTAL AFFAI RS
DEPARTMENT OF ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON

ONE W NTER STREET, BOSTON MA 02108 (617) 292-5500

WLLIAM F. WELD TRUDY COXE
Cover nor Secretary
ARCGEO PAUL CELLUCC DAVI D B. STRUHS
Lt. Governor Conmi ssi oner

Sept enber 20, 1996

Li nda Mur phy

Director, Waste Managenent Division
U S. Environmental Protection Agency
Region I, JFK Buil ding

Boston, MA 02203-2211

RE: Materi al s Technol ogy Laboratory; Watertown, MNA
Soil and G oundwater Qperable Unit

Dear Ms. Mirphy:

The Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection (Department) has reviewed the Septenber 18, 1996
Record of Decision (ROD) regarding the Soil and G oundwater Qperable Unit. The Departnent has revi ened
the Arny's selection of off-site disposal (the back-up remedy contained in the Proposed Plan) as the
selected renedial action for its consistency with Massachusetts General Law Chapter 21E and the
Massachusetts Contingency Plan. Based upon this review, the Departnent concurs with the sel ected

remedi al action. The selected renedial action will be protective of hunan health, welfare and the
environnent for the Soil and G oundwater QU areas. Additionally, the selected renedial action will neet
state ARARs, provide the Watertown community with a timely transfer of the AMIL property, and will be
cost effective.

The sel ected renedial action will have the foll ow ng conponents:

1) Excavation of contam nated soils;

2) Characterization of soil contam nants to determ ne appropriate di sposal nethods;
3) Transportation of soils off-site for recycling, reuse, or disposal;

4) Backfilling of renediated areas with clean soil;

Based on eval uation of information gathered during renedial investigations, no groundwater renediation is
required.

The Town of Watertown's request for the use of the Proposed Plan's contingency renedy as the sel ected
remedy was based on its need for the earliest possible transfer of AMIL property and the Arny's updated
cost estimates for off-site disposal of contam nated soils. The transportation routes for the disposal
of contam nated soils will be based on Town input and all other applicable regulations. The cleanup plan
for the site is consistent with local reuse plan and will require the inplenentation of institutional
controls for those areas that are not available for unrestricted future use.

The Departrent | ooks forward to working with EPA and the Arny in this common endeavor and we are pl eased
to assist in the transfer of Arny property in a manner that is protective of hunan health, welfare, and
the environnent. |f you have any questions please feel free to contact nme at (617) 292-5648.



<I MG SRC 0196124A8>

CC:

M. Steven Ward, Watertown Board of Health

M. John Airasian, Chairnman Watertown Reuse Comm ttee

Honor abl e Warren Tol man, State Senator

Honor abl e Rachel Kaprielian, State Representative

M. Matt O Neill, Ofice of the Honorable Joseph P. Kennedy I
Ms. Megan Cassidy, Environnental Protection Agency

M. Robert Chase, AVBRL- OP- RK-WI

M. Steve Johnson, DEP BWEC - NERO



APPENDI X C
PUBLI C COMMENTS AND RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY
APPENDI X C. 1
COMMENT RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

Commrents were received fromthe public both during the 30-day public coment period and during the fornal
public hearing on the Proposed Plan. Comrent letters are presented in Appendix C. 2. The transcript of
the public hearing is included as Appendix C. 3. There were four main concerns voiced in the coments
received. They are sumarized as foll ows:

1. Comment: Three commentors supported the Proposed Plan with the addition of residential cleanup
standards applied to Areas F and T as nentioned by Lieutenant Colonel Todd Blose in neeting with the
Watert own Reuse Committee on April 29, 1996.

Response: Wile this coment does not require a response, it should be noted that the two areas were
added after the issuance of the Proposed Plan. The areas will be included in the list of Significant
Changes in the Record of Decision.

2. Commrent: Five commentors did not agree that the proposed cl eanup standards based on mi xed reuse
were protective of human health and wanted all of the soil to be renediated to residential standards.

Response: W disagreed with their conclusion. The cleanup standards were based on the proposed reuse of
the facility as set by the Town's Reuse Plan. These standards have been reviewed by the Arny's Center
for Health Pronotion and Preventive Medicine, who have determ ned that they are protective of hunman

heal th based on the proposed m xed reuse of the facility. The Massachusetts Department of Environnent al
Protection (MADEP) and the U.S. Environnental Protection Agency (EPA) Region | are reviewing the Arny's
proposal for cleanup. They must concur with the final cleanup standard that will be provided in the
Record of Decision. Their prelimnary comments on the FS and Proposed Plan are that for the proposed

m xed reuse of the facility, the proposed renediation will be protective of hunman health.

3. Comment: The commentors al so stated that additional housing is needed in the town and that the
proposed cl eanup for mxed reuse would not allow the town to use the property for residential housi ng.
Response: The Arny was not involved in the devel opment of the Reuse Plan. It was devel oped and approved

solely by the town. The town has indicated to the Arnmy that it would like the property to be transferred
under an econoni c devel opnent conveyance to allow for comrerci al devel opnent. W would like to note that
the town's Reuse Plan exami ned the feasibility of converting the existing structures into residential
housing. Wth the exception of Building 39, all of the buildings cited as being suitable for residential
housi ng are now i ncluded in areas being cleaned up to residential standards.

The inposition of reuse restrictions does not prevent the town fromredevel oping the property for
residential use in the future. At that time, the town or devel oper could petition MADEP and EPA to
renmove the restrictions.

4. Comment: A comment was raised that because of the town's past experience with redevel oping
previously excessed Arny property, remediating to all residential standards woul d provide a | evel of
increased confort to the citizens.

Response: W believe that this would be a m sappropriation of taxpayer dollars to do additional cleanup
solely to increase citizens' "confort." The cleanup is based on independently validated standards for
the protection of human health and the environment. We believe that if this information is accurately
communi cated, citizens will feel confortable with the proposed site cl eanup.

One commentor (Rich Rago, Restoration Advisory Board) provided the following three specific comments to
the final Proposed Pl an:

5. Commrent: Page 6, Section 2: Have the 14 ppmchlorinated solvents that were detected in the well
been confirned to be froman off-site source? This concentration appears too high for such a suggesti on.

Response: The nmonitor well that contained the 14 ppm concentrati on of chlorinated sol vents was MM 23.
This well is |ocated upgradi ent of MIL north of Arsenal Street. This well is not |ocated on the
installation. Contamnation in this well is froman off-site source(s). Please refer to the R and/or
FS for nore information on groundwater characterization.



6. Comment: Page 8. Paragraph 1-4: Does the text infer that the soil risk assessments do not
address future use scenarios? Have exposure pat hways been considered for the site construction worker or
utility worker? It is inevitable that these activities will occur in the future.

Does the text infer that a GV¥2 scenario is, in no case, appropriate for sone of the site groundwater?
Has the nigration of vapors into site buildings been assessed? | amconcerned that an earlier |ack of
attention to site groundwater will be a |later problem

Response: In accordance with EPA and MADEP ri sk assessnent requirenents, all applicable potential future
use exposure pat hways were assessed. The soil risk assessnent assessed exposure for future residents,
comrerci al workers, construction and utility workers, and public park visitors. Please refer to the
RI/FS for a conplete discussion on the risk assessment.

MADEP has cl assified the groundwater at the MIL site as a GM3. MADEP has nade this classification
because the site groundwater does not meet the Massachusetts Contingency Plan definition for either a
GN¥1 or GM2 aquifer. NMADEP has determined that mgration of vapors fromgroundwater into building
basenents is not an appropriate exposure scenari o based on the groundwater characterization.

7. Comment: Page 9. Paragraph 1-2: 1Is it reasonable to say that there is a "background
concentration" of pesticides? | understand that PAHs have been associated with urban fills and certain
other soils. It would appear that the appropriate background concentration for pesticides would be "ND. "

Response: Deternining a background concentration for pesticides is considered appropriate for this site.
No mi ssion operations at ML invol ved pesticides; pesticides were used only for weed and i nsect control.
Pestici des were detected in the background sanples collected in Watertown, indicating a w despread usage
of pesticide products in the area for simlar reasons as their usage at MIL. Since part of the

regul atory definition of background is contam nant concentrations that would be present to the absence of
the site, it is clear that pesticides would still be present in the absence of the MIL site. EPA and
MADEP concur with this position.

Concern was al so expressed about health issues of past MIL workers and |ong-tinme Watertown residents near
the MIL site. In response to this concern, the U S. Departnent of Health and Human Servi ces Agency for
Toxi ¢ Substances and Di sease Registry prepared a health assessnent for the MIL property. This report was
conpl eted on March 29, 1996. A copy of the report is located in the MIL Adm nistrative Record | ocated at
the installation and at the Watertown Free Public Library.

Addi tionally, public comments were received relating to requests for information on the radiation
decontam nation of MIL. Information and docunents on radi ol ogi cal decontam nation for MIL can be found
at the installation and at the Watertown Free Public Library. Also, for nore information on this issue
pl ease contact Dennis Waskiewi cz at the follow ng address:

U S. Arny Corps of Engineers
New Engl and District

424 Trapel o Road

Wal t ham MA 02254- 9149



APPENDI X C. 2
VR TTEN PUBLI C COWENT LETTERS
(MAY 13, 1996)
<I MG SRC 196124A9>

May 13, 1996
Todd Bl ose, Col onel, USA
Assi stant Chief of Staff
BRAC I nstall ati on Managenent
600 Arny Pentagon
Washi ngton, D.C. 20310
Dear Col onel Bl ose:
As President of the Watertown, Massachusetts Town Council, | wite to provide ny views, and those of the

Town Council as expressed in an unani mous resol ution on February 13, 1996, regarding the cleanup and
reuse of the property known as the Watertown Arsenal site

In its unani nous resol ution, the Town Council voted to request the maxi mum | evel of cleanup possible.

The Arsenal site represents the last significant property in the entire community, available for

devel opnent or redevel opnment. It is essential to the Town that it be devel oped in a careful and planned
way to assure that it contributes to the character of the Town - and, as appropriate to its reuse, to our
tax base. Through our community's re-use committee, the Town has endorsed a ni xed-use of commerci al
residential and open space for the site. As President of the Town Council, however, | share the concern
of my colleagues that our principle concern nust be for the health and safety of Watertown's residents
and to those who will one day soon live and work on the site.

Assuring that the site is cleaned to a higher, residential, standard is not a request to change the use
of the property. Rather, it is meant to ensure that what is done is what is best for the Town of
Watertown. That is why we have requested that the United States government bring the clean-up of the
site to the highest standards of the United States Arny.

Li ke others of ny coll eagues on the Town Council and residents generally, | am di sappointed the genera
response to the Town Council's resolution. It is our understanding that other bases across the country
must al so be cleaned, and fromprior service as Assistant to the Secretary of Defense during a major base
realignnent, there are only so many dollars to do the job. That said, | feel it nmy responsibility to the

residents of Watertown to point out once again the clear hope of the town, as represented in the Town
Council's resolution of February 13, 1996. The estinates for the cleanup we woul d hope for add between
$1.5 and $5 mllion to the $83 mllion to be spent on the site. Perhaps there are other econonies which
if considered at the beginning of the project, may allow the clean up to be done at the higher |eve
within the budgeted anmobunt. |If not, it would be our hope that the funding could be found to do the cl ean
up to the higher residential standards -- especially in a situation where residential use is clearly
anmong the uses contenplated for the property.

The Town Council and | do appreciate the addition of Areas F and T to the areas to be cleaned to the
hi gher standard, as an indication of the U S. Arny's understanding of our plight and our plea, and thank
you for that consideration of our resolution

It is inportant that as the clean up process noves forward, the Town Council, the re-use committee and --
nost inportantly, the neighbors and residents of Watertown and surroundi ng conmunities can feel confident
that every precaution is taken to protect the health and safety of the people, especially those who live
in the surrounding residences

Once clean up has been conpleted, the Town can look forward to the final phases of reuse, which, wll
present Watertown great opportunity for business, housing and recreation. Yet, understand, for
generations to come it will still be the Watertown Arsenal to a community which has proudly housed this

important military facility for so may years.

Respectful |y submtted
Si ncerely,
<I MG SRC 0196124B>

cc: Town Counci
G erk of the Counci
Town Manager
Arsenal Reuse Comm ttee
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TOMN CF WATERTO/WN
ADM NI STRATI ON BUI LDI NG
WATERTOMN, MASSACHUSETTS 02172

ARSENAL REUSE COMM TTEE
May 20, 1996

M. Jeffrey Waugh

US Arny Environmental Center, Attn: CEAEC BC
Aber deen Proving G ound

Aber deen, MD 21010-5401

RE: Proposed Plan for the Environnental Renediation of the Forner US Arny Arsenal -
Research Laboratory, Watertown, MNA

Dear M. Waugh:

The Town of Watertown's Arsenal Reuse Conmittee has reviewed the Proposed Plan for the clean-up of the
former US Arny Research Laboratory.

Based upon all of the alternative nmethods eval uated, we concur that chem cal oxidization is the safest
and nost thorough technique to clean contam nated soil on the site.

Wth regard to the level of renediation, we preferred an entirely "residential" standard for the reasons
stated in our February 14 letter to Chuck Paone, Base Transition Coordinator. However, based upon

Col . Denni s Cochran's response letter of March 22, and Col.Blose's neeting with our Committee on April 29,
we are satisfied with the Arny's plan for clean-up | evels consistent with our Reuse Plan. As you know, a
consensus of the Committee was achi eved when Areas F&T were added to the "residential" clean-up zone.

The Committee was further nade confortable with the Plan based upon statenments fromthe United States
Envi ronnental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Massachusetts Departnent of Environmental Protection (DEP)
that following renediation, the site will be protective of human health and safe for redevel oprent.
Attached please find letters fromthose agenci es docunenting this position.

For the above stated reasons, we are satisfied with the Arny's extensive analysis of and plan to
remedi ate environnental issues at the facility. W are now prepared to nove forward with the final
pl anni ng and i npl ementati on of the econom c conversion and revitalization of the property.

Thank you for your continued cooperation on this inportant project.

<I M5 SRC 0196124B2>
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UNI TED STATES ENVI RONVENTAL PROTECTI ON AGENCY

REG ON |
J.F. KENNEDY FEDERAL BU LDING BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02203- 2211
May 9 1996

M. John Airasian
Arsenal Reuse Committee
Town of Watertown

Adm ni stration Buil ding
Wat ert own, MA 02172

Dear M. Airasian:

As the Renedial Project Manager for the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), | was asked
at the April 29, 1996 Arsenal Reuse Committee neeting to comment on the Arny's current proposal to
clean-up the Arny Materials Technol ogy Laboratory (AMIL) under the Superfund program As a followup to
this nmeeting, you requested that | also provide ny comments to the Arsenal Reuse Committee in witing.

Pursuant to the conprehensive Environnental Response, Conpensation and Liability Act (CERCLA), the Arny
has proposed cleaning the soils at AMIL to levels that will allow the Town of Watertown to devel op the
property as outlined in the approved Arsenal Reuse Plan. The Arny's preferred cl ean-up approach is
outlined in a docunent called the Proposed Plan. The Proposed Plan is currently out for a thirty-day
public comrent period during which time comunity acceptance of the plan is being solicited. Follow ng
eval uation and consi deration of comments received, the Arny, the EPA and the Massachusetts Departnment of
Envi ronnental Protection will docurment the final clean-up plan in a Record of Decision. The Record of
Decision will include responses to all public comrents.

As stated at the April 29, 1996 Reuse Conmittee neeting, EPA believes that the Arnmy's proposal for

cl eanup of the AMIL as outlined in the Proposed Plan is protective of human health and the environnent,
a threshold criteria for remedy selection. 1In addition, it is consistent with EPA and Departnent of

Def ense policy on the role of future |land use in the remedy sel ection process.

As stated above, EPA will evaluate and consider all comments submitted during the public conment period.
Public comment is an inportant part of the process. Comments received will be wei ghed agai nst other
pertinent criteria for renedy sel ection before EPA provides concurrence on the final decision.

It you have any questions regardi ng AMIL, pl ease contact ne at 573-5785.
<I M5 SRC0196124B4>

cc: Bob Chase/ AMIL
Jef f Waugh/ Arny Environnental Center
Al be Si menas/ MA DEP

Denni s Waski ewi cz/ Arny Corps of Engi neers
Susan Fal kof f/ WCES

JimCkun/ O Reilly, Talbot and Ckun
Mary Sander son/ EPA Federal Facilities Superfund Section



<I M5 SRC 0196124B5> COVMMONVEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
EXECUTI VE OFFI CE OF ENVI RONVENTAL AFFAI RS
DEPARTMENT CF ENVI RONMVENTAL PROTECTI ON
ONE W NTER STREET, BOSTON MA 02108 (817) 292-5500

WLLI AM F WELD TRUDY COX

Cover nor Secretary

ARGEO PAUL CELLUCC DAVI D B STRUTH
Lt. Covernor Commi ssi ons
May 3, 1996

John Airasian, Chair
Arsenal Reuse Comm ttee
Town of Watertown

Adm ni strative Buil ding
VWatertown, MA 02172

Dear M. Airasian:

The Department of Environmental Protection would like to take this opportunity to reiterate the comments
made by DEP Project Manager, Al be, Simenas, at the April 29, 1996 Arsenal Reuse Conmittee Meeting. The
Departnent has been working closely with various state and federal agencies as well as the comunity to
ensure that the remedial investigations and the cleanup activities at the Arny Material Technol ogy
Laboratory (AMIL) are protective of human health as well as the environnent.

The Departrment has reviewed the proposed cleanup plan for this site and has determ ned that the cl eanup
levels are protective for the future residential, conmmercial, and open space | and uses as outlined in
reuse plan adopted by the Town Council. |In addition please note, that the Departnent does not consider
the Arnmy's funding availability as a criteria to establish these cleanup |evels.

The Department will continue to oversee renedial activities at this site through conpletion to ensure
that they continue to be consistent with statew de cleanup activities and protective of public health,
safety and the environnent.

If you or any nenber of the Reuse Committee have any questions regarding renedial activities at the AMIL
pl ease contact Al be Sinmenas, Project Manager, at (617) 292-5507 or Anne Mal ewi cz, Federal Facilities
Section Chief, at (610) 292-5659.

<I MG SRC 0196124B6>

JN ani avs
Copy Furni shed:

M. Steven Ward, Watertown Board of Health
Ms. Susan Fal kof f, RAB Co- Chair, Environnental

Honor abl e Warren Tol man, State Senator
Honor abl e Rachel Kaprielian, State Representative

Matt O Neill, Ofice of the Honorabl e Joseph P. Kennedy II

Megan Cassidy, Environmental Protection Agency
Lor na Bozenman, ATSDR

Denni s Waskiewi cz, CENED-PD - L

Robert Chase, AMSRL- OP- RK- W

Robert Hal lisey, Dept. of Public Health

Jef frey Waugh, AEC Base C osure Division

St eve Johnson, DEP BWSC - NERO
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PAUL DENNI NG
DI STRICT B COUNCI LLCR
P. 0. Box 453
Wat ertown, MA 02272- 0453
May 13, 1996

Col . Todd Bl ose

Assi stant Chief of Staff
BRAC I nstall ati on Managenent
600 Arny Pentagon

Washi ngton, D.C. 20310- 0600

Dear Col. Bl ose

I submt these comments tonight to express ny feelings and opinions regarding the cleanup of the Arsena
property. Al though | sponsored a resol ution asking for a higher degree of cleanup of the Arsenal
property which was passed unani mously by the town council, | speak tonight as an individual town
council lor.

I have been involved in the Arsenal cleanup process since the beginning. First as a town councillor,
voting to approve a re-use conmittee and plan. Then again as a menber of the Restoration Advisory Board
And nost inportantly as a Watertown citizen

The town council resolution | nentioned at the beginning asked for the nmaxi mum degree of cleanup of the
soil--what you call the "residential standard." This proposal nmet with nmuch resistance fromthe Arny,
the U S. Environmental Protection Agency, and the Massachusetts Departnent of Environnental Protection
threatening this was going to derail the cleanup process; the agencies clained the town would | ose the
progress it had nade by naking such an inpossible request; these agencies further clainmed they were
confused as to who was speaking for the town. Quite a response for such a safety request. M request
was based upon ny own fears and those of nost residents living in this area. Far too nmany to be shrugged
of f as inconsequenti al

However, the request followed a process: we went through the formal letter witing channel asking you
for better cleanup. CQur federal representatives did this as well. Once the Council voted for the

resol ution, we knew we had done all we could. The answer, not surprising, was NO-there isn't enough
noney. | can't accept the notion that the Arny won't do a conpl ete and proper cleanup because of noney.
You say approximately $90 mllion will be spent on the site before you're finished. | ask for the
additional $1.5 to $5 mllion (your estimates) needed to conplete the cleanup job to which the citizens
of Watertown are entitled. This should not be treated as a frivol ous request.

I believe we gave up the fight for this maxi mumcleanup too soon. After the Re-Use Conmittee letter was
witten making the request, | informed Congressnman Kennedy, Senator Kennedy and Senator Kerry. They nmde
inquiries and wote letters supporting the council's resolution. | amnot privy to what followed, but
the Arnmy has conme back and agreed to clean up an additional two snmall areas designated as areas F and T.
This is agreeable and woul d not have happened without the council resolution. W may never know what
woul d have happened had we as town officials stood firmand united to fight for the full cleanup. A short
del ay woul d not have hurt any one, leaving a less than clean site could hurt many.

What happens now? Your cleanup process designates different |evels of clean--nore clean for residentia

and open space and less clean for commercial. Your job is to convince us that less clean is just as safe
as nore clean. Technical jargon aside, | look forward to a convincing explanation. 1In a sinple anal ogy
whi ch anyone coul d understand: |f you clean your bathroomnore in one corner and | ess in another

because you don't step into the less clean area as often, will there be |l ess gerns in the bathroon?

H story has taught ne to be skeptical of the cleanup process. This entire area has a nurky past since
t he days when the Arsenal Mall went froma planning idea to a much regretted reality. There have been
repeated reports and concerns about contam nation found in Arsenal Park and the Charles R ver. The
nei ghbors of the Arsenal area and the citizens of the town have reason to be skepti cal

In a recent issue of the Watertown Press, the Arsenal's Public Affairs Director Chuck Paone called this

request for additional cleanup a "non-issue.” |In his letter he portrayed the cl eanup nore as an
i ndul gence ignoring the fact that federal law requires all of what has been done. Don't rock the boat we
are told. Ceanup is the only issue. |If you don't clean it properly now, how many years will it take

bef ore we have a study showi ng those |iving, working or playing on or around the site have been exposed
to a higher health risk? These are nmy major concerns. That is why | sponsored an increased cleanup
resolution and why | amhere this evening. | won't ever stop being concerned about the Watertown Arsenal
site. Especially when | her read about other sites around the country that were thought to be safe.



<I M5 SRC 0196124B7>
Al ex Liazos
11 Qis St.
Wat ertown, MA 02172
May 13, 1996
Jeffrey A Waugh
U S. Arny Environnental Center
Base O osure Division
Bui | di ng E 4480
APG EA, MD 21010- 5401

Dear M. Wugh:

I want to follow ny comrents at the public hearing tonight on the proposed outdoor renediation of the
Watertown Arsenal with a few additional comments.

First | want to thank everyone fromthe Arny, EPA, Massachusetts DEP, and others who have been worki ng
with the Watertown nmenbers of the RAB. As a menber of the RAB, | have found them al ways hel pful, wlling
to get us the information we requested. | want to thank them and conpliment themon a job well done. M
followi ng conmments are no reflection of the work of any of these officials.

I believe the major mstake, fromthe point of view of what is best for the town of Watertown, was nade
when the Arsenal Re-Use Committee submitted its re-use plan, calling for one-third housing and two-thirds
industrial. W now hear that they did not then realize that the Arny would take their proposal as the
town's proposal, which the Arny woul d use as the standard up to which they would clean the soil and
buildings. If so, what did they think the Army would do with their proposal ?

That plan | ocked the town into a use plan that was and is inflexible and does not allow us to change as
our needs change or as the market demands change.

I want to close by noting that | agree the comments nmade at the neeting tonight by Lisa Bouchard of

Wat ert own Conmuni ty Housing, Paul Denning to the RAB and the Town Council, and Dikran Kalligian of the
RAB and former town councillor. For all the reasons they gave, it would be best for the entire site to
be cl eaned up to residential standards.

Again | want to thank the various officials on the RAB who have worked with town residents.
I should note that there is nuch distrust in town, reflecting past dunmping of materials, assurances that
proved fal se, and so on. These things took place not |ong ago and unl ess you clean up to the highest

standard | think people will not feel safe.

<I M5 SRC 0196124B8>



Dr. Stephen Steadnan
91 Common Street

VWat ert own, MA 02172
May 22, 1996

M. Jeffrey H Wugh

US Arny Environnmental Center
Base O osure Division

Bui | di ng E4480

APG EA, MD 21010-5401

Dear M. Waugh:

These comrents are in response to the Final Proposed Plan for the Renmedial |nvestigation/Feasibility
Study at the Arny Materials Technol ogy Laboratory in Watertown, MA. As you know | am a nenber of the

Watert own Arsenal Re-use Committee and have been an occasional visitor to RAB neetings. | was appointed
to the Reuse Committee by the Town of Watertown because of ny professional occupation as a nucl ear
physi ci st and al so having a reasonabl e know edge of chem stry. 1In this capacity | have worked within the

Watertown Gitizens for Environnental Safety in understanding the technical reports as prepared for the
Arny and then working to explain themto nmy fellow Watertown citizens with less technical training. This
was particularly inportant before the environmental consultant Jim Ckun, of OReilly, Talbot & Ckun
Associ ates was retained by WEES through a TAG G ant.

Wth the proposed changes by the Arnmy whereby Zone 3 has been expanded to include the area including
Bui |l dings 117 and 118 (Zone F), which will bring this part of the site which has historically been used
for residential purposes also up to a Residential Reuse standard, one has a very satisfactory plan for
the site for the benefit of the citizens of Wtertown. | amaware that much of the proposed renediation
work within the Commercial/lndustrial zone will indeed also bring these areas to a sinilar standard.

But, it is hard with the planned chenical oxidation process to guarantee up-front that the remediation
will result in a specific final |owlevel contanination.

Recent results in the scientific literature also point to the likely inadequacy of the so-called |inear
nodel, in which a | owlevel dosage over a very long period of tinme (a chronic exposure) would yield

equi val ent heal th hazard as a high-level dose over a short period of tine (an acute exposure). Mst risk
assessnent is based on the results of acute exposures. It now appears, after many years of study, that
there is apparently a threshold effect, nanely that biol ogical organisns suffer no obvious damage from
very |l ow | evel chronic exposures to radiological or nmost toxic chenmical contamination. These results are
obviously difficult to confirm And, it is better in evaluating risk assessment to err on the
conservative side. But, it does give confidence to the overall conclusion that the planned remedi ation
for the whole site will indeed result in a very safe environnent for the citizens of Watertown. Thus, |
find that the proposed plan is a very sound and reasonable one, that will result in no unacceptable risk
for the public.

I thank the US Arnmy for their very thorough approach in devel oping this plan, and particularly for their
responsi veness to public input. Together, a better plan has been generated that is nmutually
satisfactory. | now hope that we can quickly proceed to the ROD and the subsequent renediation effort,
so that the site may once again be put to productive use.

<I M5 SRC 0196124B9>
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WATERTOMN COVMUNI TY HOUSI NG | NCORPCRATED
"Watertown's Communi ty Devel opment and Housi ng Organi zati on"

60 Main Street Third Floor Watertown, Mssachusetts 02172 Tel ephone (617) 923-3505 Fax (617) 923-9575

May 21, 1996

M. Jeffrey H Waugh

U. S. Arny Environnental
Base O osure Division
Bui | di ng E4480

APG EA, MD 21010- 5401

Re: Witten Comment on Proposed Soil Renediation Plan for the Arny Research Laboratory (ARL) Watertown,
MA

Dear M. Waugh:

The Board of Directors and staff of Watertown Community Housing, Inc. (WCH) are submitting the follow ng
comrents for the record in response to the proposed soil renediation plan for the Arny Research
Laboratory (ARL), Watertown, Massachusetts. These comments are consistent with oral testinony that WH
presented at the fornmal public hearing held on May 13, 1996

We are disappointed with the proposed plan for soil renediation that only selects a subset of the
bui I di ngs and parcels on the site for clean-up to residential standards. W feel that the Arny and the
environnental regul atory agenci es used the econom c benefits conveyance process and the m xed-use
policies of the Arsenal Reuse Master Plan as shields for contending that a full-site clean-up to
residential standards is an inconparable goal. W also feel that the Arny's concern that a full soi
remedi ation to residential standards woul d create an undue budgetary constraint that would potentially
jeopardize the entire base closure and conveyance process does not appropriately reflect the actual costs
of the clean-up. The Arny's own estimates for the additional clean-up costs are a negligible percentage
of the overall renediation projections

WCH is fully supportive of the work of the Arsenal Reuse Committee and the RAB and endorses the m xed use
recommendati ons of the Master Plan. However, a m xed use plan does not preclude a full clean-up of the
site, nor does it prelude the possibilities that future decisions by the Watertown community wll warrant
a revisiting of specific buildings or areas for residential use. Watertown needs and nerits the
flexibility to respond to changi ng denographics, particularly with the Arsenal site.

The current situation in Watertown al ready sends strong signals that there is a grow ng housing crisis
There is a msmatch between the existing housing stock in Watertown and the changi ng dermographic profile
of the comunity. This msmatch is nost evident in the followi ng statistical conclusions called fromthe
1990 Census data, the Town's Conprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS), and the Metropolitan
Area Pl anning Council (MAPC) Denographic Trend Projections:

. The proximty to Boston and community anenities has resulted in a higher-than-average nmedi an hone
price in Watertown, and very | ow vacancy rates and high contract rents in rental units. There is
an increasi ng gap between incone and housing costs and it is estimated that a famly needs to earn
160% of the median incone to purchase a median priced hone in the comunity.

. Al t hough the Town's overall popul ati on has decreased over the past several decades, the nunber of
fam |y househol ds has increased and the nunber of young children is on the rise. It is estimated
that nore than half (53% of Watertown's housing units are in 2-4 unit structures, alnost al
built prior to 1960. Gven the likelihood that these units have an incidence of |ead paint, there
is a conclusion that the current housing stock is all-suited to the health and wel |l - bei ng of

famlies.
. Watertown currently has a disproportionately large elderly population with the trend projected to
clinb in the next decade. Alnost 2/3 of the elderly own their own hones and many |ive alone. It

is anticipated that many of Watertown's elderly are overhoused in older, difficult-to-maintain
housing stock is ill-suited to aging-in-place



. There is a dearth of vacant land in the Town and the few privately owned vacant lots are
expensively priced. It is anticipated that private new construction housing on these sites will
be smaller than average for famly sized units (nore suitable to single househol ders) given the
density, and inaccessibly priced to | ow and noderate-income first time honebuyers.

Based upon the above data, Watertown is already faced with the need to nmake inportant public policy
decisions that will guide its future. The Arsenal site is the |ast great hope for the Town. Any
proposed soil renediation plan that offers less than a conplete clean-up (to residential standards)
cl oses nany doors for the Town now and in the future.

We urge the Arny to revisit the soil renediation plan and do the (only) right thing for the Watertown
communi ty.

Si ncerely,
The Board of Directors

<I M5 SRC 0196124C1>

cc: Arsenal Reuse Comm ttee
RAB
M chael Driscoll, Town Manager

The Honorabl e Warren Tol man
The Honorabl e Rachel Kaprielian
The Honorabl e Joseph P. Kennedy
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This menmorandumtransnits coments on the Final Proposed Plan prepared by Roy F. Weston, Inc. for the
Arnmy Materials Technol ogy Laboratory (MIL) property in Watertown, Massachusetts. These comrents may
address text of the Proposed Plan, they do not specifically address chenical oxidation.

In days past, the Arsenal was an asset to the town o Watertown. At this tine, | would like to thank the
United States Arny for the hard work they have undertaken after the close of the MIL. | am confidant
that the property left behind will continue to be an asset for the town. In ny opinion, the Arny has

wor ked hard to understand and address the concerns of the citizens of Watertown. As a resident of

Wat ert own and nei ghbor of the Arsenal property, | appreciate it very nuch.

Page 6, Section 2: Has the 14 ppmchlorinated solvents that were detected in the well confirmed to be
froman off-site source? This concentration appears too high for such a suggestion.

Page 8, Par. 1-4: Does the text infer that the soil risk assessnment do not address future use scenario?
Have exposure pat hways been considered for the site construction worker or utility worker? It is
inevitable that these activities will occur in the future.

Does the text infer that a GM2 scenario is, in no case, appropriate for some of the site groundwater?
Has the nigration of vapors into site buildings been assessed? | amconcerned that an earlier |ack of
attention to site groundwater will be a |ater problem

Page 9, Par. 1-2: 1Is it reasonable to say that there is a "background concentrati on" of pesticides? |
understand that PAHs have been associated with urban fills and certain other soils. It would appear that
the appropriate background concentration for pesticides would be "ND."
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APPENDI X C. 3
TRANSCR! PT OF PRCPOSED PLAN FORMAL HEAR NG
(MAY 13, 1996)
ORI G NAL
UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

MATERI AL TECHNOLOGY LABORATCRY

In the Matter of:

PUBLI C HEARI NG RE:

PROPOSED PLAN - REMEDI ATI ON OF QUTDOCRS SA LS

Arnmenian Cultural Center
47 N chols Street
Wat ert own, Massachusetts

Monday
May 13, 1996

The above entitled matter came on for hearing,

pursuant to Notice at 7:06 p.m

PANEL MEMBERS

BEFORE: GRECORY J. MAHALL, Chairnman

ROBERT CHASE, BRAC Environnental Coordi nator

JEFFREY WAUGH, Arny Environmental Center

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

PUBLI C MEMBERS

ALEX LI AZCS
AL DeVI TO
RUDY D ALANNO
ROBERT CHASE
SUSAN FALKCFF
Kl RA BELYAVSKY
LI SA BOUCHARD
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APEX Reporting
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SPEAKERS:

GREGCORY J. MAHALL

BOB CHASE

JEFF VWAUGH

SUSAN FALKCFF

ROBERT CHASE
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APEX Reporting
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PROCEEDI NGS

THE CHAIRVAN:  First of all, let nme be the first

to say, wel cone.

M/ nane is, for those of you that don't know me

and haven't seen ne before, ny nane is Geg Mahall. 1'ma

Public Affairs Specialist with the Army Environmental Center

out of Aberdeen Proving Gound, Maryl and.

W are the Arny agency that assists Arny

installations on both the base realignment and cl osure side

as well as the installation restoration side with the

cl eanup of Arny installations.

You're here this evening, so, I'll assunme that you

all know why you're here, but let ne go over the purpose of

this evening' s neeting.

This evening's nmeeting is to record coments,

concerns, questions and conmendations, if there are any,

into the public record regardi ng the proposed plan on the

remedi ati on of outdoor soils at the Arny Research Laboratory

-- also known as the Arsenal -- here in Watertown,

Massachusetts.

For those of you who may have what, | think, sone

peopl e have proven to be a big fear, and that is a fear

public speaking, there are comment cards available for you

if you do not wish to approach our m crophone during the

course of this evening, and your comments will

APEX Reporting
(617) 426- 3077

be read into

of
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the record and addressed accordingly.

As | said, we're here to entertain comments and
concerns, questions and conmendations. These will be
responded to in a responsiveness summary at the end of the
public comrent period on this proposed plan. The coment
period started on April 22nd and runs through May 22nd.

Before we begin, I'd like to introduce to you this
evening, and |'msure nost of you all know, M. Bob Chase,
the installation and environmental coordinator at the
Arsenal, and Bob will get the evening's events off and
runni ng, Bob.

MR BOB CHASE: (Good eveni ng everyone. Thank you
for taking time out fromyour busy schedules to partake in
our public hearing tonight.

As you are well aware, the hearing is to discuss
or enter into the record your concerns or conments on the
proposed plan for the Arny Research Lab, which is part of
the former Arsenal Area, the 37 acres that the Arny has
recently vacat ed.

The proposed plan is dealing with the alternative
for cleaning up the outdoor soil contami nation. W are

proposi ng a Chenical Oxidation Process and that is the

process which we intend to proceed with based on comments we

recei ve tonight.
There are two areas that we are also going to do

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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as an energency action, one down by the Yacht Cub and one
by Building 131, which we will dig and di spose of that
material this summer, whereas the Chenmical Oxidation wll
take pl ace next sunmer.

If you do not want to make a comment tonight, we
will receive witten comrents through May 22nd. The address

for comrents is in the proposed plan and upon cl osing of the
comrent period, we will devel op a responsi veness sumary
which will become part of the record of decision.

W hope to have the record of decision ready for
signature in June so that we can do the initial work around
Bui | ding 131 as soon as possible. Hopefully, in the August
tinme frane.

Wthout further ado, | would |ike to have Jeff
Waugh fromthe Arnmy Environmental Center briefly discuss the
proposed plan for you.

M. WAUGH Evening. As Bob nentioned, what we're
pl anning on doing, is digging up the soils in various
| ocations around the Arsenal where they've been found to
have | evel s of contam nants above background.

We'd be treating this soil using a Chenical
Oxi dati on process whi ch renmoves the contani nants | eavi ng,
essentially, clean soil which will be put back in place.

Because of some early actions we want to take at

Bui | ding 131, the Yacht O ub, not necessarily energency, but

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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we're trying to do it alittle bit faster t

process.

han t he nor nal

We're going to be doing the renovals there and

just disposing the soil in an approved landfill or to neet

the state requirenments and they'd be disposed of off site

and then back filled with new, clean soil

W said we'd begin -- the, there are basically --

we're al so | ooking cooments on the |evels of clean up

We're looking at basically three |evels at
Comrercial up in this area, residential in

t hen open space down bel ow.

t he Arsenal

this area, and

And the levels are, basically, dependant on

different types of contam nants. Were, the final clean-up

level is pretty nuch based on background w

th sone

contam nants based on the different risk |evels.

Bob said we will be replying to all

comment s

submitted tonight and in witing. And we would, this, the

comrents will be part of the record decision which nust be

approved by EPA

EPA, the Environnental Protection Agency, and al so

t he Massachusetts Departnent of Environnent

Protection will

be reviewi ng all of our responses and all of your coments.

So, they will be aware of it and our

responses.

EPA and the State do have a role in this and EPA has to

approve our plan and then the State, also,
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accepting that plan, and we have to follow the State
regul ations, also.

Bob said we'd be, there are several factors in
maki ng or decision for the proposed plan. Not only, not
neeting regul ati ons and being protective of human health and
the environnent, but, also, how the public feels on how we
propose our clean-up. And that's one of the reasons you're
here we're here tonight, is to really get your concerns and

comment s.

And, as | said, the State and EPA will also be
aware of those. So, it's, your not just submitting it to
the Army. And the final ROD will be issued probably, around
June 21st.

So, you'll see our responses or a draft |og.

THE CHAI RVAN:  Ckay. As Jeff nentioned, 1'd like
to recogni ze a few people here tonight, for those of you who
may not know them although, | suspect that you do with
their close involvenent with the site.

First, I'd like to recognize Ms. Meghan Cassi dy
fromEPA Region One is here tonight. And, also, fromthe
Massachusetts DEP, M. Al be Sinenas is here tonight, also.

| probably butchered that nane because | kept
trying to get it right the whole evening. Comments, if you
woul d, as you notice, we do have the Court Reporter here

this evening to nmake sure that exact, every exact comment
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has been entered into the public record and as responded as
such.

W have a microphone here. W have a nicrophone
there. W would appreciate it if when making your conment,
you identify, of course, who you are, so that can be entered
into the record, as well as, if you do represent any kind of
citizen group or public group or just yourselves, we'd like
to know.

So, without any further ado, is there anyone that
would like to enter conments at this tine?

Susan.

M5. FALKCOFF: M/ nane is Susan Fal koff. For the
past nine years, working for a thorough eval uati on and
cl ean-up of the Watertown Arsenal has been an inportant part
of nmy life.

I'"ve worn a nunber of different hats in ny
efforts. |'ve worked as a menber of Watertown Citizens for
Envi ronnental Safety, as the WCES representative to the Re-
use Commttee, as the Chair of the Environnental Sub-
committee of the Re-use Conmittee, and as the Comunity Co-
chair of the Restoration Advisory Board.

M/ work and the hard work of nmany others will soon
culmnate in the record of decision which will incorporate
the comrents you are hearing tonight on the propose plan for

the outdoor renediation of this site.
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During these years, |'ve seen the mlitary's

respect for the interests of citizens affected by
communities grow. And so, ny comments tonight are not in
response to work which was conpleted in isolation, but one
which resulted froma well collaboration between the Defense
Departnment, the regul ators, the nmenbers of the commnity and
our elected officials.

In this regard, | want to particularly mention the
i nval uabl e hel p the comunity has received from
Representative Joe Kennedy in our dealings with the Pentagon
and al so the determ ned intervention of our State Senator,

Warren Tol nman.

At Restoration Advisory Board Meetings, Arny and
regul atory officials have spent nmany hours listening to and
comruni cating with citizens about the nmethods of cleaning
cont am nated soil .

It took several envisions of this proposed plan
for the Arny to explain clearly its rational for choosing
the nethod they have, Chem cal Oxidation, but in the
proposed plan we are commenting on tonight, | do believe the
expl anation is clear and adequate.

And | believe that this method of remediation is a
sensi bl e and appropriate one and that the back-up nethod of
off site disposal is a realistic second choi ce.

Identifying an appropriate |evel of clean-up has
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1 been nmuch nore controversial. Wen the comunity began its

2 di scussions with the Arny, pristine clean-up was our goal.
3 At one early meeting | stated: 'Wwy don't you just assume
4 we want to build a really big day care center?

5 The problemwith that was that no one in the town

6 really believed this was the best reuse for this historic
7 site. W also cane to realize, that once something was

8 broken, you can fix it, but it will never be exactly the

9 sane. And this land could never be really returned to any
10 state you could call pristine.

11 So, we gradually nodified our request to the nore
12 techni cally acceptabl e | anguage for unrestricted reuse. And
13 for along time, the community was united around that goal.
14 For sone, it remains a goal which should not be

15 compromi sed. And | respect themfor stating forcefully

16 their case. In the nmeantime, however, the Arny has

17 devel oped gui dance for cleaning site to the intended reuse
18 as identified in the reuse plan.

19 This has not sat well with the community that

20 devel oped a reuse plan as a goal, but wanted very mnuch the
21 flexibility to adjust to new i deas and changi ng econom c
22 realities, which could potentially include nore housing.
23 Gradual 'y, however, our thinking evol ved further

24 to question whether the flexibility to develop the entire
25 site for housing really was necessary. Sone nenbers of

Sonme nenbers of
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WCES, for exanple, while doubtedly pursuing unrestricted
reuse, have one question building residential units in areas
where depl eted uraniumwas burnt no matter how high the
standards used for defining clean-up.

Wth this in mnd, for the |last several nonths, I,
personal |y, have given much thought to which aspects of the
clean-up really mattered nost. For safety, aesthetic, and
| ogical reasons, it was clear to ne that all of the green
areas visible fromthe Commander's Mansi on shoul d be
avai l able for unrestricted use.

Housi ng naybe; day care maybe; university
cl assroons perhaps; summer canp prograns for youth, anything
shoul d be possible there. This lovely area overl ooking the
Charl es River should not be carved up. It clearly operates
froma | andscapi ng point of viewas a single entity
regardless of the way it is carved out in the reuse plan.

Fortunately, the Arny has heard this request,
deened it reasonabl e and feasible, and on April 29th,

Col onel Bl ose cane here fromthe Pentagon to a Re-use
Conmi ttee meeting to announce that there would be an
addendumto the record of decision in which the current
proposed plan is nodified to include for the clean-up to
residential standards of the areas called F and T on this
nap.

Wth this change, the community has achi eved the
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goal of restoring the green areas for safe and unrestricted
future use. The consensus of the Committee that night was
that with this change, the proposed plan is fully
satisfactory of the Re-use Conmittee.

On behal f of the community, | thank Col onel Bl ose
for this change at the April 20th neeting, and | would |ike
to do so tonight for the public record. Wth the change
presented by Col onel Blose, | amsatisfied with your
proposed pl an.

I believe it will protect the safety of users,
abutters, and trespassers on this property to the extent
possi bl e by technical and scientific standards as we
under st and t hem t oday.

| also would like to go on record as being
especially grateful to the Technical Assistance Program of
the EPA, without which, | would not be able to state these
opinions with | evel of confidence |I feel tonight.

Thank you for the opportunity to nake these
remarks, and | | ook forward to continued col |l aboration with
mlitary officials and state and federal regulators as we
nove forward on the actual clean-up and devel opnent of this
site.

THE CHAI RVAN:  Thank you, Susan. There are
copi es, by the way, of the proposed plan on the table as you

came in. |f you happen to pick one up, very good. |If not,
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they're also available in the informati on repositories on
this subject.
Open for another comrent? Sir.
MR ROBERT CHASE: |'m Robert Chase. | live at
15 Franklin Street, Watertown, and have for the last 45,
48 years. Previous to that, | lived at 6 Patton Street, in
the interimbetween Patton Street and Franklin Street, |
served in the mlitary, Naval Enlisted Man and then with the
Marine Corps, on GQuamand Uil invasions when we took those
pl aces back fromthe Japanese.
I've been very concerned about the comunity and
depressed by one of the things that happened in this
particul ar operation.
Wien | realized | was one of the mnority, so, I'm
not clainmng any benefits fromit, but the problem of noving
hazar dous wastes of a nucl ear generation is happening in
this country all over the place.
Primarily because we spread it out. It's not
really a Chernobyl on the Charles, but it's as close to it
as we can get. It's like Three Mle Island, except that
we've inflicted upon the people of South Carolina or North
Carolina, |'ve forgotten which river basin we dunped our |ow
I evel radioactive waste in.
But, | would |like to know because | have a, sort
of a devious mind, who the major contractors were, whether
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1 they were private, whether they were federal -- what

2 trucki ng conpani es, perhaps are arranging this

3 transportation for various hazardous waste areas around the
4 country.

5 I hope we can publish the nanes of the private

6 contractors that are indulging in this nilitary reparations
7 program | thank you very much

8 THE CHAI RVAN.  Thank you M. Chase. The podi um
The podi um

9 stands open for questions, coments? M am

10 M5. BELYAVSKY: Good eveni ng, everyone.

11 represent naybe people who live in Watertown, because | have
12 been living for five year, 465 Arsenal Street. It's very

13 close to forner |aboratory.

14 We all know history of laboratory. Before 55

15 acres of land fromthe | aboratory were sold to Town of

16 Watertown, it was used during 150 years.

17 And | don't think so, that this soil was |ess

18 contami nated than soil of laboratory. |t would nean very

19 much because this territory, what was sold to Town of

20 Wat ert own, becane a shopping nall, Arsenal Park, condo and a

21 public park.

22 Arsenal Park, it is wonderful recreation area

23 where every year, in alnmost all year around and especially
24 the sumrertine, are a lot of the children, a lot of young
25 peopl e who play soccer, volleyball, basketball and cook
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barbecue and rest on the grass.

In addition, in Arsenal Park, is our five mul berry
tree. And a lot of Arnenian people and kids anong t hem eat
mul berry all summer. | don't know how it is contam nated
soil of Arsenal Park, but | know that a | ot of people rest
here.

I"'mnot interested in territory of fornmer MIL, but
I aminterested very much of territory of Arsenal Park. |
have one observation which all tinme surprise and trouble ne.
Arsenal Park is wonderful area, but | sawthere only a few
ducks.

I don't know why ducks never settled there. |
t hi nk maybe ducks have special instincts which prevent them
to settle there. | don't know. Maybe you'll explain ne
t hi s phenomenon.

I have one proposal. Wat if to take one squirrel
from Arsenal Park because -- and nake autopsy of this
squirrel and examne its liver, brain, and bones.

It will be possible to know how i s contam nat ed
t he body because squirrel live in Arsenal Park the whole
year round and their nutrition consists fromberry,
nushrooms, and seeds from Arsenal Park.

It's possible, it would be possible to find out
how big is contanination of the body. | think you should

interested in the soil of Arsenal Park, maybe nore than soil

APEX Reporting
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of forner |aboratory because in |aboratory work limted
amount of peopl e.

Arsenal Park and the public park is wonderful
recreation area. |'mso sorry about ny | anguage because |
only have been living here for five years, but | want to
nmake this comment.

M/ narme is Kira Bel yavsky, B-E-L-Y-A-V-S-K-Y. Al
set?

THE CHAI RVAN.  Thank you. Once again, | would
like to, while there are questions and concerns rai sed here
tonight, we are talking on the soil remediation on the
current site.

So, M. Chase and M. Paone and the rest of us
will be here after, when we're off |line and maybe we'll talk
about some of those subjects as well. But, | would like to
bring the focus back to the renediation of the soils.

And having said that, | would like to introduce or
call up a Ms. Lisa Bouchard. She would like to comrent on
behal f of the Watertown Community Housing I ncorporated. And
| won't read the rest of the card out |oud, Lisa.

V5. BOQUCHARD: Thank you. M nane is Lisa
Bouchard, and |'mthe Executive Director of Watertown
Communi ty Housing I ncorporated, which is the | ocal 501C3
Communi ty Devel opnent Corporation here in Watertown.

We're charged with assisting first time honme
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buyers with counsel i ng honeowners, trying to help renters to
either preserve or |ocate affordabl e housing.

I come here representing ny Board of Directors and
our constituency, and as |'ve said their honeowners, rent,
renters, business owners, et cetera.

We're particularly concerned about our mandate
which is affordabl e housing. And so, we have very general
comments about soil renediation as it affects, as we see it
as having a long termaffect on limting the opportunities
for affordabl e housing here in Watertown.

M/ organi zation is generally disappointed in the
end result of this process, although we are very respectfu
and m ndful of the hard work that everybody's put intoit,
and we are happy to be here to give you these coments

Qur sense is that without a conpl ete clean-up, any
possible future flexibility for housing opportunities is
severely limted. And, as we know, Watertown is an
extrenely densely devel oped community.

There are very few exi sting housing opportunities
and it is a current msnmatch between the housing stock that
we have now and the changi ng denographics. The town is
growi ng both older in terms of the 65 to 85 year old set and
famlies are having nore children.

But the existing housing stock is older, its got
lead paint, it's inaccessible to many of our elders who are
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aging in place and need either ranping or wheel chair
accessibility.

So, our feeling is that the one opportunity that

the Town has is the Arsenal site. And although we are very
pl eased that there's a mix use devel opnent plan on the table
and think that the Arsenal Re-use committee and the RAB has

done an excellent job of devel oping a sustainable plan, our
feeling is what as the Town's denographi cs change, there
needs to be opportunities to change with it.

And by limted the soil renediation in sone areas
to less than residential levels, our feeling is that it, it
doesn't give the town flexibility in the future to nake
ot her kinds of decisions based on their housing needs

The nedi an hone priced here in Watertown is
rising, disproportionately to the nedian incone. So, it's a
m smatch of factors and we had very hi gh hopes for the
Arsenal site being that opportunity for the town to be able
to grow and to provide housing for its current residents and
its future residents.

So, in general, we appreciate all of your hard
work, but we are di sappointed and hope that you will
reconsider in terms of the soil renediation. Thank you

THE CHAl RVAN: Thank you, Ms. Bouchard. At this
point, | would like to introduce M. Paul Denning. M.

Denni ng handed a card in as he cane in this evening, and 1'd
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like to turn the podiumover to him

M. Denning: Thank you. M nane is Paul Denning.
I'"'ma nmenber of the Watertown Town Counsel representing the
area just surrounding the Arsenal. As | later hear tonight
from Town Counsel President, Richard Mastrangelo, |'lI
submt, but | won't read.

I submt these comments tonight to express ny
feelings and opinions regarding the clean-up of the Arsenal
property. Al though | sponsored a resolution asking for a
hi gher degree of clean-up of the Arsenal property which was
passed unani nously by the Town Counsel, | speak tonight as

an individual Town Counsel or.

I have been involved in the Arsenal clean-up
process since the beginning. First as the Town Counsel or
voting to approve a re-use comittee and plan. Then, again,
as a nenber of the Restoration Advisory Board, and nost
inportantly as a Watertown citizen.

The Town Counsel Resolution | mentioned at the
begi nni ng asked for the naxi mum degree of clean-up of the
soil. Wsat you call the "residential standard.”

This proposal net with nuch resistance fromthe
Arny, the U S. Environnental Protection Agency and the Mass
Department of Environmental Protection. Threatening this
was going to derail the clean-up process.

The agencies clainmed the town would | ose the
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progress it has nade by naki ng such an inpossible request.
These agencies further claimed they were confused as to who
was speaking for the town.

Quite a response for such a safety request. M
request was based upon ny own fears and those nost residents
living in this area. Far too many to be shrugged off as
inconsequential. However, the request file process, we went
through the formal letter witing channel asking you for
better clean-up.

Qur federal representatives did this as well.

Once the counsel voted for the resolution, we knew we had
done all we could. The answer, not surprising was: "No
there isn't enough noney."

| can't accept the notion that the Arny won't do a
conpl ete and proper clean-up because of nmoney. You say
approxi mately $90 mllion will be spent on the site before
you' re finished.

| ask for the $1.5 to $5 mllion, your estinates,
needed to conplete the clean-up job to which the citizens of
Watertown are entitled.

This should not be treated as a frivol ous request.
| believe we gave up the fight for this maxi mum clean-up too
soon. After the Re-use Committee letter was witten nmaking
the request, informed Congressman Kennedy, Senator Kennedy
and Senator Kerry.
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They all made inquiries and wote letters
supporting the counsel's resolution. | amnot privy to what
foll owed, but the Arny has cone back and agreed to cl ean-up
an additional two small areas designated as areas F and T.

This is agreeable and | would not, it would not
have happened w t hout the counsel resolution. W may never
know what woul d have happened had we, as town officials
stood firmand united to fight for the full clean-up. A
short delay woul d not have hurt anyone |leaving a | ess than
clean site could hurt many.

What happens now? Your clean-up process
designates different |evels of clean. Mre clean for
residential and open space and | ess clean for commerci al
Your job is to convince us that less clean is just as safe
as nore clean.

Techni cal jargon aside, | look forward to a
convi ncing explanation. 1In a sinple anal ogy whi ch anyone
coul d understand, if you clean your bathroomnore in one

corner and |l ess in another, because you don't step into the

less clean area as often, will there be less gerns in the
bat hr oon?

H story has taught ne to be skeptical of the
cl ean-up process. The entire area has a nurky past since
the days when the Arsenal Mall went froma planning idea

into a nuch regretted reality.
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There have been repeated reports and concerns
about contanination found in Arsenal Park and the Charles
Ri ver. The nei ghbors of the Arsenal area and the citizens
of the town have reason to be skeptical.

In a recent issue of the Watertown Press, the
Arsenal 's Public Affairs Director, Chuck Paone, called this
request for additional clean-up a non-issue.

In his letter, he portrayed the clean-up nore as

an i ndul gence ignoring the fact that federal |aw requires

all of what has been done. "Don't rock the boat, we are
tol d.

Clean-up in ny viewis the only issue. |If you
don't clean it properly now, how nmany years will it take

bef ore we have a study showi ng those |iving, working, or
pl ayi ng around the site have been exposed to a higher health
risk.

These are ny nmjor concerns. That is why |
sponsored an increased clean-up resolution and why |I'm here
this evening. | won't ever stop being concerned about the
Arsenal, Watertown, Arsenal site.

Especially when | read about other sites around
the country that were thought to be safe. Thank you.

THE CHAI RVAN: Let the record show that |'ve

accepted M. Denning's letter and included with the Court

Reporter for inclusion into the public record, as well as,
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the second letter. Thank you

The podiumand the nic. are open, other comments?
Sir.

MR LIAZCS: My nane is Al ex Liazos, and | serve
on the Restoration Area Board, and I'I|l be very brief.

| share the spirits and the concerns of the |ast
two speakers. | don't need to repeat what they said. Thank
you. And | will be witing a short letter to the commttee.

THE CHAI RVAN. Thank you, sir. Again, an open
podium Sir.

M. KALIGAN M/ nane is D kran Kaligian. | live
at 56 Prentice Street. |'malso a nenber of the Restoration
Advi sory Board.

In addition, | was a menber of the Town Counse
that approved the re-use plan that is the basis, we
understand, of the clean-up plan that we are now presented
with.

Havi ng been involved in this process fromthe
beginning, 1'd have to say it, it has been a | ong process

and the final resolution; however, is disappointing.

We have gotten nore clean-up than was originally

pl anned; however, there is still significant soil
contami nation remaining on the site that will remain on the
site according to the plan that's before us today.

I think, in particular, | understand the concerns
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about the lack of noney, the fact that there is a limted
amount of funds to clean up sites throughout the country.

However, | think for two reasons it is necessary for us to
reconsider, | would hope the Arnmy woul d reconsider in the
case of Watertown.

Unli ke nost of the other sites, where we have shut
down Arny bases nationw de, nunber one, this is a very urban
site. The majority of formerly used defense sites, be they
Arny bases, Air Force bases, Naval stations are not densely
urban areas.

And therefore, any soil, any property which is not
able to be use to its fullest potential does not have the
sane val ue, does not have the sane great need as is
necessary here in Watertown, where we have only four square
mles to work wth.

Secondly, unlike probably the vast majority of
def ense sites that have been shut down nationally, we have a
prior history here in Watertown where, in fact, the majority
of the formal Arsenal property has already been turned over
to the town.

And it was turned over the town at a tine where
there were no or few environmental regulations. And the
concerns of the people of Watertown are still there that
there is significant contam nation in the area that has

al ready been turned over to the town with very little, if
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any, soil, renediation.

Gven the fact that back in the '70s when
Watert own received the property, the Arny did not do a
conpl ete clean-up, did not do any clean-up to speak of and
left the town with a significant burden, at |east
psychologically, if not in actuality of potential health
hazar ds.

It would, | believe, it would be in the best
interests of both Wtertown and the Arny to have a nore
conpl ete clean-up here in 1996 when we do have the
regul ati ons, where we do have the opportunity for only
percentage wise a little amount nore.

And we speak of, perhaps, an extra five to six
percent costs maxi mumon top of the $80 million spent to
date. It would seemsilly not to go that, that extra yard
in order, the extra small anount in order to nake sure that

there will be peace of mind to the people of Vatertown.

That, although, the, it is going to be difficult

for the prior property be cl eaned-up because the formerly
used defense site law has very little nmoney in it to clean
up the area that is now covered, that's under the Arsenal
Mal |, that is the Arsenal Apartnents, the elderly housing
there and other sites that at |least in the case of the
property being turned over in the near future, this should

have been cleaned up to a greater extent.
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In particular, | appreciate the fact that there is
a greater, that after the original proposal there is nore
bei ng cl eaned up, the two additional areas F and T.

However, as we can see fromthe map, there are a
nunber of other areas. And even if it were not possible to
clean the entire site up to residential, | do believe the
Arny could have done nmuch nore.

I would ask that the Arny consider the, for a
smal | additional cost to do the greater clean-up to allow
the piece of nind of the people of Watertown to allow the
|l ess fear of health hazards in the future in the soil
contanmi nation that will be remaining when the Arny | eaves.
Thankyou

THE CHAIRMAN: | do not believe we've heard from
everyone in the audi ence. Open podium M am

V5. PETI TTO DEVANEY: My nane is Marilyn Petitto
Devaney. I'ma life long resident of Watertown. | don't

have a prepared statement, but | will give a witten

statenent. | understand we have a coupl e of nore weeks.
| expected to hear nore this evening. | can't
renenber when | wasn't involved in the Arsenal. | remenber

in 1978 asking, questioning about the nuclear reactor. At
that time, | was told it was disassenbled and it was gone.
And | find out a few years ago that | was lied to.

So, | didn't start out with a very good inpression. [|I'm

APEX Reporting
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very concerned of the safety of Watertown and the Arsenal
because as a life long resident, | know that the Arny dunped
a lot of things.

And ny generation knows that, and | have friends
that grew up in that area that saw them dunpi ng and saw al |
of this before regulations, you know, warranted that they
di spose of things in the proper way.

M/ request woul d be, probably, the first thing I
would like to mention -- and as | said, | will have a
witten statement later -- that | would like to know, |'d
like to see a report of the, there's a safety issues, of
standards and requirenents by the Nucl ear Regul ation
Commi ssion. They have a report about standards and
requirenents. | would like to see that.

There's something 1'd like to nention that's not
included in the clean-up per se, and that is tw areas that
I'"'mvery concerned about. You will be cleaning nore of the
GSA | and.

There is contamnation in, in the ground there
that are above limts, and |'mconcerned about it because I,
I've tal ked to sone people who are working there, workers
that were on the site. And when they were |eaving, when |
tal ked with them asi de, they were concerned.

In their expertise, they told me that they felt it

woul d cost $3 billion just for the GSA land to be cl eaned

APEX Reporting
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up. And they were called off the job at that point. That
scares ne.

Fillipolo Park is not included. This is the
former Arlington Street Park. |'mvery concerned about it
because | have friends of ny generation that were there
playing as kids and saw the Arnmy conming in in the trucks and
dunmping in Solland's Pond and so forth.

I know fire fighters that were there fighting the,
we used to be a dunp, and they dumped a lot of things there.
And they'd be standing there and they woul d see that the
wat er was yellow, gold, orangey. This is scary, you know,
I"'mafraid of the rate of cancer. |'mvery concerned about
that, about the area of people who work there.

I worked there nyself for a tine, so, | don't know
who much | was exposed to, but | know that children are
playing on that park in Fillipolo.

And it's a deep concern to ne, and |'mgoing to do
everything that | can to see that that is, that we test down
t here because we don't know what we're doing with our
chil dren.

You know, we see it in other towns and cities and
this is another subject, but | have a friend that lost a
child in Woburn. So, | know, and that was 13 years ago.

So, I"'mvery worried. M daughter played on Fillipolo, too.

So, | just wanted to give those, just those kind

APEX Reporting
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of suggestions or requests and | will have sonething that's
witten. And | apologize for, you know, ranbling on, but I
care and | hoped | could work in a way that, that we could
acconplish this.

But I'mconcerned and |'msorry | don't trust
because | haven't had reason to, and | think that it has to
be cl eaned up as, and get as much noney as we can fromthe
super fund or where ever to do this.

And if we don't do Fillipolo Park and do GSA | and
the way it should be, then we're not doing our part. And I
was around, | hate to admt, when we bought the Arsenal.
And we didn't know then that sonehow al ong the way, the
Nucl ear Regul ation Commission -- | found out in recent years

-- never signed off on that.

And | don't know what happened, how they m ssed
this one. But, you know, we can't repeat the m stakes of
the past and, so, that's why |'m here.

Thank you very much.

THE CHAI RVAN.  Thank you.

V5. PETI TTO DEVANEY: | just want to say somet hing
about the elderly housing which is aside the nall.

THE CHAI RVAN:  Arsenal Mall, right, the elderly
housi ng.

V5. PETI TTO DEVANEY: |t was never approved to go

to that state reconmendati on.
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THE CHAI RVAN.  Ckay. Thank you. Just to
reiterate. This is not, this is not the final step of the
process, once again.

W are in the mddle of the conment period and if
you wal k out of here tonight with other concerns or concerns
that you did not voice here tonight, this coment period
runs up until My 22nd.

So, as you nentioned sending a letter in, by all
means. |If there are other that want to follow the same
track, please do so. Get themto us, | guess postnarked by
the 22nd of May and they'll be entered into the record and
will be dealt with in a responsiveness summary.

W have an open podium Sir.

MR D ALANNO M nanme is Rudy D Alanno. | was
former President of the East Watertown Betterment
Associ ation for 25 years. |'mnot Vice President.

And I'msorry our President is in the back of the
hall here and | didn't see himcone in, and | thought he
wasn't able to come so | was going to say a few words, but
maybe he'll follow up on what | have to day.

I was born and brought up in East Watertown, and
I'"'mnot ashanmed to say |'ve been here for 71 years. A ways
in the same local, in fact, | just build a new hore, just
lived init last year. |'mvery proud of East Watertown.

The main thing that bothers ne and | don't hate,

APEX Reporting
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don't like to be repetitious, but Marilyn and Paul Denning
and all of the other who spoke here toni ght spoke about
Fillipolo Park, spoke about the GSA | and

The people in East Watertown are very skepti cal
It's a hard thing to say and sone of these gentlenen here
that conme to nost of these neetings, we try to get people to
come and voice their opinion. They're all afraid to.

But all | would like to say is, | do not wish to
see what happened on the big cover up and | have yet to say
it's Fillipolo Park. It's a shame that all of the work we
put in and one of the young |adies, she's noved out of
Wat ert own now, but she put a good five or six, at least five
or six years in research

But this is one of the reasons we want to be sure
that everything is all cleaned up. | worked in BF Goodrich,
maybe | shouldn't bring this on either, but | worked in
there for 25 years and the stuff that was really dunped

you' d never imagine.

| bet alot of it is still buried there, and we
don't want this to happen to the Watertown/ Arsenal property
You peopl e have done -- | wish to conplinent all of, all of
the hard workers, and |'mvery please what has been, the
progress that's been nmade there and | hope that we just

conti nue on.

APEX Reporting
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Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRVAN:  Sir, |'Il assunme you're the
President. He kind of put the, put the onus on you to say
sonething. Did you want to cone up?

UNKNOM:  After listening to the speakers here
tonight, and |'ve regretted the health, the health
assessnents, |I'mafraid. Am| going to be living next year?
I"'mafraid of to talk anynore.

Just this morning | had breakfast with a retired

engi neer of 40 years of the Arsenal. He said to me, |'ve
been there for 40 years now, |'mstill living. | have no
problens. But, who blane here. It seens to be quite a

probl em according to our elected town officials who voted on
or had some part in voting on the conmttee's here in
directly to the town nmanager.

And here, tonight we find out that they're
concerned about our health after the fact. Can we get sone
answer here tonight. |Is there a problen? |Is there a risk
problen? Am| safe to walk down the Arsenal Mall? Am
safe to walk into the Arsenal ?

| see, Carmen over there, he's worked the Arsena
for many years. W grew up together in these chanbers, he
and | and we're still living. | don't know, is there a
risk, is or isn't there a health factor here? Can we get an
answer ?

APEX Reporting
(617t 426-3077



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

| see sone gentlenen on ny right, whom| don't
recogni ze, but |'ve seen themaround the Arsenal, maybe they
have an answer. |Is there a problen? Is that reasonable
questi on?

THE CHAIRVAN: | think all questions are
reasonable, sir. However, 1'd like to bring it back--

UNKNOMWN: Can we get an answer ?

THE CHAl RVAN: Pardon ne, sir?

UNKNOMWN: Can we get an answer ?

THE CHAI RVAN: W' re going to have to talk of f
Iine because, once again, I'mgoing to have to bring it back
to the fact that this is on the soil renediation, but we
will stay here afterwards and try to answer those questions
for you.

UNKNOW:  We're here is the DEP now Is there a
health problemthere? Is it safe to walk through that area?

THE CHAIRVAN:  |'ve been all through it, | would
say so.

UNKNOMN: W' re tal king about soil renediation or
soil renoval and then the question we want to know as an
ordinary citizen, not being engineers and not being
environnentalists, is there, is the area safe?

THE CHAIRMAN:  Sir, can we talk off [ine?

UNKNOMN:  You can tal k whi chever way you i ke,

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

THE CHAI RVAN:  Thank you. | have an open podi um
again. Qher concerns? Oher comments?

(No response.)

THE CHAI RVAN:  No ot her comments? No ot her
records to enter into the public record? Yes, ma' am

MB. PETITTO DEVANEY: |'d just like say, | was
talking as a life long citizen, what | feel fromny heart,
but I was not talking for the counsel, but I ama nmenber of
the, | represent everyone in Watertown on every street. |
am a counsel or at |arge

THE CHAI RVAN.  Ckay. And will you, can you note
that in your letter that you are sending to us?

V5. PETI TTO DEVANEY: | can

THE CHAI RVAN:  Either way you want to go with that

one. Sir?
M5. ROBERT CHASE: |I'msorry to cone up with a
seconds comment, but it's Bob Chase again, only as |oca
resident, and we did have a probl em when we took over the
first part of the Arsenal.

W didn't have the resources that have been made
avai |l able on this second step on the Arsenal recovery, but
we tried to be as rational as we coul d

And one of the hottest areas that we new of, but

we never got a report on it. W ask for reports from people

that we thought were responsible, but there weren't any
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responsi bl e people in those days.

We put the worst area that we knew of under the
tennis courts, because we figured the asphalt that we
covered the area with would help to reduce the amount of
radi ation.

In a joking manner, we said, 'Wll, when they're
playing tennis, the only stand on one foot at a tinme so the
radiation will be cut in half.'

This is how the citizens approach these technical
problens. It's not good, but it's been made into a big
busi ness now, the recovery, the restorati on of values which
have been destroyed and is currently all over the country,
has been nade into a super |arge business.

I am concerned about people that are deriving
great profits fromthis effort. | think they are not
working in the interest of the citizenry, they're working
for their own benefit. And unfortunately this attitude of
m ne has not spread throughout the country so that very few
people will even vote.

| vote as a matter of conscious. |'mnot happy
with who | vote for, but | don't miss an election, and |
think it's one of the last privileges of citizenship. It
doesn't mean anything fromyour vote, except you get it off
your back.

And I'msorry to make these coments in public,

APEX Reporting
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but I, I just, | still think this is the greatest place in
the world to live. One the other hand, our governnent is
conti nual |y degrading the process.

And Grecian's Law operates in political, as well
as, economc areas.

THE CHAIRVAN: Let me bring it back again. Let ne
bring back the soil renmediation. And let ne see, do we have
any nore conmments regarding our proposed plan for soi

renedi ation at the Arsenal.

(No response.)

THE CHAIRMAN.  Wth no other comrents for the
record, I'Il call the public hearing to a close

(Wiereupon, at 7:58 p.m, My 13, 1996 the above

heari ng was concl uded.)
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APPENDI X C. 4
SUPPLEMENTAL DOCUMENTATI ON ON CHANGE | N SELECTED REMEDY

<I MG SRC 0196124C3>

VEMORANDUM FOR COWANDER, U.S. Arny Environmental Center, ATTN
SFI M AEG- BCB, (M. \augh) Aberdeen Proving G ound, MD 21010-5401

SUBJECT: U S. Arny Materials Technol ogy Laboratory (ML), Watertown, MA, Comments on Draft Record of
Deci si on (ROD)

1. Reference: Draft ROD Summary dtd June 96.

2. W are providing updated information for your reference in the ROD. As part of our predesign
efforts, our office contracted with ABB Environmental Services to perform Toxicity Characteristic
Leachate Potential (TCLP) sanpling on soils at the MIL site. Earlier this nonth we reported that the
test results for Area | were negative indicating non hazardous material; and positive for Area M
indicating a hazardous classification. Subsequent |aboratory reports for the remai nder of the sanpled
areas at MIL show no further failures, indicating the soil would be classified as non-hazardous.

3. The above information will inmpact the cost information presented for alternative S6, Soil
Excavation and Of-Site D sposal/Reuse. W estimate that project costs for this alternative would now be
inthe $5-6 mllion range, but |eave the detailed estimate to your office and contractor. Al so,
performance tines, while not TCLP rel ated, should be reduced. W estinmate that design/contracting
requirenents for this alternative would allow construction to begin in about six nonths and remedi ation
coul d be conpleted in six to nine nonths.

4. If you have any questions, please call M. Waskiewi cz at 617-647-8607.
FOR THE COMVANDER

<I M5 SRC 0196124C4>

Copi es Fur ni shed:

U S Arny Mterial Technol ogy Laboratory, ATTN.  AVMSRL- OP- W- BR

(Ms. Tringali), CARETAKER FORCE, 395 Arsenal St., Watertown, MA 02172-0001
Meghan Cassidy (HAN-CANI), US Environnental Protection Agency, JFK Federal

Bui | di ng, Boston, MA 02203
Al be Simenas, Massachusetts Department of Environnental Protection, Bureau

of Waste Site Ceanup, 1 Wnter Street, 5th Floor, Boston, MA 02108



<I MG SRC 0196124C5>

7464-00
August 1, 1996

Ms. Sinone Shiel ds

U S. Arny Corps of Engineers

New Engl and Di vi si on

424 Trapel o Road, Building 112S
Wal t ham Massachusetts 02254-9149

Subj ect : TCLP Soil Sanpling Results
Arny Research Laboratory-Watertown, Mssachusetts

Dear Ms. Shiel ds:

On June 25 and 26, 1996, ABB Environnental Services, Inc. (ABB ES) collected a total of ten soil sanples
fromareas identified for renediation in the Renedial |nvestigation Report (Wston, 1996). Al sanpling
areas are shown on Figure 1. Soil sanples were collected in accordance with the Chem cal Data

Acqui sition Plan (CSAP) using a lined stainless steel hand probe to retrieve a soil sanple fromO to 2
foot bel ow ground surface. The hand probe was advanced through paved areas utilizing an electric jack
hamrer, and through | awned areas utilizing a 30 pound slide hamrer. The dedicated acetate sl eeve was
repl aced before coll ecting each sanple and the stainless steel hand probe was decontam nated with an

al conox and a deioni zed water rinse between sanpling areas.

N ne of the ten sanples consisted of a five-part conposite, however, due to the thickness of the road bed
nmateri al beneath Kingsbury Avenue, one soil sanple (collected fromArea |) consisted of a three-part
conposite. Sanpling |ocations were chosen to bias the conposite while still collecting a representative
sanple. Al conposite sanples were mxed throughly in the field using dedicated stainless steel bows
and spoons, and then allocated into the appropriate sanpling jars. Sanple were subnitted to National

Envi ronnental Testing, Inc. (NET) of Bedford, Massachusetts for one or nore of the follow ng anal yses:
Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure (TCLP) sem vol atile organi c conmpounds (SVOCs), TCLP netals,
and TCLP pesticides and herbi ci des.

Soi|l sanples collected fromAreas | and Mwere submtted to NET with a requested turn around tinme of 48
hours. Sanples submtted fromthe eight other sanpling areas were submtted for the standard 30 day turn
around. Sanpling |ocations are shown on the Surface Soil Sanple Field Data Records (Attachment A) and
the sanpling results are summarized in Table 1. Al laboratory results are provided in Attachment B. A
Data Val i dati on Menorandum (Attachment C) docunents the data validation process which was perforned in
accordance with the CDAP.

ABB Environnental Services, Inc.
110 Free Street Tel ephone (207) 775-5400 Fax (207) 772-4762

P. O Box 7050
Portl and, Mai ne 04112- 7050



Ms. Shields
08/ 01/ 96
Page 2 of 2

No constituents were detected above the practical quantitation linmts in the soil sanples collected from
Areas D, H |, and G therefore, soils fromthese areas are not consi dered hazardous nateri al .

Because the sanpling results fromAreas B, F, J, K and L did not exceed regulatory levels, soils from
these areas are al so consi dered nonhazar dous. Wth the exception of Barium no other sanpling results
fromthese areas were reported above the practical quantitation limts. Bariumresults range fromO0.52
to 1.1 mlligrans per liter (nmg/L) which are significantly |lower than the regulatory |evel of 100 my/L.

No SVCCs, pesticides or herbicides were detected above the practical quantitation linmts in the soil
sanples collected fromArea M However, three netals barium chromum and |ead were reported at 0.91
mg/ L, 0.054 ng/L, and 5.1 ng/L, respectively. Only lead (5.1 ng/L) was detected at a concentration that
exceeded the regulatory level of 5.0 ng/L. Because the results slightly exceeded the regul atory |evel for
|l ead, soils renoved fromArea M may require hazardous cl assification.

If you have any questions regarding this submttal or require additional information, please do not
hesitate to contact me at (207) 775-5401 ext. 3637,

Si ncerely,
ABB ENVI RONVENTAL SERVI CES, | NC,
<I MG SRC 0196124C6>

Nei son Walter. P.E
Proj ect Manager

Encl osures

Fer guson ( SVEETS)
. Fal kof f (WCES)
File

Bat es ( ABB- ES)
G ucksberg ( ABB-ES)

cc: K. Tringali (ARL-WI) J. Ckun (O Reilly, Tal bot & Ckun)
M Bori sky (ARL-Adel phi) F. Mack (Watertown Free Library)
R Hager (MRD) B. Chase (RAB)
A. Si nmenas ( MADEP) P. Hoski ns (\Weston)
M Cassi dy (USEPA) J. Waugh (AEQ)
S. A
S N.



Regul atory
Conpounds Level s Area B
Seni vol atil e Organi c Conpounds (ng/L)
m Cr eaol 200 <0. 020
o- Creaol 200 <0. 020
p- Cr eaol 200 <0. 020
Total Creaol 200 <0. 020
1, 4- Di chl or obenzene 7.5 <0. 020
2,4-Dinitrotol uene 0.13 <0. 020
Hexachl or obenzene 0.13 <0. 020
Hexachl or obut adi ene 0.5 <0. 020
Hexachl or oet haoe 3 <0. 020
Ni t robenzene 2 <0. 020
Pent achl or ophenol 100 <0. 020
Pyridi ne 5 <0. 020
2,4,5-Trichl orophenol 400 <0. 020
2,4,6-Trichl orophenol 2 <0. 020
Her bi ci des and Pesticides (ng/L)
Chl or dane 0.03 <0. 020
Endria 0.02 <0. 002
Hept achl or (and its epoxide) 0.008 <0. 002
Gamma- BHC (Li ndane) 0.4 <0. 002
Met hoxychl or 10 <0. 020
Toxaphene 0.5 <0. 020
2,4-D 10 <0. 020
2,4,5-TP(Si | ex) 1 <0. 020
I norgani cs (ng/L)
Arsenic 5 <0. 50
Barium 100 1.1
Cadmi um <0. 050
Chor mi um <0. 50
Lead 5 <0. 30
Mer cury 0.2 <0.010
Sel emi um 1 <0. 20
Silver 5 <0. 050
NOTE < = less than, the analyte was not detected above the Practical

NA = not anal yzed

Ar

<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.

Quantitation Limt.

ea D

020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020

SEEFE555F $553%5%% %

Area F

<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020

<0. 020
<0. 002
<0. 004
<0. 002
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 020
<0. 002

<0. 50
0.73

<0. 050
<0. 50
<0. 30
<0.010
<0. 20
<0. 050

Ar

<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.
<0.

ea H

020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020
020

SEE5E555F $553%%% %

Table 1
Summary of TCLP Soil Sanpling Results
Arny Research Laboratory
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Esti mat ed Capital

Description
Excavate, transport, and stage contami nated nateria

Transport and di spose of excavated material as

contam nated waste at a landfill (without stabilization):

e Hazardous waste (550 yd3 @1.4 tons/yd3 =
* Nonhazardous waste (23,050 yd3 @1.4
tons/yd3 = 32,270 tons)

Backfill excavated areas:

« Inport and place clean soil at excavated areas

grade and cont our

e Inport and place topsoil, 6 inches thick

e Seeding and mul ching, revegetation
O her restoration issues and | andscapi ng
Construction air nonitoring
Heal th and safety during excavation
Excavati on stockpile sanpling and anal ysi s
Excavati on delineation sanpling, nobile |aboratory
Erosi on and sedi ment controls
Permitting

Mobi |i zati on/ denobi | i zati on

Institutional controls for contam nated soil underneath
bui | di ngs

Subt ot al
Engi neering, procuremnent, admnistrative, and |ega
costs (20%

Subt ot al

Gover nnent constructi on nanagenent (7.5%

Conti ngency (25%
Total (Rounded)

Costs for Alternative S6
Soi|l Excavation and Of-Site D sposa

or Reuse-Site Reuse Scenario 3

Quantity

23,600 yd3

770 tons
32,270 tons

23, 600 yd3

3,940 yd3
23,600 yd3

lunmp sum

[ ump sum
113 days

95 sanpl es
113 days
| unp sum
lump sum
[ ump sum

lump sum

Unit Cost
(%)

13. 60/ yd3

246/t on
65/t on

16. 10/ yd3

13. 80/ yd3
0.72/yd3

8, 000

10, 000

750/ day

2, 000/ sanpl e
2, 000/ day
10, 000

7,500

10, 000

5, 000

Tot al Cost
($)

320, 960

189, 420
2,097, 550

379, 960

54,372
16, 992

8, 000
10, 000
84, 750
190, 000
226, 000

10, 000

7, 500

10, 000

5, 000

3, 610, 504

722,100
4, 332, 605

324, 945

1,083, 151
5, 741, 000



<I M5 SRC 0196124C7> TOM OF WATERTOMW
ADM NI STRATI ON BUI LDI NG
WATERTOM, MASSACHUSETTS 02172
ARSENAL REUSE COWM TTEE

August 14, 1996
M. Chuck Paone
Base Transition Coordi nator
US Arny Caretaker Force
395 Arsenal Street
Watertown, MA 02172-2700

RE: Proposed Plan for the Cean-up of the Former US Arnmy Materials Technol ogy Laboratory
Dear Chuck:

At a joint neeting held on August 8, 1996 with the Restoration Advisory Board (RAB), the Arsenal Reuse
Committee voted to request that the Arny utilize the Contingency Alternative of off-site disposal as the
nethod to renove contam nated soil fromthe former AMIL property.

As you know, representatives fromthe Arny, Environmental Protection Agency, and Mass Departnment of
Envi ronnental Protection were present to explain the process by which the alternative became feasibl e,
and to answer questions regarding its safety and effectiveness. W appreciate the sincere and thorough
manner in which all concerns were addressed.

The Reuse Committee expressed its preference for the alternative based upon the conclusion that it will
be equally safe to human health and the environment, it is a proven technique, and it will allow for a
shorter remediation tinetable by approxinately one year.

During the meeting, several concerns regarding the trucking of the soil were voiced. As part of this
request, we would urge that the Arny work closely with community residents and public health and safety
officials to mtigate any offensive inpacts. For exanple, truck routes, access, and hours of operation
nmust be closely regulated to prevent negative effects. Qur input should be considered while your workpl an
i s being devel oped.

Thank you for your continuing cooperation on this inportant project and pl ease contact us if you have any
questions or need further information.

<I M5 SRC 0196124C8>

cc: Town Counci |

Town Manager
Rep. Jos. P. Kennedy



Al ex Liazos; 11 Gis St.; Watertown, MA 02172
15 August 1996

Bob Chase, RAB co-chair
Arny Research Laboratory
395 Arsenal Street
Watertown, MA 02172

Dear Bob:
This letter is in response to your 9 August 1996 neno to the RAB.

First, let me state plainly that at the 8 August nmeeting | did not oppose off-site disposal of the soil.
Rather , | did not think that we could or should decide on the proposed change in cl ean-up that night.
This was a major change and it shoul d be given nore thought and debate than one night could afford.

G ven that we have been neeting for years, and given that we never discussed at any length off-site

di sposal (since it never seened a viable option), it seemed wise to wait a few days. | regret that there
will not be a RAB neeting before 21 August so we coul d di scuss, ask questions, and debate before we nade
recommendat i ons. That woul d have been the best course for Watertown and for the environment.

First, let me applaud the EPA's preference for cleaning up soil instead of burying it somewhere el se,
even if it does neet standards for other uses. W should clean up, not nove to another community.

Second, there is a new issue that occurred to ne a few days after the neeting. Since all soil wll be
new and clean soil, does that nean that we will now have residential clean-up standards throughout the
site? In a conversation 13 August Dennis Waskiewicz told nme that he thinks that will be the case. |If
so, it should give the town nore flexibility of future uses.

Third, we need some explanati on of the process of off-site disposal. Are there any possible hazards,
such as dust created during the clean up? | do not assume there are hazards, but some of us need sone
expl anati on and assurance.

In conclusion, | offer a qualified endorsenent of off-site disposal. W need answers to the above
questions. But even nore, as | note above, it woul d have been nuch better if there were nore discussion
before the 21 August deadline. | hope there will be an opportunity to explore all concerns and questions

at our Sept. neeting.
<I MG SRC 0196124C9>



THOVAS J. STEVENS
13 LAWRENCE STREET, WATERTOM, MASSACHUSETTS 02172-1859

M. Robert Chase

Co- Chair, Restoration Advisory Board (RAB)

U S. Arny Research Laboratory Caretaker Force
ATTENTI ON: AVSBRL- OP- W

395 Arsenal Street

WATERTOMN VA  02172- 2700

RE:  Your Menorandum of 9 Aug 1996 to RAB
Dear Bob:

It was nice to have finally again been able to attend a RAB nmeeting, specifically the one held jointly

| ast Thursday (8 August) with the Town of Watertown's Arsenal Reuse Committee. Al though | walked in
late, the discussion, docunentation provided and prior correspondence, neetings and experience all owed me
to get "up-to-speed" rather quickly.

Your recent nenorandum (dated 9 August 1996) further summarized the neeting and invited RAB menbers to
express their views on their preference of either chenical oxidation or off-site soil disposal as
remedi ati on methods for the former MIL site. | sensed that ny ani mated response nay have been
ms-interpreted as adversarial or at least attitudinal, so |l would like to take this opportunity to
recapitulate ny preference for chenical oxidation to renediate the soil contam nation at the "Arsenal "
site.

The way | see it, both nethods are tine-uncertain in reality, but one has the potential for an earlier
conpl etion by about one year. Both involve certain assunptions, such as no "new' contam nation will be
"di scovered", funding renaining intact, safety concerns being net and cost/tinme estimates proving to be
accurate. The risks and benefits for each nmay be found to be inaccurate but |ikewi se may well prove to
be correct. It seens to ne that the potential (i.e., unproven) savings of one year provides a mnina
benefit to the Town in that only one year of additional tax revenue M GHT be realized, assuming that

devel opnent and any rel ated Town-acquisition actually goes on-schedule. H storically these "gol den egg"
delusions realize a lot of false | eads, broken prom ses and delays. Even if both plans could guarantee a

definite tine-line, | would still prefer the on-site chem cal oxidation nethod for environnmental, safety
and ethical reasons. | would also feel that the chenical oxidation nethod woul d best address any new
"di scoveries" of previously unrecognized contam nation that off-site disposal could not. | have briefly

summari zed ny conpari son of the two methods as foll ows:



Met hod

Chem ca
Oxi dati on

Of-Site D sposal

<I M5 SRC 0196124D>

PRCS
Lower Cost

Eli m nation or
cont ai nnment of
contam nants

Provi des for an
alternative
nmet hod

No "en-route"
ri sk of human
exposure to soi

Met hod of choice
of US Arny and
regul ators

Potential 1-year
savings in tinme-
t o-conpl eti on

Proven
t echnol ogy

CONS

Unpr oven
t echnol ogy

H gher cost

H gher risk of
exposure

Lacks alternative
nmet hod

Sinply rel ocates
probl ens - perhaps
with future
remedi ati on cost
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UNI TED STATES OF AMVERI CA
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARWY

RESTCORATI ON ADVI SORY BQARD

In the Matter of:
HEARI NG RE:

FEASI BI LI TY STUDY REPORT
REFUSE PLAN

Town Hal |
Lower Conference Room
Wat ert own, Massachusetts

Thur sday
August 8, 1996

1 -

77

The above entitled natter came on for hearing,

pursuant to Notice at 7:00 p.m

BEFORE: ROBERT CHASE
U S. Arny Research Laboratory
395 Arsenal Street
Watertown, MA 02172

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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PRESENT:

SUSAN FALKCFF

ALEX LI AZCS

R CH RAGO

DENNI S WASKI EW CZ

PAUL DENNI NG

THOVAS SHERRY

ROBERT CHASE

TOM STEDVAN

JOHN PORTZ

Bl LL YORK

MARK BOYLE
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PROCEEDI NGS
[7:00 p.m]

M5. FALKOFF: The Reuse Committee woul d be
interested to know, John Arasian [phonetic] is very
regretfully not able to be here this evening and has asked
nme to chair in his absence. He notified the Reuse Comittee
of that, but RAB menbers are probably hearing that for the
first time, so he is really sorry not to be here.

John al so sent a letter that the Reuse Conmittee
nenbers have received. Are there copies for the RAB
menbers? Ckay. So, we wll pass that around.

Since not all the Reuse Conmittee menbers and the RAB
menbers know each other, | want to -- Maybe peopl e can say
who they are and which group they're part of, around the
tabl e.

I''m Susan Fal kof f, co-chair of the RAB and chair of the
Envi ronment al Subcomm ttee of the Reuse Conmittee.

MR DENNING |'m Paul Denning of the RAB and al so
on the Town Council .

MR RAGO |I'mR chard Rago and |'mon the RAB.

MR STEDVAN: |'m Steve Stedman and |I'mon the
Reuse Committee.

MR CHASE: Bob Chase, Reuse Conmittee.

MR SHERRY: Tom Sherry on the Reuse Committee.

MR PORTZ: John Portz on the Reuse Conmittee.

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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MR YORK: Bill York on the Reuse Conmittee.
MR LIAZCS: Al ex Liazos on the RAB.

MR BOYLE: Mark Boyle fromthe Town Pl anni ng.

M5. FALKOFF: Ckay. Good. As you know, we're
here because there's some new information that's led to some
new t hi nki ng about the clean-up and | think I'Il just turn
the nmeeting over to Dennis, who's going to tell us about
this.

Denni s Waskiewi cz fromthe Corps of Engineers.

MR WASKIEWCZ: Al the slides that | have are
all in the packet that you got. Does everybody have a
packet? O, anybody that didn't get a packet. Ckay.

What |'d like to dois to just briefly go over what's
in the proposed plan for the renediation, the soil
renedi ation at MIL, and then, go into some of the test
results that we had fromsanpling we did this sunrer and
indicate what it does to both the preferred plan, preferred
renmedy, and the contingency alternative.

The proposed plan lists a preferred renedy of
excavation and treatnent with chemnical oxidation.
Basically, what this neans is that we're going to excavate
soil to approxinately three feet deep, initially, and in an
aerial extent until we find that we have soil that needs
cl ean-up hol es.

The chemi cal oxidation involves addi ng water and

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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chenicals, which are silicates and various oxi des which are
proprietary to a couple of conpanies that do this; mx it
all together and what it does is, it oxidizes organics and
in some cases, what they call conpl exes heavy netals to put
themin a different form

Because it's an innovative technol ogy, we're not sure
it's going to work for the soils at Watertown, so we've
al ways been carrying a contingency alternative, which is
excavation, the sane as the other one, and off-site disposa
or reuse. This will be inplenmented -- the proposed pl an
indicates that it will be inplemented for a couple of
reasons; if the treatability studies on the chem ca
oxidation fail, or if the economi cs change such that
chenmical oxidation is no | onger advantageous.

The Army has a proposed plan and a preferred
alternative; so, why are we here?

As part of our general information gathering, as part
of our pre-design activities, we did sonme sanpling and did
some, what we call, TCLP, or toxicity |eaching procedure.
It's on the next page. And, those test results provides
sone i nformation whi ch changed sone of the eval uation
criteria for the alternative plan; nainly, they reduced the
cost by about one-half. Because of this and because these
are part of the factors in selecting the preferred renedy,
we thought it would be inportant to bring it back before the

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

comunity to reeval uate these

I'd like to spend just a nminute on -- Let me go to
anot her slide here. kay.

So, what is a toxicity characteristic |eaching
procedur e?

Wiy we gathered it is because it provides infornation
that allow us to eval uate di sposal options. More basic
than that, what it does is, it takes a sanple of soil, runs
aliquid through it, like water or an acedic acid and
neasures the amount of contam nants that cone out in that
liquid. It's used to identify what's hazardous in terns of
a definition and what's non-hazardous.

Up to this point, all our studies to date in the
renmedi al investigation and the feasibility study, we have

been making vari ous assunptions as to what the hazard

classification would be. And, for disposal purposes, we're

assuming a 50/50 mx; 50 percent hazardous and 50 percent
non- hazar dous.

What really drove us to doing sonme additional testing
this sumrer was -- you're aware that we're trying to
accelerate clean up of Building 131 and adjacent soils. W
knew we were going to do off-site disposal for that one area
of soil renediation, so we did a TCLP test specifically for
that, but then expanded it to the rest of the ML site to
eval uate that al so

APEX Reporting
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Now, one thing that TCLP does not do, it doesn't affect
the risk. So, all the clean-up plans and the preferred plan
that was devel oped through the whole RI/FS process remains
the same. In other words, the basic testing that was
perforned since 1991 defi nes which contam nants are
contam nants of concern, which ones cause risk and which
ones require renediation.

Just qui ckly going over what these TCLP results were.

You can see -- Basically, I'll sumup sone data tables and
vari ous peopl e have this.

For the whole MIL site, except what we call area "M,
the TCLP results were negative. 1In other words, the
contam nants were not | eached out by passing a liquid
through them This puts the soil into a non-hazardous
classification. Area "M, which is an area along the
Charles R ver, on the south side of North Beacon Street, did
have a positive TCLP test, which classifies it as hazardous.

Now, | didn't know whether | was going to get into any
data, but just in looking at some of the |levels that were
reached in this TCLP test, and |'ve got a coupl e of
f oot notes down at the bottomtal ki ng about that the
contam nants conming out are the anal ytes, were not detected
about the Practical Quantification Linmts, those things that
can be nmeasured in the | ab, except Barium and Chrom um
And, I'mtal king about two orders of magnitude here. There

APEX Reporting
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were two orders of magnitude | ess than evaluation criteria.
And, what that neans is, like for Barium the TCLP test was
yielding results of one. The evaluation criteriais a
hundred. And, that's what we mean by two | evels of

magni tude here. Simlar for Chromum .05 versus 5.

The area Mfailed for |lead only. There was Barium and
Chromumthere, but it didn't fail for those.

The significance of this is, | nentioned that we
gathered TCLP to eval uate di sposal options. Non-hazardous
soils can be used in reuse as a daily cover at landfills, or
in asphalt batching. Hazardous materials have to go in a
landfill as a hazardous material.

What really becones inportant is the cost to do this.

Ri ght now, costs for daily cover, and even though sonebody's
using this material, we still pay to take it there, are $65
a ton. Hazardous nmmterial is $245 a ton. So, there's a
factor of four here.

FROM THE FLOOR: It seens |ike the biggest problem
is the organics.

MR WASKIEWCZ: TCLP is done for the organics,
for the pesticides and the others. |In effect, all the
organics were | eaching out at |ess than the quantification
| evel .

M5. FALKOFF: Are you saying that all the soil
except for Area Mis reusabl e?

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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MR WASKIEWCZ: In terns of daily cover and
landfill or asphalt batching, yes.

M5. FALKOFF:  One hundred percent, except for Area
M can be reused?

MR WASKIEWCZ: That's the way our tests show
ri ght now, yes.

FROM THE FLOOR: Dennis, could you just explain
Area M

MR WASKIEWCZ: Area Mis at the east end of the
MIL property, actually on the yacht club property, and the
TCLP there failed for |ead.

FROM THE FLOOR: What do you mean, on the yacht
club property? Is it on the site?

MR WASKIEWCZ: It's on the property, but it's on
the yacht club site.

M5. FALKOFF: So, it's not the grassy area down by
the bridge. It's alittle bit west of that.

MR WASKIEWCZ: It's in the boat storage area,
right by the boats.

MR LIAZCS: It's across from North Beacon Street.

MR WASKI EW CZ:  Yes.

MR LIAZCS: It's the site that's going to be
reused.

MR WASKIEWCZ: It's on the site which is
proposed to go to the MDC. The whole south side of North

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077
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Beacon Street. | don't have a draw ng.

FROM THE FLOOR: When you say "reusable", do you
mean used in the arsenal or some other place?

MR WASKIEWCZ: At an approved landfill. Al
landfills, the way they operate, they bring in our trash and
spread it out and every day they put a |layer of soil over
it. This can be used as a daily cover that's needed to do
t hat.

FROM THE FLOOR: And, if you do that, then, are
you going to replace it with different soil here?

MR WASKIEWCZ: That's correct. Wlat we do is,
we excavate and we have a hole and then we have to bring in
clean fill.

FROM THE FLOOR: How clean is that fill? I'm
seri ous.

MR WASKIEWCZ: Let me just relate to another
maj or backfilling thing we did. Wen we backfilled the fuel
tank farm In fact, let ne talk about backfilling totally.

FROM THE FLOOR: Can you test the soil for Arsenal
Park, what |aboratory used given the 150 years?

MR WASKIEWCZ: | guess that's a different
subj ect, but, yes, we have. W have --

FROM THE FLOOR: Both times. This tine it is
different.

MR WASKIEWCZ: W have tested it in 1994 and

APEX Reporting
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we' re doing the second round of testing right now So, we
have and we're going to evaluate the test results and we're
going to come to sone sort of conclusion as to whether
there's risk or not, just |like we've done at the MIL site.

FROM THE FLOOR: Wiere is this result?

MR WASKI EWCZ: Excuse ne?

FROM THE FLOOR: Were is this result?

MR WASKIEW CZ: W have published two reports so
far, a prelimnary assessnent in 1993 and that report is in
the library. Then, in 1995, we have published a
suppl enental investigation report, which reports on all the
data points that we took, and that report is also in the
library. And, if you can't get it, call nme and I will see
that you get one.

M5. FALKOFF: Are you surprised by the fact that
you found so little, on the basis of your previous testing,
are you surprised to have arrived at these results now? |'m
just wondering to what to attribute the difference.

MR WASKIEWCZ: Wll, we've never done a TCLP
test. W' ve nmade an assunption which is pretty nuch
standard procedure during the investigati on phase.

M5. FALKOFF: | was just wondering how you made
your assunptions.

MR WASKIEW CZ: For one thing, we're in the
i nvestigation phase. Wit we're really looking to dois to

APEX Reporting
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define risk. And, like | said, TCLP does not affect risk.
So, it's the bulk sanmpling analysis, just how nmuch stuff is
there that determnes the risk.

M5. FALKOFF: So, first you figured out what was
there and what was risky that was there.

MR WASKIEWCZ: R ght. Then, you're able to
define your areas that don't neet the clean-up standards.
Then, fromthere, you develop alternatives.

So, to do TCLP really in the ball ganme, is -- Well,
TCLP's are expensive, for one thing. | don't know exactly
how rmuch, but they're expensive. So, you don't want to do
them just casually.

I'"ve been told that a trained eye could have | ooked at
the data and said your contanination levels aren't really
hi gh and we could have predicted that these nmay not have
failed TCLP. Right now, that's second guessing as far as
we' re concerned.

M5. FALKOFF: So, was this the first time that you
actual ly neasured quantitatively?

MR WASKIEWCZ: This is the first tine we've
det erm ned whether or not the soils would be classified as
ei ther hazardous or non-hazardous. And, that's different
than whether or not they have risk. Mybe sonmebody can
explain it better than | can. [|'mnot sure.

FROM THE FLOOR. What's the difference between

APEX Reporting
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bei ng hazardous and being at risk?

MR WASKIEW CZ: Okay. There's about four ways
and | think the EPA defines whether a material is hazardous
Wiether it's toxic, and that's what we're | ooking at here
Wiether it's ignitable, |ike gasoline, corrosive, or gases
or reactive. | don't know it would be reactive.

So, those are four ways that you can tell if it's a
hazardous material, if they exhibit characteristics. And
they get special attention because they are hazardous and
they exhibit a special problem

In terms of the TCLP, again, we're back to the
definition and toxicity is right there. Wat we're | ooking
at is toxicity. So, we've |looked at the soil and determ ned
concentrations of contamnants. In this case we determ ned
that PAH s, pesticides are primary contamnants which are a
driving risk on the MIL site. There's also some metals in
the soil. Those are risk drives.

We coul d proceed ahead without ever determning
hazardous classifications. |If we were to stay with the
chenical oxidation, we would treat that soil and supposedly

reduce the contam nants, or we would take it off to a

landfill and it woul d confine those contaninants in such a
way that it wouldn't -- they wouldn't be a problem
If we were ever going to take it to a landfill, we

woul d al ways have to go back and do a TCLP because the

APEX Reporting
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landfill wouldn't accept it without that.
M5. FALKOFF: Are you saying this is nore
extensive testing? | feel still not really like I'm
under standi ng the difference between the two kinds of tests.
Are you saying that risk just has to do with we'll set the
| evel s that were predefined as clean, but we don't yet know
how dirty it is? Are you saying that? Can you hel p, Megan?
M5. CASSIDY: |If we were treating the soil on
site, we would never need to know whether it was hazardous
or non-hazardous. As Dennis said, the purpose of the
remedi al investigation --
MR WASKI EW CZ: Megan, would you mind just
i dentifying yoursel f?
Ms. CASSIDY: Sorry. Megan Cassidy, EPA
Envi ronment al Protection Agency.

As Dennis just said, renmedial investigation and the
basel i ne was successful for trying to establish whether
there is risk and at what level that risk is. That's your
standard testing.

The TCLP information that was collected affects cost
because TCLP, hazardous versus non-hazardous inpacts only
the cost estimate, if the nmaterial is going off site. |If
you're treating the naterial on site, i.e., chemcal
oxi dati on, hazardous versus non-hazardous is not an issue
because you're cleaning the soils to the risk base nunber,
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so it has no inplications, which is why it is not uncomon
that in the early phases you do not autonatically take TCLP
dat a because, again, unless you're |looking at an alternative
which is to take the naterials off site to a landfill or
sone other type of reuse, you don't necessarily need to have
that nmuch detail on the classification. It really only

i mpacts off site disposal issues. Again, it does not inpact
any kind of chemical or insitue treatment that you would do
on the site. So, it doesn't affect the risk nunber, but

rat her what can be done with the soil once you've picked it
up and now are going to take it sonewhere.

MR OKUN.  Jim Ckun, consultant to WCES. Let ne
add one nore piece to what you just heard. 1'Il just try to
explain this to you.

When Dennis and Megan use the term hazardous, they
don't nean it the way you woul d conmonly use the word
hazardous. What it nmeans is, it ties into a set of
regul ati ons and when sonething is a hazardous waste, it has
to be disposed of in accordance with the hazardous waste
regulations. |If it is a non-hazardous waste, then it can be
di sposed of in accordance with the regul ations that govern
the managenent of non-hazardous waste. So, when they use
the word, hazardous, they don't nean hazardous as synonynous
wi th dangerous. They nean hazardous as it pertains to a
certain set of regulations of how you gave to manage the material .

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

MR LI AZCS: Unless you explain those words.
Hazardous is something that neans there's sonething
dangerous about it, otherw se there wouldn't be any
regul ati ons.

M5. CASSIDY: This doesn't inpact at all clean-up
st andar ds.

MR LIAZOS: | understand that.

M5. CASSIDY: If we look at TCLP, toxicity, we're
saying that there's sonething probably in the soil that is
consi dered toxic or has sone toxic features to it. But, the
| eaching part is what we're | ooking at here. This is
saying, if we take this material and put it somewhere, i.e.,
inalandfill, is it goingto -- is the material going to

| each out and get into the ground. That's what this is

all -- That's why, you know, if you have a hazardous waste
landfill, it's very much controlled to ensure that doesn't
happen. It has different collection systens. That's the

TCLP. W've got sonething toxic init, but is it going to
| each out and inpact the ground water.

So, this, again, has to do w th management of the
material, as Jimsaid, for what you can do with it, not --
it's not arisk issue. W don't say hazardous, non-
hazardous. W only have to clean up hazardous. That's not
necessarily the case, because you can have unacceptabl e ri sk
from non- hazardous nateri al s.
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FROM THE FLOOR: | think | just translated this
into ny mnd |aynan's | anguage? You do the TCLP to
determ ne what you can do with the soil.

M5. CASSIDY: Exactly.

FROM THE FLOOR: So, you didn't do the TCLP before
because you weren't going to nove the soil, you were just
going to put chemcals on it to renediate it. But, if you
had -- If you did the TCLP and you found that there was --
that it was going to be classified as hazardous waste, it
was going to leach out, then it woul d have cost you a | ot
more to get rid of the dirt. |Is that right?

M5. CASSIDY: Exactly.

FROM THE FLOOR:  You did the TCLP, you found out
it's not leaching. 1It's cheaper to get rid of the dirt.

M5. FALKOFF: Wiat did you do differently to test
the soil?

MR WASKIEWCZ: W added one test. You take the
sanple of the soil and run a liquid through it, either water
or acidic acid and neasure what comes out the bottom

M5. FALKOFF:  So, you did know, or you m ght have
tested what was there, but you didn't knowif it was going
to be immobilized or it was going to nove.

MR WASKIEWCZ: That's right. |t neasures the
mobi lity.

M5. FALKOFF:  And, you don't know what contani nant
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it is?

MR WASKIEW CZ: No, because sonetines you | ook at
a soil and see contanminants in it and that's -- the
contam nants nay be | ocked up within that soil and not come
out.

MR BOYLE: You don't know the chemical state. It
could be netal .

FROM THE FLOOR: You still have to clean it up.

But, nowit's cheaper to renove it.

M5. FALOFF: That's what we're tal ki ng about.

It's still -- It doesn't change the hazardous information.

TOM COUNCI LOR | think Steve pointed out where
Area "M is. Just out if curiosity, why would that be nore
hazar dous?

MR RAGOD Area "M, lead was detected at 5.1
mlligrans per year. The criteriais 5.0. So, it failed
that criteria. The soil is considered to be hazardous waste
because it exhibits that characteristic.

FROM THE FLOOR: Wy that area as conpared to
ot hers?

TOM COUNCI LOR |'mjust curious.

M. Rago: It could be historic use of the
property. It's over a hill, right over the road. It could
be lead froman ol d gasoline tank.

TOM COUNCI LOR Thank you.
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FROM THE FLOOR: Slide 2, which was entitled, Soil
Recomrendation and Slide 5, which was TCLP. Does that inply
that the only soil that would be transferred out of town
woul d be from Area M

MR WASKIEWCZ: |If we go ahead with the on-site
di sposal, right now --

FROM THE FLOOR: |I'msorry. |If you do go ahead
with the off-site, all of Mwll be taken?

MR WASKIEWCZ: No. If we go with the off-site

disposal, it will all be taken out of town, but Area Mwill
have to go to a different place.

FROM THE FLOOR: Ckay. Now, the next thing I
wanted to know is, the route. |'msure you' re going to go
by DOT, the truckers will go by DOT standards, but I'd Iike
to know the route and naybe if the cops are going to explain
this thing.

MR WASKIEW CZ: Let ne discuss the trucking of
the material because | wanted to bring that out.

MR YORK: G ven the level at which Area Msoil
m ssed concerning the rest of the soil, would you no9t want
to verify that?

MR WASKIEWCZ: | believe at the tine that we're
actual ly doing the renedi ation, we would verify those
factors.

MR YORK: It's very close.
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MR WASKIEWCZ: Yes. That's true. As of this
stage --

MR YORK: It has a very large area on it.

MR WASKIEWCZ: As of this date, it's still over
the line that's what we're referring to.

MR YORK: | have another point on that. | knew
we'd find out this tine, but not everything is
necessarily linear. |In other words, the 5.1 mght be
extrenely high and if we look at it as 5.1 and being very
close to 5, it nmight be sonmething that's quite high.

MR WASKIEWCZ: Again, | don't know if anybody
does. That point is taken care of.

I's there anot her question?

MR RAGO | think the question we started on and
we went off was, the soil that's coming to replace that
which is renoved and the quality of that.

MR WASKIEW CZ: Let ne tal k about the trucking,
taking the naterial away to the off-site disposal option and
bringi ng new on.

What we're tal king about is 24,000 cubic yards of soil
right now, that's our estimate. Wat's 24,000 cubic yards?
Areally large hauling dunp truck carries 30 yards. Sone of
themcarry 20. So, what we're tal king are between 800 and
1,200 trucks noving soil off. 1've got an estinated
renedi ation tinme of eight nonths.
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M5. FALKOFF: How nany trucks a day is that?

MR WASKIEWCZ: This is between five to eight
trucks, depending on the size, taking the material away.
And, another five to eight bringing the naterial back on.
So, we're talking between ten to 16 trucks a day, unless
that same truck is used to do both, which is a possibility.
Wien he takes away a truck | oad, he could come back with a
truck | oad.

M5. FALKOFF: They'll be taking it sone place that

cl ose?

MR WASKIEWCZ: W don't direct our contractors
where to do this. In terns of having an influence, yeah, we
can influence that. | know that's been a sensitive issue.

M5. FALOFF: My question is, where will this
asphal t batching pl ant be?

MR WASKIEW CZ: Right now, there's about -- DEP
lists about nine facilities in the state, about seven of
which are fromcentral Mass. to the east.

FROM THE FLOOR: So, this could be fairly |ocal.

M5. FALKOFF: A truck could nake a round trip in a
day.

MR YORK: The cl osest one is in Avon.

MR DENNING Dennis, this is obviously very
important to the residential neighborhoods, that the truck
be as far renoved fromthemas i s possible.
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MR WASKIEWCZ: | can relate -- | started
nmentioning the job and there we noved about eight or nine
t housand cubic yards in a two-week period, and that
translated into about 350 trucks over ten days, 35 trucks a
day. So, we've already seen worse than what we're planning
here and maybe you didn't see it, which is all right, also.

MR RAGD  Wiich roads are these?

MR WASKIEWCZ: | tried to find out and I
couldn't. But, basically, that was all backfill and it cane
from Pl ynout h.

M5. FALKOFF: The route was up Route 20 to 128.

FROM THE FLOOR: Thi s past year?

M5. FALKOFF: Yes. Through Waltham

FROM THE FLOOR:  Through the town?

M5. FALKOFF: Oh, no. That was the radioactive.

MR YORK: |1'mgoing to guess, they nay have cone
up 128 to the Mass. Pike.

MB. FALKCFF: And, the reason for that was it had
to be a state road, which has a different |evel of
construction and an alternative. | suppose you want to go
up Galen Street and minimze the anount of traffic you're
goi ng through. Downtown Walthamis difficult.

FROM THE FLOOR: |'ve got a question. Now, we're
tal ki ng about contaninants. A truck |oad of asphalt dug up,
dust and everything now, is that dangerous? | have to ask
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sonet hing about this now Conpared to the stuff they're

taki ng out of there, how about a truck |oad of asphalt? How

dangerous is that?

MR WASKIEWCZ: Well, it carries a whole |ot nore
PH s than the soil.

FROM THE FLOOR: That's going on at Perkins School
for the Blind for a week. None of you peopl e knew about it.
Right to Alban Street to Watertown. Now, nobody worried
about that. Now, we have sonething | ess contam nated here,
we're all up in arns. It's something that's been going on
for a while over there.

FROM THE FLOOR: W're worrying about it. W're
maki ng sure we don't have to worry about it.

FROM THE FLOOR: This is more contaninating than
this stuff here we're taking out of the arsenal, the stuff,
that asphalt.

FROM THE FLOOR. | don't want these things running
up ny street.

M5. FALKCFF:  WI I there be further -- In what
formwll there be further information available to the
comuni ty about the impact on the nei ghborhoods?

MR WASKIEWCZ: Well, we continue to interact
with you with whoever wants to talk.

M5. FALKOFF: | guess ny question is --

MR WASKIEW CZ: How are we going to select the
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rout e?

MB. FALKCFF:  WI I there be a docunment on the
actual method of inplenentation of this?

M5. WASKIEWCZ: Before we get to that point,
shall we tal k about whether we're going to shift plans? Qur
plan right now, as of today, is still the preferred renedy.
Let me just mention a couple of criteria that we | ooked at
here, to compare the two.

M5. FALKOFF: | don't mind waiting, but it feels
like this is information | want to have to think about in
order to decide.

MR WASKIEWCZ: The tinme on that would be
devel oped, sone of the routes woul d be dependent upon where
the final destination was for the taken away material and
the stores for the backfill. That won't be selected until
we actually have awarded a renediation contract. So, it
woul d be our renediation contractor that would |ocate his
di sposal facility and his source of fill.

MR DENNING Could the town put requirenments on
what streets not to use and which streets they could use?

MR WASKIEWCZ: Ckay. |In ternms of -- W would
not direct the contractor which landfill to go to. W could
direct himwhich routes to use. And, if it was a nore
expensive route than he originally considered, then the
paynent, the differential in paynent --
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MB. FALKOFF: There's the idea that there woul d be
roads adequate for these trucks.

MR WASKIEWCZ: That's true. That's right.

MR DENNING And, | wouldn't want to have a | ot
of equi pment goi ng t hrough.

MR WASKIEW CZ: That information would be
devel oped by the contractor in the work plans.

FROM THE FLOOR: Before you put the bid spec on
the street, can't you -- you could specify a route in the
bi d spec.

MR WASKIEW CZ: W actually anticipate, if we go
to the off-site disposal, we would not have a bid spec.
That we will go to a work plan, or a work plan type of a
contract procurenent here. |In other words, we'd give a
scope -- W would give a scope of work and we could do that.

FROM THE FLOOR: In other words, rather to create
the opportunity.

MR WASKIEWCZ: W could direct the route, but,
again, we rmay have to direct many because if he were going
north, south, there would be three different routes,
per haps.

M5. FALKOFF:  Sonething | never thought to ask
about is chenical oxidation, those machines that treat the
soil, are they noisy, and how woul d you assess the relative
noi se of these two nethods?
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MR WASKIEWCZ: Chemi cal oxidation, |I don't think
any of us have seen the plant work. It's a nobile plant and
it come to the site. Wat it is, it's a -- the soil goes
into a hopper, a conveyor, into a |arge m xi ng where the
water and the chemcals are mixed together and there's, yes,
there's a motor running with that.

M5. FALKOFF: It could potentially be nore
destructi ve.

MR WASKIEWCZ: There woul d be some noise with
it. It would be isolated somewhere within the MIL confi nes,
not out in the comunity.

FROM THE FLOOR® Wpuld it be | ouder than a
j ackhamer ?

MR WASKIWCZ: No. | think this thing runs on a
di esel engi ne.

FROM THE FLOOR: When there's a jackhammrer going,
it's annoying, but we still have to put up withit.

FROM THE FLOOR: |'d like to extend to feel
confortable that the soils that will be replacing, if we do
the disposal, would have to cone frompits. They come from
pits, like pits in Charlton, or the side of a hill in New
Hanpshire.

FROM THE FLOOR: Is it top soil or deep soil?

MR WASKIEWCZ: It's deep soil.

FROM THE FLOOR. 1'd li ke to have sone |evel of
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confort that sonetines those soils are actually worse than
the ones that do come out.

MR WASKIEW CZ: W do specify that the soil
coming in be clean and we could test that al so.

MR RAGD W've gotten soil frompits many tines
and we've al so had sanples sent in ahead of time and we
tested them As long as that level is naintained, we can
take it fromthere. As soon as the |evel drops, we shut
themoff. You can control it.

MR LIAZOS: Wiy don't we just nention those as
concerns.

FROM THE FLOOR: So, this seens to set the
schedul e up a year and costs a little bit nore.

MR WASKIEWCZ: The nunbers work out to be a
little bit nmore, but | would say they're within the range of
the contingency we're using, so | would call them
basically ---

MR STEDMAN:  Plus, you al so save, if the schedul e
is done a year earlier, you can save noney.

MR RAGO That's true, providing that the
property can actually be turned over for reuse.

MR STEDVAN. R ght.

MR PAONE: | nean, if there's a reuse avail abl e
at that time, so we could get out of the caretaker business,
that's absolutely true. Qherw se the caretaker costs
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really don't change.

Ms. FALKOFF: W know that Chuck nakes a | ot.

MR PAONE: R ght there, what a master saving.

MR WASKIEWCZ: In this slide here, sone of the
mai n conparison criteria between the preferred chem cal
oxidation and the alternative off-site disposal. One of the
key things we're always concerned with is the protectiveness
of human health and the environment. Yes and yes. They
both do that. And, they did before and they would and this
doesn't affect that.

The same thing with conplying with the rags. Both do
t hat.

Here we cone into a change now. |In the capital cost,
we now have about five nmillion dollars for each alternative
Previously, we had about ten nillion dollars for off-site
di sposal , because of that $245 a unit cost of ton that I
nmentioned. So, now that we're down into $65 a ton, the cost
becones equal here, basically.

The other thing that's changed and it changed because
we never really looked at it before, the off-site disposal
is obviously a whole lot easier to inplenent and we coul d do
that without a lot of design and I'lIl get into that in terns
of some of the schedul e requirements on the next two pages.
But, basically we're cutting a year off of the schedul e.
And, as was nentioned in that letter that you received from
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John and Susan, a year could be inportant.

One of the things that we |ook at as kind of a negative
by going to off-site disposal is that it's not a treatnent.
And, one of the things that the governnent is trying to do
here is to treat soil and put it back. And, not only that,
chem cal oxidation is called innovative, whichis really a
big test. So we're losing that if we go to off-site
di sposal .

Basi cal | y, our trade-off becones the treatment thing
versus a year.

M5. FALKOFF: Wiy do you say that it's a plus?

MR WASKISWCz: Well, it's a plus because the
traditional thing has been to take waste away and sinul ate
it sonetines. And, this does things fairly innocuously. In
ot her words, we add some chemicals in water and it
neutralizes the risk on this. And, because it is
i nnovative, that's why we need to do treatability studies
and we're not sure that -- You know, there's not a whole |ot
of track record to say that these tests work.

M5. FALKCOFF: | nean, what you said puzzle ne
because | woul d think that innovative would be considered a
negative in that it nmeans that it's not tried and true.

M5. CASSIDY: Susan, the Super Fund Statute has
what's called a preference for treatnment, an incentive for
| ooki ng for innovative technology to prevent the constant
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novi ng of, you know, nmaterial fromone site to another.

But, again, that is nore for the hazardous kind of situation
where you have, you know, a |ot of hazardous material that
that method is meant to prevent just noving it fromone

pl ace to another. But, there is statutory |anguage that
says preference for technol ogies.

MR WASKIEWCZ: They' ||l probably have -- | don't
know about the landfill there, or the asphalt batching
plant. But, they're probably having some material already
because this is not the first tine this has happened. This
is fairly common now, to use it in asphalt batching and
coveri ng.

MR PORTZ: So, what you're doing is through the
off-site disposal, you're not really taking this land, this
earth some place el se and kind of, you know, be a problem
there. You're actually reusing it in a sense that it's
being reused for a landfill. | nean, the landfill would
have to find soil some place for that capping process. And,
this is being used for that.

MR SIMENAS: [|'m Al be Sinmenas fromthe Mass. DEP.
I"'mthe project manager for the state here. Those areas,
whatever landfill that it's going to, they will have to, in
negotiations with either the contract or the court, it will
be pernitted. And, that landfill will say we can receive X
amount of that soil to be used as daily cover because in
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part of their operation and the oversight for the operation
of the landfill is you don't want to have piles of soil

sitting there that can't be used for daily cover. And, it's

the same situation with an asphalt batching plant. |If the
soil is renmoved in the wintertine, the asphalt batching
plants aren't in operation, so they can't accept it. |If
it's done in the late sumer, early fall, when they're

trying to do a lot of highway work to conplete things, they
wi Il be accepting nore soil for doing these things. So, it
is part of a standard practice of themreceiving it, but it
s overseen and they do have pernits for doing that.

M5. FALKOFF:  Well, it just seenms that you didn't
want to use perfectly good soil.

MR SIMENAS: Correct.

MR WASKIWCZ: That's why it's listed as one of
the nine criteria, nine evaluation criteri a.

FROM THE FLOOR:  You have said that there is
approxi mately 24,000 cubic yards of soil to be renoved?

MR WASKI EW CZ:  Yes.

FROM THE FLOOR: How much of that is comng from
Area M do you know?

MR WASKIEW CZ: N ne hundred.

FROM THE FLOOR: N ne hundred?

MR WAKIEWCZ: N ne hundred or five hundred.

MR RAGO Is that small to use the chem cal
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oxidation? |Is there a possibility that chem cal oxidation
can be used, that woul d be considered to be hazardous?

MR WASKIEWCZ: | think that would be too small
to bring in the chenical oxidation. That's another thing
t hat sonebody woul d have to prove to us. The conpany that
doesn't actually do this. They call it conplexing — That
woul d come out in the treatability studies, if they were to
do that. A sanple of the soil would go to a laboratory, the
chemical s woul d be added and then hopefully you'd get the
right mx of chemcals to the anount of soil. And,

hopefully, the goal is to nake it work. |If it doesn't, then
that means the treatability has failed. Wether or not it
handl ed the | ead woul d cone out at that tine.

MR YORK: Do you know that the oxidation
procedure woul d wor k?

MR WASKIEWCZ: It has been used and it's been on
a lot of projects in the country and it has worked. So,
that's why it's called innovative. |t doesn't have a whol e
long track record, but it does have --

MR YORK: Does it have any history of failure?

MR WASKIEWCZ: | don't know. The conpanies
probably woul dn't say that. But, we don't hear about the
failures. W hear about the successes.

M5. CASSIDY: That's why we woul d have
treatability work though, to ensure that it would work, that
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we're not naking a, you know, a five mllion dollar
investnent to bring, you know, the nachinery here and then,
you know, run the entire process through and then find out
it failed. That's why we would be doing tenability work
up front.

MR YORK: So, at this point, you fol ks have not
determ ned that the oxidation procedure is fool proof.

M5. CASSIDY: Chenical oxidation is a technol ogy
that works, but you have to look at it on a site specific,
you know, you have to look at the soils here. It would have
to go through treatability work and there is a possibility
that we may find it cannot achieve the clean up |evel we
have here.

FROM THE FLOOR: Whereas, if you renove the soil,
the only test you have to get to is the soil that you're
bringing in to assure that that is of sufficient quality.

MB. CASSIDY: That's correct.

FROM THE FLOOR: So, a safer course night be to
get rid of it as opposed to try to treat it and hope it
works. See if it works. Try to guaranty it works on this
one site.

M5. CASSIDY: Yes.

MR RAGO That is why we have a contingency plan
in the proposed plans. And, the way it is now, if we have
sone new i nformation to shed nore light on that, than that
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woul d be great.

FROM THE FLOOR:  So, if it was, and I'Il use the
words of a layman, nore hazardous, it was nore expensive to
renove because it had to go to Super Fund sites. And, now
since it is not at that level, it's | ess expensive and,
therefore, possibly the preferable procedure is al so cost
effective, equally cost effective.

MR RAGO The gentleman in the back's proposal
that they bring in the oxidation for Area M | just noticed
here, a hundred and ninety-five days to nove 900 yards in
one day. Wuld the Arny doi ng both, additional
testing, and doing that?

MR WASKIWCZ: | believe we have consi dered that
and didn't have enough information to know whether it m ght
work or it didn't work.

MR RAGO Like it doesn't seemworth it to do it

for a 70 by 70 area.

MR WASKIEWCZ: | don't know where the cutoff
point would be, Rich. The unit is nobile. It conmes up on
trucks. I'msure there's a set up time of a certain anount.

In addition to bent scale tests done in a |aboratory,
we woul d ook to sone sort of pilot scale. Right now the
only pilot scale that we can figure out is to bring this
unit up for a short period of time and just work on it. |If
we had to do this too many tines, it would be a little bit
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extra.
But, actually, the -- Sonmebody el se nentioned weat her
related restrictions of off-site disposal. There's probably

some other related restrictions on chem cal oxidation.

MR WASKIEWCZ: Well, it really wouldn't work in
the dead of winter very well. So, the tine frames that |
have here, are actually very good.

MR DENNING Wen you tal ked about the chemi cal
oxi dation process and what that would nmean, how far you
woul d have to dig down to treat the soil?

MR WASKI EW CZ:  Yes.

MR DENNING WII you, if you are to renove the
soil, dig down as deep as it is contam nated?

MR WASKI EW CZ:  Yes.

MR DENNING So, it really would be the sane,
only you're taking it away rather than treating it?

MR WASKIEW CZ: Right. Again, the depth would be
-- W would stop at what would typically be a foundation
excavation. | don't knowif that's ten feet, or sonewhere
around there. Then, we'd probably stop there. But, the
actual noorings that have been done to date, nost of the

contam nation was found at two feet. The PAH s have cone

from surface contam nation and the pesticides have cone from

the same thing, so it really hasn't travel ed deeply.

MR DENNING On the face of what you're
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proposing, | think the residents probably would feel nore
confortable with it being taken away and treated and not
still knowing for sure, for certain, whether it was safe.
You know, barring the truck trips, probably would be |ess
hazardous to the community because hauling it away rather
than treating it. | guess nmy only concern is that it's a
maj or change -- it's such a major change at a |l ate date and
I just wouldn't feel very confortable that it wasn't being
done in exchange to saving a year or saving noney. That's
really ny biggest concern in making such a --

MR WASKIEWCZ: Right now, the -- Wll, based on
the information we have, the noney is not a factor here to
the Arny because they both | ook the sane.

MR DENNING But, if you cut a year off.

MR WASKIEWCZ: Yes, but | don't think that's
bei ng consi dered here because |ike Bob said, the property
has to be sold in order to realize that savings.

MR DENNING W have tenants who are trying to
nove in and | just want to make sure that we're not rushing
things or changing things just to acconmodate, you know,
what's in front of us.

MR WASKIEWCZ: | guess that's a comunity thing
as to how inportant that is.

MR YORK: But, the question is, Dennis, the cost
of renoval as conpared to the cost of on-site treatnent, are
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they the sane? |s there a disparity in those?

MR SIMENAS: The off-site disposal is about
$300, 00 nore expense. But, it's so close in relative clean-
up costs.

MR WASKIEW CZ: There's contingencies in each of
these cost estimates that are probably 20 percent of the
total .

M5B FALKOFF:  Dennis, first of all, 1'd like to
focus that chart a little bit that Bob just put up. |
noti ce on that chart and on the next page, also, that talks
about the off-site disposal. |It's got fromtomnorrow until
August 23rd as the decision phase. Wat |'mwondering is,
if there's a consensus anong the comunity tonight that this
sounds fine, what also has to happen in order to make a
deci si on?

MR WASKIEWCZ: Well, | guess that was an issue
that | thought about and that | tal ked about with out clean-
up teamas to what would be a legitinmate tine to expect the
deci si on.

MB. FALKCOFF:  Wio nakes the deci sion?

MR WASKIEW CZ: Just to tell you what the
decision time neans. R ght now, we're on hold and we're not
doi ng anything. So, we're not for chem cal oxidation. And,
we're looking at off-site disposal. W're waiting for a
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deci sion here.

You know, there's a

coupl e of things right here,

mai nly, pre-design work plans and treatability study work

plans. Both of those are in progress in draft

reports sent

out for review and we're basically on hold with those until

we get a deci sion.

How long is it going to take.

Ri ght now --

M5. FALKOFF: It's August and | coul d understand

if you told ne the whole BCP's going on vacation for the

next two weeks and that's why it's going to take --

M5. CASSIDY: | think that was |ike we couldn't go

beyond that point without really losing tine.

don't think there's anything to say that,

get a feel

mean, |

you know, if we

in aday or so that that two weeks was sort of,

think, fromthe onset, the worst that Dennis could do for

contracti ng reasons.

M5. FALKOFF:  Ckay.

Ms. CASSI DY:

deliverable to the EPA that a re requirenents.

They have rod schedul es that are

M5. FALKOFF: What | want is, are there other

factors that you're still waiting, that will

in the next two weeks?

cone into play

MR CHASE: No, the proposal right nowis to

continue with chemcal oxidation. In answer to Paul's

questi on,

does this Arny last m nute change?
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is planning to go forward with chemi cal oxidation. W got
this information on TCLP. W felt we should bring it to the
comunity for their decision, discussion, whatever. |If the
comunity feels that they would |ike to save sone tine and
the Arny can reasonably neet all the other goals of safety
health protection of the environnent, this is a point that a
comunity could advise the Arny that they would prefer to
change our renediation concepts.

M5. FALKOFF: So, our input tonight is critical

MR CHASE: Yes.

M5. FALKOFF: W have EPA approval. W have state
approval . W have Pentagon approval. You're just waiting
for the cormmunity approval

FROM THE FLOOR: |'d like to comment that | think
it would be presunptuous to imredi ately say that trucking
woul d be the preferred option. There's a lot of talk in the
di scussion on reuse that one reason not to go to residentia
st andards was because there would be all this -- you'd have
to renmove that much nore soil and be trucking it around town
and that was a very divisive and undesirable thing. For ny
own personal viewpoint, | don't like the trucking
possi bility.

I would also like to say that there is something very
val uabl e with chem cal oxidation in a sense for two reasons.
One, is that we all know that toxic waste, when you take it
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sone place else, it's not going away. Chenical oxidation is

possibly a way to renmediate the soil in a nore permanent
fashi on.
Secondly, there is areal -- there is a noral

i nperative to support the testing of these procedures
because there will be place where it is not cheaper to truck
the soil off site and in those places the chem cal oxidation
will be -- that technology could be really key in reducing

an environnental hazard.

So, | applaud the federal tendency to | ook to
i nnovative procedures. And, | would also like to say, as a
citizen, I'mnot at all sure that | would prefer the

trucking, even if the chemical oxidation takes a little
longer. And, also, | think that, you know, it sounds to ne
like further tests are going to be done on the soil and it
sounds to nme like there's not a hundred percent certainty
which way it's going to go, even with disposal

I mean, | don't know if you've done that in a fine
enough manner to determne that all of this really is going
to be hazardous to a | esser degree and cheaper to dispose
Maybe, it like either option, either the trucking or
chenical oxidation, there's going to be sone surprises in
t he budget department and the procedure department, isn't
that the case?

MR WASKIEWCZ: Right. There's unknowns here in

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

20

21

22

23

24

25

terns of the volune of soil, that's an estimate right now.
But, | guess, again, it probably wouldn't -- the full cost
woul d probably estimate simlarly to an increased vol ume.

MR LIAZCS: | have a question. | haven't talked
about today. | don't understand why you can't start
oxi dation now. Wy does it take so much |onger to do the
oxi dati on?

FROM THE FLOOR: W actually have started on our
project. Just in terns of defining where we're going with
the Corps of Engineer activities. As soon as we had a
proposed pl an, the chem cal oxidation, we started our pre-
design activities, which was devel opi ng pre-desi gned work
pl ans, sanpling and analysis plans, treatability work plans.
So, all of that has been ongoing right now ever since we --

MR LIAZGS: You still haven't answered ny
question. Wiy is it alnost two years away?

MR SIMENAS. February '98 is the date, according
to that previous slide. |s that correct?

MR WASKIEWCZ: The reason why, is it before you
can nobilize the actual equiprment on site, all of those
col ums have to happen first.

MB. CASSIDY: We don't design off-site disposal
W% have to design chenmical oxidation. |It's an engineering
proj ect.

MR LI AZOS: Do you want to hurry it up?
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MR SIMENAS: They're already doing the pre-design
work before they have a record of decision. So, the Arny is
al ready goi ng sonmewhat at risk doing all of this pre-design
work that it's tal ked about earlier that is on hold right
now. They started that stuff early to try to cut the tine
frane down as much as possible.

MR WASKI EWCZ: W have worked out a schedule, in
fact, with Megan to short cut the normal Super Fund | osses
by quite a bit in terns of design and to revi ew docunents
especially. | wouldn't want at this time to say we can
accel erate the process.

MR PORTZ: Does the DEP and the EPA have
recommendations on the alternative?

MR SIMENAS: One of the things that we're | ooking
back at the slide is that both are nmethods that we've | ooked
at. W have a contingency in there in the event the
situation changes, particularly is chem cal oxidation does
not work, we wanted to have the off-site disposal as an
option to renove it. The things that you did nmention are
one of those bal ancing things. And, what balances it is
that there is a thriving need to have the property quicker
It's something that bal ances of f, whether we bring
i nnovati ve technol ogy to bal ance off that. | mean, one of
the things we are tal king about and |'mconcerned with is
the soil is recycled and reused, so that the batching plant
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does, although it doesn't destroy it, it binds it into
asphalt and they have to do it anyway for the roads. So,
this soil sonething that would be appropriate use for a
bat ch pl ant.

So, they're not naki ng recommendations for either or,
but it's that sheet that Dennis had up earlier shows that
it's in a balance right now And, whichever way the Arny
wi shes to go in terns of comunity input, | can see
supporting and working with themon either of those nethods.

M5. CASSIDY: Fromthe EPA' s perspective. As you
see the first two criteria there, those are -- | can't
support any renedy that doesn't neet those two criteria.

And, obviously, now, | have two, which | have two
alternatives that neet those criteria, which, of course, is
why they were in the proposed plan. Of-site disposal would
not have been accepted to put forth as a contingency if it
wasn't an acceptabl e alternative.

Then, we get into why you spend six or seven other
factors as defined by the Super Fund | aw that are what we
call balancing criteria and that's exactly where we are at
this point. W have two alternatives, both of which are
accept abl e and, you know, both have either pros and cons, if
you will, or, you know, get a plus or a check. So, really,
at this point, EPA which is a procedure the Arny has to
subnmit to us what their proposal is, we would be in a

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

position to concur with either of these,

these al ternatives.

MR YORK: Are you saying that both are safe and

they're both effective?

V5. CASSI DY:

Again, the first criteria there --

we cannot accept anything that doesn't neet that first

criteria. And, they both nmeet the overall

MR SI MENAS:

materials that the governnent has reviewed --

VB. CASSI DY:

MR SI MENAS:

protection.

and the DEP revi ewed the

Yes. W have reviewed all the data.

The phase we're in right nowis,

there is a proposed plan that has gone through the |egal

process. The proposed plan had both of these pieces init.

Wiere we are right nowis a thing that's called a record of

decision. And, what that does is,

it actually puts in a

docunent exactly what will be done. And, we're in a

position right now where we can | ook at either one.

And, right now, the Arny has said to ne that they're

going with their chemical oxidation; that was their selected

remedy in the proposed plan. But, there's this new

information the Dennis presented today that shows that the

contingency plan wasn't expected expensive as it was

originally put in the proposed plan.

That's really the only

thing that's changed right nowis the cost of going to the

conti ngency pl an.

MR SHERRY:

But, at the sone point
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your breaking point? Were do you cut bait? Wich way are
you going to recomrend to go? Are you going to recomend --
MS. CASSIDY: In that record of decision, that's
the | egal document that is required under the Super Fund
law, again, right now, the Arny is obligated to give us that
document, that |egal docurment with their preferred
alternative. W've seen one draft. Another one is due.
But, by the end of Septenber, we are supposed to be signing
off on the decision here. So, this is a critical tine.
Another point that | do want to make sure everyone
under st ands because |'d hate to be back here in this rooma
year fromnow to explain to you that with chem cal
oxidation, with the treatability work, there is the
possibility that it fails and we still go to off-site
disposal. So, | mean, that's, again, why there has al ways
been a contingency. So, we could down the treatability
track and find that it's not going to be inplenentable and
go to off-site disposal at some point in the future, anyway.
FROM THE FLOOR: When could you find that out? At
what point -- Does that mean that you don't start to | ook at
the feasibility of the chem cal oxidation until '98, or are
you | ooki ng at that now?
M5. CASSIDY: |In the design phase. Dennis --
MR WASKIEWCZ: Right here, somewhere in the
Novenber tine frane.
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FROM THE FLOOR:  Novenber of ?

MR WASKIEWCZ: This year. Novenber of this
year.

FROM THE FLOOR: This year. So, you'd be
determining the feasibility of chem cal oxidation this fall;
is that correct?

MR WASKI EW CZ:  Yes.

FROM THE FLOOR  Hopeful | y?

MR WASKIEW CZ: Yes

FROM THE FLOOR. So, it's not like we're going to
wait two years and then find out.

I also just want to clarify, the you able to dig up the
soil and renmove it in the dead of winter, either; is that
correct?

MR SHERRY: |t says February.

FROM THE FLOOR: The tine frame is actually good
if we nobilize in February, we could start putting -- you
know, bringing in the equipment and stuff that's needed on
site and start digging in March, or whatever. That makes
for the | ong season.

FROM THE FLOOR. Ckay. And, are you going to use
Ryder trucks?

FROM THE FLOOR:  |'m a menber of the town council.
Assum ng both plans are safe, one of the concerns | have as
a councilor is to have progress as quickly as possible, but
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as safe as possible as nentioned earlier. It's our |ast
chance to inprove on tax base and al so provide opportunity
for employnent. |If they're both safe and you save a whol e
year, certainly would encourage the nenbers of the board
to go for the off-site, fromwhat we've heard so far. |
know that the sentinment of the people in town. W want to
see this devel oped as quickly as possible, but of course,
with all the safety factors considered.

M5. RAGOD But, you've got one nore consideration
here to consider at this stage. W're going to reach a
poi nt where the chem cal oxidation process isn't doing.
What do you do then? Do you then start to go to the off-
site proposal? |'msaying, do you have to wait? [|'m not
di sagreeing with what you're advocating. |'m saying,
suppose is you don't and then when you reach the point that
you're going the other route, chem cal oxidation, and then
you find out you can't do it that way, where can you nake
the right decision, or when can you nmake it?

FROM THE FLOOR | think the decision has to be
made as soon as possi bl e.

FROM THE FLOOR It's a tough one, isn't it?

MR LIAZOS: That's very clear.

MR CHASE: Right now, we currently have a record
of decision draft, which the regul ators have revi ewed, that
says chem cal oxidation. |f we get sone guidance fromthe
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comunity, that they would prefer us to do off-site

di sposal, we would have to re-wite our record of decision
and resubmit that to the regulators for approval. R ght

now, our document says chenical oxidation and that's the way
we will proceed unless we get sone gui dance fromthe
comunity that you have a desire to get us to use the off-
site disposal, which may save a year in renediating the soi
there.

MR LI AZOS: Wiat ever gui dance you get tonight,
it's guidance. You decide whether to accept it or not.

MR CHASE: |If the town's guidance is strong that
says that they would prefer us to change our alternative to
off-site disposal, we will do that.

MR LI AZGS: Thank you

MR YORK: Megan or Al be, a couple questions. |If
we go to the haul -off/replace, what criteria are there to
gi ve assurance that the replacenent soil that's coning back
is of asufficient quality, and to nake sure that the trucks
bringing that in are bringing in the quality that we have

been assured?

M5. CASSIDY: |'mnot sure | renenber your nane.
MR SHERRY: | think we can control that.
MR YORK: | understand that, Tom but | want to

hear it fromthe state.
V5. CASSIDY: Wth the work plans that woul d
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specify the nature of the testing to be done at the location
that you're getting the soil. |If you went to the
alternative |location, they would have to, you know, retest.

MR YORK: And, as far as the governnent is
concerned, when we | ook at the contracts, if we happen to go
the haul -away route, would the types of conditions that
we're tal king about as to trucking routes, quality assurance
review, those docunents would be able to be | ooked at by not
only the Reuse Commttee, but M. Ckun, the EPA and the DEP,
prior to any final signatures?

MR WASKIEWCZ: W do have, we have inspectors
on-site to verify its condition. 1In fact, | mentioned the
backfill of the tank farm W rejected the fill that was
brought on that didn't meet our standards. So, we do
checks. That's a normal procedure, also.

M. CASSIDY: There's a standard |ist of docunents
that they are under agreenent because of their Super Fund
nature, they have to provide us and we have to review All
of the line itens up there are submtted for review And,
typically historically, they' ve al ways been given, every
tine we get a docunent, it's also put out to the public
through the round and information and things like that. |
can't envision that would be any different.

MR CHASE: The program nmanagers for EPA and DEP
and nyself nmeet either every three or four weeks, review ng
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all these docunents. And, we will continue to do that
through the renediation process.

MR LIAZOS: Were there was a contractor who's
done that kind of work all the tine and they still violated
sone kind of guidelines. So, the question | have in mnd
can we have sone assurance that in fact there's control
exer ci sed?

MR YORK: Yes. | just want to make sure that al
of this has been | ooked at by the EPA and by the DEP, which
I"msure that it has, and that the contracts that they will
|l ook at give us the ability to set forth the specs or the
conditions that give the guaranties that the community
needs.

MB. CASSIDY: To the extent that federa
procurenent regulations allowit, the courts submt their
scopes of work, et cetera, to me and the Al be for review,
that obviously the contractor's costs, you know, there is
sone of that that is not a public sort of issue. But, on
the technical nerits of a contract, we are consulted

The only thing | just want to mention on the truck
routes is, the only control that we can't have is, these
truck routes do have to go by DOT regul ations. And, sone
streets, as Susan said, they can't use. So, | nmean, while
you can have input, you can't send them down a street that
DOT says they can't use, obviously. So, you know, you have
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to work within some constraints.

MR DENNING Most of the streets are najor —

M5. CASSIDY: Except Galen Street.

MR DENNING We would never send them down a side
street, anyway.

MB. CASSIDY: Right. But --

MR PAONE: |If you don't do that you're in
violation. And, the other slide had it where there's
regul ations, transportati on regul ations.

MR DENNING But, when they were hauling
materials the last time, they were where they shoul dn't have
been.

V5. CASSIDY: And, there was no -- There was very
little town oversight when they were taking radioactive
stuff. It's kind of like you called the police departnent
and said, oh, you know, where are the trucks with the
radi oactive material going to go? Huh? | would like to
have a guaranty if we're going to be doing that trucking
that it be -- that the police departrment is going to be kept
inforned and able to be invol ved.

MR BOYLE: Susan, in the context of the
di scussion relative to the schedule, | think that the public
needs to know that through the consultants of the Reuse
Committee, they've advised the conmttee that there's a very
tight real estate market presently in the Greater Boston
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Area, that there's a window of opportunity in the next two
years before new space cones on line that to position the
property quite well for economc revitalization, at the same
tinme, we have several high-quality conpani es have approached
the town with strong interest in the site. Conputer
software. Corporate offices are in need, biotechnol ogy.

There are wi ndows of |ooking at real estate space needs
that they have right now are in the next year to two, rather
than two to four. Those people who know of the real estate
process, know that they're always | ooking at needs. In the
space needs that they're tal king about are very consi stent
with the schedule for off-site.

Now, we're talking about the ability to attract the
types of jobs and the types of econom c revenue to the
community that had been used in the reused planning process.
The companies that | nentioned are consistent also with the
types of jobs that we had tal ked about. And, certainly, the
tax revenue that would be generated by that, if all other
factors, environmental factors are equal.

So, | think that the community mght say, well, wait a
m nute, you had the opportunity to create jobs one year
earlier. You had the opportunity to create tax revenue for
the community one year earlier. And, if there's no other
problemor difference with the environmental process, |
think there's a noral obligation to, as was quoted earlier,
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to tal k about the types of economc revitalization that's
envi sioned for the property.

Wth regard to the property itself, as you know, it's
now vacant. The |onger buildings and properties remain
vacant, the harder it is and the nore expensive it is, also,
to rehab and to reuse them Not to nmention the fact that
with regard to the Arny's budget, it's nore expensive for
themto, quote, carry.

But, as you know, if the town noves forward with an
econom ¢ devel opnment conveyance, that's going to be the
town's project, certainly, initially, under a master |ease,
or a lease in furtherance of conveyance, and ultimately, to
an actual deed transfer. So, the community needs to know
that if it takes on a multi-mllion dollar project in an
enormous piece of real estate, that it needs to be concerned
about the ability to quickly turn that around, to get it off
the town's carrying costs and to get it into private hands,
as | said earlier, to provide jobs and tax revenue for the
community, not to nention the property, the physical
property, revitalization of the site as well.

Jonat han, who is on the Reuse Conmittee and not able to
be here, did ask ne to express a couple of issues and ask a
coupl e of questions which Dennis did answer. She did ask in
terns of the volunme of the trucks, howlong it was going to
take. She was concerned about the entrances and exits.
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But, she also did express a strong hesitancy and concern
about the chenmical oxidation in the it's not sure that it's
going to work. She wasn't sure that she wanted that type of
technol ogy taking place, and cooking, to use her term 300
yards from her hone.

MB. FALKOFF:  How about econonics?

MR BOYLE: On the economic and real estate
points, | think that they can't be separated fromthis
di scussion, but they are closely related to the di scussion
in that one of the changes or benefits or differences of one
alternative to the other is the standing of that one year,
and given the information that we have, that one year may be
very critical to, you know, attracting and | anding, so to
speak, a key cornerstone conpany that the community woul d be
proud to have as its newtenant, as its first tenant, or as
its major tenant on the property.

MB. FALKOFF:  You know, | can answer that often
what the consultants say seemlike they're sort of busy in

ivory towers, but | work for a conpany that needs to

rel ocate and cannot find space anywhere. So, |'ve had some
real life corroboration of the type real estate nmarket.
MR SHERRY: |'d like to ask one question, too.
MR LIAZCS: | don't like to keep junping in. |

appreci ate what you' ve said, but | want to just put it in
perspective. This project started in 1988 and it's been
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testing and retesting and tested a fair anpbunt and the
original clean up file date was |ike two years ago, whatever
it was. And, | find it alittle bit unnerving, | think,
that with the whole new plan that within the next ten days,
you know. you need that. This has been a | ong process, you
know, this is kind of all of a sudden, you know? There was
along time. There's a ot of meetings we went to every
month and all these details and the Arny cane out with a
decision. But now the whole thing has changed. | don't
know quite howto react to this. | just think it sounds to
me |ike Russian or sonmething. Al this time, all these
years, why all of a sudden, ten days, we have to say we want
this change. |1'mconfused about it. | want to see a long
time ago.

MR SHERRY: |'Il nake a renmark, basically. |
woul d feel very confortable as long as the EPA and t he DEP
and the agencies to whomwe're | ooking for to support us,
give us a kind of input we need when these type of decisions
are going to be nade. W don't have the expertise or the
know how. W do have to rely upon the state and the
coul d federal governnment and those people to supply it.

I don't know how you can say this is a nystery or

not. If you have the data and it's brought forward now and
it says you can do it, what are we |osing? Wy don't we go
ahead and do it and then depend upon these other agencies to
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support us. If they say in the mddle, we can't do it, then
say, don't do it. Wat else are you going to say?

MR YORK: What | want to say, Al be and Megan, |
appreci ate your input fromthe DEP and the EPA throughout
the process and particularly this evening. Do you fol ks
feel that you've been hurried at all?

M5. CASSIDY: | 'mnot sure | understand --

MR YORK: We've now conme to a conclusion this
evening that you've done the studies that you' ve wanted to
do and feel confortable in the opinions that you' ve given.

M5. CASSIDY: Yes. Fromny perspective, | don't
see that this is new It was in the feasibility study. It
was in the proposed plan. Again, the reason we put the
contingency out there was the possibility that, you know, we
woul d use the contingency. Again, that's why we set it up
this way. Both Albe and | worked very closely with the
Arny, so, you know, none of this in new So, |, personally,
don't feel that |'ve been rushed through review ng anything.
Again, we get all the infornation in real time. And, as Bob
said, we neet very regularly.

MR YORK: Al be?

MR SIMENAS: |'d say the sane thing. It is the
contingency plan and at what point we pay for the process we
invoke it is really not a regul ated decision at this point
intime. For me, both of those -- the contingency of off-

APEX Reporting
(617) 426-3077



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

site disposal and chem cal oxidation, both will |eave the
site safe with the clean-up levels that we were tal ki ng
about .

M5. FALKCFF: In response to what Tom said, the
comunity does have its own consultants and | wonder if Jim
Ckun woul d like to comment on that what you think about
these two alternatives?

MR OKUN. | was going to say, Susan, that two or
three weeks ago, Susan and | were at a neeting and | was
hired by Watertown G tizens for Environmental Safety through
a grant that they received fromEPA that supports --

M5. FALKCFF: And, we said that we would only --
that part of our deal with the EPA was that Jimwould be
avail able to the community.

MR OKUN. Ckay. So, | don't have an axe to grind
here. Susan and | attended the |ast regul ators meeting
which is where the Arny gets together with EPA and DEP and
other interested regul atory bodies. And, Susan and | were
sitting there and heard Dennis say, Well, we just got this
new data fromthe TCLP tests, and, now, we're taking a
second | ook at what the proper plan's going to be for
cleaning up the site. And, to be honest, Susan and | sat
there kind of dunbfounded because we felt we had just gone
through a very lengthy detail ed process to devel op a plan
that was on the table. Probably, npst of us were in this
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roomthis spring when Carl Blows (phonetic) was here and
made the of ficial announcenment, this was the approach that
the Army was going to take. It all seened that it was
signed, sealed and delivered. So, we were very surprised to
have Dennis tell us that they were now reconsidering what
the plan was going to be.

W told themat that neeting that we weren't objecting
to a possible revision of the plan, but we were very
surprised. And, we thought it was late in the ganme for this
ki nd of change, which, to us, seemed like a significant
change to be cropping up. And, none of that is to discount
anything that Mark just said. But, our reaction was this is
a significant change, seemingly conming late in the gane.

I"I'l give you ny honest opinion, which | have voiced at
other forunms, which is, in general, | think that the nanner
in which the testing was done coul d have been better thought
out. | think it shouldn't have happened this late in the
gane, that this data was available. H ndsight is always
20/ 20, as peopl e say.

One question | was going to ask Dennis is, one of the
things | heard as peopl e were asking questions was, do we
know whet her the chemical oxidation will work. That's a
question that | think has been discussed. 1|s there sonme way
to get an answer to that question in sone kind of expedi ent
tine frame? | know you show it starting, you know, in
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Sept enber and ending in Novenber. |s there sone way that
you can get the community information on that in a nore
expedi ted fashion?

MR WASKIEWCZ: Typically, we do things, |ike we
have a treatability work plan right now W don't nornally
go ahead unl ess we get general concurrence fromEPA and the
state on the procedures that we're following. 1'd hate to
just junp in and send out soil sanples to sonebody and tell
themto run it quickly w thout having authority of the
controllers.

MR SI MENAS: Wiat Megan and | hear is that were
to happen, then | would feel pushed.

MB. CASSI DY: Right.

MR SIMENAS: | would feel -- If we're going to go
with something that | don't know whether it's going to work,
I want to nake sure that |'ve had enough tinme to revi ew what
we're |l ooking at, how we're conparing it. Because, one
thing |'ve always been concerned about on chem cal oxidation
is, it's a proprietary agent that's going to be used from
the oxidation. | want it conpared to other oxidizing
agents. | want to nake sure that it isn't this sort of like
voodoo chenical that's also going to change and take care of
the netals and all these other things.

That time frane has been in there for the plan, it
still has it up there on the sheet, so that that's the tinme
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frane and that's why we're not going to get there until
February of '98, because all those things need to done.

M5. CASSIDY: | would just reiterate that tine

frames you see here for treatability, in ny mnd, are as
tight as they possibly can be with your expectation that
we're overseeing things. | nean, Dennis and | and Al be have
wor ked on this schedule to see where we could cut tine.
And, cutting any nore time neans we'd give up our right to,
you know, | ook at the docunents. So, there is sone trade-
off. Even to say Novenber that we woul d know whether it's
going to work, is very, very optimstic.

MR WASKIEWCZ: Let me explain just a couple of
things to at least put it in place. Wile we've been doing
this work plan, our contractor has actually been out
sel ecting an independent |aboratory to do the actual bench
scale tests. Yeah, we could send -- Al be nentioned the
conpani es of the proprietary chemicals. W could send them
a soil sanple and say, turn it around quickly and probably
in anonth they mght be able to give us sonething |ike
that. But, again, we would have no confidence.

Not only that, we've also |ocated additional conpanies
that probably have chenmicals that do the same thing. The
federal government in their procurenment has to be very
careful about sole sourcing. |If there's nore than one
process out there, we have to look at those. And, that's
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why we' ve gone through and we sel ected an i ndependent | ab,
so that they can get the various chemcals fromthe
conpani es that want to conpete and they will do the tests.
So, that's --

MR OKUN. Assuming you get that done by the end
of Novenber which is what your schedule calls for, would it
make nore sense -- You woul d | ose August, Septenber, Cctober
and Novenber. You'd |ose four nonths.

MR WASKIEWCZ: | see two check points here. The
actual bench scale | aboratory evaluation of the process. W
always like to add in a pilot scale study. But, we don't
see an easy way to do it here, except to bring this nobile
unit to the place and start running the soil. You know,
that's sonmewhere down in here.

M5. FALKOFF: Jim in asking these questions, are
you inplying that you consider chem cal oxidation
preferable, if you know it woul d work?

MR OKUN. | just heard a lot of questions and a
few concerns in this room And, Dennis is concerned that --
the biggest concern, that there is a preference for
treatment technol ogies that actually destroy contam nants
and at the sane tinme | was hearing people say, we don't know
if that would work, anyway. W don't know if chenical
oxidation would really work. And, | thought maybe there'd
be a way to answer that question which would then, if it
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doesn't work --
MR YORK: Jim what do you think of hauling it
off and the EPA and the DEP's conclusion that that is at

| east equally safe? Hauling it off and bringing in new

soi | .

MR OKUN. | would agree with that. | would
concur.

MR YORK: So, you think that that's the safe
cour se.

MR OKUN. | assune the trucking can be arranged.

MR YORK: It seens to ne, and |'ve cone to a
conclusion, I ama layman trying to get all the input. |
appreci ate everyone being here. | actually think the

removal is safer because we know that that will work,
whereas, the oxidation at this site, we don't know | also
feel that that being the case with it equally safe, that the
tine factor of the wonderful opportunity of developing this
site and being assured of the safety of what is renmoved and
what is brought in, is an opportunity that some would say is
a noral obligation to the town.

We have al so been taught, | hope, to sit and think
gl obal Iy, which the woman in orange has pointed out. |
don't think she identified herself. And, that's inportant
too. But, I'mglad that Megan and Al be have indicated that
what ever batching areas they are taken to or landfills are
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approved and that those will be safe and appropriate uses.

I am pl eased and not surprised with what is presented.
I know fromthe beginning and, God, we're going back too
many years, to the course at the beginning when the
governnent started tal king about oxidation and treatnent on-
site, that the pushing at that point was, we'd rather take
out what is bad and make sure that what cones in is clean.
So, | would just say that in ny conclusion, I am pl eased
with the option of the renoval and the benefit it brings to
the town.

M5. FALKOFF: Rich has been very eager to say
sonet hi ng.

MR RAGD | have two quick questions. One of
themis, there are PCB contaninated soils, | think. Now,
those aren't TCLP type things and they can't go to a
landfill, so are they handl ed separately? W haven't really
tal ked about that tonight. How do you handl e those?

MR WASKIEWCZ: |'mnot sure, Rich. Al be?

MR SIMENAS: Looking at one of ny sheets here
that | brought with ne, the actual value. |If | renenber
correctly, the landfill, Title Blandfills can accept it if
it's above two parts per nillion. | don't have ny data
sheet here. W're close for that one area. It could be
like the Area "M', or one other area.

M5. CASSIDY: |It's going to be close.
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MR RAGD And, the second question is, this cost
page, it says originally 9.7 mllion, which would go for
hazard. | have a strong suspicion that it's going to be
| ess than that based on the cost of disposing the landfills
and that was during the last couple of years. |s this based
on August 1996 prices?

MR WASKIEWCZ: Based on early '96 prices
probably. Actually, you know, our offices continually check
with vendors. The actual landfill cost itself is $35 a ton.

MR LIAZCS: We're being told tonight that a
deci sion was nade to do chem cal oxidation, which is not
apparently sure it will work on this site, based entirely on
cost. You just said that it's totally safe for Watertown to
take the soil out, the hazardous waste, which is, of course,
nmore noney. But, it's safe for Watertown to nove it.

And, so far as you can tell, the only reason you can do it
is 5.1 versus 9.7 nillion.

MR WASKIEWCZ: Well, that's not a bad
concl usi on.

MR LIAZCS: | think that's brilliant. But, if
that's the case, why didn't the town comm ssion say, well,
we want it here, you know, we'll save a mllion and a half
over ten mllion in storage. |'mjust confused ---

M5. FALKCFF: | would not have approved it until
this newinformation. | really lean to off-site disposal
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and the really critical piece for ne is that there's a
really noral reuse for the soil.

MR STEDVAN: Beneficial. Beneficial reuse for
the soil.

MB. FALKOFF: Yeah, beneficial. | feel really
good about that.

M. CASSIDY: Just for the record. No decision
Has been nade until EPA finds the rod, there is no decision.

MR DENNING Bob had said, you know, they're
goi ng toward chem cal oxidation and unless there's a strong,
you know, desire shown by the community. And, | guess |I'm
wondering what formis that going to take?

MB. FALKOFF: | think that there's a clear
consensus here anong the people tonight. | think it's been
a really good neeting. People have aired a |ot of issues.
Maybe John may want the Reuse Committee to take a formal
vote and | wanted to get a sense of the values as it relates
to render opinions. |'mwondering if we can nove toward a
process like that.

MR DENNING Well, as sormeone who represents a
good chunk of the town that abuts the arsenal, | have no
clue what they think. | don't even know what Larry thinks
is best. So, when you say a strong decision by the
comunity, a recomrendation by the community, | take that to
nmean people who live in the community, not just us on the
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board and not just a few people here tonight.
So, | would feel unconfortable making a recommendati on
until | knew nmore and polled the people who |ive down there.
M5. FALKCOFF: There are quite a few people on the
Reuse Committee. John?
MR PORTZ: Well, certainly pros and cons
to the different options. But, | think given that both
options in terns of the disposal, you know, protect the
basic health and safety. | would certainly opt for the off-
site di sposal because it seens to nme, it has the wei ght of
factors on the positive side. | nean, | have ny little
sheet here that | put down the nmajor points and | think
you' ve al ready nentioned those.
Now, | agree, too, with you, Susan, that the reuse of
the soil is an inportant -- it's not a gl anorous reuse
perhaps, but it's reuse. So, we're not talking about taking

it somewhere and encapsulating it and just kind of passing

on the problemto sonmebody else. It's going to be used.
M5. FALKOFF: | think about the norality of taking
good soil for a use like that and feel upset. | just feel

like it's really appropriate.

MR PORTZ: To me, that's certainly a positive
issue, or a positive factor. And, the, the fact that off-
site disposal is a nore certain nethod. You know, it will
work. The chem cal oxidation, there's a question about
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probably it will, but there's an elenent of uncertainty
there. Certainly, to have the site available a year earlier
for devel opnent purposes, | think is certainly -- it is an
advantage to the town, to the entire town.

I think the negative that we have to deal wth
primarily is the trips, the trucks noving in and out of the
comunity, and | think that can be handl ed. You know,
there's going to be down sides to everything, but | think
that can be appropriately dealt with.

I think, you know, the Reuse Committee and the RAB have
been | ooki ng at these kinds of issues for a long tinme and, |
mean, | appreciate Paul's point about wanted to get citizen
input, but | think, also, people on the Reuse Committee and
the RAB that have been | ooking at these issues for so |ong,
can speak their mnds and nove on fromthere.

I don't know how you woul d go about doing sone kind of
polling of the comunity. 1 don't know how you'd do it.

MR DENNING W do surveys for other things.

MR PORTZ: Pardon?

MR DENNING W do surveys for other things.

MR PORTZ: Wll, thisis tonme -- thisis a
somewhat technical issue. | don't know how you woul d pol |
peopl e about whether they want a chenical oxidation versus
of f-site disposal.

MR DENNING There's a couple of citizens.
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FROM THE FLOOR. It was in the papers. It was
announced in all the town papers. Wo showed up?

FROM THE FLOOR  Basically, we are here. Wy
don't you take a poll of us that are so interested and came
out tonight to listen to this.

MR PORTZ: Wat is your feeling, ma' an?

FROM THE FLOOR:  Apparently, the off-site because
it would speed things up and we're not taking a chance that
the chem cal oxidation may not work. So, | vote for the

off-site.

M5. FALKOFF: Could you identify yoursel f, please?

M5. LOFTUS: |'msorry. Mal Loftus. A resident
of Watertown.

MB. FALKCOFF:  Anyone el se?

FROM THE FLOOR  Yeah. |I'mstill so confused
because a | ot of what we heard when we were tal ki ng about
cleaning up the site to residential use. One of the main
argunents for not doing that was that it was going to
i nvol ve digging up so nmuch soil and trucking it away in
whi ch case the cure would be worse that the problem This
is sonmething that was battered about at |east at the |evel
of the nei ghborhood. This was going to be, you know, so
awful . That | heard coming out of the nmouths of people as
an argument agai nst perfection precisionists.

So, this is part of the source of ny concern, this
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previ ous di scussion about the conditions. Now, naybe the
trucking is safer, the stuff isn't |eachable. But, one of
nmy main concerns is accountability on that trucking process
and | can't say that past records, |ook at what happened to
the GSC site. 1've know we've cone a |ong way since the
days that uraniumwas found and they were bounci ng out of
barrels, but, still, that happened. And, | would like to
see, you know -- | think that | would like to see a very
clear community friendly effort to just nake sure that
that's really -- that those contractors are kept to the
letter of the law and that they don't come up Irving Street
and go to Dunkin Donuts over there, which certainly happens
and | nave every synpathy with their desire for Dunkin
Donuts. | am concerned abut that.

| do al so have synpathy with the desire to get this
thing on the road and get it done. | conpletely understand
t hat .

MR BOYLE: W can pay closer attention in the
past, than we have in the past and we have been del i nquent
in that.

FROM THE FLOOR. There were the Ryder trucks.
There have been problens in the past that, you know, |'m not
sure that -- | think at the point where the chain of comrand
does get a little |oose there, once you get a whole |ot of
back of fers and trucker and stuff, it just gets a little
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nore chaotic by the nature of the gane. R ght? So, it
woul d be nice, you know, if we're going to do that, then I
really want to see care.

MR BOYLE: | think that's a good plan and that if
it is going to the other one that there is sone type of
public information or oversight process on that, including
abutters, the Reuse Committee, the RAB and, obviously, the
police departnment as well, and, Steve Lord, of the town's
health directors here, as well. So, |I think that is -- if
that ultimately is what the decision is, that there be a
process or committee or sonething set up because that is a
very strong concern, as | said earlier, | certainly express
that as well. So, | think we ought to | ook closely at a
group that can do the public infornation and the oversi ght
work, working closely with the police and heal th departnent.

M5. FALKCFF: Rich, did you?

MR RAGD Yeah. Based on the data set that |'ve
seen for the whole site to date, it all seens |like a waste
of noney to go through all this for such a | ow | evel of
contamnation. It's not as bad as the gas station over
there and the machi ne shop over there or the dry cleaner
next door. | would think that | enphatically would vote for
off-site disposal, given this time schedul e.

M5. FALKOFF: Al right. Let's seeif we're ready
to nove this toward a vote.
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MR LIAZGCS: Not all the Reuse Conmittee nenbers

are here tonight.

M5. FALKOFF: Right. | think we'll have

specify that this is sinply a -- Although, |I'm not

W have a nunber of Reuse Conmittee nenbers.

quor um

MR LI AZCS: Four RAB nenbers.

to

sure --

W may have a

That's it.

M5. FALKCFF: W nmay have a quorum on the Reuse

Conmi tt ee.

MR YORK: And, | think also

have -- has

Arasi an indicated a preference, as Cathy said?

John

MR BOYLE: Well, John has indicated in a letter

that he wote, which --

M5. FALKOFF:  And, Rudy Del ano has,

indicated his preference for off-site disposal, in

conversation | had with him Tom Stevens is here.

know you counted Tom

MR STEVENS: Quite frankly,

on the RAB,

a

| don't

I'd rather opt for

the chemical oxidation. |It's a possibility it mght not

work, well, that |eaves out one option,

you know,

that it

m ght actually work. You don't know what you're going to

di scover as you uncover this earth for off-site disposal.

You might find that the testing was insufficient to reveal

sone additional contam nation, which was nore severe, that

coul d have been handl ed by the chemni cal
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m ght wind up trying to reach a Canadi an trucker that go
over the Tobin Bridge with all this stuff and wind up
dunping it into the harbor, and, you know, poor Deer Island,
and the MARA schedule is tw years behind. So, you don't
know where that's going to go.

There's a nunber of assunptions that are nade. You're
assuning that these wonderful conpanies are already to pack
up and nove to Watertown, A, aren't |ooking at other sites;
and, B, are ready to actually comit thensel ves here, which
isn't often the case. W have a lot of false |leads. There
m ght be anot her conpany |lurking in the shadows that has a
tine frame of three to four years, that says, well, we can
cone in and solve all of life's problens in Watertown
because that site is available, you know, in a couple of
years. And, maybe they'd |ike progressive things like
chem cal oxidation.

I woul d have to opt for the nore environnmental ly thing,
rather than truck something off to a site that is slated to
become a Super Fund site and ny tax dollars are going to pay
to clean up the stuff that came from Watertown, you know, 20
years fromnow, down in New Jersey, or wherever.

M8, FALKOFF: Ckay, Tom Thank you.
MR STEVENS: | was sitting here quietly and you
asked.

MB. FALKOFF: | propose that we start with the
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Reuse Committee and soneone nake a notion.

MR STEDVAN: | nake a notion that we vote on the
preference of howthis is going to be handl ed.

M5. FALKOFF: Do you want to --

MR STEDVMAN: | would recommend that we go for the
of f-site disposal.

M5. FALKOFF: Ckay. Someone want to second that?

MR CHASE: Second.

MB. FALKOFF: Ckay. Al those in favor of off-
site disposal fromthe Reuse Committee, raise your |eft
hand. Al opposed? Gay. O the people present, the vote
is five to one.

MR LI AZOS: Excuse ne. There are six people
present. How many nenbers of the Reuse Committee?

M5. FALKOFF: Al t oget her ?

MR BOYLE: Six.

FROM THE FLOOR. Five to one, that's pretty good.

MR BOYLE: Is it Sue Persarian (phonetic) here,
representing Warren. Wrren's del egate is here.

M. FALKCFF: Does Warren have a vote?

FROM THE FLOOR. |I'mnot confortable voting for
Vérren.

M5. FALKOFF: Ckay. We'll take that as an
abstenti on.

MR LIAZOS: | just don't see why we can't wait
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anot her week. This is such a big decision

MR YORK: This is a recommendation

MR LIAZOS: This committee never votes on
anything. This is unusual tonight. So, I'mnot sure it
means anything. Wy is this discussion one night?

MR YORK: | think it is inportant to nention
several thing. Cathy Sentoian has |ooked at it. John has
| ooked at it long and hard. The things that are very
inmportant to nme, the givens of expediting it, for getting
the site devel opnent, everyone knows the benefits of that
because there's a nmarket out there

The issue of the environnental preference, which is
better, ny choice, | look very strongly to the state, to the
EPA, to the DEP, to Jim and they have answered ne very,
very clearly, that they see this, the off-site, as safe.

They see it as effective. There are sone question is raised

as to whether the chemcal oxidation will work. It seens to
me that it is a sinple issue. | don't feel rushed in ny
vote, whatsoever, or | wouldn't make it. | think | have

asked the nenbers of the agencies, who are the experts,

whet her or not they felt rushed and they very clearly said
no and | think they continue to say that. | feel very
confortable in the vote and |'ve heard the Reuse and | think
we send that nessage along to the governnent.

MS. FALKOFF: Now, it seens to ne, there's five
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RAB nenbers here and it nay be that the RAB is not
confortabl e rendering a clear vote for chenical oxidation.
And, | vote for off-site disposal. It nay be that with
Alex's feelings of being rushed and Paul's wanting to check
into things further, that the RABis not ready to --

MR DENNING | wouldn't want to vote. |'d
abst ai n.

MR LIAZGCS: | would, too.

MR DENNING Until, you know, contrary to what
Larry feels, you know, that | have polled the community and
will doso. | will talk to people who |ive down there to
see what they feel. Now, you know, Cathy Sentoian, who is
soneone who really is active in that area, according to
Mark, feels that she would like to see it off-site because
that's an inportant factor for me to hear. But, there are
peopl e on Frank Street, there are people all in that area
that | will approach and explain it to them so they will
understand, and then |'Ill report back to you in sonme form a
letter, or whatever. |'mnot sure how nuch time we have.

FROM THE FLOOR: And, they feel the sane way you
do. Of-site.

MR DENNING |'mgoing to still call because |
want to know.

M5. FALKCFF: | think we probably need to direct a
letter to Chuck to who? How should Paul convey his opinion?
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What does the BCT think?
Thi nk what feels nost appropriate for where the RAB
is, what if we sinply record that there's no consensus anong
the RAB at this point? Rich is favoring off-site disposal.
I"'mfavoring off-site disposal. Toms favoring oxidation.
| also have Rudy's vote for off-site disposal. Then, we
have two nenbers who want nore tine to think about it. |
think that is perfectly consistent with our charter, that
we're under no pressure to take a vote.
Does that feel confortable for people?

MR DENNING Wbuld the soil go on a bill of
| adi ng?

FROM THE FLOOR. If it goes to a Title B landfill,
there are naterial transport records.

M5. FALKOFF: Ckay. | make a notion for
adj our nment and woul d request that any further technical
questions you have you address to the BCP after the neeting.
Does someone want to state that notion out |oud?

MR DENNING Do you want to set another meeting?

M5. FALKCOFF:  Should we adjourn this neeting? Al
right. The neeting is adjourned.

[ Wher eupon, the neeting was

adj ourned at 9:02 p.m]
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CERTI FI CATE OF REPORTER AND TRANSCRI BER

This is to certify that the attached proceedi ngs
inthe Matter of:
HEARI NG RE
FEASI Bl LI TY STUDY REPORT

REUSE PLAN

Pl ace: Watertown, Massachusetts

Date: August 8, 1996

were held as herein appears, and that this is the true,
accurate and conpl ete transcript prepared fromthe notes

and/ or recordings taken of the above entitled proceeding.

S. French 08/ 08/ 96
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B. Breen 08/ 19/ 96
Transcri ber Dat e
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APPENDI X D

SUMVARY CF ARARS FOR THE SELECTED REMEDY

ARARs for Selected Renedy (Alternative S6))Soil
MIL Site, Watertown, MA

Requi r enent

CHEM CAL- SPECI FI C

FEDERAL- EPA Ri sk Reference Doses (RfDs)

FEDERAL- EPA Car ci nogen Assessnment G oup

Pot ency Factors

FEDERAL- Gui dance on Renedi al Actions for
Superfund Sites with PCB Contami nation,

OSWER Directive No. 9355.4-01 (8/90)

LOCATI ON- SPECI FI C

FEDERAL- 16 USC 470 et seq., National
Preservation Act and 7 CFR Part 650

Historic

Table D1

Requi rement Synopsi s

Rf Ds are dose |evels devel oped based on the

Excavati on and O f-site Di sposal

or

Reuse

noncar ci nogeni ¢ effects and are used to devel op
Hazard Indices. A Hazard Index of |ess than or

equal to 1 is considered acceptable.

Potency Factors are devel oped by EPA from

Health Effects Assessments or eval uation by the

Car ci nogeni ¢ Assessnment Group and are used to

devel op excess cancer risks. A range of 10-4 to

10-6 is considered acceptable.

Descri bes the recomended approach for

eval uating and renediating sites with PCB

contam nati on.

Requires that action be taken to preserve historic

properties. Planning action is required to

mnimze the harmto national historic
| andmar ks.

Action To Be Taken To
Attain Requirenents

EPA Rf Ds have been used to
characterize risks caused by exposure
to contaminants in soil. Excavation
and off-site disposal or reuse of
contam nated soils will mnimze risks.

EPA Carci nogeni ¢ Potency Factors

have been used to conpute the

i ndi vidual incremental cancer risk
resulting from exposure to site
contamnation in soil. Excavation and
of f-site disposal or reuse of

contam nated soils will mnimze risks.

Thi s gui dance has been used in
establishing a cleanup goal for PCBs at
the site. Excavation and off-site

di sposal or reuse of contami nated soils
will attain the cleanup goals.

MIL is a historic district and the
Commander's Quarters is on the

Nati onal Register of Historic Places.
Arny will consult with State Historic
O fice to ensure that actions that may
cause structural damage to any
bui l ding will be mnim zed.

St at us

TBC

TBC

TBC

Appl i cabl e
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Soi |, Hazardous
Wast e

Soi |, Hazardous
Wast e

Table D-1

ARARs for Selected Renedy (Alternative S6))Soil Excavation and Of-site Disposal or Reuse

Requi r ement

FEDERAL- 16 USC 469A-1, Archaeol ogi cal and
Hi storic Preservation Act

FEDERAL- Executive Order 11988 (Protection of
Fl oodpl ai ns) 40 CFR 6, Appendix A

STATE- Massachusetts Historical Conm ssion
Regul ati ons (950 CWVR 70-71)

ACTI ON- SPECI FI C

FEDERAL- Test Met hods for Evaluating Solid
Wast e, Physical/Chem cal Methods, EPA
Publ i cati on SW 846

STATE- 310 CMR 30. 300, Hazardous Waste
Generator Requirenents

MIL Site, Watertown, MA

( Cont i nued)
Requi rement Synopsi s

Provi des for the preservation of historical and

ar chaeol ogi cal artifacts that might be lost from
alterations of the terrain. The Act requires data
recovery and preservation activities be conducted
if any project nay cause irreparable |oss or
destruction to scientific, prehistoric, or

ar chaeol ogi cal dat a.

Requires that any action within a floodplain be
conducted so as to avoid adverse effects,
mninze harm and restore natural and
beneficial val ues.

Establ i shes regulations to mninize or ntigate
adverse effects to properties listed in the State
Regi ster of Historic Places. MIL is listed in the
State Register. The regulations contain standards
that protect the public's interest in preserving
historic and archaeol ogi cal properties as early as
possible in the planning process of any project.

Thi s gui dance docunent sets forth the nethods
for conducting TCLP testing.

Est abl i shes requirenments for generators of
hazardous wastes.

Action To Be Taken To
Attain Requirenents

Actions involving intrusive work (e.g.,
excavation and construction) wll

requi re invol venrent of archaeol ogists
and regulatory agencies if artifacts are
found. Two known historic sites and
one suspected prehistoric site are
present at the MIL site.

Part of the River Park is a designated
floodplain. Any excavation or other
activities will be conducted to
mnimze harmand all areas disturbed
will be restored.

Requi renments include notification to
the Massachusetts Historical

Commi ssion (MHC). MHC wi |l nake

a determination as to whether the
actions planned will have an adverse
impact. If so, the MHC and party
responsible for the action will consult
to deternmine ways to mnimze adverse

i mpacts.

The guidance will be used when

testing soils at the site to deternine
whet her they constitute hazardous
waste. Any soils that are found to be
hazardous will be disposed of in a
licensed facility.

Any generation of hazardous waste
will conply with these requirenents.

St at us

Appl i cabl e

Appl i cabl e

Appl i cabl e

TBC

Appl i cabl e
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Soi |, Hazardous
Wast e

Soi |, Hazardous
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Soi |

Table D-1

ARARs for Selected Renedy (Alternative S6))Soil Excavation and Of-site Disposal or Reuse

Requi r ement

STATE- 310 CVMR 30. 640, Waste Piles

STATE- 310 CWR 30. 680, Use and Managenent

of Cont ai ners

STATE- 310 CWR 19, Solid Waste Managenent

FEDERAL- CAA 40 CFR Part 61, National

MIL Site, Watertown, MA
( Cont i nued)

Requi rement Synopsi s

Establ i shes requirenments for waste piles
cont ai ni ng hazardous waste.

Establ i shes requirements for the managenent of
contai ners, such as druns, that would hold field-
gener at ed hazardous waste.

Est abl i shes requirenments for the treatnent,
storage, and di sposal of nonhazardous solid
waste. Has additional rules for the nanagenent
of Special Waste, which is defined as solid waste
that is nonhazardous for which special

nmanagement controls are necessary to protect
adverse i npacts.

Sets air em ssion standards for 189 designated

Em ssi on Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) from designated

( NESHAPSs)

source activities.

Action To Be Taken To
Attain Requirenents

Any piles of hazardous excavated soil
will conply with these requirenents.

Any hazardous waste containers woul d
conply with these requirenents.

Nonhazar dous excavated soil or

treatnment residues will be handled in
accordance with substantive
requirenents. |f soils or residues

meet the definition of Special Wste,
managerment will be in conpliance
with these requirenents.

Sanpling at MIL has indicated the
presence of several HAPs in soils.
Since site renediation is a designated
source category (but in this case is
unlikely to be a major source),

NESHAPS are rel evant and

appropriate and all renmedial activities
will be designed to neet Maxi mum

Achi evabl e Control Technol ogy

(MACT) .

St at us

Rel evant and
Appropri ate,
Appl i cabl e for
any soil
classified as
hazar dous

wast e.

Rel evant and
Appropri ate,
Appl i cabl e for
any soil
classified as
hazar dous

wast e.

Rel evant and
Appropriate

Rel evant and
Appropriate
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Table D-1

ARARs for Selected Renedy (Alternative S6))Soil Excavation and Of-site Disposal or Reuse

Requi r ement

STATE-310 CVR 7, Air Pollution Control
Regul ati ons

STATE- DAQC Pol i cy 90-001, Allowable Sound
Em ssi ons

MIL Site, Watertown, MA

( Cont i nued)
Requi rement Synopsi s

Establ i shes requirements for attaining anbient air
qual ity standards by setting emi ssion linitations,
design specifications, and permtting. Wtertown
is in an attainnent area for |ead, nitrous oxide,
sul fur dioxide, and particulate matter, and is in a
nonattai nment area for ozone and carbon

nonoxi de. Pertinent sections of the regulation
include Visible Emssions (310 CMR 7.06);

Dust, Odor, Construction, and Denolition (310

CMR 7.09); Noise (310 CW\R 7.10); and

Vol atil e Organi c Conpounds (310 CMR 7.18).

This policy considers sound em ssions to be in
violation of 310 CMR 7.10 if the source
increases the broadband sound | evel by nore
than 10 dB(A) above anbient, or produces a
"pure tone" condition as measured at both the
property line and at the nearest inhabited
resi dence.

Action To Be Taken To
Attain Requirenents

Renedi al activities will be conducted
so as to incorporate Reasonably

Avai |l abl e Control Technol ogy (RACT)
for em ssions of |lead, nitrous oxide,
sul fur dioxide, and particulate matter
and to achi eve Lowest Achievabl e

Em ssion Rate (LAER) for VOCs and

car bon nonoxi de.

Renedi al activities will be conducted
so as not to exceed the policy's
al | owabl e noi se | evels.

St at us

Appl i cabl e
(310 CW\R

7.06, 7.09,
and 7.10)

Rel evant and
Appropriate
(310 CWR
7.18)

TBC



