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Abstract (continued)

The selected remedial alternative for this site includes: site grading,
capping and relocation of the storm drain pipe currently located adjacent to
the east side of the former lagoon; for the Kettle Pond area, dewatering the
pond and lowering the ground water level in the immediate area., soil/waste
excavation based primarily on visible contamination criteria, with addi-
tional removal of contaminants based on sampling and analysis of soil con-
ducted during excavation to ensure that contaminated soils are excavated to
the extent necessary to ensure mitigation of ground water contamination, and
dewatering of sediments with disposal in an onsite landfill; mechanical
dredging and onsite disposal of contaminated sediments for the Hocomonco
Pond and discharge stream; sealing the storm drain for Otis Street; rsmoval
and onsite disposal of contaminated materials at three isolated areas of
contamination (soil near Monitoring Well-l, tank bases adjacent to former
lagoon, and drain channel sediments at the southwest side of Hocomonco
Pond): and air and water quality monitoring and post closure activities con-
sistent with RCRA reqgulations. Total capital cost for the selected remedial
alternative is $2,213,000 with O&M costs approximately $56,000 per year.
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Record of Decision
Remedial Alternative Selection

Site: Hocomonco Pond

Westborough, Massachusetts

DOCUMENTS REVIEWED:

1 am basing my decision primarily on the following documents describing
the analysis of the cost-effectiveness of the remedial alternatives

for the Hocomonco Pond Site.

° Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study, Hocomonco Pond Site,
westborough, Massachusetts, TRC Environmental Consultants,
Inc., June 1985, |

° summary of Remedial Alternative Selection

° Responsiveness Summary, September 1985.

DESCRIPTION OF SELECTED ALTERNATIVE

Due to the complex nature of this site the selection of remedial
-action is addressed separately for each area of contamination
investigated. The four primary areas are l1.) Former Lagoon 2.)
Kettle Popd 3.) Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream 4.) Otis
Street. In addition, several small iéolated areas of contamination

will also be addressed.

Former Lagoon

The remedial action selected for the former lagoon area includes
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site grading, capping and relocation of the storm drain pipe currently
locared adjacent to the east side of the former lagoon. Operation

and maintenance requirements will include water quality monitoring

and post clpSure care consistent with relevant Resource Conservation
and Recbvery'Act (RCRA) reguiationé. It is anticipated that water
quality monitoring can be ;accomplished using existing monitoring

wells.

Kettle Pond Area

The remedial .action .selected for the Kettle Pond Area .consists of
dewatering the pond and lowering the ground water level in the
immediate area, soil/waste excavation, dewatering of sediments and
disposal of sediments in an on-site landfill. An estimated 24,000
cubic yards of material will be removed. This Record of Decision
authorizes excavation of the soil/waste to the visible contamination
criteria. Further-excavation, based on sampling and analysis
conducted during the excavation may be necessary to ensure

ground water remediation. The final extent of excavation in the

-Kettle Pond area will be established on approval of the Regional

Administrator based on data obtained during the excavation.

.Prior to removal of soil/waste from ‘the Kettle ‘Pond,.the pond will
-be~dewateted and ground water level will be lowered by pumping. . o
The effluent water will be treated for discharge to surface water

and recharge to the aquifer. Prior to the removal of material
immediately adjacent to Otis Street (west side) sheet pilings will

be placed to insure the stability of Otis Street. During excavation
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air quality will be monitored. Treatment of air will be provided
if necessary. A RCRA landfill will be constructed on site to
dispose of the waste material.- The siting of the landfill should
allow for one contiguous site cap to cover both the landfill and
"the fofmer lagoon area. |

During the excavation of the visual soil/waste contamination, soil
and groundwater quality will be evaluated for the types and
concentration of contaminants present. The level of groundwater
contaminants presently in groundwater is expected to be reduced
significantly as a result of the GAC treatment for the dewatering
effluent. It may be determined by the Regional Administrator upon
completion of this excavation that based on this assessment of soil
and groundwater quality, additional soil excavation is necessary
beyond that which is visiblf contaminated to adequately mitigate
broundwater contamination. It may also be determined that the GAC
treatment system installed for the dewatering effluent be operated

longer to achieve final groundwater quality levels.

N

Wetland areas impacted by the construction activities will be

‘restored.

Operation and maintenance requirements relative to the on-site
landfill will include water quality monitoring and post closure
¢ care consistent with RCRA regulations. Water quality monitoring .

could be accomplished to some extent by using existing monitoring
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- sediments, on site. An:estimated 2200 cubic yards of material

wells.

-

Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream

The remedial action selected for the Hocomonco Pond and discharge

stream consists of mechanical dredging and disposal of contaminated

would be removed. Materials would be disposed of on-site, either

on top of the former lagoon, in the on-site landfill constructed

for the Kettle Pond soil/waste or a combination of both depending

on final design considerations related to facility capacity and
topography of the facility cap. In-either case, operating any
maintenance cost would not be involved since operation and maintenance
costs are:alreédy addressed at these diséosal facilities in the

discussion of the former lagoon and Kettle Pond alternative.

Air quality monitoring would be conducted during the dredging

operation.

Treatment of pond water contaminated by the dredging operation
within the controlled (bulkheaded) dewatered work area would be
accomplished using the GAC treatment system constructed for Kettle

Pond dewatering prior to discharge to surface water.

Otis Street

The remedial action selected for Otis Street consists of sealing
the.stofm.drain. Operation and maintenance costs associated with
this remedy will not consist of surface water quality monitoring at

the drain discharge in Hocomonco Pond discharge stream.



Isolated Areas

The remedial actions defined for the three isolated areas of contam-
ination (1. sd&l near MW-1, (2. tank bases adjacent to former

lagoon and (3. drain channel sediments, southwest side of Hocomonco .
Pond consist of removal of ihe coﬁtaminatedjmaterials at these
locations and disposal on-site. On-site disposal will be either

in the landfill constructed for the Kettle Pond soil/waste or on

top of the former landfill (to be capped) depending upon final
design considerations related to facility capacity and topography

of the facility cap.

Operation and maintenance costs associated with these remedies are
addressed in the discussion of the former lagoon and Kettle Pond

Area remedies.

DECLARATIONS:

Consistent with the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation
and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA); and the National Contingency

Plan (40 CFR Part 300); I have determined that the remedial actions
selected for the site areas are cost-effective and provide adequate
protection of the public health, welfare and the environment. The
State of Massachusetts has been consulﬁed. In additioh. the remedy
will require certain operation and maintenance activities, as
described above, to ensure its continued effectiveness. These
operation and maintenance activities will be considered part 6f

the approved action and are eligible for Trust Fund monies, on a

90/10% cost share basis with the state, for a period not to exceed
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one year. I have also determined that the action being taken is
appropriate when balanced against the availability of Trust Fund

monies at other sites.

September 30, 1985 6;2 /

Date Regional Administrator, EPA Region 1




Eocomonce rord Siz=2
Recerd cf D=cisicn
Errztsz Sreet .

The first section of this éocumani is nct numbered. The location of
corrzczions to be macde in trhe unrumdired sec: on are raferencedé to
major topic heading, subtopic &nd lire numder within the subtopic.

DESCXIPTION OF SELECTEID ALTZRNATIVE

Otis Street line 3 “remzCy will not consist" should
. read "remedy will consist"

Isolztecd Areas line 7 "the former landfill" should read
"the former lagoon"

List of Tebles Teble 29 "Detziled Cost Extimate" should
: reaed "Detailed Cost Estimate"

The location of corrections to be made in the following section are
referenced to page and line number. Each printed line on a page
should be counted, including secticn titles, topic headings and
subtopic headings.

Summary of Remecdial Alternative Selection

page 1 line 25 "forest" should read "foreset"

page 4 line 1 "dischzrged to an pit lagoon
referrec" should read "discharged
to a2 pit referred"”

page 8 line 2 "arees c¢Z former" should read
"arez of the former"

line 4 "air monito rlng, data" should
S =

page 11 line 19 "approxinately 30,000 cubic" should
rzeé "spproximately 24,000 cubic®

page 14 line 13 "centamininats" should reead
"ccntaminants”

page 15 line 15 "lecztica" should read “locations"
page 19 line 12 "were selected" should read “"was
c2lected”

. e e —g—



ni
s

(R}
1\
[\ ]
Ny

e
fw

[]]
w
w
O

g}
€]

(e}
1]
(V8
=8

L ¢)
v
in
o
w
~J

pace 39

fv
[§]
o
>
ot

"

line 7

line 15

line 17

line 23

line 13

line 3

lines 16 & 17

lines 22 & 23

lines 12 & 13

line 19

line 23

"ccntact znd
ere—-—-sumni

"ccntact-
are summzar

n¢ associated receptors

rizec below" should read
and associated receptor

ized balow"

[

3

*mznitonring™ sheould read
"acnitoring”

"velitale” cshoulc reac “volatile"

"value of 1,24003" should read
"value cf 1.24003"

"downgradient form Kettle Pond
(i.e. water" should read "down-
gradient from Kettle Pond (e.g.
water"”

"10-2 and 35.63866 are rmuch
hicher" snould read " 10~2 and an

ADI fraction of .36.63866 both

of which are much higher"

"Impacts cn wetlands" should read
"Eliminete impacts on wetlands"”

"rehability" should read
"reliability"

"grout curtain); site" should
read "grout curtain) with site"”

"drain relccation." should read

*drain relozcation (FL-1)"

"Hocomonco 2ond aguatic life."
should reac¢ "Hocomonco Pond."”

"The varicus or tasks" should
read "The various tasks"

"include: but not" should read

"include Dut net”

"measures to minimize" should
read "measures taken to ensure"”

"surface water" should read
"l1ife ard surface water"”
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page

page

page

page -

page

page

page

page

page

page

47

48

43
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line 17

line 7

line 10

line 1

line 26

line 19

line 21

line 21

line 8

lines 14 § 15

line 22

'"Z=czTemonce Pond aguatic life."
snculd read "Hocomonco Pond. ™

"’r*- ED. would be" should read .
"Irom EPA wouléd not be"

—OﬁOﬁonco Pond aquatic life."
s~o:zld read "Hocomonco Pond."

"site contaminants from" should
reac "contaminants from"

"eliminated"” should reagd "eliminate"

"ere not icdentified" should

‘reaé "are no identifieg"

CRA incineration” should read
°cnn1cal RCRA incineration"

L o

"Hocomonco Pond aquatic life."
should read "Hocomonco Pond."

"treated or disposed" should N
rezc "treated or destroyed" i

"recreations" should read
"recreationeal®

[\ ]
n o

EPA" shouldAread
EPA standards"
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I

€
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"from EPA would be required"
shculcd read "from EPA would not
be reguired”

aguaitc” should read "aquatic" :

to fer" should read |
ton for" :

"heve had significant" should
reed "have not had significant"

"excaveted (axcept associated.
with storm craln removal), air®
snould read "excavated air"

rea:ed/o;sposed" should
el "treated/destroyed"
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lire 22 "bicfrzraedetion” should
reed "bDiocegradation"

lire 17 "RCRX regulzticns would"
shculdé rezZ "RCR2 technical
regulremants woulc”

lire 5 "dreicing unit and turbidity
curing" snould reed "dredging
unit ancé turbidity impacts
curing™

line 16 "froan the dewatering" should read °
"froa the .sedirent dewatering"

line 1 "implementaiton" should read
"implementation"

lire 4 "pcssible as previously

Ciscussed. Further" should
read "possible. Further"

lires 15 & 16 Trestrictions would not be" should
reead "restrictions would be"

line 3 "This alternative" should read

o "If orgenic desorption from
sedinents to surfece water is
Cceterminrec not to be a problem
this alternztive"

line 4 "accidental exposure" should read
"accidentel incestion exposure"

line 16 "environmentel concerns” should
read "environmental and public
hezlth concerns"

lines 22 & 23 ‘“ccntaminztion on aguatic species."
cshculd reed "conteaaination in
#ocononco Pond."

lire 6 "treatec/cisposed" should read 5
“treatec/cestroyed”

line 9 "reguireecd" should read "required"




page 74

page 77
page 79
page 82

page 84

page 86

pags 27

page 88
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lin=

line

lins=
line
line
line
line
line
line
line

line

line

lin2

line

line

20

11

—
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should read

":C=A razulations would" should
read "KCXA technical requlrements
woulé"

"sould De met" should read
"would nct be met"

"zrea, should ensure"” should
rzaé "area, would not ensure"”

"vremoval relocation™ should read
"removal/relocation”

":mplimentation” should read
"mplementation"

"!g not practical" should
rzad "is no practicable"

"cisposal based" should read
"¢isposal (HP-2). Disposal based"”

hy either, on" should
craphy will be either on"
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"of both (EP-2)." should read
"~f both."

"mglath" should read "health"
":gscciate risks to the public

zad aguatic species would" should
read "associated risks to the

public health and environment would"

"sotentiel of infiltration of
csntaminztion" should read
"ootentizl contamination®

"velzible" should read "reliable“

“'rafer ;o should read " this
al.ern tive (refer to"
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lines 5 & 6

line

line

line

line

line

line

line

line

line

line

line

line

line

20

23

11

17

wm

10

10

11

23

18

23

20

25

should reaé "wiih Ixecutive

1 protection"
vice adeguate

Dpullic zni acuatic spscies in

the Hocomcnco discharge stream
(issebet River ae:lands) would"
snculd rezi "public and the

eavironmenz {(i.e. Hocomonco
Pond discharge stream and Assabet
River watlands), woulg"

"lagoon to be” should reacd "lagoon
or in the lancfill to be"

"impacts to acuatic life in

" Hocomonco" should read "irmpacts

to Hocomoncoe"

"tables in" should read "tables

.referenced in*

"§ 264" should reac "Part 264"

"Section 264.310 to (a)" should
read "Section 264.310 (a) to:"

"reguirermentS" should read
"reguirements"”

"264.,228 the" should read
"264.228, setting out the"

"standzri, recuirac” should read
"standaré reguiring"

"closure will" should read
"closure care will"

"meet" should read "meets"
"with of executives order"”
Order"

"SCC" should read "SSC"

"before curation 2f" should read
"before chbligaticn of"

bases, western storm” should
rzad "basesg, southwast stcrm"”

7 (2

F o ity



page ¢7

Tab_.es

Appendices

Appendix 3B

2nd page

Appendix D

lst page
2nd rage

Appendix F

lst page

lin= 3

line 1

line 21

line 25

line 5

line 14

line 18

line 6

line 11

lines 13 & :4

line 17

"tACL)" shculd read "(sCLs)"

+21 tnnual (0O&M) cost "15,000"
oulid read "5,000"

&

-
sT.

c-esent worth "186,000" should
read "22,000"

v"zction are" should read "action
and other alternative actions are"”

"zction Hocomonco pond" should
read "action for Hocomonco Pond"

"topgraphic" should read
"copographic"

"quality or Maximum Contaminant
1evels (MCL's)" should read
"quality, Maximum Contaminant
levels (MCL's) or Alternate
Concentration Limits (ACL's)."

"The limits" should read "The
srimary limits”

"axcavated in a supplemental ROD
zpon" should read "excavated
'supplemental ROD) upon”

*absorption" should read
"adsorption”

‘"absorption (Kg) values" should
read "adsorption (Kg) coefficients.”

"low distribution coefficiehts,
Xg," shculd read "low adsorption
coefficients (Kg).,"

"absorption" should read
"adsorption"
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line 3 "zosorption" shculd read
: "alsorption”
Thz zbove changes shall be incorpcrates into and macs a part of the
Zc:

: cmonco Finc Record of Decision siznsd Hy the Regional Administratc.
on Sspbeﬁ:er 30, 198s5.
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Tae official, double spaced, Record of Decision for the Hocomonco
BPond site was approved by signature of the U.S. Environmental
Prctection Agency Regional Administrator, Region I, on September
30, 1985.

T-e official document includes an errata sheet approved by signature
of the Regional Administrator on January 3, 1986.

Changes to the official document, consistent with the approved
errata sheet, have been incorporated in this single spaced edition.
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39

40

41

Detailed Cost Estimate - Kettle Pond
No Action (KP-7)

Detailed Cost Estimate - Hocomonco Pond and Discharge St:
Hydraul ic Dredging of Sediments and Disposal/Treatment (H. 1A

Betailed Cost Est-imate - Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream
Hydraulic Dredging of Sediments and Disposal/Treatment (HP-1B

Detailed Cost Estimate - Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream
Mechanical Dredging of Sediments and Disposal/Treatment (HP-2

‘Detailed Cost Estimate ~ Hocomonco ‘Pond and Discharge Stream

Capping of Sediments (HP-3)

Detailed Cost Estimate - Otis Street
Embankment Capping (0S-1)

Detailed Cost Estimaie - Otis Street
Storm Drain Sealing (0S-2) ’

Detailed Cost Estimate - Otis Street

‘No Action (0S-3)
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Summary of ,
Remedial Alternative Selection

Sit=: Hocomonco Pond, Westborough, Massachusetts

SITE LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION
The Hocomonco Pond Site covers approximately 23 acres. The site is
loczted in the Town of Wastborough, Worcester County, Massachusetts
(refer to Figure l). Westborough, a suburban community of about
14,7090 people, consists of light industrial, commercial, and residential
projerties. No homes are located on or border the site. Approximately
40 residential homes are located within one-half mile of the site,
priacipally in the residential area along Fisher Street, south of
the site. Several light industries/ manufacturing companies are
located within one-half mile of the site. The site is zoned for
industrial use. The area land use is shown on Figure 2. The site
is nordered on the northwest by the irregularly-shaped Hocomonco
Poni. Hocomonco Pond is a 27-acre shallow, warm water pond. Site
contamination extends into the pond and its discharge stream.

The regional bedrock geology in the general area of the site is
dominated by Precambrian to Ordovician metamorphic rock which dips
wes-wards while striking northeast. These units are cut by younger
ignzous rocks and several major northeast striking faults. The
typical stratigraphic sequence of surficial deposits from base to
top at the site consists of 0-40 feet of dense lodgement till under
0-100 feet of delta foreset beds, followed by 0-30 feet of delta
topset beds.

The Eocomonco Pond Site is located in the Assabet River Basin.
Ground water on-site flows toward and discharges into Hocomonco
Pord. Hocomonco drains northeast toward the Assabet River. Several
watland areas are located in the general vicinity of the site
(Figure 3). The Kettle Pond area wetlands are located on the site
between Kettle Pond and Hocomonco Pond. This small (0.1 acre)
wocded, swamp-type wetlands is contiguous to Hocomonco Pond and is
occasionally inundated. Hocomonco Pond, the contiguous wetlands,
the discharge stream and part of the Otis Street site area are in
the base (100 year) floodplain of the Assabet River as defined by
the EUD floodplain management maps. KXettle Pond itself is not
reculated by the U.S. Army Corps of BEngineers (COE) under Clean
water Act Section 404. However, Kettle Pond is considered for the
purposes of Executive Order 11990 as a wetland area lying outside
of the base (100 year) Assabet River floodplain. -

. The wetland contiguous to the inlet stream to Hocomonco Pond is an
apzrcximately 8-acre wooded wetland. The stream which flows through
the wetland originates to the north of Hocomonco Pond near Otis
Street.
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The Assabet River wetland is a large, wooded wetland located to

the northeast of Hocomonco Pond. The floodplain type wetland is
approximately 70 acres in size (area delineated on Figure 3) and is
contiguous to the Assabet River and the Hocomonco Pond discharge
stream. The COE has determined that ‘Hocomonco.Pond and the contiguous
wetland are under its jurisdiction.

The Otis Street municipel well, a significant factor in the site
listing and matter of public concern, is located approximately

2000 feet northwest of the site, on the opposite side of the Hocomonco
Pond. The location of this well is shown on Figures 1 and 9.

The results of the Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS)
indicate that hydrogeologic conditions in the Hocomonco Pond area
would prevent the migration of contamination from the identified
sources to either the Otis Street municipal well, northwest of the
pond, or to the Smith Valve process well to the west. The location
of Smith Valve Company well is shown on Figure 9. Hocomonco Pond
provides a constant head boundary that prevents ground water flow
to the water supply wells from the contaminant sources. The lack
of contaminants in samples from these wells supports the conclusion
that contaminants are not migrating to these wells. Furthermore,
the Otis Street well is currently being operated at 350-400 gpm,
which is the recommended pumpage rate previously defined to limit
the radius of influence from intersecting Hocomonco Pond.

SITE HISTORY

Source History

Research into the past activities at the Hocomonco Pond Site
indicates that from 1928 to 1946, the site was used for a wood-
treating operation by Montan Treating Company and American Lumber

ard Treating Company. -This business consisted 'of saturating wood
products (e.g., telephone poles, railroad ties, ‘pilings, and fence
posts) with creosote to preserve them. During operations, wastes
were discharged to a pit referred to herein as the "former lagoon."
The lagoon was excavated on the property to intercept and contain
spillage and waste from the wood-treating operation. As this

lagoon became filled with waste creosote, sludges, and water, its
contents were pumped to two depressions located east of the operation
near the west side of Otis Street. These depressions are referred

to as the Kettle Pond. ¢

The actual wood-treating operations were situated on a bluff above

the south shore of Hocomonco Pond. A site layout map illustrating o
the wood-treating operation is shown on Figure 4. Figure 4 is

based on interpretation of historic aerial photographs and site data.

The wood—-treatment facility operated until the mid-1940s when it
was converted to an asphalt mixing plant. Discarded aggregate and
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asghzl: are common throughout the site. The last use of the site
was as a cement plant from which dry cement was cdistributed in

balk. Smith Valve Company purchased the property of the former
operations, on April 2, 1976, and currently operates a manufacturing
plant on a separate parcel on the southwest shore of Hocomonco Pong.

Avziladble information indicates no creosote was used or
stcred on the site by any person who owned or occupied the site
after March 26, 1946.

NPL Listing-Chronology of Events

Former Lagoon Area

In 1976, a storm drain was installed to collect surface drainage
from the Smith Parkway (south of the site) and to contain a small
watercourse which passed through the property. The culvert was
locatei adjacent to the eastern limits of what is now known to be
the arsza of the former lagoon (refer to Figure 4). At the order

of the Westborough Conservation Commission, the storm drain pipe

was laid with open joints. During periods of heavy rain, water
passing through this open-jointed storm drainage system to Hocomonco
Pord was observed to be contaminated. Subseguent attempts to seal
the joints in the storm drain pipe were unsuccessful. On several
occasions from 1979 through the present, creosote has been contained
by and collected at the oil boom located in the Hocomonco Pond at
the érain channel discharge.

Hocomoaco Pond

On November 21, 1979, the Division of Fisheries and Wildlife investigate
a fish kill report at Hocomonco Pond. Another fish kill was - investigate:
on April 16, 1982; both kills were reported to be attr ibuted to

creosmte from the storm drain that passes next to the former lagoon.

Several other studies and investigations were made between the
years 1979 and 1982 to evaluate the source and extent of creosote
ané to investigate methods of removing and/oxr containing creosote
contamination on the site.

Water from Hocomonco Pond was sampled by the Massachusetts Department
of Environmental Quality Engineer ing (DEQE) in July and August

1982. A sample of the oily fraction of the storm drain discharge
cortained several contaminants at concentrations above 1 ppm:
phenanthrene, naphthalene, anthracene, pyrene, fluoranthene, and
phenol. Water from the storm drain contained six contaminants,
anthrecene, phenanthrene, and fluoranthene being the most prevalent.

Keztle Pond and Otis Street

Curing the reconstruction of Otis Street (1983), it was necessary
to excavate soil adjacent to the Kettle Pond. As a result of the
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excavation, contamination in the Xettle Pond was disturbed. Contam-
inated soil was redistributed within the roadway embankment on the
Kettle Pond side (west side) during reconstruction.

In July 1983, the ‘EPA ‘Region I fisld Investigation Team (FIT)

obtained water, soil, ‘and sludge semples from the area of road
improvement "on Otis Street. - The samples were collected in order to
assess the risk associated with the road reconstruction through

this area of former creosote disposal. Results of this investigation.
showed that contaminants found in sludge samples obtained near the
Kettle Pond and the Otis Street reconstruction areas were consistent
with those commonly associated with creosote and creosote by-products,

As a result of the extent of creosote contamination detected at
var ious locations in the Hocomonco Pond area and the possible
threat of contamination affecting the Otis Street municipal well
the site was evaluated, ranked and placed on the National Priority
List. In 1984, the United States Environmental Protection Agency
authorized a remedial investigation to define the source, extent
and character of the site contamination.

CURRENT SITE STATUS

Remed ial Investigation

During the remedial investigation four primary areas of contamination
were defined. Site contamination can be summar ized as occurring

in the following general locations (refer to Figure 5): 1) the
former lagoon area, 2) the Kettle Pond area, 3) Hocomonco Pond and
its discharge stream, and 4) Otis Street. Three other small isolated
areas of contamination were also located: (a) tank bases from the
treating operation near the formexr lagoon (refer to Figure 4) which
appear to contain creosote by-products; (b) contamination in shallow
s0ils near monitor ing well MW-1 (refer to-Figure 5); contaminated

‘sediments near a culwvert ‘in the drainage channel which discharges

on the southwest shore of Hocomonco Pond (refer to Figure 5). The
extent and character of contamination at the various Hocomonco Pond
site locations was defined during the Remedial Investigation by
means of air monitoring, test pits and surface soil sampling,
surface water and sediment sampling, shallow and deep borings and
monitoring wells. The location of the various sample points,
bo:ings and wells are shown on Figures 6 through 9.

“the RI did not provide evidence to confirm the 8000 gallon spill
reported to have occurred on-site (refer to Flguve 4) in 1943. A
discussion of the extent of the contamination in these areas 'is

- provided below.




Former lagoon area: The areal extent of contamination associated
with this area is shown on Figure 5. The results of sampling
program conducted in the areas of the former lagoon are

discussed below.

Air Quality - Available air nonitoring data obtained

with an organic vapor analyzer in the area of the former
lagoon (Sample No. 1-10) does not indicate an air quality
problem. However, additional air monitoring, particularly
during warm weather, is necessary to more fully characterize
the air quality at this area. The location of each

sample is shown on Figure 6. Sample data is presented on
Table 9.

Soil - An evaluation of the soils in the area of the
former lagoon was conducted using soil samples, a sediment
sample~and subsurface samples obtained from exploratory
borings and borings drilled for monitoring wells.

The depth of soil contaminated with creosote compounds
typically ranges from 5 to 15 feet with isolated depths
to 20 feet. Contamination was also detected in the near
surface soil in this area. At the sample depth of 3
feet, creosote compound concentrations range from 74,000
to 3,090,000 ug/kg. Creosote compounds in the soil at
the 20-foot depth range from not detected (ND) to 7000
ug/kg. The volume of contaminated soil is estimated to be
18,000 cubic yards and is located above the ground

water table. Visible contamination was present in the
storm drain catch basin located on the east side of the
former lagoon.

The location of various sample points are shown on Figures
7, 8 and 9. Tables 1 and 2 summarize the type and
concentration of organic and inorganic contaminants in

the Former Lagoon Area.

Ground water - Sampling of the groundwater in monitoring
wells in the area of the Former Lagoon did not indicate
the presence of ground water contamination. The lack of
ground water contamination in MW-6 and MW-7, located a
short distance downgradient of the former lagoon, was
particularly significant. The lack of contamination in
the wells downgradient of the former lagoon area appears
to be based on the deposition, location of creosote, its
migration characteristics, and the hydrogeologic regime.
buring the test pit and exploratory boring operations, it
was observed that creosote product was principally located
in the upper 15 feet of the soil, above the ground water
level. The test pit and exploratory borings in the '
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former lagoon also showed that significant downward
migration of contaminants is being impaired by a relatively
impervious layer of sludges and slaked fines at the

bottom of the lagoon.

However, several creosote conmpounds in the ND-7000 ug/kg
range were detected in soil at depths of 18-20 feet.
Continued infiltration of precipitation into the former
lagoon creosote waste could result in the movement of
contaminants into the ground water.

Hydrogeologic conditions at this site would prevent any
contaminant migration deep into the aguifer at ‘this
location. Monitoring well sets MW-6D/MW-6S and MW-7D/MW-7S
exhibit an upward ground water flow component (increasing
head with depth); hence any contaminant seepage from the
lagoon would flow down into the ground water, flow laterally
and discharge to Hocomonco Pond.

Kettle Pond Area: The areal extent of soil contamination

associated with Kettle Pond is shown on Figure 5. This includes

the west bank of Otis Street and the area north of Kettle
Pond to Hocomonco Pond. The results of the sampling program
conducted in the Kettle Pond zrea are discussed below.

Air Quality.- Available air monitoring data obtained

with an organic vapor analyzer in the area north of

Kettle Pond (Sample No. 19) does not indicate an air
quality problem. Air samples were not obtained at the
Kettle Pond itself. However, odors are present at the
Kettle Pond during warm weather. Additional air monitoring
during warm weather is necessary to more fully characterize
the air quality in this area. The sample locations are
shown on Figure 6. Sample data is presented on Table 9.

Soil - An evaluation of the soils in the Kettle Pond
area was conducted using surface soil samples, a sediment
sample and subsurface samples obtained from exploratory
borings and borings drilled for monitoring wells. The
depth of soil contaminated with creosote compounds extends
from the surface to a depth of 20 feet (maximum depth
sampled and analyzed). Creosote compound levels in soil
range from ND to 483,000 ug/kg at a depth of 0-2 feet to .
"ND to 55,000 ug/kg at a ¢epth of 20 feet. The maximum
depth at which visible contamination was observed in the
Kettle Pond was 17 feet. Visible contamination was o
present to a depth of 11 feet on the west side of Kettle
Pond in exploratory boring Bx-4. Samples from exploratory
boring (Bx-2 and Bx-3) adjacent to the Kettle Pond, on
the west embankment of Otis Street, indicate slight to

T T
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moderate contamination to a depth of 20 to 26 feet.
Contamination in test/pit T2-19. extended below the water
table which was at a depth of approximately 8 feet. Surface
soil samples within this area adjacent to Hocomonco Pond

are also contaminated with creosote compounds. The

volume of contaminated soil is approximately 24,000 cubic
yatds. The jocation of the various sample points are

shown on Figures 7, 8 and 9.

Tables 3 and 4 summarize the type and concentration of

organic and inorganic contaminants at the Kettle Pond
Area. .

Ground water - Ground water downgradient of Kettle

pond is contaminated with creosote compounds. The
compounds detected in MW-4 are "typical" creosote compounds
(acenapnthene, naphthalene, acenaphthylene, fluorene,
phenanthrene, dibenzofuran, 2-methylnaphthalene). Phenolic
compounds, which constitute the acidic portions of some
creosote products, were also ijdentified. Ground water
samples taken in this area were also analyzed for priority
pollutant metals. Levels for iron and manganese exceeded
background levels and secondary drinking water standards.
The creosote contamination at MW-4 is a result of the

well intercepting ground water flow between the Kettle

Pond and Hocomonco Pond, which exhibited a piezometric

head gradient which varies from slightly downward to no
vertical gradient at this location.

1t should be noted that although ground water was not

sampled, contamination in test pit TP-19 did extend below
the water table.

The location of the monitoring wells is shown on Figure
g. Sample data is presented on Tables 3, 4 and 13.

Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Strezm: The extent of contamination
i1n Hocomonco bond is limited to a relative small area (approximatel!
800 x 100 feet) in the southeast section of the pond. Contaminatior
in the discharge stream extends to a point approximately 300
feet east of Otis Street. The areal extent of contamination
in Hocomonco Pond and the discharge stream is shown on Figure
S. The results of the sampling program conducted in these
- ' areas are discussed below.

Air Quality - Available air monitoring data obtained with
an organic vapor analyzer in Hocomonco Pond and its:
discharge stream (Sample Yos. 11-18) indicate air quality
problems in several locatiens. Total organic vapors
detected upon agitation cf the sediments were, at some
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sample locations, significantly above background levels.
Organic vapor readings were in the range of less than 1
to 95 ppm.

Sample locations are shown on Figure 6. Sample data is
presented on Table 9.

Sediments - Sediment samples were taken at various locations
in the Hocomonco Pond and the discharge stream. Sediments
contaminated with creosote compounds exist along the
southeast portion of Hocomonco Pond and in the discharge
stream. Within the pond, sediment contamination ranges
from ND'to 34,000 ug/kg. .In the discharge stream sediment
contamination ranges from ND to 140,000 ug/kg. Contaminated
sediments in the discharge stream were found at a distance
of 300 feet downstream of Otis Street; however, a sediment
sample taken 1,000 feet downstream of Otis Street was not
contaminated. Sediment sample SD-10, collected at the
outlet from the storm drain, north of the former lagoon,
contained 17 identified and quantified compounds (refer to
Table 12) as well as other tentatiwely identified compounds.
The Smith Parkway storm:drain .system, constructed with

open joints, runs adjacent to the former lagoon, which

was found to contain creosote contaminated soil. Visibly
contaminated water (sheen) discharges from the storm

drain after periods of significant rainfall. Leachate is
produced as rain infiltrates through the former lagoon
area, and subsequently enters the storm drain system.
Migration of contaminants via the storm drain is believed
to be a principal cause of contamination in Hocomonco

pond and the discharge stream; however, it is possible

that some waste resulting from the wood-treating operation
may have been disposed of along the banks of the Hocomonco
Pond, resulting in contamination along ‘the edge of the

pond. Due to the very 1low solubility of the aromatic
compounds associated with creosote, many of the contaminants
would be expected to partition to the sediments and not

be soluble in high concentrations. The presence of contam-
ination in the sediments indicates such a partitioning

has occurred.

The location of the sediment samples is shown on Figure
8. Sample data is presented on Tables 5, -6 and 12.

Surface water - Results of surface water sampling indicate
contamination at three locations: SW-51, SW-53 and SW54.
Contamination level at SW-53, located at the storm drain
channel discharge point at Hocomonco Pond, was higher

than the levels at SW-51 and SW-54. Samples obtained at
“these locations SW-51, SW-53, and SW-54 (o0il boom) contained
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detectable amounts (ND-530 ug/l) of creosote compounds.
surface water quality at these locations is related to
the contamination in the storm drain that passes next

to the former lagoon area. The presence of the creosote
compounds in these samples is due to the infiltration of
water into the open-jointed storm drain pipe. Hocomonco
Pond surface water -is not contaminated beyond the oil
boom located at the storm drain channel discharge point
at the pond.

It should be noted that although the Hocomonco Pond (beyond
the oil boom) and discharge stream waters are not contamnm-
inated the potential for contamination of the surface water
does exist due to the release of contaminants from the
sediments. Contamination (sheen) was observed on the water
when sediments were agitated at several air monitoring
sample locations (refer to Table 9).

The location of the surface water sampling is shown on
Figure 8. Sample data is presented on Tables 5 and 11l.

Otis Street: The areal extent of the area defined as Otis
Street is shown on Figure 5. The results of the sampling
program conducted in this area are discussed below.

Air Quality - Quantitative air monitoring was not conducted
in the Otis Street area. However, a creosote odor was
noted in the catch basins of the storm drainage system,
which runs along the east side of Otis Street.

Soils - An evaluation of the soil in the Otis Street

area was conducted using samples obtained from exploratory
borings and borings drilled for monitoring wells. Organic
contaminants were not detected in the soils on the east”
side of Otis Street. -

The location of the sample points are shown on Figure 9.
Tables 7 and 8 summarize the type and concentration of
organic and inorganic contamination on the east side of
Otis Street.

Ground water - Ground water in wells downgradient (MW-3)
of the embankment on the east side of Otis Street contain
low levels of contamination. Contaminated ground water
at MW-3 is the result of contaminant migration from the
Kettle Pond. :

The location of monitoring well MW-3 is shown on Figure
9. Tables 7 and 8 summarize the type and concentration
of contamination on the east side of Otis Street.
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Isolated Areas: The areal extent of the contamination associated
with the three isolated site areas - (1 soils near monitor ing
well no. 1, (2 tank bases adjacent to the former lagoon and (~
drainage channel sediments, is very limited. The location of
mon.itording well no. 1 and the drainage channel are shown on
Figure 5. The location of the tank bases are shown on Figure 4.

Soil/Sediments - Contamination in the three isolated

areas was detected by soil samples obtained from borings
drilled for monitoring wells, a sediment sample and,

in the case of the tank bases, visual/observation. The
.concentration of creosote contaminants, in the shallow -
“s0ils, 0-2 feet, at the monitoring well no. 1 (MW-1)

were in the range of approximately 2500 to 9000 ug/kg.

The compounds and concentrations detected at Mw-1 are
presented on Table 10. ‘ "

The concentration of creosote contaminants in the sediments
of the drainage channel located in the southwest section

of the site were in the range of approximately 6,000 to
39,000 ug/kg. .The compounds.and concentrations detected

in the .drainage channel are presented on. Table .12 (SD-58).

General Site Hydrology: Surface water is present on-site in
Hocomonco Pond, Kettle Pond (seasonal), a small depression

west of Kettle Pond, and in a low swampy area south of Smith
Parkway, near monitor ing well MW-1. Kettle Pond collects

limited surface water runoff and has no outlet; it also inter S
seasonal high ground water. During the field investigation it

was also noted that water tends to pond in the area of the

former lagoon, the result of low, flat topography. The remainder
of the site appears to be well drained due to moderate to

steep slopes and to relatively permeable soils over the sandy
stratified drift. - ‘The permeable nature of ‘the soils .at the

site provide relatively high infiltration potential. ©Precipitatio
on-site ultimately discharges to the Hocomonco Pond or its
discharge stream via direct runoff, infiltration, and subsequent
ground water discharge, or through storm drain facilities.
Ground water level measurements were made throughout the

field program to establish hydrogeologic properties at the
Hocomonco Pond Site. In the Spring of 1984, ground water
"elevation data for the shallow (water table) wells were plotted
and contoured to construct @ ground water contour map. The
ground water contours indicate that ground water flows toward
Hocomonco Pond.

n

The hydrogeologic conditions in the Hocomonco Pond area would
prevent the migration of contamination from the identified
sources to either the Otis Street Municipal well, northwest of
the pond, or the Smith Valve process well to the west.
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Hocomonco Pond provides a constant head boundary that prevents
ground water flow to the water supply wells from the contaminant
sources. The lack of contaminants, as determined in the
analytical tasks of this investigation, in the Otis Street
nunicipal well, a nearby ground water observation well, and

the Smith Valve Process well, further support the fact that
centamimants are not migrating to these water supply wells.

Encarngernment Assessment

Surmary of Public Health and Environmental Impacts

The public health and environmental concerns at the Hocomonco Pond

Site are a function of the contaminant concentrations and actual
ané/or potential exposure routes and receptors. The public health and
environmental concerns are addressed in terms of hazard identification,
exposure assessment and risk characterization as summarized in the
following sections.

Hazard Identification

Bas2d on the results of sampling and analytical program, four
primary and three small isolated areas of site contamination have
been identified. The areas have been described previously in this -
docurcent (refer to section on current site status). An analysis of
the organic and inorganic contaminants detected within each media
(soil, sediments, ground water and surface water) for the various
site areas was conducted to identify critical contaminants at
Hocomonco Pond.

A list of compounds which pose the greatest health risks, "critical
contaminants" was selected through a categorization and ranking
process. Organic compounds detected in the site contamination

areas were placed in one of three categories: compounds which are
kncwn carcinogens, those which are noncarcinogens but have other

known health effects, and those which have unknown health effects.
Corpounds were then ranked (according to toxicity and/or concentration)
within each of these categories by media, and critical contaminants
were selected.

Known carcinogens are considered to be those compounds which have
Cancer Potency Factors (CPF's) published by EPA's Cancer Assessment
Group (CAG). The higher the CPF, the higher the potency of a
‘particular compound. Only two organic compounds detected at
Hocomonco Pond, benzene and benzo(a)pyrene, have CPF's published by
Cac. :

-+ “Orcanic compounds which do not have CPF's but have an Acceptable
Dzily Intake (ADI) value established for other health effects by
E?2 were placed in the noncarcinogen group. Compounds detected in
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the Hocomonco Pond area having ADI's are napthalene, phenol, toluene
and fluoranthene. The potential health risk for napthalene is
greater than the risk for phenol, toluene or fluoranthene. Through
a similar selection process, inorganic critical contaminants were
determined to be arsenic .and .chromium. CPF's have been establ ished
‘for- these compounds. and both compouncs have been detected above
background concentrations in soil, ground water and sediments.

This ranking procedure identifies those contaminants posing the
greatest health risk at the site. The contaminants identified as
“critical contaminants" for this site are presented on Table 14.
Using the CPF and ADI values for "critical contaminants" health
hazards can be quantified. Health hazards associated with other
site contaminants cannot easily be guantified because of ‘the lack

of published standards; however, “these contaminants are considered
qualitatively to pose a potential health risk. This gqualitative
potential health risk effectively increases the overall health risk
above the risk level that can be quantified using CPF and ADI
values. Analytical data developed during the Remedial Investigation
show that critical contaminants and other hazardous chemicals now
occur in high concentrations in surface soils (< 3 feet), subsurface
soils (> 6 feet), ground water, surface water and sediments at some
©or all of the site contamination .areas. ‘The occurence of critical
contaminants in the site areas "is summaYy ized below:

Former Lagoon Area: Critical contaminants occur over a 1.7 acre
area. Critical contaminants were detected in near surface soil and
subsurface soils and sediments in the storm drain passing by the
area. High concentration of the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
(PAH's) occur in the soil samples but not in the ground water samp.

Kettle Pond Area: Critical contaminants occur over approx imately 1
acre in the Kettle Pond area. Critical contaminants were detected
in subsurface soils, ground water, surface soil, and sediments in
the pond. The .soil samples, particularly the subsurface samples,
-show high concentriations of the compounds. “The .pond sediments

and the dried sediments around the ecge of the pond show the highest
concentrations of all the samples at this location.

Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream: Most of the measurements

occur along the southeast border of the pond. Critical contaminants
were detected in the surface water (at the oil boom), pond sediments
and discharge stream sediments.

. -Otis Street:  Critical contaminants were . detected ;at wvery .low
~ concentrations in the ground water. Contamination was not detected
'in the soil on the east embankment of Otis Street. . .

- In summary, high concentrations of the critical contaminants occur

in soil and sediment samples in several locations at the site,
while lower concentrations occur in ground water and surface waters.
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Exposure Assessment

The potential for receptor exposure at the Hocomonco site, based on
actual and potential exposure routes-—inhalation, ingestion, and
dirsct contact -- and associated receptors are summarized below.

Inhalation -

PAKE's cenerally have low vapor pressure; however, naphthalene (a
criticzl contaminant) found in the soil, sediment, surface water
and ground water does have a significant volatilization rate. Air
monitoring data indicates volatile organic compounds are released
when contaminated sediments are agitated. '

In addition to health risks associated with inhalation of volatile
PAH's and other organic compounds, there are risks associated with
inhalation of dusc. Contaminated .dust occuring in the air as a
result of playing (i.e. throwing dirt, bike riding, motorcycling)
or digging either by children or adults presents a health risk.

Unremeciated, the site conditions do represent a health risk via

inhalation. Worker and community safety precautions will be addressed
during design of the remedial actions.

Ingastion

Soil/Sediments - Critical contaminants and other hazardous chemicals

are present at ground surface at the Rettle Pond Area, in near

surface soils in the former lagoon area and in Hocomonco Pond and
discharge stream sediments. Ingestion of contaminated soil represents
an actval health risk to anyone digging, playing or otherwise
disturbing the contaminated site areas.

Ground Water/Surface Water - Based on water quality data for all
well sempling, including the Smith valve wells and the Otis Street
municipal well, only wells MW-3 and MW-4 were found to contain
organic compounds. Ground water contamination on site is limited
to the Kettle Pond area, and the east side of Otis Street. Critical
contaminants were detected in the ground water at MW-3 and MW-4.
Ground water contamination represents a potential exposure pathway.
Ground water in this immediate area is not currently used as a
water supply source.

It has been determined that there are no identified water -supply
walls cowngradient of the site, however; future use of the ground water
is a potential exposure pathway that should be addressed. It has
been determined that contamination does not migrate to the Otis
treet municipal well from any site contaminant areas.

The surface water of Hocomonco Pond and its discharge stream have
bsea found to be free of contamination, with the exception of the




~-14-

area near the storm drain discherge channel and oil boom north of

the former lagoon. An exposure pathway and health risk exists

relative to ingestion of or contact with surface water near the

storm drain discharge channel following periods of rainfall. It

should also be noted that agitation of contaminated sediments in
Hocomonco Pond,  the discharcge stream and Kettle Pond presents an

actual exposure pathway and health risk via the release of contaminants
to the surface water. Agitation of contaminants also results in

the release of volatile organic compounds into the air resulting in
an actual exposure pathway and health risk via inhalation. Furthermore,
while swimming restrictions have been imposed at Hocomonco Pond,

the extent to which the restriction is enforced is unknown.

Definitive data are not available relative. to the bivaccumulation

©of contaminants “in Hocomonco "Pond aguatic species. “Fish -sampling

for PAH's is required to develop definitive conclusions regarding

this potential exposure pathway and associated health risks. This

work is currently underway by the Massachusetts Division of Fisheries
and Wildlife. Samples have been collected but analytical data is not
yet available.

Direct Contact

‘Direct contact with critical contaminants -and other “hazardous
chemicals resulting from digging or playing in contaminated soil,
sediments and surface water is an actual exposure pathway. This
would include direct contact, with contaminated surface soils and/or
surface water at the former lagoon, Kettle Pond, and Hocomonco Pond
and discharge stream sediments. Dermal allergenic and potential
carcinogenic risks are typical of creosote compounds.

Risk Characterization

. Health risks associated with the contamination at the Hocomonco
Pond site were guantified for several .exposure scenarios using =~
available cancer potency ‘factor (CPF)-and acceptable daily intake
(ADI) values.

Based on a quantitative analysis it was determined that ingestion
and dermal contact exposure routes represent significant public
health hazards which should be addressed.

Calculations based on exposure (ingestion and dermal contact) to
€ritical carcinogenic ichemicals in the Kettle Pond .area indicate a .
summed incremental lifetime cancer risk.of 1.66.x 10-3. This

value represents a summation of calculated risk values for two
carcinogenic chemicals. This risk value is several orders of.
magnitude greater than the value for which the EPA would recommend
remedial action. 1In addition, calculations based on ADI's indicate
a value of 1.24003 for exposure to naphthalene, and fluoranthene,
toxic noncarcinogenic chemicals present in high concentrations on
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the site. Risk associated with an ADI greater than one (1) are

corsidered unacceptable and would trigger remedial action. Additional

h=zlth risks associated with other critical contaminants in the
Kattle Pond area would be expected to increase the overall risk to
a level greater than that quantified. :

Calculztions based on the use (ingestion exposure) of ground water
frcm a hvpothetical well downgradient from Kettle Pond (e.g. water
frcm Mn-4) indicate an incremental lifetime cancer risk of 2.55 x
10-2 aad an ADI fraction of 36.63866 both of which are much higher
than the values for which EPA would recommend remedial action.

Calculations based on exposure (ingestion and dermal contact) to
critical contaminants in Hocomonco Pond soil and sediments indicate
an incremental lifetime cancer risk of 2.22 x 10-5 and 2.43 x 10-5
respectively. The risk values are slightly more than an order of
macnitude greater than the value for which EPA would recommend
recedial action.

Calculztions based on exposure (ingestion and dermal contact) to
criticzl contaminants by swimming in the area of contamination at
Eocomonco Pond indicate an incremental lifetime cancer risk of 3.61
x 10-6. this value is slightly higher than the value for which EPA
would recommend remedial action. 1In addition, calculations based
on ADI's indicate a value of 1.68459 for exposure to naphthalene
ané¢ fluoranthene.

Hocomonco Pond Site Security

As a result of contamination at this site, Hocomonco Pond has been
closed to recreational use, e.g. fishing, boating and swimming.
Signs have been posted. Access to the overall site via the dirt
access road is restricted by large boulders blocking the road.
Pecdestrian access is not controlled. The site is not fenced.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATIdN

Renedial Response Objectives

The overall objective of remedial action at the Hocomonco Pond

Site is to mitigate or eliminate contamination and environmental

ané public health impacts. The remedial response objectives for
site cleanup are presented below for each area of contamination.

The renmedial alternatives proposed are for source control remedial
action undertaken pursuant to 40 C.F.R. § 300.68(e)(2) which is
aprropriate in this instance because a substantial concentration of
hazardous substances remain at or near the area where they were
originally located and inadequate barriers exist to retard migration
of substances into the environment. '

o - e vy
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Former Lagoon Area

The exposure pathways, contaminant migration routes and actual
and/or potential public health and environmental impacts associated
with this area include: :
° Inhalation exposure
° Exposure by accidental ingestion of contaminants : v
° Direct contact exposure
® Migration of contaminants to Hocomonco Pond and its discharge
stream via the storm drain passing adjacent to the contamination
area.
° Impacts on wetlands

The objectives of remedial action are as follows:

° Eliminate inhalation, direct.contact .and ingest.ion exposure
.pathways.

° Eliminate the contaminant migration potential to Hocomonco
Pond, surface water, and pond sediments (wetlands).

°® Ensure ground water contamination does not occur in the future.
° Eliminate impacts on wetlands.

Kettle Pond Area

The exposure pathways, contaminant migration route and actual
and/or potential public health and environmental impacts associated
with this area include:

° 1Inhalation exposure

° Exposure by accidental ingestion of contaminants.

° Direct contact exposure.

® ‘Migration of contaminants to Bocomonco Pond .and discharge
stream surface water via ground water discharge to surface
waters.,

° 1Impacts on wetlands.

® Future use of ground water.
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s

The objectives of remedial action are as follows:

° Eliminate inhalation, direct contact and ingestion exposure
pzthways. i

© Eliminate ground water contamination (and resultant surface water
contamination) associated with this area of the site which for
the purpose of grounc water remediation includes the area on
the east side of Otis Street.

° Eliminate impacts on wetlands.

Eocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream

The exposure pathways, contaminant migration routes, and actual
ané/or potential public health and environmental impacts associated
with this area include: :

° 1Inhalation exposure.

° Exposure by accidental ingestion of contaminants (sediments
and surface water).

° Direct contact exposure.

¢ Migretion of contaminants further downstream of pond and
discharge stream.

The objectives of remedial action are as follows:

¢ Eliminate the inhalation, direct contact and ingestion
exposure pathways.

° Eliminate the contaminant migration potential to downstream
areas.

° Eliminate future potential impacts to wetlands and fisheries
and associated consumptive exposure pathways.

° Enhance futhre recreational usage of Hocomonco Pond.

Otis Street

‘The contaminated soils in embankment. areas of Otis Street, adjacent

to Kettle Pond, have been included in the Kettle Pond contamination
area for the purpose of evaluation. No contamination was detected

in the soil on the east embankment. Trace levels of organic contaminant
were detected in the ground water (Mw-3). Creosote odor was present

in several catch basins of the Otis Street drain system, indicating

& pozential migration pathway. '
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The exposure pathways, contaminant migration route and actual
and/or potential public health and environmental impacts associated
with this area include:

° Inhalation exposure.

° Direct contact exposure- (via Hocomonco Pond discharge stream
water).

° Exposure by accidental ingestion of contaminants (via Hocomonco

Pond discharge stream water)

© Migration of contaminants in ground water ‘from ‘Kettle Pond
Area to surface water in the Hocomonto ‘Pond discharge stream.

° Impacts on wetlands.

The objectives of remedial action are as follows:

° Eliminate inhalation direct contact and ingestion exposure pathway:

°® JInsure contaminants do not migrate through the -storm drainage
system to surface waters.

° Eliminate impacts on wetlands.

Isolated Areas

The exposure pathways, contaminant migration routes and actual and,
"potential public health and environmental impacts associated with
the three isolated areas of contamination (soil at monitoring well
no. 1 (MW-1), tank bases located adjacent to the former lagoon and
contaminated sediments in the storm drain channel on the southwest
side of the site) include:

° Direct contact exposure

° Exposure by accidental ingestion of contaminants

° Migration of contaminants to Hocomonco Pond (storm drain
channel only)

“The objectives :0f remedial action are ‘as follows:
° Eliminate potential direct contact/ingestion exposure pathways

° Eliminate the potential of contaminant migration to Hocomonco
Pond surface water and pond sediments.

° Eliminate impacts on wetlands.

o
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Reredial Alternatives Screening Process

The remedial action screening process involves several steps. First,
a limited number of alternatives were ceveloped using feasible
technologies and consideration of the factors listed in 40 C.F.R.
§3G0.63(2) &nd (f). Next, an initial screening was conducted for

the remedial alternatives developed from feasible technologies.

Several alternatives were eliminated during initial screening. :
Finally, a detailed analysis was conducted of remedial alternatives
rernaining after the initial screening. :

From the available feasible technologies available for site remediation,
a limited number of source control alternatives were developed.

The following categories were considered in the development of
these alternatives:

1. Alternative(s) specifying offsite storage, destruction, treatment
or secure disposal of hazardous substances at a facility
approved under the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA). Such a facility must also be in compliance with all
other applicable EPA standards (e.g., Clean Water Act, Clean
Air Act, Toxic Substances Control Act.)

2. Alternative(s) that attain 211 applicable or relevant Federal
public health or environmental standards, guidance, or advisories.

3. Alternative(s) that exceed zll applicable or relevant Federal
public health or environmental standards, guidance, or advisories.

4. Alternative(s) that meet the CERCLA goals of preventing or
minimizing present or future migration of hazardous substances

and protect human health and the environment, but do not
attain the applicable or relevant standards.

5. No action.

The alternatives developed for the various site areas are
listed below:

rormer Lagoon

1. sSite grading and capping; and storn sewer lining or relocation

2. Soil/waste excavation and disposal at off-site (RCRA approved)
lanéfill and site grading. '

3. Soil/waste excavation and disposal at on-site (RCRA approved)
landfill.

\ad o  TW *
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Soil/waste excavation and on-site incineration.
Biodegradation and site grading.

No action.

Kettle Pond-

Site grading and capping

Soil/waste excavation and disposal at off-site landfill and
site grading. o

Soil/waste excavation and construct on-site landfill and site
grading.

Ground water table modification, site grading and capping.
Ground water containment barrier, site grading and capping.
Biodegradation.

Soil/waste excavation and on-site incineration.

Ground water pumping and treatment.

No action.

" Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream

1 L d '

‘2.

3.

Hydraulic dredging and sediment disposal/treatment.

Lower ing water level in Hocomonco Pond .and sexcavating sediment,

‘sediment 'disposal/treatment.

No Action - deed restrictions, usage limitation.

Ot is Street

1.

2 -

3.

4.

Limited soil excavation.
Embankmént capping. : v
Storm drain sealing.

No action.

The remedial alternatives, listeé above, were evaluated in an
initial screening process using three broad criteria as outlined

by 40 C.F.R. §300.68(h).

—
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°© Cost: Alternatives that cost an order of magnitude more than
other alternatives but do not provide substantially greater
public health or environmental benefit, based on response
objectives, would be eliminated.

Effects of the Alternatives: Adverse environmental effects
of the mlternatives and-implementation of the alternatives;
the ability of the alternative to achieve adequate control of
the source material.

Acceptable Engineering Practices: Technical feasibility,
applicability and reliability of alternative based on site
conéitions and waste characteristics.

Table 15 summarizes the results of the initial screening process.

The column headings on Table 15 for costs, environmental/public
health and technical correlate with the three broad criteria of

cost, effects of the alternative and acceptable engineering practices
respectively. Alternatives eliminated during the initial screening
are listed below. The criteria used to eliminate an alternative is
discussed for each alternative listed.

Alternatives eliminated in the initial screening process were:
Biodegradation; ground water containment barrier (steel sheeting or

grcout curtain) with site grading and capping: and ground water table
mocéification.

Alternatives involving biodegradation were eliminated based on
"offects of alternative” and "acceptable engineering practices"
criteria. Specifically, biodegradation would not achieve adequate
control of the source material because biodegradation lacks documen-
tation of PAH degradation. For this reason it is not a feasible
treatment for the site conditions and consequently does not represent
a reliable means of addressing the problem at this site.

Alternatives involving a ground water containment barrier (utilizing
steel sheeting) along with site grading and capping were eliminated
based on the effects of alternative and acceptable engineering
practices criterion. Specifically a steel sheeting containment
barrier could fail to achieve adequate source control due to leakage
of contaminants at sheeting joints or deteriorization of the sheets
by corrosion. For these reasons it follows that a steel sheeting
cor-ainment barrier is not an acceptable engineering practice .for
tais location since it is not a reliable means of addressing the
problen.

Alternatives involving a ground water containment barrier (utilizing

a crout curtain) along with site grading and capping were eliminated
bas2d on the acceptable engineering practices criterion. Specifically
a crout curtain is not feasible for the site conditions and does

not represent a reliable means of addressing the problem. Grout
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curtains have highly linited applications and are undemonstrated
relative to hazardous waste containment.

Alternatives involving a ground water table modification were
eliminated based on acceptable engineering practices criteria.

The alternative is mot applicable due to conditions of the release
i.e. contaminated surface soil, sediments and water.

Detailed Analysis .

The remedial alternatives remaining after the initial screening
were subjected to a detailed analysis based on the following criteria.
as outlined ‘in 40 C.F.R. §300.68(i):

A. Refinement and specification of alternatives in detail, with
emphasis on use of established technology;

B. Detailed cost estimation, including distribution of costs over
t ime;

C. Evaluation in terms of engineering implementation or constructibilty

D. An assessment of each alternative in terms of the extent to
which it is expected to effectively mitigate and minimize
damage to, and provide adequate protection of, public health,
welfare, and the environment, relative to the other alternatives
evaluated; and

E. An analysis of any adverse environmental impacts, methods for
mitigating these impacts, and costs of mitigation.

A summary of the results of the detailed analysis of the remedial
alternatives for each site area is presented on Tables 16, 17, 18

and 19 and is described more fully in the text below. The column
headings .on Tables 16-19, technical, environmental/ :public -health,
institutional/land use and cost relate to the various detailed

analysis evaluation criteria. The summary information listed under

the column heading of "technical" relates in part or in whole to the
following detailed analysis criteria; items A, C and D as noted

above and set forth at 40 C.F.R. §300.68(i)(2). The column heading
environmental/public health relates in part or in whole to the

detailed analysis criteria D and E. The column heading of institutional
land use Trelates to the detailed analysis «criteria D. -The :column o
‘head ing-of cost relates to item B of the detailed analysis criteria.

Statement of fihdings, consistent with Executive Orders 11988 and .
11990 are included as appendices to this decision document.

‘Detailed Analysis

Former Lagoon: Five remedial alternatives (listed 'below) proposed
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for source control in the area of the former lagoon are discussed
in the following sections.
1. Site grading and capping with storm drain relocation (FL-1)
2. Soil/was;e excavation with off-site cisposal (FL-2)
3. Soil/waste excavation with on-site landfill facility (FL-3)
4. Soil/waste excavation with on-site incineration (FL-4)
5. No action (FL-5) |

Site grading and capping (FL-1)

Twis alternative is effective in preventing waste migration by
eliminating surface water infiltration and eliminating the storm
drain migration pathway by relocating the drainage pipe. This
alternative is particularly applicable for this site contamination
avea because soil/waste material is located above the ground water
table; therefore, leachate is not produced due to ground water
flcw-through. The various tasks associated with this alternative
are indicated on the detailed cost estimate sheet, Table 20.

The useful life of a properly maintained clay/synthetic liner cap
is estimated to be greater than 50 years, at which time replacement
may be required. Installation of tensiometers below the cap would
bz recommended to determine leakage to the underlying soil. This
would be used to detect reguired cap maintenance or replacement.
Tersiometers determine moisture content of unsaturated soils by
ma2zsurement of soil tension, thereby detecting cap leakage. The
surface cap system is a reliable and well-demonstrated technology
which prevents surface water infiltration through the buried waste
material. Operation and maintenance requirements are not complex.
They include long-term ground water monitoring, cap maintenance,
an¢ mowing to maintain grass cover and prevent tree growth. The
facility would have to be maintained indefinitely. The area of
the site cap would not be available for future development, and
deed restrictions would be regquired.

The capital, cost and maintenance, and present worth costs of this
alternative are summarized in Table 20.

There are no identified site conditions or waste characteristics
thet would adversely impact the implementation or construction of
this alternative at the former lagoon area. ‘

The surface cap system and storm sewer relocation would effectively
contain the soil/waste material and prevent contaminant migration.
Eowever, the soil/waste material to be capped would not be treated’
cr destroyed. Therefore, the cap system must be maintained and
coritored indefinitely since in-situ physical, chemical, or bio-
cecradation
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mechanisms are not expected to reduce the material to a non-hazardous
classification for many years.

This alternative would meet the established public health response
objectives for the former lagoon area. The potential direct contact
ané accidental ingestion exposure pathways would be eliminated by

the capping of soil/waste material. Compliance with RCRA regulations
Section 264.410 concerning landfill closure and post closure and
ground water monitoring would be required to ensure the effectiveness®
of the cap in minimizing or eliminating the migration of contaminants.

Short term environmental impacts during construction would be - @
minimal for this altermative .as summarized-below:

® Air emissions would be monitored on-site for worker safety
and at potential off-site receptor locations. However, because
soil/waste material would not be excavated (except as associated
with storm drain removal), .air emissions should be minimal.

Proper sediment and erosion controls would be required to
minimize potential adverse .impacts to Hocomonco Pond aguatic
-dife, wetland areas, and pond and stream surface water quality.
Erosion can be easily controlled at this site.

This alternative would meet the established environmental response
objectives for the former lagoon area. The relocation of the
storm drainage pipe would eliminate the contaminant migration
potential to Hocomonco Pond, and the surface cap would insure that
ground water contamination does not occur in the future. It would
also have long-term positive impact on Hocomonco Pond.

Soil/Waste Excavation; Off-Site Landfill Disposal (FL-2)

' Removal ©of contaminated soil/waste material from the. former lagoon
area would effectively eliminate site contamination and prevent
future potential contaminant migration. The useful life of the
renediation with respect to this site is permanent. The various
tasks associated with this alternative are listed on the detailed
cost extimate sheet, Table 21.

This alternative is a well-demonstrated and reliable method to
mitigate contamination at the former lagoon area.

There are no on-site operational and maintenance requirements
associated with this alternative. Site soil/waste contamination
would be removed from the site. Therefore, land use restrictions "
at the former lagoon area would not be required for this alternative.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs of
this alternative are summarized in Table .21.

. ce . . L . . N s .. B e o
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There azre no identified site conditions or waste characteristics

that would adversely impact implementation of this alternative at
the former lagoon area.

Two levels of clean-up criteria have been evaluated for soil/waste
excavation options. The extent of soil removal based on exposure
assessrent amalysis effectively would excavate and dispose of all
icdentified carcinogenic compounds of concern. The extent of soil
ramoval based on visibly contaminated soils would excavate and
dispose of all contaminated material, including the identified
carcinogenic compounds of concern. Sampling and analysis would be
conducted during excavation to ensure that soils are excavated for
disposal in accordance with the selected removal criteria.

This alternative would meet the established public health response

objectives. This would pertain to both soil cleanup criteria. The
potential direct contact and accidental ingestion exposure pathways
would be eliminated by excavation and removal of the material from

the site.

Hazardous waste handling and disposal permits would be needed for

this alternative,

If off-site landfill disposal is selected, only facilities that

meet all RCRA regulations can accept the waste.

regulatory (off-site disposal policy) constraint regarding this
alternative.

Short-term environmental impacts during construction are summarized
below:

°

Air enissions and off-site air quality impacts during site
excavation may be significant due to particulates and
volatilization of contaminants. A site contingency plan would
be required to minimize adverse air impacts and could include
but not be limited to: 1) application of temporary foam to
tte site excavation area when air quality levels approach
meximum acceptable concentrations and 2) stopping work and
application of permanent foam to site excavation when air
quality levels reach maximum acceptable concentrations and
recomnencing work when levels were reduced below acceptable
levels and measures taken to ensure reoccurrence of similar
air quality impacts do not occur.

Proper sediment and erosion cohtrols would be required to
minimize potential adverse impacts to Hocomonco Pond aquatic

including transportation and manifesting requirements.

There is a potential

life and surface water quality. Erosion can be easily controlled

at this site.

This alternative would meet the established environmental response

objectives for the former lagoon area. The removal of contaminated

soil/waste material to an off-site RCRA landfill would eliminate
the cortaminant migration potential to Hocomonco Pond and would

S
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ensure that ground water contamination does not occur in the future.
It would also have a long-term positive impact on Hocomonco Pond.

Soil/Waste Excavation; On-Site Landfill Facility (FL-3)

As a result of this alternative waste material will be excavated

from the former lagoon area 'and placed into an RCRA landfill facility
constructed on-site. This would effectively mitigate site contamination
and prevent future potential migration of contamination associated o
with the former lagoon area. The technical performance of an

on-site RCRA landfill is good compared to other containment technologies
A redundant double liner,.leachate collection and storage, and leak o
detection system would prevent the migration ©of contaminants from

the landfill. Any leakage would be detected and collected prior to
entering the ground water. The useful life of a properly maintained
on-site landfill would be greater than 50 years. The exact service

life cannot be accurately predicted; however, the in-effect "triple"
liner system should provide for .long-term waste containment. Site
conditions are such that a minimum of 10 feet would exist between

the base of the landfill and the ground water table. Long-term

ground water monitoring would .also be provided. The various

tasks associated with this alternative .are indicated on the detailed
cost estimate sheet, Table 22.

Operation and maintenance requirements for an on-site landfill

would be relatively complex. They would include ground water
monitoring, facility inspection and maintenance, and disposal/treatment
of leachate that may be generated from within the landfill.

Land use restrictions would be required for the area of the on-site
landfill; no development would be allowed at the landfill site.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs for

- this alternative are provided in Table 22.

There are no identified site conditions or waste characteristics
that would adversely impact the implementation or construction of
this alternative at the former lagoon area. The site appears to
meet acceptable engineering criteria for landfill siting. A waste
compatibility evaluation would be required during design of the
liner system.

The level of :scil/waste cleanup.pertaining “to the .exposure assessment’

and visible contamination criteria was discussed previously.

This alternative would meet the established public health response -
objectives for the former lagoon area. This would pertain to 'both
soil cleanup criteria. The potential direct contact and accidental
ingestion exposure pathways would be eliminated by excavation and
removal of the material from the former lagoon site to the on-site
landfill.

S e ———
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T9is alternative would have to comply with the regulatory requirements
for new RCRA facilities. Permit approvals from EPA would not be
r=ciired for an on-site landfill. Compliance with the National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) will be achieved if
treated leachate is discharged to the pond or town sewer system.

T-e short term environmental. impacts discussed in association with
altarnative (FL-2) also pertain to the soil/waste excavation and
oa-site landfill construction activities associated with this
alternative. :

This alternative would meet the established environmental response
odjectives for the former lagoon area. The removal of contaminated
soil/waste material to an on-site RCRA landfill would eliminate the
contaminant migration potential to Hocomonco Pond and would ensure
that ground water contamination does not occur in the future. It
woulé also have a long-term positive impact on Hocomonco Pond.

Soil/Waste Excavation; On-Site Incineration (FL-4)

As a result of this alternative waste material would be excavated
from the former lagoon area and completely (99.99 percent) destroyed
by thermal oxidation during incineration. This would eliminate
contzninants from the site and would eliminate the need for
re-disposal at another site where future problems could occur. )
Cn-site incineration technology is in the testing stage; full-scale
operations have not been implemented. A brief summary of the
expected performance/reliablity from rotary kiln and infrared
incinerators follows. A vendor for rotary kiln incinerators has
‘two operational mobile units (100 TPD capacity). The technology of
the rotary kiln incineration is well demonstrated and is used at
stztionary hazardous waste incinerators. The vendor has incinerated
p2troleum wastes.

Infrared incineration is a relative new technology that operates by
destruction of waste in an infrared furnace. A vendor for infrared
incineration has conducted pilot operations at a phenolic resin
plant. A full-scale 100 TPD capacity unit is in design, but is not
anticipated to be operational until early 1986. According to the
vendor, infrared incineration offers greater process control over
zone temperature, residence time, and feed rate. However, this
carnot be documented until full-scale hazardous waste trial burns
-are conducted.

Cperation and maintenance requiremehts for incineration are technically
corplex and require highly trained personnel specifically trained in
that area.

The wvarious tasks associated with this alternative are indicated on
the cetailed cost estimate sheet, Table 23. :
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Land use restrictions would not be required for this alternative.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs for
this alternative including the rotary kiln and infrared incinerator -
technologies are provided in Tables 23 and 24. The reliability

of the cost per ton for incineration cannot be verified with any

actual construction cost because full-scale on-site hazardous waste
incineration has not taken place. Therefore, the cost for on-site
incineration is not well-defined and could vary significantly for o
actual construction. The cost for infrared incineration, provided

by a vendor, is significantly lower than that for rotary kiln
incineration. Due to the lack of full-scale experience with .
hazardous waste incineration, this potential cost. savings cannot be
fully substantiated.

There are no identified site conditions or waste characteristics
thaet would adversely impact the implementation or construction of
this alternative at the former lagoon area.

The level of soil/waste cleanup pertaining to the exposure assessment
ané visible contamination criteria was discussed previously (refer
to alternative FL-2). The .level of cleanup with incineration is
conplete because waste contaminants are thermally destroyed.

This alternative would meet the established public health response
obiectives for the former lagoon area. This would pertain to both
soil cleanup criteria. The potential direct contact/accidental
incestion exposure pathways would be eliminated by excavation and
thermal destruction of contaminants.

Technical RCRA incineration requirements would be complied with.
Also, compliance with the Clean Air Act and NPDES technical require-

ments would be necessary.

The discussion of the short-term environmental impacts discussed

for Alternative FL-2 also pertains to the soil/waste excavation and
on-site incineration construction activities associated with this
alternative. As previously noted, contaminant destruction efficiency
for incineration is 99.99 percent. RCRA regulations would require
trial burns at the site to ensure compliance with air quality

stendards.

This .alternative would meet the established environmental response .
“-wpbjectives for the former lagoon area. Removal -and @estruction of
" ‘contaminants would eliminate potential contaminant migration potential
to Hocomonco Pond and ensure that ground water contamination does -
not occur in the future. It would also have a long-term positive
impact on Hocomonco Pond. '

No Action (FL-5)

The no action alternative for the former lagoon area consists of 1)
fencing the area, 2) ground water quality monitoring, 3) periodic
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monitoring of the storm drainage discharge from Smith Parkway, and
4) placing a deed restriction on future use of the area. The no-
action alternative will not eliminate the migration of contaminants
to Hocomonco Pond via the storm drain. It would provide for ’
ground water quality monitoring around the former lagoon area.
Ground water quality degradation, if it were to occur in the future,
would be detected. The various tasks associated with this alternative
are indicated on the detailed cost estimate sheets, Table 25.
significant migration of contaminants from the former lagoon area
to pond and stream sediments has occurred over the past 9 years
since the storm drainage culvert was installed. Conseguently, the
no action alternative is not be expscted to reliably address the
site problems in the future because wastes will exist on-site and a

migration route (storm drainage pipe) to the pond will still exist.

The operation requirements of monitoring ground water gquality and
maintenance of the fence would be minimal. The area of contamination
to be fenced would not be available for future development, and

deed restrictions would be required. Furthermore, if no action

were to be taken at the former lagoon, continued restrictions would
be required relative to fishing and recreational activities at
Hocomonco Pond.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs of
this alternative are summarized in Table 25.

With this alternative the waste material would not be contained,
removed, treated or destroyed. Therefore, there would be no cleanup
of site contaminants. In-situ physical, chemical, or biodegradation
mechanisms are not expected to reduce the material to a non-hazardous
classification for many years.

Fencing of the former lagoon area is proposed to eliminate the
direct contact and accidental ingestion exposure pathways at the ~
site. However, the fence may create an attractive nuisance to
children and potentially result in increased activity at the site.
Maintaining the site in its current state would not comply with
state and federal regulations.

Short-term impacts associated with the fence installation would be
negligible. Long-term impacts associated with the no action alternative
would be continued migration of site contaminants from the former

lagoon area to Hocomonco Pond sediments and discharge stream sediments.
- Continued migration of contaminants to the pond would increase, due to
increase in contaminant concentrations, the ingestion and direct

contact exposure potential related to recreational use of the pond

i.e. wading or swimming. '

Furthermore, the continued migration of contaminants to the pond and
discharge stream (and potential further migration to the Assabet
River wetlands) represents a negative impact on these wetland areas.
Exposure to PAHs by some aquatic organisms through food, water, or
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s2Ciment contamination has been reported to. result in reduced
survival and behavioral and reproductive changes.

Kettle Pond Area

Site Grading and Capping (KP-1)

This alternative would not be effective in preventing waste migration
at this site. The majority of soil/waste material is located below
the ground water table; therefore, leachate is principally produced
due to ground water flow-through. Reduced surface water infiltration
world not significantly reduce ground water quality degradation o
cowsngradient of the 'site. However, direct contact and accidental
incestion exposure pathways would be eliminated.

The useful life of a properly maintained clay/synthetic liner cap
is estimated to be greater than 50 years, at which time replacement
may be required. Installation of tensiometers below the cap would
be recommended to detect leakage to the underlying soil. This
wourld be used to determine required cap maintenance or replacement.
Tensiometers determine moisture .content of unsaturated soils by

- measurement of soil tension, 'thereby detecting cap leakage. The
surface cap is a reliable and well-documented technology which
prevents surface water infiltration through the buried waste
material. However, as previously noted, it would not prevent waste
micration at this particular site. Operation and maintenance
recuirements are not complex. They include long-term ground water
monitoring, cap maintenance, and mowing to maintain grass cover and
prevent tree growth. The facility would have to be maintained
indefinitely. The various tasks associated with this alternative
ere indicated on the detailed cost estimate sheet, Table 26.

The area of the site cap would not be available for future development,
ané deed restrictions would be required.

"The capital, operation end maintenance, and present -worth costs of
this alternative are summarized in Table 26.

There are no identified site conditions or waste characteristics
that would adversely impact the implementation or construction of
this alternative.

The surface cap system would not contain the soil/waste material

2n6 would not prevent continued waste migration and resulting -
cround water quality impacts. “However, this alternative would meet
established public health response objectives for the Kettle Pond
area. The potential direct contact and accidental ingestion exposure -
pathways would be eliminated by the capping of soil/waste material.
Co:pllance with the technical requirements of RCRA regulations
concerning landfill closure, postclosure and ground water monitoring
regulations would be necessary. A ground water alternative concentratic
lizit {ACL) would have to be established anc approved as per EPA
standards if this alternative were to comply with RCRA standards.

e i o e ceen o ey ey e ¢
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Short-term environmental impacts during construction would be
minimal for this alternative as summarized below:

° Air emissions would be monitored on-site for worker safety and-
at potential off-site receptor location. However, because
soil/waste material would not be excavated, air emissions
should "be minimal. :

Proper sediment and erosion controls will be required to .
minimize potential adverse impacts to Hocomonco Pond aquatic

life, wetland areas, and Hocomonco Pond and discharge stream

surface water quality. There is a small wetland immediately

downgradient of Rettle Pond within the designated Kettle Pond
contamination area. The cap would not extend to this wetland
area, and sediment erosion controls would mitigate potential

adverse impacts to the wetland.

A long-term environmental impact of capping the Kettle Pond would
be the permanent loss of the wetlands.

This alternative would not meet the established environmental
response goal of improving water quality downgradient of Kettle
Pond. The aguifer in this area is designated as a class II aquifer
according to EPA's ground water protection strategy. Furthermore,
if ground water discharges to Hocomonco Pond and the discharge
stream, adverse environmental and potential public health concerns
would exist.

Soil/Waste Excavation; Off-Site Landfill Disposal (KP-2)

Removal of contaminated soil/waste material from the Kettle Pond
would eliminate site contamination and present future contaminant
migration potential. The useful life of the remediation with
respect tc this site is permanent. The various tasks associated
with this alternative are indicated on the detailed cost estimate
sheet, Table 27. :

This alternative is a well-demonstrated and reliable method to
mitigate contamination at this site.

There are no on-site operational and maintenance requirements
associated with this alternative. Site soil/waste contamination
would be removed from the site; therefore, land use restrictions
.at the Kettle Pond area would not be required for this alternative.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs of
this alternative are summarized in Table 27.

There are conditions at Kettle Pond site which would require
implementation of specialized construction techniques. Subsurface

P
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ste2l sheet piling would be required to provide stability to the

Ot is Street roadway during excavation of Kettle Pond and Otis Street
cortaninated embankment material. Also, the soil/waste material is
currently situated in ground water, and dewater ing would be requirec
to allow for excavation in the dry. - Water from the dewater ing
ope-ztion would require treatment ‘and ‘disposal. These construct ion
tachnicues are well-demonstrated, and associated cost factors have
b2en considered.

T<4c levels of cleanup criteria have been evaluated for soil/waste
excavation options. The extent of soil removal based on exposure
assessnent analysis effectively would excavate and dispose of all -
identifjed carcinogenic compounds of concern. The extent of soil
renoval based on visibly contaminated soils would result in the
excavation and disposal of all contaminants including the identified"
carcinogenic compounds of concern. Sampling and analysis would be
conducted dur ing excavation to ensure that soils are excavated for

d isposal in accordance with the selected removal criteria.

This alternative would meet the established public health response
objectives. This would pertain to both soil clean-up criteria.

The potential direct. contact and accidental ingestion :exposure pathways
wourlé be eliminated by excavation and removal of the material from

the site.

Eazardous waste handling and disposal permits would be needed for

this alternative, including transportation and manifesting requirements.
EP: has recently directed that if off-site landfill disposal is
selected, only facilities that meet all RCRA regulations can accept

the waste.

Shert-term environmental impacts during construction are summar ized
below:

® “Alir emissions and off-site air quality impacts discussed for the
former lagoon alternative FL-2 also pertain to this alternative.

¢ Proper sediment and erosion controls will be required to
minimize potential adverse impacts to Hocomonco Pond aquatic
life, wetland areas, and Hocomonco Pond and discharge stream
surface water quality. There is a small wetland immediately
downgradient of Kettle Pond within the designated Kettle Pond
contamination area. Sediment :and erosion controls would be .
reguired to prevent migration of :sediments to this wetland.
The dewater ing system may reduce water levels in the wetland
area for the duration of operation (approx imately 2 months). .
No long-term impacts to the.wetland area are anticipated.

This alternative would meet the established environmental response
cbiectives for the Kettle Pond area. The removal of contaminated
soll w2ste material to an off-site RCRA lancfill would mitigate
crouné water contamination downgradient of Kettle Pond by eliminating

N EERTT



-33-

tnhe source of contamination. This alternative would conform to the
goal of ground water guality improvement and comply with EPA's
ground water protection strategy.

Soil/Waste Excavation; On-Site Landfill Facility (KP-3)

As a result of this alternative waste material will be excavated
from the former Kettle Pond area and placed in an RCRA landfill
facility constructed on-site. This would effectively remove the
source contamination. The two levels of cleanup criteria discussed
for KP-2 also pertains to this alternative. The technical performance
of an on-site RCRA landfill is good compared to other containment
technologies. A redundant double liner, leachate collection and
storage, and leak detection system would prevent the migration of
contaminants from the landfill, and leakage would be detected and
collected prior to entering the ground water. The useful life of a
properly maintained on-site landfill would be greater than 50 years.
The exact service life cannot be accurately predicted; however, the
in-effect "triple" liner system should provide for long-term waste
containment. Site conditions are such that a minimum of 10 feet
would ex ist between the base of the landfill and the ground water
table. Long-term ground water monitor ing would also be provided.
The var ious tasks associated with this alternative are indicated on
the detailed cost estimate sheet, Table 28.

Operation and maintenance requirements for an on-site landfill

would be relatively complex. They would include ground water
monitoring, facility inspection and maintenance, and disposal/treatment
of leachate that may be generated from within the landfill.

Land use restr ictions would be required for the area of the on-site
landfill; no development would be allowed at the landfill site.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs for
this alternative are provided in Table 28.

There are conditions at Kettle Pond site which would require
inplementation of specialized construction techniques. Subsurface
steel sheet piling would be required to provide stability to the
Ot is Street roadway during excavation of contaminated material
from the Kettle Pond and Otis Street (west embankment) areas.
Since the soil/waste mater ial is currently situated in ground

- water, dewater ing would be required to allow for excavation in the

dry. Water from the dewatering operation would require treatment
and disposal. These construction technigues are well-demonstrated,
and associated cost factors have been considered. -

This alternative would meet the established public health response
coiectives for the Kettle Pond area. The inhalation, direct contact
and accidental ingestion exposure pathways would be eliminated by
excavation and removal of the material from the Kettle Pond site to
the on-site landfill.
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This alternative would comply with RCRA regulatory requirements and
with respect to the construction of a landfill, this would

assure adequate protection to the public health, welfare and

the environment. Permit approvals from EPA would not be required
for an on-site landfill. . Compliance with the technical requirements
cf the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

woulcé be necessary if treated leachate were discharged to Hocomonco
Pond or the town sewer system.

Short-term environmental impacts during construction are summarized
below: o

* Air emissions‘:and off-site air quality impacts discussed for
the former lagoon alternative FL-2 also pertain to this
alternative.

® Proper sediment and erosion controls will be required to
minimize potential adverse impacts to Hocomonco Pond aquatic
life, wetland areas, and pond and stream surface water quality.
There is a small wetland immediately downgradient of Kettle
Pond within the designated Kettle Pond contamination area.
Sediment .and erosion controls would be required to prevent
migration of sediments to this wetland. The dewatering system
may reduce water levels in the wetland area for the duration
of operation (approximately 2 months). No long-term impacts
to the wetland area are anticipated.

This alternative would meet the established environmental response
objectives for the Kettle Pond area. The removal of contaminated
soil/waste material to an on-site RCRA landfill would mitigate
ground water contamination downgradient of Kettle Pond by eliminating
the source of contamination. This alternative would conform to the
goal of ground water quality improvement and comply with EPA's
ground water protection strategy.

-~

Soil/Waste Excavation; On-Site Incineration (KP-4)

A discussion of the technical aspects of this alternative can be
found above in the discussion relating to the former lagoon (FL-4).

Cperation and maintenance requirements for incineration are
technically complex and reguire highly trained personnel specifically
trzined in that area.

A . N A .

The various tasks associated with this alternative are indicated on
the detailed cost estimate sheets, Table 29. : -

Land use restrictions would not be required for this alternative.
. The capital, operation .and naintenance, .and present worth costs.for

thlis .2iternative including the rctary kiln and infrared incinerator
technologies are provided in Tables 29 and 30. The reliability
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of the cost per ton for incineration cannot be verified with any
actual construction cost because full-scale on-site hazardous waste
incineration has not taken place. Therefore, the cost for on-site
incineration is not well-defined and could vary significantly for
actual construction. The cost for infraréd incineration, provided

by a vendor, is significantly lower than that for rotary kiln
incineration. Due to the lack of full-scale experience with hazardous
waste incineration, this potential cost savings cannot be fully
substantiated.

There are conditions at Kettle Pond site which would require
implementation of specialized construction techniques. Subsurface
steel sheet piling would be required to provide stability to the
Otis Street roadway during excavation of contaminated material at
Kettle Pond and Otis Street (west embankment) areas. Also, the
soil/waste material is currently situated in ground water, and
dewatering would be required to allow for excavation in the dry.
Water from the dewatering operation would require treatment and
disposal. These construction techniques are well-demonstrated, and
associated cost factors have been considered.

The level of cleanup with incineration is complete because waste
contaminants are thermally destroyed.

This alternative would meet the established public health response
objectives for the Kettle Pond area. The inhalation, direct contact
and accidental ingestion exposure pathways would be eliminated by
excavation and thermal destruction of contaminants.

RCRA technical incineration requirements would be complied with.

Also, compliance with Clean Air Act and NPDES technical requirements
would be necessary. Compliance with NPDES technical requirements
would be satisfied for treated waste water discharges from the
on-site incinerator.

The short-term environmental impacts discussed for other Kettle
Pond alternatives involving soil/waste excavation also pertain to
the soil/waste excavation and on-site incineration construction
activities associated with this alternative. RCRA regulations
would require trial burns at the site to insure that short-term air
quality impacts would not occur.

«#5%This alternative would meet the established environmental response
objectives for the Kettle Pond area. Removal and destruction of
contaminants would also mitigate ground water contamination downgradient
of Kettle Pond by eliminating the source of contamination. This
alternative would conform to the goal of ground water quality
improvement and comply with EPA's ground water protection strategy.

Ground Water Containment Barrier; Site Grading and Capping (KP-5)
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This alternative would provide for encapsulation of soil/waste
material with impermeable barriers. The impermeable slurry wall

would be keyed into the underlying impermeable till. Therefore,

the waste material would be contained. Ground water would not flow
through the material,-leachateawouldunot.be3generated,nand ground
water quality downgradient of the barrier would be restored to
background tevels. Seepage of ground water would still occur

through the slurry wall. The surface cap would eliminate infiltration
into the containment area and would eliminate direct contact and
accidental ingestion pathways. The service life of a slurry wall

is not easily predicted; however, it is not expected to be a permanent
waste nanagement alternative. .A service life of 50 years has been
estimated. " The structural integrity and ‘impermeable nature of the
slurry wall can deteriorate with time due to natural processes and
potential chemical reactions with PAH contaminants. Containment
barriers, particularly slurry walls, have not had significant
application relative to hazardous waste site remediation. Their
long-term reliability is questionable and not documented. Most
existing facilities have not been in long-term operation. There

are no operational requirements for the containment barrier itself.
Long-term ground water monitoring .would be required. "Operational
recuirements for the .surface cap .are not. .complex. and include maintenance
2nd mowing. The cap would have to be maintained indefinitely. The
various tasks associated with this alternative are indicated on the
detailed cost estimate sheets, Table 31.

The area of the site cap and containment barrier would not be
available for future development, and deed restrictions would be
recuired.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs of
this alternative are summarized in Table 31.

- There .are no identified site conditions that would adversely impact
" the implementation or construction of this alternative. PAH
compatibility with the slurry wall would have to be evaluated in
d=2tail during design to ensure that adverse impacts are alleviated.

Site soil/waste material would be contained, except for small
quantities of seepage through the barrier wall.

This alternative would reet the established .public health response
objectives for the Kettle .Pond area. ~The .potential direct .contact
2nd .accidental ingestion exposure pathways would be eliminated.
Compliance with RCRA technical requirements concerning landfill )
closure, post closure and ground water monitoring would be necessary.
Short-term environmental impacts during construction would be

minimal for this alternative as summarized below:

® Alr enissions .would be monitored on-site. for worker safety and
at potential off-site receptor locations. However, because
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soil /waste mater ial would not be excavated, air emissions
should be minimal.

Proper sediment and erosion controls will be required to
minimize potential adverse impacts to Hocomonco Pond aquatic
1ife, wetland areas, and Hocomonco Pond ‘and discharge stream

sur face” water quality. -There is a small wetland immediately
downgradient of Kettle Pond within the designated Kettle Pond
contamination area. The cap would not extend to this wetland
area, and sediment erosion coritrols would mitigate any potential
adverse impacts to the wetland. ‘

A long-term environmentzl impact of capping the Kettle Pond would
be the permanent loss of the wetlands.

This alternative would not meet all the established environmental
response objectives for the Kettle Pond area. The containment of
contaminated soil/waste mater ial would mitigate ground water degradation
downgradient of Kettle Pond by controlling the source. This alternative
would conform to the goal of ground water quality improvement and
comply with EPA's ground water protection strategy. However,

long-term degradation of the slurry wall could result in reoccurrence
of ground water quality degradation.

Ground Water Pumping and Treatment: Site Grading and Capping
(KP-6)

This alternative would recover contaminated groundwater in the Kettle
Pond area and prevent migration of the ground water contamination
plume downgradient of Kettle Pond. The recovered ground water
would be treated and discharged to surface water or to the town sewer.
Two treatment alternatives have been evaluated: 1) granular activated
carbon (GAC) and 2) connection to the expanded Westborough sewage
treatment plant (STP). currently proposed. The Kettle Pond area

would be covered with fill to prevent direct contact or accidental
ingestion of contaminated materials.

GAC treatment is a demonstrated effective technology for high
efficiency treatment of PAHs. Treatment of hazardous waste leachate
at public STPs has been evaluated and shows promise for PAHs. The STP
treatment efficiency would be expected to be less than GAC treatment.
Bench-scale or pilot plant studies would be required to conf irm
treatment based on the process design of the Westborough STP.

GAC could be considered a reliable treatment alternative; however,
operation and maintenance requirements would be extensive and
complex. Personnel would have to be assigned to inspect the facility
on a daily basis, maintenance requirements would be substantial for
the treatment and pumping system, and the carbon would have to be
replaced as required. The major components of the GAC treatment
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facility would have a service life of approximately 50 years; pumps
and other treatment components would have to be replaced on a much
more frequent basis. For STP treatment, operation and maintenance

- requirements would be those related to the ground water extraction

system. It is assumed that the Westborough STP will be operated,
maintained, and upgracded as required on a permanent basis. For

both treatmeént alternatives,' the ground water extraction wells

would have to be redeveloped as regquired. The various tasks associated
with this alternative are indicated on the detailed cost estimate
sheets, Tables 32 and 33.

The ‘Kettle Pond area would not be -available for future development
and deed restrictions would be required.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs of
this alternative are summarized in Tables 32 and 33.

There are no identified site conditions or waste characteristics
that would adversely impact the implementation of the GAC treatment
alternative. The implementation of the -STP treatement alternative
is predicated on confirmation .of treatability and .acceptance by
local and state governmental/regulatory agencies.

This alternative would not contain or directly treat the soil/waste
material. Leachate will continue to be produced, and the facility
would have to be operated on a permanent basis. As previously
noted, reduction of PAH levels in soil/waste material by natural
processes would take many years. The ground water plume from the
Kettle Pond area would be collected and treated. This alternative
would meet the established public health response objectives. The
potential direct contact and accidental ingestion exposure pathways
would be eliminated.

NPNES techniczl compliance will be required.

Short-term environmental impacts during construction would be
minimal for this alternative as summarized below:

° Air emissions would be monitored on-site for worker safety and
at potential off-site receptor locations. However, because

Soil/waste material would not be excavated air emissions
~should ‘be minimal.

° Proper sediment and erosion controls would be required to
minimize potential adverse impacts to Hocomonco Pond aquatic v
life, wetland areas, and Hocomonco Pond and discharge stream
surface water quality. There is a small wetland immediately
downgradient of Kettle Pond within the designated Kettle Pond
contamination area. Sediment and .erosion controls would .be
required to prevent migration :of sediments to this wetland.
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A long-term environmental impact of capping the Kettle Pond would

be the permanent loss of the wetlands. This alternative would not
m=2et all the established environmental response objectives for

this area. Ground water would be treated; therefore, this alternative
would conform to the goal of ground water quality improvement and
corply with EPA's ground water protection strategy. Reduction of
water levels in the wetland area near the extraction system could

ba expected.

No Action (KP-7)

The no action alternative for the Kettle Pond area consists of 1)
fencing the contamination area, 2) ground water quality monitoring,
and 3) placing a deed restriction on future use of the area. The
no action alternative would not contain, treat, or destroy the
hazardous soil/waste material associated with this site. Ground
water would continue to degrade downgradient of the site. Fencing
the site would minimize associated health risks.

The operation and maintenance requirements of monitoring ground
water quality and maintenance of the fence would be minimal.

The area of contamination to be fenced would not be available for
future development, and deed restrictions would be required.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs of
this alternative are provided in Table 34.

The soil/waste material would not be contained, removed, or
treated/destroyed. Ground water degradation would persist. There-
fore, there would be no cleanup of site contaminants. In-situ
physical, chemical, and biodegradation mechanisms are not expected to
recuce the material to a non-hazardous classification for many years

Fencing of the Kettle Pond area should reduce the direct contact
and accidental ingestion exposure pathways at the site.

Maintaining the site in its current state would not comply with
state and federal regulations.

Short-term impacts during fence installation are negligible.

The long term environmental impacts include the potential contamination
of surface water resulting from ground water discharge to the
Hocomonco Pond discharge stream. Potential adverse impacts to

public health, aquatic species and wetlands related to contaminated
surface water are not addressed by the no action alternative. In
adéition, the potential future use of the ground water resource

woulé be restricted.

Eocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream

Bydéraulic Sediment Dredging and Disposal/Treatment (HP-1)
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Removing contaminated sediments from Hocomonco Pond would be an
effective and permanent response at this time. The hydraulic
.dredging technology is a2 well-demonstrated and proven technology..
However, in removing contaminated sediments, the .high volume of
water extracted to form the pumpable slurry mixture would require
treatment. Additional leachabili:y testing of Hocomonco Pond
sediments would be regquired to determine if treatment would be
required. A small, remotely operated dredge could be used at this
site. Turbidity resulting from the dredging operation should be
minimal; floatable-submerged silt fabric could be used to further
minimize sediment migration to other area of the pond during a
'\ﬂredg&ng"bperation.:*Theevarious“tasks;associateﬁﬁaith~thisualternative"
‘are indicated on the detailed cost estimate -sheet - Table 35.

Recreational (swimming and fishing) restrictions would not be
required after site remediation.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs of
this alternative are summarized in Tables 35 and 36.

There are no. ifdentified site conditions -or .waste characteristics
that would adversely ‘impact “the implementation -or comstruction of
this alternative.

The level of cleanup at Hocomonco Pond and the discharge stream
would be complete. ’

This alternative would meet the established public health response
objectives. The direct contact and accidental ingestion exposure
pathways would be eliminated. ~

RCRA technical reguirements would be met for the selected waste
.disposal. .activity and NPDES technical compliance would be required
for .the discharge of treated water: from the "sediments. :State or
local floodplain and wetlands laws would also be considered.

Short-term environmental impacts during construction are summarized
below:

° Air emmissions and off-site air quality impacts discussed for
the former lagoom alternative FL-2 also pertain to this alternative

. “Short-term impacts to Hocomonco'Pond aguatic species: could )
occur during the dredging operation including uptake by the
dredged unit and turbidity impacts during dredging.

This alternative would meet the established remedial response
objectives for Hocomonco Pond. No long-term adverse environmental
impacts are projected due to the dredging operation.

“Mechanical ~“Sediment Prefging ‘and Disposal/Treatment "(HP-2)
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Ramoval of contaminated sediments from Hocomonco Pond by mechanical
dredging would be an effective and permanent response. The pond

water level would be lowered by pumping, and dragline dredging of
rzlatively dewatered sediments would be conducted from shore. This-
is a proven, well-demonstrated technology. Turbidity and sediment
micration to other areas of the pond during dredging would be
cortrolled. - Treatment quantities of leachate water from the sediment
dawatering main would be reduced over levels anticipated for hydraulic
dreiging. The various tasks associated with this alternative are
incicated on the detailed cost estimate sheet Table 37.

Recreational (swimming and fishing) restrictions would not be
racuired after site remediation.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs of
this alternative are summarized in Table 37.

There are no identified site conditions or waste characteristics
that would adversely impact the implementation or construction of
this alternative.

The level of cleanup at Hocomonco Pond and discharge stream as
a result of this alternative is complete.

This alternative would meet the established public health response
obiectives. The direct contact and accidental exposure pathways
would be eliminated. RCRA technical requirements would be met for
the selected waste disposal activity and NPDES technical compliance
would be required for the discharge of treated water from the
seciments. State or local floodplain and wetlands laws would also
be considered.

Chort-term environmental impacts during construciton are summarized
below: ' i

° Air emissions and of f-site air quality impacts ¢ cussed for
the former lagoon alternative FL-2 also pertain to this
alternative.

° Some short-term impacts to Hocomonco Pond aquatic species would
occur when the pond level is lowered. However, the impact is
anticipated to be restricted to the controlled area of dredging.

Thig alternative would meet the established environmental response
cbiectives for Hocomonco Pond. NO long-term adverse impacts are
projected due to the dredging operation.

Cacping of Sediments (HP-3)

This alternative may be effective in containing the sediments in
zlece. The migration of contaminated sediments would be mitigated.

Eowever, organic desorption from sediments to surface water 1is
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possible. Further leachability testing of contaminated sediments

would be required to fully evaluate this potential. It is expected
that the sediment cap would be stable in Hocomonco Pond, due to the

P et (non-scourlng} flow .conditions. The .stability .of the cap at

- the shoreline dis guestionable.: - Erosion of* the cap by :wave action

at the shoreline could be a problem. Frequent inspection of the

cap would be required. Capping of contaminated sediments is a
well-demonstrated and effective technology; operation and maintenance .
reguirements would be minimal. The various tasks associated with

this alternative are indicated on the detailed cost sheet, Table 38.

~‘Recreational . (swimming, boating .and ‘fishing) restrictions would be
reguired -after site reme@iation. WRecreational activities in the
area of the cap would threaten the 1ntegr1ty of the cap and possibly
result in the release of contaminants.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs of
this alternative are summarized.in Table 38.

There are no identified site conditions or waste characteristics
“that would ‘adversely impact the implementation or construction of
“this alternative.

The sediment cap should contain the contaminated sediments and prevent
future migration. The sediment material to be capped would not be
treated or destroyed; therefore, this alternative does not represent
complete cleanup.

If organic desorption from sediments to surface water is determined
not to be a problem, this alternative would meet the established
public health response objectives. The direct contact and accidental
ingestion exposure pathways would be eliminated.

.State or .local ‘floodplain. -and :wetlands law would .also be -considered.

Short-term environmental impacts during construction would be
minimal as summarized below:

° Air emissions would be monitored on-site for worker safety and
at potential off-site receptor locations. However, because

sediments would mot be excavated, air emissions should be
-minimal.

Some short-term impact to Hocomonco Pond aquatic species could
occur when the pond level is lowered. However, the impact is -
anticipated to be restricted to the area to be capped.

Potential long-term emvironmental and public health concerns exist
for contaminant desorption and migration to surface water.
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N2 Action (HP-4)

The no action alternative would consist of continued restrictions

on swimming and fishing at Hocomonco Pond. The no-action alternative
would not prevent the further migration of contaminated sediments
and would not address the potential impacts of contamination in
Hocomonco Pond. The restriction on swimming and fishing are not
rz2liable, and the potential for direct contact and accidental
incestion of sediments would continue to .exist.

There are no capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth
costs associated with this alternative.

The contanminated sediment would not be contained, removed or
treated/destroyed. Therefore, there would be no cleanup of site
contaminants, and contaminated sediment migration would continue to
occur. In-situ waste reduction mechanisms would not reduce the
material to a non-hazardous classification for many years. The direct
contact and accidental ingestion response objectives would not be

n=t. The potential consumption exposure pathway to humans from

fish ingestion would not be addressed.

Maintaining the site in its current state would not comply with
state.and federal regulations.

The potential long-term impacts discussed for the former lagoon no
action alternative also pertain to this no action alternative.

Otis Street Area (East Side)

Emtankaent Capping (0S-1)

This alternative would be effective in preventing surface water
infiltration. The useful life of a properly maintained clay/synthetic
lirer cap is estimated to be greater than 50 years, at whicn time
replacement may be required. Installation of tensiometers below

the cap would be recommended to detect leakage to the underlying
soils by measurement of soil tension, thereby detecting cap leakage.
The surface cap system is a reliable and well-demonstrated technology
which prevents surface water infiltration.

The various tasks associated with this alternative are indicated on
the detailed cost estimate sheet Table 39.

Operation and maintenance requirements are not complex. They

include long-term ground water monitoring, cap maintenance, and
mowing to maintain grass cover and prevent tree growth. The facility
would have to be maintained indefinitely. Deed restrictions would

Ee reguired for the embankment area. '

Ths capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth costs for
this alternative are summarized in Table 39.
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There are no identified site conditions or waste characteristics

that would adversely impact the implementation or construction of
this alternative.

“Thiis "alternative ‘would not “adequately eddress:the povential public
hezlth risks and environmental impaﬂts associated with migration of
contaminatidn to surfazce water in the Hocomonco Pond discharge
stream. Compliance with RCRA technical requirements would be
required. -
Short-term environmentzl impacts during construction would be
minimal for this :alternative as- summarized below:

° Air emissions would be monitored on-site for worker safety and
at potential off-site receptor locations. Air emissions
should be minimal since sediments will not be excavated.

° proper sediment and erosion controls would be required to
minimize potential adverse impacts to surface water quality and
aquatic life in wetland areas, i.e. Hocomonco Pond and discharge

. stream. -Erosion can ‘be seasily.controlled at this site.

The long-term environmental response objectives would not be met by
this alternative. This alternative, by monitoring ground water and
capping the area, would not ensure that surface water quality
degradation resulting from contaminant migration through the storm
drain would not occur.

Storm Drain Sealing (0S-2)

This .alternative would be effective in preventing the potential for
infiltration into the storm drain and resulting migration of contaminant
Citosithe ‘Hocomonco ‘Pond -discharge sstream. -This ds-.an-effective
—well-demonstrated @lvernative.. . U@er&t&on:ot maintenance .requirements
include the periodic testlng of the surface . water quality in the
discharge stream. The various tasks associated with this alternative
are indicated on the detailed cost estimate sheet, Table 40.

Deed restrictions would be required for the embankment area. The

capital, operation and malntenance, and present worth costs for
this alternative are summarized in Table 40.

“Phere ‘are ~no "“site ‘conditions 'that would prevent the implementation
of this alternative.

This alternative would address the potential public health risks
and environmental impacts associated with migration of contamination
to surface water in the Hocomonco Pond discharge stream.

- Short-term environmental impacts during construction would be
ninimal for this alternative as summarized below:
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° Air enmissions would be monitored for worker safety and at
potential off-site receptor locations. Air emissions should
be rinimal.

Proper sediment and erosion controls would be required to
ninimize potential adverse impacts to surface water guality
and aguatic life in wetland areas i.e. Hocomonco Pond and
discharge stream. Erosion can be easily controlled at this
site.

The long—term environmental response objectives would be met.
No Action (0S-3)

Contaminated soil was not detected within the designated Otis

Street contamination area. Low levels of three critical contaminants
were detected .in the ground water. Creosote odor was present in
several storm drain catch basins. The no action alternative would
provide for monitor ing of ground water and surface water quality
(8ischarge) to detect future contamination.

Deed restrictions would be required for the east embankment area.

The operation and maintenance and present worth costs for this
alternative are summar:ized in Table 41.

The no action alternative would not address the potential public
heezlth risks or environmental impacts associated with this area.

Ground water monitoring consistent with the technical requirements
o RCRx regulations would be necessary.

RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVES

Uncéer 40 C.F.R. § 300.68(j) the remedial alternatives selected by
the EPA should be determined to be the cost-effective alternative,
i.e. the lowest cost alternative that is technologically feasible
andé reliable and which effectively mitigates and minimizes damage
to and provide adequate protection of public health, welfare and
the environment.

This section summarizes the recommended remedial action selected to
addéress site contamination in the following areas, 1.) Former
Lacoon, 2.) Kettle Pond Area, 3.) Hocomonco Pond and Discharge
Szream, 4.) Otis Street, and 5.) Isolated Areas.

Foramer Lagoon

The rermedial action, FL-1, recommended for the area of the former
lacoon consists of site grading, capping, removal/disposal and
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relocation of the storm drain pipe which presently runs from Smith
Parkway, passing along the east side of the former lagoon, to an
outlet at Hocomonco Pond. This alternative is a technologically"

~feasible and.reliable means of preventing waste.migration by -eliminadt...g
surface water “infiltration :and “the migration:of :contaminants via

the storm drain. Alternative FL-1 is the lowest cost alternative
that effectively mitigates damage to the environment and provides
adequate protection of the public health, welfare and environment. 0

This alternative is particularly applicable for this site contamination
area because all soil/waste material is located above the ground

o

- water ‘table; therefore,. leachate is -not produced.due to ground

water flow-through. The surface cap and storm drain removal/relocation
would effectively contain the soil/waste material and prevent
contaminant migration to Hocomonco Pond and ground water. The
soil/waste material to be capped would not be treated or destroyed.

The cap system must be maintained and monitored indefinitely since
in-situ physical, chemical or biodegradation mechanisms are not
expected to reduce the material to a non-hazardous classification

for many years.

This alternative will meet the estdblished long-term environmental
response objectives of preventing contaminant migration to Hocomonco
Pond and discharge stream as well as protect the ground water in
this area from future. contamination.

This alternative would meet the established public health response
objectives for the former lagoon area. The potential direct contact
and accidental ingestion exposure pathways will be eliminated by

the capping of soil/waste material and relocation of the storm drain.
Conmpliance with the tecnhical reguirements of 40 C.F.R. subpart G
and § 264.31 relating to landfill closure and post closure care and

40 CsFuR subpart ¥ relating to ground water protection will .assure
-‘adequate ‘protection of jpublic ‘health..and ‘the .environment. The

area of the site cap would not be available for future development,
and deed restrictions would be required.

A detailed cost estimate for this remedial action is shown on Table
20.

The other remedial alternatives proposed for the former lagoon in

the feasibility study ‘bt 'not recommended -are discussed below.

Soil/Waste Excavation: Off-Site Landfill Disposal (FL-2)

The reason this altermative (FL-2) is not recommended is that the

‘cost of excavation and off-site disposal is not justified given the

site conditions. The cost of this alternative is almost an order
of magnitude greater than the recommended alternative. This alternative

‘does not “provide. for substantially greater ;protection of the public

health, welfare and emnvironment. Since the soil/waste is not

/
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contzminating ground water, excavation is not necessary. Furthermore,
the potential for short-term adverse impacts related to air quality
ané wetland/floodplain concerns would be greater if the soil/waste
ware excavated.

S5>il/Wzste Excavation: On-Site Landfill Facility (FL-3)

THe rezson this alternative (FL-3) is not recommended is that the
adciticnal cost above that of the recommerded alternative (FL-1)

are not justified. This alternative does not provide for substantially
greater protection of the public health, welfare and environment.

The ground water and short-term potential adverse impacts concerns
discussed relative to FL-2 also pertain to this alternative (FL-3).

Soil/Wzste Excavation: On-Site Incineration (FL-4)

The reasons this alternative (FL-4) is not recommended are the same

as those discussed for FL-2 except that the cost of this alternative
using rotary kiln incineration is clearly more than an order of
macnitude greater than the cost of the recommended alternative (FL-

1). Tais alternative does not provide for substantially greater
protection of the public health, welfare and environment. Furthermore,
infrared incineration technology is not well demonstrated and,

hence; may not be a reliable incineration method for waste materials
at this site.

The ground water and short-term potential adverse impacts concerns
discussed relative to alternative FL-2 also pertain to this
alternative (FL-4).

1o Action (FL-5)

The reazson this alternative (FL-5) is not recommended is that it
does not provide for adequate protection of the public health,
w2lfars and environment. :

Kettle Pond Area

The remedial action, KP-3, recommended for the Kettle Pond Area
consists of contaminated soil/waste excavation with on-site disposal
of the excavated material in a landfill designed to meet RCRA technical
stzndards. Implementation of the alternative will also include
dewatering of the Kettle Pond and lowering of the ground water

level prior to and during excavation in the immediate Kettle Pond

area. ~ :

This alternative would effectively mitigate site contamination by
reroviag the source, thereby eliminating the source of ground water
contamination in the Kettle Pond area. Ground water draw down
prior o soil/waste excavation in the Kettle Pond area is expected
to remsve contaminated ground water in the area. Evaluation of
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ground water quality after soil/waste excavation will be part of
the recommended altermative.

The extent of spil/waste removal will be based.primarily on the
visible contamination criteria but will include additional removal
of contaminants based on sanpling and analysis of soil conducted
during excavation to ensure that contaminated soils are excavated
to the extent necessary to ensure mitigation of ground water
contamination. The extent of excavation beyond the visible
contamination criteriaz is expected to be approximately two to three
feet. The costs associzted with excavation to this extent are
included in the detailed cost estdimate.

The ground water pumping and treatment system installed to lower

the ground water pricr to and dur ing the excavation of soil/waste
mater ial will be operated after the excavation, if necessary,
contingent upon an evaluation of ground water quality after soil/waste
removal. The cleanup level for ground water and the duration of

the pump and treatment phase, if necessary, will be determined for
the site conditions existing .after soil/waste removal.

The performance of the on-site landfill as it relates to the
protection of public health and the environment will be assured
by compliance with RCRA technical standards.

A double liner, leachate collection and storage, and leak detection
system will prevent the migration of contaminants from the landfill,
and leakage would be cetected and collected prior to entering the
ground water. The useful life of a properly maintained on-site
landfill is expected to be greater than 50 years. The exact service
life cannot be accurately predicted; however, the in-effect "triple"
liner system should provide for long-term waste containment. Site
~conditions are 'such that a minimum of 10 -feet would exist between
the base of the landfill and the ground water table. ~Long-term °~
ground water monitorimg and post closure maintenance will also be
provided.

Operation and.maintenance requirements for an on-site landfill
will be relatively complex. They would include ground water

monitor ing, facility inspection and maintenance and disposal/
treatment of leachate that may be generated from within the landfill.

A waste compatability evaluation would be required during design of
the liner system.

This alternative woulc neet the established environmental response
objectives for the ¥ettle Pond area. This alternative will conform
to the goal of ground water quality improvement and comply with
-EPA's ground .water protection strategy.

This alternative woulc meet the established public health response
objectives for the Kettle Pond area. The inhalation, direct contact
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and¢ accidental ingestion exposure pathways will be eliminated by.
excavation of the soil/waste material from the Kettle Pond site.

—o achieve CERCLA's goals of protecting public health, welfare, and
the environment, there is no practicable alternative but to affect
the wetlands in the Kettle Pond area. The selected remedial
zlernative will include mitigative measures.

The other remedial alternatives proposed for the Kettle Pond area
in the feasibility study but not recommended are discussed below.

Site Grading and Capping (KP-1)

The reason this alternative is not recommended is that site grading
andé capping does not address the concern of ground water contamination,
hence, the alternative provides inadegquate protection of the
environment. Furthermore, capping of the Kettle Pond will result

in permanent loss of wetlands.

Soil/wWaste Excavation: Off-Site Landfill Disposal (KP-2)

The reason this alternative is not recommended is that the cost of
soil/waste excavation: off-site landfill disposal is much higher
then the cost of the recommended alternative and does not provide
substantially greater ‘protection of the public health, welfare and
environment.

Soil/Waste Excavation: On-Site Incineration Facility (KP-4)

The reason this alternative (KP-4) is not recommended is that the
cost of the alternative using rotary kiln incineration is too high,
zlrost an order of magnitude greater than the cost of the recommended
alternative (KP-3). Furthermore, infrared incineration technology

is not well demonstrated, hence, may not be a reliable incineration
method for the waste materials at this site.

Adcéitionally, this alternative (KP-4) does not provide substantially
creater protection of the public health, welfare and environment, while
substantially greater in costs.

Cround Water Containment: Site Grading and Capping (KP-5)

The reason this alternative (KP-5) is not recommended is that the
reliability of the slurry wall which is the major element of the
containment technology is qQuestionable. Furthermore, since some
seepage of ground water is anticipated, continued degradation of
cround water quality and migration of contaminated ground water is
possible. Furthermore, in order to eliminate the public health
concerns related to the ingestion and direct contact exposure
ga2thways the Kettle Pond would be capped. Capping will result in
the permanent loss of wetlands.



=50~

This alternative (XP-5) is considered unreliable and hence, provides
inadequate protection of the public health, welfare and environment.

- Ground Water ‘Pumping and ‘Treatment: ..Site Grading -and Capping

(KP-6)

The reason this alternative (KP-6) is not recommended is that
implementation of the alternative will result in permanent adverse
environmental impacts. In order to eliminate the public health
concerns related to the ingestion and direct contact exposure
_pathways, the Kettle Pond would be capped. Capping will result in
the permanent loss of wetlands.

No Action (KP-7)

The reason this altermative (KP-7) is not recommended is that it
provides inadequate protection of the public health, welfare and
environment. The potential ingestion and direct contact exposure
pathways are not adeguately addressed. The no action alternative

.does not .address the soil/waste source in the ground water nor does

it address the concerns related to existing ground water 'contamination.

Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream

The recommended remedial action for Hocomonco Pond and discharge

stream is mechanical dredging of contaminated sediments with on-site
disposal (HP-2). Disposal based on design consideration related to  °
facility capacity and topography will be either on top of the

former lagoon, which will be capped (refer to FL-1), or in an
approved landfill facility (refer to KP-3) or a combination of both.

This alternative effectively provides adequate protection of the
~public health, - -welfare 'and environment by remowving -contaminated
sadiments from ‘Hocemonco Pond -and “the :discharge- stream.

The pond water level in the controlled (bulkheaded) work area of
contamination would be lowered by pumping. Mechanical dredging of
relatively dewatered sediments would be conducted from shore.
Sediments would be excavated to a depth of approximately one foot.
This is a proven, well-demonstrated technology. Turbidity and
sediment migration to other areas of the pond during dredging will

- be controlled by a physical ‘batrier (bulkhead). ~Ireatment of -
Jeachate water from the dewatering-main will be handled by an

on-site water treatment unit. Treated water would be discharged to
surface water. .

No long-term adverse impacts are envisioned due to the dredging
operation.

This alternative would meet the established environmental response
objectives of restoring Hocomonco Pond to a condition in which
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recreational (bathing and fishing) restrictions will no longer be
reguired.

This altarnative would meet the established public health response
objectives. The inhalation, direct contact and accidental exposure
pathways would be eliminated. Minimization of adverse air quality
impacts resulting from sediment excavation will be addressed during
design.

The capital, operation and maintenance, and present worth
costs for this alternative are summarized in Table 37.

In teras of the wetlands (Hocomonco Pond and the discharge stream)

the shor:-term and long-term adverse impacts of the recomnended
alternative have been considered. Although the recommended alternative
of dredging will have a short-term adverse impact on the pond and
discharge stream, it does provide for a complete cleanup.

To achieve CERCLA's goals of protecting public health, welfare, and
the environment, there is no practicable alternative but to affect
the pond wetland area. The selected remedial alternative will
include mitigative measures.

Consistent with Executive Orders 11988 and 11990 concerning wetlands
and floodplains, a Statement of Findings has been prepared and is
included as Appendix D to this document.

The other remedial alternatives proposed in the feasibility study
for Bocomonco Pond and the discharge stream but not recommended are
discussed below.

Hydraulic Sediment Dredging and Disposal/Treatment (HP—~1)

The reason this alternative (HP-1) is not recommended is that the
cost is substantially higher than the cost of the recommended
alternative of mechanical dredging and disposal/treatment. Hydraulic
dredgiag would not provide any additional level of protection for

the pudblic health, welfare and environment over that provided by

the recommended alternative (HP-2).

Capping of Sediments (HP-3)

The reason this alternative (HP-3) is not recommended is that the
reliability of a cap given site conditions is questionable. There

is a potential for desorption of contaminants from sediments

resulting in a release of contamination to surface water. Capping

ray provide inadequate protection of the public health and environment.
There is a potential exposure pathway, and potential adverse effects
cn the watland and wetland aquatic species. Furthermore, capping
would have a greater adverse short-term impact on the wetland

( Hocomorzo Pond) than the recommended alternative.
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No Action (HP-4)

The reason this alternative is not recommended is that it provides
inadequate protection of the public health, welfare and-environment.
“The public health and environmental  response -objectives established
for the Hocomonco Pond and discharge stream would not be met.
Exposure pathways and associate risks to the public health and en-
vironment would not be eliminated.

Otis Street (East Side)

' "The recommended ‘remedial action for the Ofis Street (East Side)

“site area ‘is to seal the ‘open-joint ‘storm drain ‘pipe (0S-=2). “This
alternative would be effective in preventing the potential of
contamination from entering the open-joint storm drain and migrating
to the Hocomonco Pond discharge stream. This is an effective,
well-demonstrated and reliable means to achieve the environmental
remedial response objective of protecting surface water quality in
the Hocomonco Pond discharge stream and the adjacent wetlands/flood-
plain area. This alternative (0S-2) will also be an effective,
reliable:means:to=achiewe~theupﬁbl&cwhealthgobjectives~by‘preventing
any potential exposure to contaminated surface water in the Hocomonco
Pond discharge stream. This alternative (0S-2) will provide adequate
protection of the public health, welfare and environment. ~

Environmental impacts related to wetlands and floodplains during
construction will be minimal for this alternative.

To achieve CERCLA's goals of protecting public health, welfare and
the environment, there is no practicable alternative but to affect
the wetland in the Rettle Pond area. The selected remedial
alternative will include mitigative measures.

#Consistent with' Executive .Orders 31988 and 11990 concerning
wetlands/floodplains, a Statement of Findings has been prepared for
this alternative (refer to Appendix E).

There are no long-term adverse environmental public health impacts
identified with this alternative.

There would be no operation or maintenance requirement except for
-~ trhe rperipdic testing of “the rsurface water quality &t the drain
‘outtet “{Hocomonco ‘Ponrgd ‘discharge strean).. -Deed:restrictions would
be required for the embankment area.

The capital, operation and mainentance, and present worth costs for
this alternative are summarized in Table 40.

The other remedial alternatives proposed for Otis Street in the
- Feasibildity: 'Study but ‘not .recomnended -ere discussed below.
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Embanknent Capping (0S-1)

The reason this alternative (0S-1) is not recommended is that the
cost is greater than the cost of the recommended alternative and

the alternative does not provide adequate protection of the public
rezlth, welfare and environment. Also, capping would pose a greater
potential for adverse impacts on the Hocomonco Pond discharge stream
(Assabet River wetland) than the recommended alternative (0S-2).

-

No Action (0S-3)

The reason this alternative (0S-3) is not recommended is that it
prcvides inadequate protection of the public health, welfare and
environment. The migration of contaminants and the potential exposure
pathways to the public and the environment (i.e. Hocomonco Pond ‘

discharge stream and Assabet River wetlands), would not be addressed.

Isclated Areas

The remedial actions recommended for the three isolated areas of
contamination on-site are discussed below. These three areas pose
a potential route of exposure through ingestion and dermal contact
with contaminated soils and waste material.

Ten‘té twelve shallow'soil borings and sampling and analysis are

needed during the design phase to determine the exact quantity to
be excavated from these areas.

Tark Bases - It is recommended that the tank bases be removed for
disposal on top of the former lagoon before it is capped or in the
1ardfill to be constructed on site for the Kettle Pond soil/waste
material.

This action would be effective in eliminating the risk of exposure,
incestion and dermal contact associated with the creosote product
in the tank bases.

Contaminated Soil near Mw-1 - It is recommended that the contaminated
soil be removed for disposal on top of the former lagoon or in the
l1andfill to be constructed on site for the Kettle Pond soil/waste
material.

Sterm Drain Channel (Southwest Side of Site) - It is recommended that
the contamination in the storm drain channel be removed for disposal
in the on-site RCRA landfill to be constructed for the Kettle Pond
soil/waste material. K

The short-term environmental impacts during implementation of these
ac~ions would be minimal.

* Air emissions would be monitored on-site for worker safety and
at potential off-site receptor locations.
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Proper sediment and erosion controls would be required relative
to actions at the tank bases and storm drain to minimize
potential adverse impacts to Hocomonco Pond. Erosion can be
"easily controlled 'at these site. locations.

No long-term adverse impacts are identified with these actions.

Operation and maintenance costs associated with on-site disposal of
these materials has already been addressed relative to the disposal
facilities for the Former Lagoon and Kettle Pond alternatives.

‘Removal and on-site ‘disposal of contaminants :identified at these
three locations is preferred over the no action alternative. No
action would allow for the high potential risk of exposure by

humans and animals, particularly at the locations of the tank bases
and Mw-1.

Capital costs related to the disposal of isolated site contamination
are included in the cost estimates for alternative FL-1.

. Community Relations

Community relations relative to the studies at the Hocomonco Pond
site have been good. Community interest by citizens and local
officials is not high-but is focused on several issues. The community
is concerned about the water quality and future expansion of the
water supply at the Otis Street well area. The community is also
interested in restorimg Hocomonco Pond so that recreational use of
the pond can be permitted. Hocomonco Pond is currently closed to
all recreational wse. Although the town of Westborough is a PRP
and potentially liable for cost recovery actions, local officials
advocate costly remedial alternatives which would remove and/or
“destroy -the “comtamination at this “site so as -to preciude ‘any ‘future
'problems related to ‘the ‘contamination. ‘Community ‘concerns -are
~ddressed in greater detail in the attached Responsiveness Summary.

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Operation and maintemance topics, requirements and costs, are

included in the text and on tables referenced in the Summary of the
Recommended Alternative section.

“CONSTSTENCY "WITH “OTHER “FEDERAL ‘ENVIRONMENTAL TAWS

Environmental laws which are applicable or relevant to the actions
proposed are as follows: '

° Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Part 264.

©° Executive Orders 11990 -(Wetlands) -and 11988 (Floodplain), and
Guidance outlined under 40 CFR Part 6, Appendix A.
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° C(Clean Water Act

° (Clean Air Act

° safe Drinking Water Act
The proposed alternatives were reviewed for consistency with applicable
RCRA technical standards, specifically 40 C.F.R. Part 264. Subpart
G entitled Closure and Post Closure and 40 C.F.R. §264.310 Subpart

N - Landfill, entitled Closure and Post Closure Care.

Former Lagoon

The cap and closure activities will be designed in accordance with
Section 264.310(a) to:

l) Provide long-term minimization of migration of liquids thrdugh
the closed landfill;

2) Punction with minimum maintenance;
3) Promote drainage and minimize erosion or abrasion of the cover;

4) Accomodate settling and subsidence so that the cover's integrity
is maintained; and

5) Have a permeability less than or equal to the permeability of
any bottom liner or subsurface soils.

The cap installation will be performed as specified in §264.303.

The landfill will be surveyed and a notice will be placed in the

deed and to the local land authority as specified in §264.119 and
§264.120. The applicable closure requirements in §264 Subpart G

will be addressed (Decontamination/Disposal of Equipment, Certification
by Professional Engineer) Site Security will be provided as specified
in §264.117(b)). Post closure care and ground water monitoring

will be performed in accordance with 40 C.F.R. Subparts F and G and
Subpart N §264.310(b).

Kettle Pond Area

The excavation and on-site landfill design and construction will be
performed in accordance with the applicable RCRA technical standards.
The RCRA closure regulations require either closure by removal of
waste and waste residues which is equivalent to closure as a surface
impoundment or closure as a landfill by capping and appropriate

post closure care. The proposed excavation for the Kettle Pond

area will meet the technical requirements of 40 C.F.R. Section
264.228, setting out the applicable closure standard requiring the
removal or decontamination of all waste residues and contaminated
subsoils. As discussed herein, the residual soils contamination
level after excavation will be protective of human health and the
environment.
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A ground water monitoring program will be implemented to monitor
water quality.

‘The--design and construction of anwoa¥site RCRA: ¥andfill adyacent to
the Former Lagoon area will be in accordance with the technical
design and operating reguirements of 40 C.F.R. §264.301 as amended
July 15, 1985 (Federal Register Vol. 50, No. 135, p. 28748). The
design will include a double liner system with leak detection
between the liners and leachate collection above the top liner.

The cover design and post closure care will be in accordance with

- §26% +310%a) +and. (b)) and wother -@pplicable reguirements. [The «cover

gystem-‘design 'will “be “contiguous with “the ‘Former ‘Lagoon area,
thereby minimizing the complexity of post closure care (See previous
section on former lagoon area for post closure care and ground
water monitoring of the landfill).

As part of the excavation process at Kettle Pond, the Pond water

and ground water from dewatering operations will be treated in an
on-site treatment facility and discharged to surface water. The
‘discharge will ‘meet ‘the applicable, National Pollutant :Discharge
“Elimination "System ‘{NPDES) ‘technical - requirements. “The-‘design for the
excavation action will include establishing acceptable off-site air
quality criteria, an air monitoring sampling program and a contingency
plan to minimize adverse air gquality impacts. The action levels

for air contamination at the site boundary may be that proposed by

the Centers for Disease Control (CDC), 2 ppm total concentration of
volatile organic compounds in air. During the design phase for the
alternatives, other recommendations for acceptable air contaminant
levels may be considered. The excavation of contamination and
restoration of the wetlands in the RKettle Pond area is the only
remedial alternative that actively restores the wetlands area, and
~meets..the intent .of Executive .Order 211990.. .The order reguires that
riemedial .actions should-minimize the destruction, loss or degradation
of wetlands.

Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream

The mechanical dredging of the Hocomonco Pond and discharge stream

sediments is consistent with of Executive Order 11990. Dredging
will eliminate the source of contamination.

g Cgquality monitoring aill “be pexiormed .as part -of the . dredging
process. A sampling plan and a contingency plan will be developed
during the design phase. The action levels for air contamination
at the site boundary may include that proposed by the Centers .for
Disease Control (CDC), 2 ppm total concentration of volatile organic
compounds in air. During the design phase for the alternatives,
other acceptable air contaminant levels may be considered.

“The on-gite Tandfill will be constructed and-maintained according
to the applicable RCRA technical standards.
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SCHEDULE

Following is an outline of key milestones and dates for implementation
of final remedial actions: -

<

Approve remedial action (sign ROD) - September 30, 1985

° Complete Enforcement Negotiations - November 29, 1985
Award Superfund State Contract (Sscf‘for Design - December 9, 1985

¢ send Interagency Agreement (IAG) to Army Corps of Engineers
for Design - -December S5, 1985

° start pre-design field studies - March 1, 1986

° Start design - February 1, 1986

° Complete design - September 1, 1986

© Anend SSC and IAG for construction - September 1, 1986
¢ tart construction - September 6, 1986

Complete construction - June, 1987

This schedule is dependent on the availability and obligation of
funds to implement the project design and construction. The time
lag before obligation of final remedial action funds will protract
the schedule for implementation by an equal length of time.

FUTURE ACTIONS

Adéitional field testing as discussed previously in the summary of
recommended actions is necessary during design of the selected
recedial alternatives. Soil borings and analysis are needed to
Getermine exact volume of soil/waste to be excavated from Kettle

Pond, of sediments to be dredged from Hocomonco Pond, and of waste

in the three isolated areas (i.e., tank bases, southwest storm drain
channel sediments and the area of MW-1). The exact quantities need to
be determined in order to design the RCRA landfill for Kettle Pond
soil/waste and RCRA cap for the former lagoon area.

In addition, water treatibility studies may be necessary at the
Kettle Pond to design a granular activated carbon water treatment
system to be used during dewatering in this area.

Future actions also include monltorlng of the effectiveness of the
cap and onsite landfill as well as assuring future effectiveness of
these actions through proper operatlon and maintenance. Monitoring
for cap and landfill effectiveness is required under 40 C.F.R. Part
264 Sudbparts F and G and Subpart N § 264.310(b).
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Finally, based upon ground water and soil quality at completion of

the Kettle Pond excavation and ground water dewatering and treatment
system at the Kettle Pond, the Regional Administrator may determine

“that .ground . water ‘pumping .@nd treatment should continue and/or .additicvual
“'s01l excavation is nee@ed ‘to achieve final ‘groundwater quality

levels, established a= that tims. Final ground water cleanup

levels will -be set based upon background levels, Maximum Contaminant
Levels (MCL's) or a demonstration of Alternate Concentration Limits -
(ACLs) according to 40 C.F.R. Part 264. __
For security the site will be fenced during design and prior to 0
-eguipment mobilization and the start .of ‘construction. . Fencing ‘is
necessary to prohibit unauthorized entry and 1imit public exposure

to contamination and construction activities.
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TRELE 1

SUMMARY OF ORGANIC SITE CONTAMINATION
-a

FORMTR LAGION AREA

HOCOMONCSS POND SITE, WESTBOROUGH, MA

1B} Sasl 0y, Gy S 1V

- Concentraticon Range

Soil" Ground Water®
Parameter (pg’/kg) (pg/1)

2 j4~dimethylphenol ND ND
~phenol © s« ND=-BDL “ND
2-methylphenol ND ND
4-methylphenol ND ND
‘acenaphthene BDL - 308,000 ND
£luoranthene 867 - 1,590,000 ND

naphthalene BDL - 3,090,000 ND-BDL
benzo(a)pyrene ND ND
benzo(a)anthracene ND - 289,000 ND
.. - -penzo{b¥fluoranthene MD -.148.,000 ND
T wenzotkyfluvoranthene - ND ~":74,000 ~ 'ND
chrysene ND - 286,000 ND
acenaphthylene ND ND
anthracene ' BDL - 1,770,000 ND
benzo(ghi)perylene . ND - 136,000 ND
fluorene BDL - 340.000 ND
phenanthrene 811 ~ 2,040,000 ND
indeno(1l,2,3,-cd)pyrene ND - 178,000 ND
pyrene 3" 561 - 1,002,000 ND
dibenzofuran BDL - 279,000 ND
2-methylnaphthalene BDL - 1,560,000 ND
~ .benzene ' ND ND
-isophorone -+ “ND +ND
p-chloro-m-cresol C *ND ~ND
2-chlorophenol ‘ ND ND

' Lower range concentratiom from borings (X-8, X-10) at a depth of 18-20
feet below grade. Higher range values from test pit (TP-12) within an area
of visible contamination 3 feet below grade.

2 Ground sater data .are compilation :of ¥W-€, 77,8, ~and 9.
3 2,3,7.8 dibenzo-p—dioxin was not detected.
ND = Not Detected.

BDL = Detected Below Detection Limit.
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Cencentration Range

Farcamaster Soil Ground Wwater
(mg/kg) - (pg/1)
loninum €160 - 14700’ ND-2190°
Antimony ND ND-23'
Arsenic ND-20' ND
Earium §-55' ND-533'
Beryllium ND-0.5' ND
Casniun : ND ND
Chromium 8-26 ND-14
Cotalt 4-19' ND
Cozper 5-23" ND
Iron 7440-16,000" ND-6672
Lead 3.2-5.2 ND-33!
Manganese 57-228 ND-31600'-?
Merscury : ND-0.07" ND-1.0°
Nickel C 5-18° ND-60"
Selerium ND . ND
Silver ND ND
<h2llium ND ND
Tin ND ND-39
Va-adium ND-40' ND
Ziac : 13-41"! ND-39

! 2bsve background levels.
2 2wmsve recocmended limit.
ND = Not Detected.
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Corcentration Rance

Parameter Soil Product Ground Water !
{=g/kg) (pg/kg) (pg/1)

2.4-dimethylphenol o ND $04-6300
phenol 50 ND 97-2200
2-methylphenol N> ND 308-3300
4-methylphenol ND ND 380-7700
acenaphthene ND-17,780 4,400,000 ND-300
fluoranthene NC-~482,702 2,400,000 ND
naphthalene 6.900-55,200 28,000,000 1058-11,000

“berizo{aYypyrene kYo .. .BDL

henzo{a)anthracene TED~96, 988 ©.1,500,000 ND
berzo(a)fluoranthene No BDL ND
benzo(k)£fluoranthene D ND ND
chrysene ND-99,898 1,700,000 ND
acenaphthylene ND-10,719 1,600,000 23-200
anthracene xD-50,801 22,000,000 BDL
benzo(ghi)perylene ND—41,937 ND ND-1200
fluorene ND-27,276 11,000,000 32-300
phenanthrene ND-129,901 19,000,000 100-300
indeno(1.2.3,-cd)pyrene XND-106,717 ND ND
pyrene ND-286,737 52,000,000 ND
dibenzofuran ND-16,809 6,900,000 36-300
2-methylnaphthalene - RD-12 , 500 8,200,000 .-96=T750
benzene 'ND “ND CLRY-94
isophorone ND ND ND
p—chloro-m-cresol ND 34,000 ND
2—chlorophenol KD BDL ND
toluene BDL BDL ND-200
total xylenes EDL 34,000 ND-180
benzoic acid KND-12,000 ND ND-280
.di-n-octyl phthalate ND-2900 ND ND

1
Data from MW-4.

b
2,3,7,8 dibenzo-p-dioxin was not detected.

D = -Not -Detected.

BDL

Detected Below Detection Limit.
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Soil : Froduct’ Ground wWater

Parameter (mg/ks3) (mnc/k3) (ug”/1)
Alurinum 3500-14900° 292 ND-300
Antimony _ ND ND ND

Arsenic 3-21} 111 ND-50'
Barium 10-40" 5 ND
Beryllium ND-1.9' <0.2 ND
Cadzium ND-0.3 0.950 ND
Chromium 6.8-52". . .. 1060 ND

Cobalt "3-13¢ <2 ND

Copper 6-32" 815 ND

I-oz 5970-22,400" 1220 101-11,000' -2
Lead 2.5-14 . 66 ND-8
Mancanese '63-156 8.2 140-1830'-*%
Mercury ND-0.56' 1.06 ND '
Nickel 4-33! @ ND

Seleni . ND-0.2 2.8 ND-3.5'
Silver ND _ ' 0.5 ND
Thalliunm ND 2 ND

Tin : ND 3 ND-36
Varadium ND-52' Q10 ND

Zins 12-89° 78

ND-18

! 2move background levels.

? avove recommended concentration.

' Creosote product at surface of Kettle Pond.
~ ND = Not Detected.
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Paramezer Pongé Sediments’ S=ceam Sediments Surface
{pg/kg) (pg/kg) Water
_ (pg/l)
2,4-dimethylphenol ND - “ND ND
phenol ND ND ND
2-methylphenol ND ND ND-8
4-methylphenol ND ND ND-8
acenaphthene ND BDL BDL-120
fluoranthene ND-34,188 6.140-49,900 BDL-200
naphthalene ND-29,412 BDL-140,600 ND-530
-.benzola)pyrene N0-1,100 ND-BDL ND
Jbenzo{a)anthracene ND-4,054 - ND~BDL < ND=-35
benzo(a)fluoranthene " 'ND “ND-BDL ~.ND
benzo(k)£fluoranthene ND ND ND
chrysene . ND-3,941 BDL-1,047 ND-26
acenaphthylene ND-BDL ND-BDL ND-40
anthracene ND-3,012 BDL ND-46
benzo(ghi)perylene ND-BDL ND ND
fluorene ND-11,481 BDL-3,550 BDL-160
phenanthrene BDL-34.104 ND-54,430 BDL-400
indeno(l.2.3,-cd)pyrene ND-484  300) ND
pyrene 2 Nb-20,800 BDL-5,066 ND-130
dibenzofuran ND-8,824 NO-BDL ND
‘2-methylnaphthalene ND-6.,824 ND-BDL ND-170
“‘bernzene “JRD o 19] ‘ND-27
total xylenes KD D "ND-6
p—chloro—m—cresol D ¥D-BDL ND
2—chlorophenol ND ND-73,320 ND

! Higher range values generally at the pond outlet (SD-11).

2,37.,8 dibenz@—p-ﬁioximwwas'mmmwéemected-

“ND = Not ‘Detected.

BDL = Detected Below Detection Limit.
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Fac-ansztsr Fond Sediments S+rean Sediments
(mg/kg) (mg/kg)
Alminen 1200-7000" 1500-6030"
Antirony ND-0.5 ND
Arsecic 0.6-9.2 2-5.6
Barium ND-45' 10-30"
Beryllium ND-0.27% ND
Caé&miun ND-0.28° ND-0.15"
Chrozit=n 2.2-18" 2.8-11"
Cobalt ND-13' ND-7.8°
Copper 4.5-24' 6-12°
iron 2400-10,000° 2200-7630°
Lead 1.0-19' 6.6-21"
Manganese 68-150" 68-302"
Mercury ND-0.96 .06-0.42"
Nickel "ND-17' ND-5'
Selenium ND-0.4' ND-0.2°}
Silver ND-2.3° ND-0.7!
Thalliun ND ND
Tin ND-2 ND-2
Vanadium ND-39' ND-30°
Zinc 12-37 13-35

! above background levels.

ND = Not Detected.
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Concentretion Range

Parareter Soil Ground Water & -
(nug/kg) (pg/1)
-2 /4-Bimethylphencl ND 15
phenol “ND . AND

11
8 .

2-methylphenol
4-methylphenol
acenaphthene
fluoranthene
naphthalene
benzo(a)pyrene
benzo(a)anthracene
‘benzo({a)fluoranthene
benzo(k)fluoranthene
chrysene
acenaphthylene
anthracene
benzo(ghi)perylene
fluorene
phenanthrene
indeno(l,2.,3,~-cd)pyrene
pyrene 3
dibenzofuran
2-methylnaphthalene
- sbenzene
Jdsophorone
p-chloro-m—cresol
2-chlorophenol
_toluene

CEEEE
e

e

5555555555555555353
MEEEEEEEIEE55555555555

! parameters were detecte@ in third sampling round (Dec. 1984) based on a
detection limit of 2 pgfl. Previous analytical results (first and second
“round) «reported -ND. based-an 20-40 pg/l. detection limit.

fbuta‘fronﬁuw—3.

2

2,3,7,8 dibenzo-p-&ioxin was not detected.
ND = Not Detected.
BDL = Detected Below Detection Limit.

Y24
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, Concentrztion Renge
Paca-ester Soil Ground Water 3
(mg/kg) - (pg/1)
Alusinum 3500-8450 ND-3500"
Antisony ND ND
Arseaic 6-8 ND
Barium 20-30 ND-281"
Bervllium ND ND
Cadrium ND ND-10'
Chromium 8.3-12 ND-20'
Cobelt 4 ND
Coprer g-11' ND
Iron 5970-10,000 ND-131
LeaZ 2.5-3.3 ND-281
Mancanese €5-101 ND-4002
Mercury ND ND-0.3’
Nickel 4-9 ND-40
Seleniun ND ND-1.1
Silver ND ND
Thalliun ND ND
Tin ND ND-36
Varadium ND-20 ND
Zins 20-26" ND-128

! anove background levels.

2 3ncse recommended secondary drinking water standards.
ND = No: Detected.

3 Data for MW-3.
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Sample No. -"Sargle Location & TescriTiion ' o dpem-above vant1ent )
1 Storm sewer outlet, no odor, tlack 0.10
staired rocks.

2 0il boom, area clear of snow, thin layer 0.20
of broken ice. Water and sediment
agitated, il £ilm on-top-of water.

3 East side of bluff, just above sewer 0.10
outlet. Dug into frozen soil 2".

4 Manhole froa storm sewer east of 0.15
lagoon.

5 Foundation of east storage tank on top 0.1S
~of the BIuff. Dug ‘hole in. frozensoil
2.

6 Foundation of west storage tank on top " 0.20
of bluff. Dug hole in frozen soil 4".

7 ' Bottom of steep hill below boiler plat- 0.25
form. Water was unfrozen and agitated.
No odor or film present.

8 200' east of sarple no. 7 below concrete 0.15
retaining wall. Area clear of snow and
.turned.over with a shovel. No odor
' wipresent. ~

9 1S' above concrete retaining wall. 0.5
Removed snow cover and dug small hole
= 2".

10  Two small diameter metal pipes protruding
out of north side of bluff at west end.
~Approx. 100'.above the retaining wall.
large pipe “0.19
Small pipe 0.25

11 Outlet of pond 15' upstream from 10.0
culvert. Sediment agitated producing
large amount of oil sheen and odor.

32 | 30" ‘upstream:of -sample no. 1l.agitated 95
C L Legediment , clarge 0il isheen and odor
present. OVA set on 10x.
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Sazple X

- Sample Location & Desc

4]
(PN
v
't
L]
o
]

OVA Reading
(ppm above am=ient)

13

14

16

17

18

19

Dovnstream of culvert. New £i11 and
grading. When agitated, procuces
heavy oil sheen and odor.

Upstream, north side of outlet.
Agitated sed:iment produces strong
odor and oil sheen.

S0 yards north of outlet in woods.
Wet soil not frozen. No odor
present.

Approx. 50 yarcs south of outlet

on south shore. Unfrozen water
5* x 20'. Sediment agitated.

southeast corner of pond. Agitated

No reading

210.0

0.10

3.8

>10.0

sediment, tuo metal crums in vicinity.

Odor and oil sheen present.

60 yards up shore from sample no. 17.
Ice was broken and soil agitated.
No odor or oil sheen present.

" 200’ in shore from sample no. 17.

Area is a low depression. Soil
is moist and unfrozen. Three
readings in same area have the
same results.

0.10

0.10

ppm = parts per million
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Compound Concentration* (ug/kg)
fluoranthene : 8,971
. "benzolatflucranthene : - ..3.009
" .benzo(b)flvevanthene b 4,098
phenanthrene 2,448
pyrene 6,048

*Concentrations are approximate based on QA/QC review,



HOCOMONCLC PCND SITEZ, WZISTBIRCTUGH, MA

- ) Corcentration (pg/i)

Compound w-51 W-53 wW-54
acenaphthene BDL 120 BDLa
fluoranthene 25 200 BDL
naphthalene ND 530 25
‘benzo(a)anthracene ND 35 ND
chrysene ND 26 ND
acenaphthylene ND 40 ND
anthracene _ BDL 46 ND
fluorene BDL 160 BDL
phenanthrene 12 400 BDL
pyrene 3 14 130 ND
dibenzofuran EDL 120 BDL
2-methylnaphthalene ND 170 ND
2.4-dimethylphenol BDL 13 ND
2-methylphenol ND 8 ND*«
4-methylphenol ND 8 ND*+
benzene ND ND 27
total xylenes ND ND 6

#*Data rejected in QA/QC review
BDL - Below detection limit in analysis (see text for further definition)
ND - Not detected in analysis (see text for further definition)

1 . . .
2,3,7.,8 dibenzo-p-dioxin was not detected.
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P

ETCCTED IN SEDIMENT SAHPL(S
£, WESTBOROUGH, Nk

Concentration (ym/k9

).

$0-88 5D-58

5
o

o

ND

- Compound s0-2 $o:8 $D-10 so-i), $0-12 S0-21 50- SD $0-52 S0-5) $0-59 SO 6
acénsshihent NO A/OL . 6,2%8° 406 2,488 4,400,000 BOL 264 220 goL 21,812 1,264 hot
f1gyoranthens 271*° 6, 9a%ee 86,278 34 St 20,9900 2,400,000¢ MO 1,056 1,232 oY 39,268 46,926 49,900

* \s@phorone ND uoL" 1,765° nﬂl“ no** ‘ND N, NO NO 1] 2 ND ND ND
nsghthalene ND 6oL 10,781" 29,411 2,608 28,000,000° 515 484 uoL 2,668 32,718 A0, w140, 600
beifz0(a)anthracent 8oL RO 19,635° 4,454 1,172 1,500,000 KO 616 814  HO Y9m0  V1.anG  bol
befizo(a)pyrene . NO HO 11,858 nd D 8oL NG, 836 1,100 ND BOL 9,504 Db
boﬂlo(b)fluorlnlnini NO 0 . 11,408 ND 8oL No NO ND HO i) 12,078 i
chfysens gL 1,0%) 18,714° 1, iit 4,036 1.700,000° WO 6n2 858§D s,a52 9,504  hoi
scbhnaphthylene NO 6ot 1,304 a6l BOL 1,600,000° N0 BOL 8oL ot 8,778 2,474 n,
adthracens BoL fibt 9,149 3.mi 3,776 22,000,000° ND 748 286 HO 7.448 NG - un
blnxo(nh\)perylcni ND #o. 9,842 auL 804 ND** ] aoL 8oL fo NO NO )
(iuorens ND 3, [!) ' 8,942 1,402 4,18 11,000,000° Q@L NO ent BOL 31,920 46, 936 not

- phienanthrene BOL 24,638° )4, 104 15,040 19,000,000° BbL $712 I oot 81,928 104,150 54,430
Afdeno{1,2,3, -cd)py%enc ND ho 1),642° 8oL BOL ND** 0 8oL and ND NO foL un
pirene _ 889~ 5,068  79,190° 20,800  14,120°° $2,000,000° ND 616 ase fb- 19,950 30,10 "
dibenaofuran .‘ NO BoL 6,451° 8,824 2,579 6,900,000°  BOL 264 ool L2183 27,398 19,204 not
24 m!\hy\naphlha\éni ND No 4,592 6,824 80L 8,200,000°  6OL BOL 8oL ot 26,600 136,12 n

p-chloro-m-cresol .. ND* NO NO* Nﬁ ND* 34,000° Nb 1,100 1,540 FU 7,182 NO nn
schlorophenol " ND® NO* ND® anL* ub ND ND NO ND ND NU

- Concentrat!on \s spproximate
in QA/QC review

WD - Not detected in snalysis
oL - Below dctdctlon Timit in anllrsCs

4e _ pate rejecied

1

2,3,7,8,d1benzo p-dioxin was not detected.

S0 62

L]

nb
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i
1ify
Nh
Wit
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3, W0
13,240
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13,1120
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CRGARYIC COoMPTInND8 2202012 2 IN SROVVD WATEIR SAMPLZIS

HOCOMINTO PCND SITEI, WzSTECIRCOUGH, MA
Cormpouni = - MA-4D* MwW-4Se*
" 2,.4—dimezhxrlphenol . 504-5200 5200
phernol - 97-2200 2000
2—oezhylshenol 308-3300 2900
4—oezhylphenol 380-7700 6800
-aceraphthene 51-300 . 200
naphthalene 1058-11,000 11,000
aceraphthylene 23-200 80
fluorene S 32-300 200
preranthrene ND-200 300
dideanzofuran 1 : 36-300 200
2-methylnaphthalene 9¢€-1200 1100
benzene ND-91 90
toluene ND-160 200
ethylbenzene . ND—40 . 60
to+al xylenes ND-50 30

* Caoncentrations (pg/l) for MwW-4D are a range of values from the first,
sezond, and third sampling rounds.

#% Concentration (ug/l) for Mw-4S are from the third sampling round, prior
sampling rounds showed no contaminants.

12,3,7,8 dibenzo-p-dioxin was not detected.

NOTE = Ground water contamination at this site was also detected in
MW-3. Refer to Table 7.
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Qrecarics:
Carcinegens

berzo(z)pvrens
berzene

“NoOn-Carcinoclens

racthalene
Zlvoranthense

.

Unknorzs
phenanthrens
anthracene
2-methylnapthalene

TpyTene

fluorene
acerzpthens
benzo(a)enthracene
ch-yszene
dibenzofuran
2—chlorophenol
4-—me-hylphenol
2,4-dimethslphenol
2—me-hvlphenol
benzo(cgh:)pyrene

Inorgenics:

Carcinogens

chromium
arsenic




TABLE 15

SUMMARY OF FEASIBILITY STUDY SCRCENING OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Remedial

Evaluation Cateaories

Alternatives

Technical

Environmental/Public Health

Instituttonal/Land Use

1. SITE GRADING AND °
CAPPING

Feasible contairment technology

Reduces infiltration and
attributable leachate production

Does not treat or completely
contain soil/waste material

e Eliminates direct contact and

acclidental ingestion exposure
Jathways

Does not meet Kettle Pond goal of
{mproving ground water quality

Must comply with RCRA
Requirements

Land use restrictions -
required for surface
capping area

2. SOIL/WASTE .
CXCAVATION!
OFF-SITE LANDFILL .
DISPOSAL

feasible removal technology

Removes waste material from
site to RCRA approved off-site
Yandfill

Does not treat or destruct
waste, therefore future
potentisl pollution problems
exist

e Complies with remedial response

objectives established for former
Yagoon and Keltle Pond areas

Potential compliance
problems exist al RCRA
1andf 1118 where wastes
would be disposed

No land use restrictions
required after site
remediation

3. SOIL/MASTE
EXCAVATION:
ON-SITC LANDFILL
FACILITY

feasible containment technology

Reduces threat of leachate
migration

Effectively contains soil/waste
material

Does not treat waste material

Complies with remedial response
objectives established for
former lagoon and Kettle Pond
areas

Must comply with RCRA
requirements

Land use restrictions
required for on-site
Tandfi1l ares

4. SOILANASTE . .
EXCAVATION:
ON-SITE L)
INCINERATION

Feastble treatment technology

Complete thermal destruction
of contaminated materials

On-site mobile iIncinerstors
have not been demonstrated on’
large-scale production basis
for harardous waste; no signif-
fcent technical problems
apparent. Two technologles
evatuated were rotary kiln and
infrared.

o Complles with remedial response
objectives established for former .

lagoon and Kettle Pond aress

Must comply with RCRA
requirements

No future land use
restrictions required

__rCnnJLAL_CniL___{_
10 (3
F! $00,000
. :
kp? 600,000
F? 6,300,000
xp? 8,400,000
L 1,200,000
xp? 1,500,000
Rnkanx_Klln
FL 12,000,000
“xkp? 17,000,000
Xngcnngd
FL 6,100,000
xp? 8.100,000

; FL - Former Lagoon Area
KP - Kettle Pond Area

3 Costs refer to visible contamination solls clean-up criteris.

4 Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream Area



TAmLE 15
(Cont inued)

SUreARY OF TEASTRILTITY STUDY SCRECNING OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

-

i

‘iomnd|ol

‘(“,.

Lyﬂluntlnn.Caleaniés .

Afternatives

Technics)

TriTrormenta1/Public Heaith

Institutional/Land Use

TBT.Cnonn_LCnn

“th

8. BIODEGRADATION .

o

Infeasidle trestmint technology
at this site

Coﬂcentrat!ons,G?ﬁb|odegradab1e
sauliontamsnanti éxceed desired
Imits

Laeks decumantilidn of PAY
degradation .

n|ode¢rldnttonﬁi§ﬂe1|m|naled from

further evaluatidh based on:

1) high cost and Yength of duration

for treatment of highly contam-

_inated zones

2) unproven téchiology for PAH
remediation

3) In genera); tircinogenic
constituenty of creosote are
non-bliodegradable.

Doe§-not comply with

remedial response objectives
for the former lagoon and
Kettle Pond areas. Soil/waste
conéentration could not be
efféctively reduced.

. iotent!al compliance
problems

Atlernstive eVimiiated
from further reviiw,

6. GROUND WATER i
CONTAINMENT
SARRIER: SITE
CRADING AND
CAPPING -

Steel sheeting
* Technically féiiible to install

e Potential fa!iﬁ}i due to corrosion

Potential leakagh at Joints

t1iminsted from further
consideration dud to potential
technical protiems

glih\nales direct contact and
secidental tngestion exposure
pathways

Hoy)d substantially meet Kettle
forid gon) of improving ground
waler quality within service
1ife

o Must comply with RCRA
requirements

¢ Land use restrictioni
required for surface
capping area

Alternative eliminated
from further review.

' i, - Former Lagoon Area
T xp - Kettle Pond Aréa

3 costs refer to visitile contamina

4 Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream Ares

tion soils clean-up criteria.



TARLE 15
(Cont Ynued)

SUMMARY OF FEASIBILITY STUDY SCREENING OF REMTOIAL ALTERNATIVES

RemedVal f£yaluation Categories
Alternatives Technical Environmental/Public Heallh Institutional/Land Use capital_Cost -
10 (3)
L]
6. GROUND WATER b. Grout Curtatin
CONTAINMENT .
BARRIELR: SITE s Technically difficult to install o Eliminates direct contact and e Must comply with RCRA Alternative eliminated
GRADING AND accidental ingestion exposure requirements from further review.
CAPPING (Cont.) o Undemonstrated technology relative  pathways
to hazardous waste containment s Land use restrictions
e May not meet Kettle Pond goal required for surface
s Verification of continuous curtain of improving ground water guality capping area.
difficuit
e Highly limited appliications
e Eltminated from further considera-
tion due to potential technical
probliem
c. Slurry Wall [ 44 1,400,000
e Technically feasible o Would substantially meet Kettle e Myst comply with RCRA
Pond goal of improving ground requirements
¢ Demonstrated technology water quality within service
1fe e Land use restrictions
o Diverts/contains ground water required for surface
flow through contaminated s Eliminates direct contact and capping area
ground water and waste materials accidental ingestion exposure
- pathways
e Service 1ife uncertain
7. GROUND WATER e Ground water pumping scts to collect/
PUMPING AND contain contaminant plume prior
TREATHENT to treatment

Demonstrated, conventional technology

Requires permanent operstion

: FL - Former Lagoon Area
KP - Kettle Pond Ares

3 Costs refer to visible contnnimuon solls clean-up criter‘s.
Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream Area



TaBLE 1S
(Cont inued)

SUrMARY OF ftASlﬁlliTY STUDY SCREENING OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

[

. Remedinl i Evaluation_Calego-fes. i
Alternatives Tectnical tnvironmental/Publiic Heallh Institutional/tand Use ,.1.Cnn|\al.Cnst-.-!.
: 10 (3
freatment 3. Sewage Treatmenf Plant (STP) kp ' 200,000
Subaiternatives Y aTn . : . :
o Technically féssible but not » Privents migration of contaminated ¢ Must comply with RCRA
extensively tésted for performance §round water and provides for and NPDES requirements$
e Uréatment of ground water : B
o Removes contamiridted ground water oo ¢ Land use restrictiond .
from site to STF for treatment o Eiiminates direct contact and required for Kettle Pond
i acEtdental ingestion exposure ares
e Bench-scale pilot studies required ﬁaihuays by placing clean fi1Y
ovér Kettle Pond
b. Granular Activated Carbon (GAC) KP 420,000

o Technically féagible .

e Proven technd!bﬁ} In the
treatment of PAHS

* Reduces conc(ﬁi?ntlon of PAHS to o
low ppb levels

é. Yransportltlon.@ﬁﬁ Off-Stte Treatment

o Technically {nfiasible, due to ]
high dally valumes collected for
off-site tredlmént and high costs

This subaltefnifive is eliminated o
from further eviluation on the -
basis of excé&Ssive cost and lack

of implementAbflity. Applicable
for small quintities of leachate
from sediment déwatering.

L

Prévents migration of contaminated ¢
high leve) ground water and
prévides for treatment of

gfound water U

iifninatcs direct contact and
sc¢étdental Yngestion exposure
psthways

-h. .

?févents migration of contami-
nated ground water and provides
fof treatment of ground water

£1iminates direct contact and
sccidental ingestion exposure
pathways

Must comply with ncikf
and NPDES requirements

Land use restrict!oﬁ§‘<
required for Kettle Pond

" area

Must comply with RCRA
requirements .

Land use restr!ct!ohgﬁ
required for Kettle Pond
area

Alternative eliminated
from further review (ex-
cept for sediment dewater-
ing leachate collection).

' FL - Former laqéoh,Arel
1 §p - Kettle Pond Atea
2 Costs refer to visible contamination $dlls clean-up criterid

Hocomonco Pond ind Discharge Stream Areéa



TABLE 15
{Cont tnued)

SUMMARY OF FEASIBILITY STUDY SCREENING OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVES

Remed\a)

Alternatives

Technical

Environmental/Public Health

1 .
Evaluation_Cateasocies

Institutional/Land Use

___Capital) Cost
10 H

8. GROUND WATER .
TABLE MODIFICATIONS

Diverts uncontaminated ground
water around contaminated zo0nes,
prevents ground water flow
through. contaminants

Requires freguent maintenance and
monitoring for an indefinite time

period

This technology i3 eliminated
from further consideration
due to long-term operational
requirements coupled with the
fact that remedial response
objectives are not met.

e Does not comply with remedial

response objective for Xettle
Pond (direct contact and
asccidental ingestion exposure
pathways)

e Does not comply with
RCRA requirements

Alterfative el\minated
from further review

9. HYDRAULIC SEDIMINT o
DREOGING AND
DISPOSAL/TREATHINT o

Feasible removal technology
C1iminstes threat of sediment
movement and/or desorption

of sorbed organics

May incresse initia) suspension/

disperstion of contaminated sediments

Complies with remedia) response
objectives estabiished for
Hocomanco Pond and discharge
stream

o Must comply with regulatory
requirements

e No recreational use
restrictions would be
required for Hocomonco Pond

Deualctjnn_sasln
ne

Filler Press
He 750,000

750,000

10, MECHANICAL .
SEDIMENT DREOGING
AND DISPOSAL/ .
TREATHENT

Feasible removal technology

£1iminates threat of sediment
smovement and/or desorption of
sorbed organics

Minimizes suspenston/dispersion
of contaminated sediments (pond

would be lowered to allow dredging

in the dry)

Complies with remedial response
objectives established for
Hocomonco Pond and discharge
stream

e Must comply with regulatory
requirements

Dewatecina Basin .
ne 300,000

e No recrestionat! use restrictions
would be required for Hocomonco

pPond

' L - Former Lagoon Ares
3 xp - Kettle Pond Ares

% Costs refer to visible contam!

4 Nocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream Ares

'

nation soils cleanup criteria,



TABLE 15
{Cont {nued)

SUMMARY OF FEASIBILITY STUDY SCREENING OF REMLOIAL ALTERNATIVES

.3 o

. 3 i
Remedinl e R Lvaluation | Cllcnntj(: e .
Adternatives Tethnical tnv\romnlnl/?ubl!c Health Institutional/Land Use Capniia)_Coast
, , : . 10 h
11. CAPPING OF o Feastble co«iiiimnt technology cmnes with remedia) response  ® Must comply with régulatory ' : 200,000
SEDIMENTS objectives estadblished for requirements
¢ Reduces threot of sediment Hocomonco Pond and discharge
movement and désorption of pond
sorbed organics
o Potential mm for breaching of
' cap
e Potentis) 'd?’ !ome 1eaching of
contaminant§ From sediment Lo
surface watét in pond 7 »
ll NO ACTION o Potentially: féisible avoidance ‘ neduces threat of direct conlact e Potenttial cml!anti broblm 50,000
technology t Some site con- or sccidental ingestion

tamination irﬂs

o Perimeter 'inc}m acts to control @ Ooos not meet Kettle Pond gos)
direct expoSure pathway 6f improving ground water quality

o Does not tréat or contain waste
material

n. - Former Lagoon Ared

KP - Kettle Pond Area

Cosu refer to visible cmtmlmtioﬂ solls clean-up crnerh.
Hocomonco. Pond and Discharge Stream Ares

B e



TABLE 1

| SUMMARY OF DETAILED EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES

FORMER LAGOON AREA

e fvaluation Categories e
. Lo
Remedial ' ]
Alternatives "Technical tnvironmental/Public Health Institutional/Land Use cced)  meh)
[, S1TC GRADING AND o [ffective response at Lhis site o No significant short-term impacts o Limits future development 443,000 641,000
CAPPING e Useful 1ife greater than 50 ycars ° Heels environmental and public and deed restrictions
STORM . e Reliable and well-demonstrated health response objectives . required
RELOCATION (FL-1) e Wastes not Lreated or destroyed e RCRA compllance required '
e Remediation time is 4 months : :
‘ e [ffective response at this site e Short-term potential alr e Allows future develop-
. SOILAASTE EXCAVATION e Permanent on-site solution emissions can be monitored . ment at site £} 5,033,000 5,191,000
OFF-SITE LANDFILL e Reltable and well-demonstrated and mitligated . , )
DISPOSAL (FL-2) e Polential future problems at o Meets environmental and public e RCRA compliance vc* 6.040,000 6,229,000
Off-stite RCRA Yandf iV health response -objeclives re uired
e two levels of soil removal :
criterta evaluated
o Remediation Lime 1s 6 months
J. SOIL/MASTE EXCAVATION o Effeclive response at this time e Short term potential alr o Limits future develop- €’ 766.000 923,000
ON-SITE LANDFILL e Useful Vife greater than 50 ycars emissions can be monitored ment and deed restrictions
FACILITY (fL )) e Long term reliability not demon- and mitigated required
’ staled - operational requirements o Meets envirormental and public e RCRA compliance required vc* 919,000 1,104,000
reYatively complex health response objectives
o lwn levels of soil removal criteria
evaluated
e Remediation time is 7 months.
. SOTLAASTE EXCAVATION e tffective response at this site, e Short term potenttal air e Allows future develop- Ro‘agy,xlln
ON-SITE INCIMERATION complete treatment of wasle emissions can be monitored ment at site tA 9,933,000 10,090,000
(FL-8) e On-sitle incineration not fully and miligated ) vC* 11,920,000 12,109,000
demonstrated » Meets environmental and public e RCRA and Clean Ailr : .
e Permanent waste management heallh response objectives Acl compliance Infrared
solution (Al 4,157,000 4,514,000
e Two levels of soll removal v $,228,000 5,417,000
criteria evaluated
e Remediation Lime is 22 months
), MO ACTION (FL-8 e Wil not prevent contaminant ¢ Does not mcel environmental e Limits future develop- 24,000 213,000

migration
No reltable, continued migration
of contaminants to Hocomonco Pond

response objectives
Public health response objective
met with limitations

ment at site. and deed
restrictions required

Capital Costs

Present Wortlh )

Exposure Assessment Soll Clean-Up Criteria
Visibly Contaminated Soil Clean-Up Criteria

5328



surtiARY OF BUTKILED TVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
KETTLE POND ARCA

e — . Lyalualion Calesories. .

‘ i B v L test.
; Remedial o o B X ;
Alternalives Technical Enviroimental/fublic Hesllh 4In§\|lut|onlllllnd Use eyt
1. $11L GRADING AND o Would nol preveri tonlaminant o o sipdificant short-term impacts o l!n!ts future development 366,000 S04, 000
GAPPING (XP 1) migration . na déed restrictions requiréd
e * Does. nol meel envirormental qoal o
o Uteful 1ife gredlef than SO years of 'mpvbv\no ground water qualily o ncan tompliance required
. o Uastles not Lrealéd or destroyed o Heel§ Bubiic health response
: Loe, objéEltves
o Remediation Vs § ménths L i
e v ‘—-
2 o Effective responsé at this site . Short hm potential ailr o Aliow§ future development
SﬂltMSTt : emi§3Tons can be monitored at site
CRCAVATION: ¢ Regquires soec!.!\:(d. and m!l\galed
OFF-SITE LANDFILL demonstrated cohsituction * RCRA tompliance equired
oisrosaL (kr-2) techniques for exéivation o Mirhr wet1and Impacts during
conitruct\on (dewatering)
s Permanent on«slti folution
o ) neel: unv\ronmrnta\ and publie iyq .
e Reliadle and -clificmonslraled healilk response objectives A' 4,789,000 4, A9, 000
o Potential futur p’;oblm at Vc* 8,209,000 b, 398,000
of (-site RCRA |nnd m .
e Two levels of qo![ remnvsl iAq 4,856,000 4 %0 000
eriverta evalusled :
L vc* 8,324,000 w4y, noo
o Remedialion timé 3 8 months
o s & ‘-{'- : A~. - s‘g
3. SO /MASTL “ [ffective respondé Bt this site e Short:term potential ailr o Limits future developmenl A 772,000 . BH! 000
EXCAVATION: ) L emi§sions can be monitored and deed restrictions
ON-§17€ LANDFILL ¢ useful 1ife grealér than 50 years and m\togated _ ve*'  1.323,000 1,512,000
FACILITY (KP 3) A Lt i
é Requires spcc\al!zea demonstirated e H|norAuelland impacts during o RCRA compliance required GAq
construction technigues for coﬁS(fuclion (dewatering) #44,000 w2 000
excavation )
: st . Meé\s _environmental and public vC* 1,446, 000 1.63%, 000
é Long-term re\labillly not resporise objeclives
demonstrated - oﬁtrat|onal
requirements rclst|vely compliex
% Two levels of soll removal criteria
evaluated
) * Remediation time §$ 8 months
. SOTLAUSTE » Effective respon§e at this site, o Shorl term potential air » Allows future development  Infrared:
¢ 3 . complete treatment of waste emistions can be monitored and at site
EXCAVATION: OM-SITE i : €AY S 4 ; .
INC INERAT ION : . TR ) mitigited 3 .339.400 4. 450,000
FACILITY (KP-4 s On-site ‘tncinerstidn not fully o RCRA and Clean Air Act
=4) . demunstrated ) ¢ Meéls environmental and public compltance required vC* * 7,419,000 7.628,000
; . health response objeclives
& permanent waste mariagement
"~ solution Rotary Kiln:
¢ Two levels of sdll removal €A% 9,500,000 2 447,000

criterta evaluatede
oyC* * 1% 185 . 000 4,000



SUMMARY OF DETAILED EVAL.

{Cont ir.

KLTTLE POND ARLA

N OF ALT RNATIVES

- ) LT I T T iralualion Calgeories___ __ . _ o
Cout
Remedial ) ’
Alternat rves Technical tnvlrmvmnna!/Publlc Heallh InstUrtulional/Land Use (G4 ILVIR ]
$. GROUND WATER e [ffective response al Lhis site o Nn significant shori-lerm |mpecls o Limily Tulure development 1,281,000 1,517,000
CONTAINHENT and deed restrictions
required
e Useful 1ife estimated at S0 s Meels eénvironmental goals and
years, not a permanent wasle public health response and e RCRA compliance required
management solution objectives for duration of
useful Vife '
o Wastes not tLreated or deslroyed
e Remediation time s 7 months
6. GROUND WAT e Would prevent plume migration e No significant short-term impacls ¢ Limits future developmenl and  GAC
* 'UN',~G“A.§“ and provide for ground waler : - deed restrictions required 408,000 1,068,000
Lreatment
TREATMENT (KP-6) o Meets environmental goals for e RCRA and NPOES complitance s
o CAC s demonstrated lechnology, ground water quality improvement required 174,000  H)4,000
complex operation and maintenance and public health response
requirements objectives
e Treatment at Westborough STP e Pole.ttal Yong-Lerm reduction
may be feasible, bench scale/ Lo small welland area contiguous
pilol plant study required Lo to Hocomonco Pond due Lo
verify treatment efficiency lowering of ground water table
s Wastes not treated or destroyed
and ground water treatment
required on a permanent ba~ie,
s Remediation time is S monlhs
e Will not prevent ground water e Does not meet environmental goal o Limits future development 26,000 215,000

7. ®0 ACTION (KP-7)

'¢C -
oy -
YgA =
e -
SCost

qualily degradation

Capital Conts

Presenl Wortlh

Exposure Assessment Soll Clean Up Criteria
visible Contamination Soil Clean-Up Criteria
presented are for GAC treatment.

/

for ground water quality
improvement

e Public heallh response
objective met with limitation

at site and deed
restrictions required




TapLe 18
SUMMARY Ol' DETAILED EVALUATION OF AL ItR“MiV[S
1 MOCOHDNtO POND AND OISCHARGE STRL M AREA
= Evaiualion Cal<aafies - R
femedinl ol L a ) ¥
Aliernatlves Techfiteal v;nylronmentavlrublic Health Institullonat/tdind Use ectd)y  mah
.MYDRAULIC STOIMENT o [ffective respéﬁﬁi at this site . ﬁo!tntia\ short term impacts to ¢ fulure usage rcstri&(ions we-1A - . .
DREOGING AND 01SPOSAL/ Notomonco Pond aquatic Vife on Hocomonco Pond ot 728,000 725,000
TREATHENT (WP-1) s Substantiasl ouini\tv of water required
treatment requivid for sediment . He&\s environmental and public , s .
dewatering he&tth response objectives * RCRA and NPOES compiiiance 4es) B -«
i required 216,000 716,000
s Reliable and wéll demonstrated
¢ femediation tlmi is 4 months )
nteunﬂxCAL BREDGING . o Effective r-séunic at this site ] votcntinl short-term 1mboct! to o Future usage restrictions
AND DlSroSAL/ln[Avntﬂt nacomonco eond aquatie 1ife on llacomance Ponrd not
*{HpP-1) e Reduced quantl(y of water treat- required
ment required {rom sediment . Heils environmental and public o o :
dewatering redicid fied1th response objectives e RCAA and NPDES compliiance 280,000 280,000
L required
o Reliadle and ﬁ?ll-dmnonslrated
o Remediation tima is 4 months
CAPPING OF SEDIMENTS L o o
(up-§%) o Effective resporiSe at this site o Pgtentia) short-term impacts ® Fulure usage restrictions
Sa to Mocomonco Pond aquatic 1ife on Hocomonco Pond hot
¢ Relinble and well-demonstrated . ) required
o Heets environmental and public S . .
¢ Potential desérﬁl\on of contam- heatth response objectives o COE 404 permit required 149,000 196,000

L

fnants from s¥diments to surface
water .

Remediation timé 1s 3 months

Potential long—tefﬁﬂieach'ng
of contaminants (rom sediment

to surface water

NO ACTION (HP-4)

Sediment conlj@ihat\on wou'ld
not be contalfied .

Not reliable, céntamination would
cont'nue to timjrate within and
from Hocomoncoé Pond

o Ddes not meet environmental
or ‘public health response

Cont inued reslrlci\oﬁ on pond

vsage requred
objectives

'eC - Capital Costs
2o - Present Worth

/"
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i SUMMARY OF DETAILED EVALUATION OF ALTERNATIVES
OTIS STRLET AREA .

fyaluation Cateaocies JS. S
. Cost
_Remedial ) ?
Alternstives Technical Environmental/Pubtic Health Institutional/Land Use cC (4
1
4, EMBANKMENT o Effective response technology s No significant short-term impacts o Deed restrictions required
*  CAPPING .
{0s-1) e Uselful 11fe greater than 50 e Prevents potential contsminant e RCRA compliance required
years migration and potential ground '

water quality degradation
o Reliable and well-demonstrated

o No other environmental or public health lso.'o'oo 01,000
o Wastes not treated or destroyed response objectives
fdentified
o Remediation time 1s 3 months .
2. STORM DRAIN
SEALING )
(0S-2) o Effective response at this site ~ ¢ No significant short-term impacts ¢ Deed restrictions required
e Useful 1ife greater than 50 T Prevents potential contaminant e RCRA monitoring compliance ) 44,000 186,000
years . . migration in storm drain required
e Reltable and well demonstrated o There were no other environmental
or public health response objectives
e Wastes not trested or destroyed tdent\fied
o Remediation time Vs ) month
3 NO ACTION
{0s-3) e No substantial contaminant e Monitors for potential storm o Deed restrictions requirpd
migration detected to dale drain contaminant migration and
. for future potential ground s RCRA monitoring required
- e Alternative would monitor . water quality impacts
for future potential con- 5,000 146,000
tamination problems e No other environ-

mental and public health
- _ response objectives

'cC - Capital Costs
Ipy - Present Worth



TABLE 20

DEZTAILED COST ESTIMATE
FORMER LAGOON AREA
SIIE GRADING -AND .CAPPING; STORY .SEWZR .RELOCATION (FL-1)

ITE¥ DESCRI P’IION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
: (S) (S)

CAFITAL CCSTS

1. Site Clearing Lump Sum - $ 2,000
T2.°Field Offices L O : " 2.,000/mo - .4.000
3. Decontaziration 3 mo 1,000/mo0 3,000
4. Improve Existing Access Roads 925 1f . 25 1f 23,125
5. Construct New Acces;s Roads 250 1f S0 1f 12,500
6. Site ‘Greding ‘{(includes 3.800 cy e V7 =15.,.200
netessary “soil excavation}
7. Clay . $.200 cy 12/cy : 62,400
| 8. Syrnthetic Liner 7.600 sy 9/sy 68,400
9. Sand 2,600 cy 10/cy 26,000
10. Topsoil 1,500 cy 10/cy 15,000
11. Revegetation ‘ 7,600 sy 0.50/sy 3,800
12...Storm .Sewer Relocation
e Remove existing pipe, etc. 1,200 cy “207¢cy T 28,000
e 36-inch storm drain 600 1f 100/1f 60,000
_13. Drainage Ditch 525 1f 10/1f 5,250
14. Health and Safety Cost 40 days 300/day’ 12,000
. SUBTOTAL 337,000
15. Engineering Fees and
Permits € S Percent 17,000
SUSTOTAL ‘ 354,000
16. Contincency € 25 Percent 89,000
“TOTAL ‘CAPITAL “COST A - 443,000

! yRit cost includes Level C personnel protection for'site grading and clay
layer installation during capping. Also includes air monitoring.



TABLE 20
(Continued)

DZTAILED COST ESTIMAIE

FORMER LAGOON AREA

SITE GRADING AND CAFPING:; STORM SEWER RELOCATION (FL-1)

QUANTITY

ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(3) (%)
ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
(O&) CCST :
Water Quality Monitoring 20,000
Cap Maintenance 1,000
TOTAL ANNUAL O&M COST 21,000

PRESENT WORTH

641,000




TASLE 20
(Continued)

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

SITE GRADING AND TAPPING; STORM SEWELR RELOCATION (FL-1)

I”=< CESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
($) (%)
ANNUAL, CPERETION AND MAINTENASCE |
(O%4) CCST
Water Quality Monitoring 20,000
[ »
Cap Maintenance 1,000
TOTAL AMNGAL OSM COST ' 21,000

PRESENT WORTH 641,000




DETAILID COST ESTIMATE

FORMEZR LASOON AREA

SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION: OFF-SITE LANDFILL DISPOSAL (FL-2)

IT=4 DESCRIPTION QUANIITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(s) (%)
CAPITAL COSTS
1. Site Clearing Lump Sum - 2,000
2. Surface Water Drainage
Facilities Lump Sum - 5,000
3. Excavation 23,000 cy S/cy 115,000
4. Heaith and Safety Cost 48 days 500/day’ 24,000
5. Analytical Soil Testing 50 s#mples 1,000/sample 50.000
6. Transportation 24,300 tons 75/ton 1,822,500
7. Disposal 24,300 tons 100/ton 2,430,000
8. Field Offices 6 mo 1,000/mo 6,000
9. Decontamination 3 mo 1,000/m0 3,000
10. Improve Existing Access Roads 925 1f 25/1f 23,125
11. Construct New Access Roads 250 1f£ 50/1f 12,500
12. Fill - Borrow Material 18,000 cy S/cy 90,000
13. Topsoil 1,500 cy 10/cy 15,000
14. Revegetation 7,600 cy 0.50/sy 3,800
SUBTOTAL 4,602,000
15. Engineering Fees and
Permits 8 5 Percent 230,000
SUBTOTAL 4,832,000
15. Contingency €& 25 Percent 1,208,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST 6.040,000
(5,033,000)*

) Unit cost for excavation includes Level B personnel

monitoring.

? costs for exposure assessment soil cleanup criteria.

protection and air



TABLE 21
(Continued)

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE
| . "PORMER LAGOON AREA
“SOIL/WASTE 'EXCAVATION: "OFF-SITE LANDFILL ‘DISPOSAL (¥L-2)

IT2 DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
. () (s)
ANNUAZ, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
_(O&M) COST
Water Quality Monitoring : : 20,000
PRESENT WCRTH 6,229,000

(5.191,000)2

Unit cost for excavation includes Level B personnel protection and air
monitoring. :

Cszts for evposure assessment soil ¢leanup criteria.



TABLE 22

DZTAILED COST ESTIMAIE

FORMER LAGOON AREA

SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION: ON-SITE LANDFILL FACILITY (FL-3)

ITE4 DESCRIPTION

2 cost includes Level B personnel pr

(KP-3).

otection and air monitoring.

3 Costs for exposure assessment soil cleanup criteria.

QUANIITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(%) (%)
CAPITAL COSTS B
1. Site Clearing Lump Sum - 3,000
2. Field Offices 7 mo 1,000/mo 7.000
3. Decontamination 3 mo 1,000/mo 3,000
4. Improve Existing Access Roads 925 1f 25/1¢f 23,125
5. Construct New Access Roads 250 1f 50/1f 12,500
6. Excavation 18,100 cy S5/cy 108,000
7. On-Site Transportation 18,000 cy 2/cy 36,000
8; Surface Water Drainage
Facilities Lump Sum - 5,000
9. Analytical Soil Testing 50 samples 1,000/sample 50,000
10. Landfill Construction 18.000 cy 21/cy’ 378,000
11. Backfill Former Lagoon with
Excavated Borrow from
Landfill 18,000 cy 2/cy 36.000
12. Topsoil 1,500 cy 10/cy 15,000
13. Revegetation | 7,600 sy 0.50/sy 3.800
14. Ground Water Monitoring
Well Installation 160 1f 30/1f 4,800
. 15. Health and Safety Cost 30 days 500/day’ 15,000
| SUBTOTAL ) 700,000 -
! ynit cost breakdown of landfill from Table 28



TABLE 22
{Continued)

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

: “FORMER' LAGOON 2REA
SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATIION; ON-SITE LANDFILL FACILITY (FL-3)

I-2 DESCRIFTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
: ($) ($)
16. Engineecing Fees and
. TPermits 85 Percent 35,000
SUETOZAL 735,000
17. Contingency @ 25 Percent 184,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST - | 919,000
(766,000)°
. ANKIEZ, "OP=RATZON “AND MAINTENANCE
(o) "COST
Water Quality Monitoring - - 20,000
PRESENT WORTH . 1,108,000

(923,000)?

Unit cost breakdown of landfill from Table 28 (KP-3).
Cost includes Level B persomnel protection and air monitoring.

.Costs. for exposure..assessment soil-cleanup criteria.



. ) TABLE 23
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

FORMER LAGOON AREA
SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE ROTARY KILN INCINERATION (FL-4A)

172 DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
- : (%) (%)

CAPITAL COSTS

1. Site Clearing Luap Sum - 2,000
2. Install Surface Water

Drainage Facilities Lump Sum - 5,000
3. Excavation® : 305 days 900/day 274,500

4. Eealth and Safety Cost

e Fxcavation and Incineration 305 days -300/day’ .91,500

'5. Analytical Soil Testing S0 samples 1,000/sample 50,000
6. Site Utilitiés ’ Lump Sum - 10,000 -
7. Incineration Cost 24,300 tons 350/ton 8.505,000
8. Pield Offices ' 18 o0 1,000/m0 18,000
'9. Decontamination 18 m 1.000/m0 18,000
10. Improve Existing Access Roads 925 1f 25/1€ 23,125
.11. Construct New Access Roads 250 1f 50/1£ . 12,500
32. Refill - Incinerated Soil/Ash 18,000 cy 3/cy | ' 54,000
-3. Topsoil 1,500 cy 10/cy 15,000
14.'Revegetation ' 7.600 sy 0.50/sy . 3,800
SUBTOTAL o - 9,082,000

! prcavation performed as needed to nun incinerator continuously. Thus,
unit cost based on daily equipment rental, labor, and operating expenses.

2 ynit cost includes Level B personnel protection during excavation and
Level C during incineration. Also includes air monitoring during excavation.

3 Cost for exposure assessment soil cleanup criteria.



' TABLE 23
(Continued)

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

: . "FORMER LAGOON 'AREA
SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE ROTARY "KIIN “INCINERATION “{FL~4A)

IT=¢ DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UN1IT COST TOTAL COST
(S) (%)
15. Engineering Fees and
.Pesmits -8 5 .Percent 454,000
SUSTOTAL - 97536,0C0
16. Comtingeacy & 25 Percent 2,384,000
TCTAL CAPITAL COST : 11,920,000
(9,933,000)°
- ANNUAL -OPERATION .AND MAINTENANCE
~LO8M) CCST
Water Quality Monitoring 20,000
PRESENT WORTH 12,109,000

(10,090,000)°

! pycavation performed as needed to run incinerator continuously. Thus,
unit cost based on daily eguipzent rental, labor, and operating expenses.

% ynit cost includes Level B personnel protection during excavation and
”Levél”c‘during*incineration;-ﬂwbsbw&mclmdeSwairumonizpzingwduningwexcavation.

3} Cost for exposure assessment soil clean-up criteria.



TABLE 24

TTAILED COST ESTIMATE

FORMER LAGOON ARZA

SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE INTRARZD INCINERATION (FL-4B)

IT=4 DEISCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
' (s) (s)
CAPITAL COSTS
1. Site Clearing Lumnp Sum - 2,000
2. Install Surface'Water
Drainage Faci;ities Lumnp Sum - 5,000
3. Excavation' 3.05 days 900/day 274,500
4. Health and Safety Cost
e Excavation and Incineration 305 da&s 300/day? 91,500
5. Analytical Soil Testing 50 saxmples 1,000/sample 50,000
6. Site Utilities Lump Sun - 10,000
7. Incineration Cost 24,300 tons 140/ton 3,402,000
8. Field Offices 22 mo 1,000/mo0 22,000
9. Decontamination 18 mo 1,000/mo 18,000
10. Insprbve Existing Acqe;s. Roads 925 1f 25/1f 23,125
11. Construct New Access Roads 250 1£ 50/1f 12,500
12. Refill - Incinerated Soil/Ash 18,000 cy 3/cy 54,000
=-13. Topsoil - 1,500 cy 10/cy 15,000
14. Revégetation 7;600 sf 0.50/sy .3.800
SUBTOTAL 3,983,000

! pycavation performed as needed to run incinerator continuously. Thus,
unit cost based on daily equipment rental, labor, and operating expenses.-

"2 ynit cost includes Level B personnel protection during excavation and
Level C during incineration. Also includes air monitoring during excavation.

? cost for exposure assessment soil cleanup criteria.



TABLE 24
(Continued)

DSTAILED COST ESTIMATE

“FORMER 'LAGOON 'AREA
SOIL/WASTT EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE INFRARED INCINERATION (FL-4B)

I7T=< DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
() ($)
. 5. .Bagineecing Fees and
.. Permits 8.5 .Percent “199,000
SUETOTAL 4,182,000
16. Corntingency @ 25 Percent 1,046,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST ' 5,228,000
(4,357,000)°

 ANMUAL OPSEATION. AND MAINTENANCE

cmeoyrn P peen
(oa) COST

Rater Quality Monitoring 20,000
PRESINT WORTH a . 5,417,000
(4.514,000)°

! pxcavation performed as:meeded to run incinerator continuously. Thus,
unit cost based on daily eguipment rental, labor, and operating expenses.

“2:paEt ocobst dncludes Iewel. B .personnel : protection ..during .excavation and
“Level Cduring incimeratiom. ~Also ‘includes ‘air iponitoringduring excavation.

3 Cost for exposure assessmemt soil cleanup criteria.

/



TAELE 25
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

PORMER LAGOON AREA
NO ACTION (FL-5)

ITE¥ DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(%) ($)
CAPITAL COSTS . -
1. Fencing 1,650 1f 11/1£f 18,150
2. Engineering Fees and
Permits € 5 Percent 1,000
SUBTOTAL 19,150
3. Contingency @ 25 Percent 4,850
TOTAL CAPITAL COST 24,000
ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
(O&M) COST S
Water Quality Monitoring 20,000

PRESENT WORTH

213,000

b’




."TABLE 26
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

KETILE POND
SITE GRADING & CAPPING (KP-1)

ITE¥ DESCRIFTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TCTAL COST
CAPITAL COSTIS
1. Site Llearing Lump Sum - $ 5,000
2. Pield Offices 4 mo "1,0007m0 4,000
3. Decortamination 3 mo 1,000/mo 3,000
4. Improve Existing Access Roads 250 1f 2571¢ 6,250 -
5. Corstruct New Access Roads €50 1£ 50/1¢£ 32,500
6. Backfill " 7,200 ¢y 7Ty 36,000
7. Grading 7,200 cy 1/sy 7.200
8. Clay 4,800 cy 12/cy 57,600
9. Systketic Liner 7,200 cy 9/cy 64,800
© 10. Sand 2,400 cy 10/sy 24,000
11. Topsoil 1,200 cy 10/cy 12,000
| 12. Revegetation 7,200 8y 05048y .3.600
13. D;‘ainag; Di;:ch 750 1f 10/1f 7.500
14. Health and Safety Cost 40 days 300/day’ 12,000
15. Growad Water Monitoring Well 120 1f 30/1f 3,600
Irstallation
- SIIETOTAL 239,000

Unit cost includes Level C personnel protection for site grading and clay
layer installation during capping.

Also includes air monitoring.



TABLE 26
(Continued)

DETAILED COST ESTIMAIE

KETTLE POND
SITE GRADING AND CAPPING (KP-1)
ITEY DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(%) (%)
16. Engineering Fees and .
Permits @ 5 Percent 14,000

SUBTOTAL 293,000
17. Contingency € 25 Percent 73,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST 366,000
ANNUAL OPERATING AND MAINTENANCE
(O&M) COST ’

Cap Maintenance 1,000

Water Quality Monitoring 20,000 -
TOTAL ANNUAL O&M COST 21,000

PRESENT WORTH

564,000




“TABLE 27

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

. KETTLE POND
SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND OFF-SITE LANTFILL DISPOSAL (KP-2)
I1TEY DESCRIPTION ~ QUANTITY ' “UNIT COST " "POTAL .COST
- ($) (&3]
CAPITAL COSTS
1. Site Clearing Lump Sum - - 5,000
.2. :Sheet Piling “10.200 st - v9Yst 91,800
3. Pond Dewatering
a. Well Installation 475 1f 30/71f 14,250
b. Associated Piping 250 1f . 4/1f 1,000
c. Pumps 11 350/ea 3,850
d. Power and Maintenance' Lump Sum - 9,000
4. .a. Connect to Sewage
Treatmeat Plant (STIP)
e 8-inch sewer main 450 1f 70/1f£ 31,500
e Treatment (user fee)? 7,350,000 gal 0.0013/gal 9,600

b. Granular Activated Carbon (GAC)

e Operating

5. Surface Water Drainage .

- "Facilityes

6. Excavation

. Health znd Safety Cost

. Anaiyticai Soil Testing

e Capital (0.05 MGD plant) Lump Sum - 110,000
Lump Sum - ~ 20,000
~Laamp .Summ - | 5,000
24,000 cy S/cy 120,000
80 days 500/day’ 40,000
50 samples 1,000/sample /50,000
24,000 cy S/cy 120,000

9. Fill - Borrow Material

N

! power cost based on $0.08 kwh  for Westborough area and electric demand of

1.1 kw per pump.
excavation (105 day

Dewaterimg operation runs 24 hours per day for duration of
s - includes 2 weeks of dewatering prior to excavation).
Maintenance includes operater for 2 hours per day. '

2 petigpate of $1.00/ccf based on user fees for sewage treatment plants of
- .similar design.

3 Unit cost includes Level B personnel protection during sheet piling and

excavation. Also includes

air monitoring.



TASLE 27
(Continued)

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

KETTLE POND

SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND OFF-SITE LANDrILL DISPOSAL (KP-2)

ITEY DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(s) (%)
10. Topsoil 1,200 cy " 10/cy 12,000
&
11. Revegetation 7,200 sy 0.50/sy 3,600
12. Off-Site Transportation 32,400 tons 75/ton 2,430,000
13, Disposal 32,400 tons 100/ton 3.240,000
14. Field Offices 8 mo 1,000/mo 8,000
15. Decontamination 6 mo 1,000/mo0 6,000
16. Improve Existing Access Roads 575 1f 25/71¢f 14,375
17. Construct New Access Roads 700 1if 50/1f 35,000
18. Ground Water Monitoring
Well Installation 120 1f 30/71f 3,600

SUBTOTAL

a. STP 6,254,000

b. GAC 6.342,000
19. Engineering Fees and .

Permits € 5 Percent

a. STp 313,000

b. GAC 317,000

SUBTOTAL

a. STP 6,567,000

b. GAC 6,659,000




TABLE 28

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

. »"KETTLE ‘POND
".SOZEWWASTEWEXCAVEIIBN'ﬂND'0N4SITE'EEKDFIEL“DISPOSAL (KP-3)
ZTDM DIZSCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(S) (s)

. CAPITAL COSTS

1.7Site~Clearing - Laamp: Sum — - T 6.000
2. Shset Filing K 10,200 sf 9/sf 91,800

3. Poxd Dewatering

2. Well Installation . 475 1f 30/1f 14,250

E. Associated Piping 250 1if 4/1f 1,000

c. Pumps ‘ ‘ _ 11 350/ea. .. 3,850

. “€. "Power “anf ‘Maintenance’ . ‘Lump- Sum - 5..000
4. 2. Connect to Sewage

Treztrent Plant {STP)

* 8-inch sewer main 450 1f 70/1f 31,500
* Treatment (user fee}? 4,900,000 gal 0.0013/gal 6.400

5. Granular Activated Carbon (GAC)

e Czpital (0.05 MGD plant) Lump Sum - 110,000
e QOrerating Lump Sum - 20,000

S..Surface Water Drainage
Tacilities "~ Lump Sum - 5.000

6. Zxzavation and On-Site

Zransportation 24,000 cy : 6/cy 144,000
7. Hezlth and Safety Cost 60 days 500/day’ 30,000
-BeAnzlytical .Soil Testimg 50 samples A .,000/sample . 50,1000

' Power cost based on $0.08 kwh for Westborough area and electric demand of

1.2 kv psr pump. Dewatering operation runs 24 hours per day for duration of
exzavation (70 days - includes 2 weeks of dewatering prior to excavation).
Mairtenance includes operator for 2 hours per day.

* Pezizate cof “iS1.00/ccf ‘baced on user .fees Lfor  sewage. ‘treatmerit-:plants of
- vsimiiaer «Cesicn. :

? Unit cost includes Level B personnel protection during sheet piling and
exzavation. Also includes air monitoring.



TABLE 28
(Continued)

DETAILTD COST ESTIMATE

KETTLE POND

SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE LANDFILL DISPOSAL (KP-3)

" ITEM DESCRIPTION

QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
' (%) (%)

9. Improve Existing Access Roads 250 1f 25/1f 6,250
10. Construct New Access Roads 650 1f 50/1¢ 32,500
1l1. Field Offices 8 mo 1,000/mo 8,000
12. Decontamination 6 mo 1.000/mo 6.000
13. Landfill Excavation and Grading 22,060 cy 3.30/cy 72,600
14. Clay 4,200 cy 12/cy 50,400
15. Fine Sand 2,100 cy 12/¢cy 25,200
16. Synthetic Liner (2) 12,400 sy 9/sy 111,600
17. Leachate Collection 6,250 1f 2.5/1f 15,600
18. Leachate Storage (Tank, Piping) 20,000 gal - 30,000
19. Leak Detection 6,250 1f 2.5/1f 15.660
20. Drainage Layer 2,100 cy 10/cy 21,000
21. Filter Fabric 6,200 sy 3/sy 18,600
22. Landfill Capping 6.200 sy 22.50/sy* 139,500
23. Backfill Kettle Pond with |

Excavated Landfill Material 24,000 cy 2/¢cy 48,000

24. Topsoil 1,200 cy 10/cy 12,000

. 25. Revegetation 7.200 sy 0.50/sy 3.600
26. Ground Water Monitoring

Well Installation 160 1f 30/1f 4,800

SUBTOTAL
a. STpP 1,010,000
b. GAC 1,102,000

4

Unit cost breakdown for cap from Table 2¢ .



TABLE 28
(Continued)

DETAILED COST ESTINMATE

' “KETTLE "POND
SCIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE LANDFILL DISPOSAL (KP-3)
IT¢ DISCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(S) ()

27. Engineering Fees and
- . Permits 8 5 Percent

a. STP ; 51.000
b. GAC 55,000
SUBTOTAL
a. STP 1,061,000

_b. .GAC 1,157,000

28. Contingency € 25 Percemt

a. STP _ 262,000
b. GAC 289,000

TOTIAL CAPITAL COST

a. STP : . 1,323,000
(772,000)°
b. GAC 1,446,000
: . .(B844.,000)°*
ANNTAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
(0524) COST
- Water Quality Monitoring 20,000
PRESENT WORTH
“& -" ""W R - ‘Al »mslz vGD 0
-%882,000)°*
b. GAC 1,635,000
(954.,000)°

' Costs based on exposure assessment cleanup criteria.



TABLE 22

DTTAILED COST ZSTIMATE

KETTILE POND
SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE RCTARY KILN INCINERATION (KP-4A)
ITE DESCRIPTION QUANIITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST '
. (8) ($)
CAPITAL COSTS
1. Site Clearing Lump S - 6.000
2. Sheet Piling 10,200 sf 9/sf 91,800
3. Pond Dewatering
a. Well Installation 475 1f 30/1£ 14,250
b. Associated Piping 250 1f 4/1f 1,000
c. Pumps 11 350/ea. 3,850
d. Power and Maintenance' Lump Sum - 5,000
4. a. Connect to Sewage
Treatment Plant (STP)
e 8-inch sewer main 450 1f 70/1f 31,500
e Treatment (user fee)? 4,900,000 gal 0.0013/gal 6.400
b. Granular Activated Carbon (GAC)
e Capital Lump Sun - 110,000
e Operating Lump Sum - 20,000
5. Surface Water Drainage
Facilities Lump Sum - 5,000
6. Site Utilities Lump Sum’ - 10,000
7. Excavation 25,000 cy S/cy 125,000

! power cost based on $0.08 kwh for Westborough area and electric demand of
1.1 kw per pump. Dewatering operation runs 24 hours per day for duration of
excavation (70 days - includes 2 weeks of dewatering prior to excavation).
Maintenance includes operator for 2 hours per day.

2 potimate of $1.00/ccf based on user fees for sewage treatment plants of
gimilar design.



TABLE <29
(Continuecd)

~DITAILED-COST -ESTIMATE

KETTLE POND

SOIL/wASTE EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE ROTARY KILN INCINERATION (KP-4A)

IT=¢ DZSCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
- (9) (s)
8. Healthrand Safety Cost
e Excavation 40 davs 500/day’ 20,000
e Incineration 405 days 200/day* 81,000
9. Aralytical Soil Testing S0 samples 1,000/sample 50,000
10. Topsoil 1,200 cy 10/cy 12,000
1. Revegetation 151308y 050878y . +3,600
12. Temporary Storage Area
a. Excavation 31,000 cy 3.30/cy 102,300
b. Clay 3,000 cy 12/cy 36,000
c. Sand 3,000 cy 10/cy 30,000
d. Synthetic Liner 8,900 sy 9/sy 80,100
e. Leachate Collectien 6,300 1if 2.50/1f 15,750
13. Leachate Collection Tank 20,000 gal - 30,000
14. a. Transportation to Storage .
: ~ATea .- 24,000 ¢y ey - 88,000
b. Transportation from Storage
Area to Incinerator 24,000 cy l/cy 24,000
15. Incinpneration Cost 32,400 tons 350/ton 11,340,000
16. Ash/Incinerated Soil -
Backfill Kettle Pomd 24,000 cy 2/¢cy 48,000
.17 Field :Offices i28. mo 1,,0007m0 ~'29.,00D0
1E. Decontamination 24 mo 1,000/mo 24,000
19. Improve Existing Access Roads 250 1f 25/71f 6,250
20. Construct New Access Roads 650 1f 50/1f 32,500

* Uit cost includes Level C personnel protection.

.? V=it cost includes Level B personnel protection and air monitoring.



TABLE 29
(Continued)

D=TAILED COST ESTIMATE

KETTLE POND

SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE ROZARY RILN INCINERATION (KP-4A;

ITe™ DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL CCST
($) ($)
21. Ground Water Monitoring Well
Installation 120 1f 30/1fF 3.600
SUBTOTAL
a. STp 12,316,000
b. GAC 12,408,000
22. Engineering Fees and
Permits € 5 Percent
a. STP 616,000
b. GAC 620,000
SUBTOTAL
a. STP 12,932,000
b. GAC 13,028,000
23. Contingency € 25 Percent
a. STp 3,233,000
b. GAC 3,257,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST
a. STp 16,165,000
- (9.430.000)°
b. GAC 16,285,000
(9.500,000)*
ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
(0&4) COST
Water Quality Monitoring 20,000
PRESENT WORTH
a. STp 16,554,000
(9.657,000)°
b. GAC 16,474,000
(9.610,000)°

' Costs based on exposure assessment s0il cleanup criteria.



TABLE 30

DETAILED COST ZSTIMATE

»  KETTLE POND
SCIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE INFRARED INCINERATION (KP-4B)
ITE DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
. (S) (%)

CAPITAL COSTS

" 1.7Site“Clearing - - viiaamp-Sum - ' 6,000
2. Sheet Piling 10,200 sf 9/sf 91.800

3. Pond Dewatering

a. Well Installation 475 1f 30/1f 14,250
b. Associated Piping 250 1f 4/1f 1,000
e oS . ¥ § : 350 /ea. 3,850
@, - Power “and ‘Maintenance’ “iLamp “Sum - 5,000

4. a. Connect to Sewage
Treatment Plant (SIP)

e 8-inch sewer main 450 1f 70/1f 31,500
e Treatment (user fee)?’ 4,900,000 gal 0.0013/gal 6,400

b. Granular Activated Carbon (GAC)

e Capital : Lunp Sum - 110,000

e Operating Lump Sum - 20,000
5. Surface Water Drainage .

Facilities Lump Sum .- 5,000
6. Site Utilities Lump Sum - 10,000
7. Excavetion 25,000 cy S/cy 125,000

Y power wcost based .on $0.08 -Joth for Westborough -area: :and :electric demand of
1.1 xw per pump. Dewatering operation runs 24 hours per day for duration of
excavation (70 days — imcludes 2 weeks of dewatering prior to excavation).
Mainterance includes operator for 2 hours per day.

* Esticate of $1.00/ccf based on user fees for sewage treatment plants of
sipilar design.



TABLE 30
(Continued)

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

KZTITLE POND

SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE INfRARED INCINERATION (KP-4B)

ITEM DESCRIPTION

19.

QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
iy (S) (%)
8. Health and Safety Cost
e Excavation 40 days 500/day’ 20,000
e Incineration 405 days 200/day* 81,000
9. Analytical Soil Testing S0 samples 1,000/sample 50,000
10. Topsoil 1,200 cy 10/cy 12,000
11. Revegetation 7.130 sy 0.50/sy 3,600
12. Temporary Storage Area
a. Excavation 31,000 cy 3.30/cy 102,300
b. Clay 3,000 cy 12/cy 36,000
c. Sand 3,000 cy 10/cy 30,000
d. Synthetic Liner 8,900 sy 9/sy 80,100
e. Leachate Collection 6.300 1f 2.50 1f 15,750
13. Leachate Collection Tank 20,000 gal - 30,000
14. a. Transportation to Storage
Area . 24,000 cy 2/cy 48,000
b. Transportation from Storage
Area to Incinerator 24,000 cy l/cy 24,000
15. Incineration Cost 32,400 tons 140/ton 4,600,000
16. Ash/Incinerated Soil -
Backfill Kettle Pond 24,000 cy 2/cy 48,000
17. Field Offices 29 mo 1,000/mo 29,000
18. Decontamination 24 mo 1,000/mo0 24,000
Improve Existing Access Roads 250 1f 25/71f 6,250
20. Construct New Access Roads 650 1£ S0/1f 32,500

3 Unit cost includes Level B personnel protection and air monitoring.

4 Unit cost includes Level C personnel protection.



TABLE 30
(Continued)

DZTAILED COST ESTIMATE

KETTLE POND
SOIL/WASTE EXCAVATION AND ON-SITE INFRAKRED INCINZRATION (KP-4B)
-I72 DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(S) ($)
21l. Groumd Water Monitoring Well
Installation - 2D 1f - 30/1% 3600
SUBTOTAL
a. STp 5,576,000
b. GAC 5,668,000
22. Ergineering Fees and
Pernmits 8 5 Percent
a. STpP 279,000
b. GAC 283,000
SUBTOTAL
a. STp 5,855,000
b. GAC 5,951,000
23. Contingency € 25 Percent
a. STP 1,464,000
DeASAL 1,488,000

TOTAL CAPITAL COST
a. STIP
b. GAC

ANNTAL "OPERATION. -AND -MAINTENANCE
- {0&%) _COST

Water Quality Monitoring

FRESENT WORTH

a. STp

'b. GAC

7,319,000

(4,269,000)°%

7,439,000

(4.339,000)°

20,000

7,508,000

. {4,/380,000)*

7,628,000

(4.450,000)°

* Costs based on exposure assessment soil cleanup criteria.



TABLE 31

DEZAILED COST ESTIMATE

KZTTLE POMD
GROUND WATER CONTAINMZINI BARRIZR; SITZ GRADING & CAPPING (KP-5)
ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
- : () (%)
CAPITAL COSTS
1. Site Clearing Lgmp Sum - 5,000
2. Field Offices 7 mo 1,000/mo 7.000
3. Decontamination 4 mo 1,000/mo 4,000
4. Improve Existing Aécess Roads 250 lf 25/71¢ 6,250
5. Construct New Access Roads 650 1f SO/lf' 32,500
6. Backfill (including grading) 7,200 cy S/cy 36.000
7. Clay 4,800 cy 12/cy 57,600
8. Synthetic Liner 7,200 sy 9/sy 64,800
9. Sand 2,400 cy 10/cy 24,000
10. Topsoil 1,200 cy 10/cy 12,000
11. Vegetation 7.200 sy 0.50/sy 3,600
12. Drainage Ditch 750 1£ 10/1f 7,500
13, Health and Safety Cost 80 days 300/day’ 24,000
14. Construct Soil Bentonite
= Slurry Wall 68,800 sf 10/sf 688,000
15. Ground Water Monitoring Well
Installation 120 1if 30/1f 3,600
SUBTOTAL 976,000
. 16. Engineering Fees and .
Permits @ 5 Percent 49,000
. SUBTOTAL 1,025,000

! Unit cost
.Blurry wall installation.
layer installation for cap.

includes Level B personnel protection during sheet piling and
Level C protection used during grading and clay
Air monitoring performed ds required.



“TARLE 31
(Continued)

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

: - . KETTLE POND
GROUND WATER CONTARINMENT BARRIER; SITE GRADING & CAPPING (KP-5)
I DESCRIPinN QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
i () ($)
17. Coatingency € 25 Percent 256,000
" JTOTAL CAPITAL COST ' ' . ..1.,281.,000
ANNUCAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
(0&M) COST
Cap and Wall Maintenance ' 5,000
Water Quality Monitoring 20,000
JOTAL ANNUAL O&M ‘COST 25,000

PRESENT WORTH - 1,517,000




TABLE 32
DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

KETILE POND
GROUND WATER PUMPING AND TREATMENT (KP-6A)

QUANTITY

IT=4 DESCRIPTION UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(s) (%)
CAPITAL COSTS
1. Wells 530 1if 30/1f 15,900
2. Pumps, Piping, and Holding
Tank Lump Sunm - 60,000
3. Site Clearing Lump Sum - 5,000
4. Concrete Pad 10 c& 200/cy 2,000
S. Storage House Lump Sum - 15,000
6. GAC Unit Lump Sum - 150,000
7. Fill Material 7.200 ey S/cy 36,000
8. Grading 7,200 sy 1l/sy 7.200
" 9. Topsoil 1,200 cy 10/cy 12,000
10. Revegetation 7,200 sy 0.50/sy 3,600
11. Ground Water Monitofing
Well Installation 120 1£ 30/71f 3,600
SUBTOTAL 310,000
12. PEngineering Fees and
Permits @ 5 Percent 16,000
SUBTOTAL 326,000
13. Contingency @ 25 Percent 82,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST 408,000

Note: Included in the total capital costs estimates for Alternates
KP-6 (A & B) are costs for grading and capping pf the Xettle Pond.



TABLE 32
(Continued)

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

KETTLE POND '
GROUND ®RTZR PUMPING AND TREATMENT (KP-6A)

EIEM DESCRI?TfON QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
- - (%) ()

. ANNUAT OFZRATION AND MATNTEMANCE
fO0&M) COST

1. Ground Water Pumping® 30,000

2. Treatmeat (including carbon

disposal) 20,000

3. Rater Quality Monitoring
. . .and Testing 20,000
TOTAL. ANNUAL O&4 COST 70,000
P T WORTH 1,068,000
1

Puoping cost includes power and maintenance. Power cost based on $0.08

kwih for Westborough area and electric demand of 1.1 kw per pump. Operation
s for 24 hours per day, 365 days per year. Maintenance includes operator
for 2 bours per day. .



GROUND WATER PUMPING AND TREATMENT (KP-6B)

TABLE 33

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

KETTLE POND

ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(%) (%)
CAPITAL COSTS
1. Site Clearing Lump Sum - 2,000
2. Wells 530 1f 30/1¢ 15,900
3. Pumps and Piping Lump Sum - 20,000
4. Connect to Sewage Treatment
Plant
e 8-inch sewer main 470 1f 70/1f£ 31,500
5. Fill Material 7,200 cy S5/cy 36,000
6. Grading 7,200 sy l/sy 7,200
7. Topsoil 1,200 cy 10/cy 12,000
8. Revegetation 7,200 sy 0.50/sy 3.600
9. Ground Water Monitoring
Well Installation 120 1f 30/1f 3,600
SUBTOTAL 132,000
10. Engineering Fees and
Permits @ 5 Percent 7.000
~  SUBTOTAL 139,000
11. Contingency €@ 25 Percent 35.000

TOTAL CAPITAL COST

174,000




TABLE 33
(Continued)

DTZAILED COST .ESTIMAIZ

KETTLE POND
_ GROUND WATIZR PUMPING AND TREATM=NT (KP-6B)
IZ= DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(S) ($)
O RNRUAL COPERETTON “AND “MATNTENANCE
{O&M) TOST ’

1. Sewvage Treatment Plant
User Fee' 11,000,000 gal 0.0013/gal 15.000
2. Ground Water Pumpingz : _ 30,000
3. Maintenance 5,000
“§."Water Quality ‘Monitoring - : ’ . ~20,000
TOTAL ANNUAL O&M COST .70,000
PRESENT WORTH 834,000

! petimate of $1.00/ccf based on user fees for sewage treatment plants of
similar design.

2 pumping cost includes power and maintenance. Power cost based on $0.08

_Jwh .for Westborough area and electric demand of 1.1 kw per pump. Operation
.runs.for.24 ‘hours :per day. 365 Bays. per year. - Haintenance “includes. operator
for 2 hours per day.



TAELE 34

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

KETTLE POND
NO ACTION (KP-7)

ITE4 DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
. (S) ($)
CAPITAL COSTS
1. Fericing ‘ 1,500 1f 11/71f 16,500
2. Ground Water Monitoring
Well Installation 120 1f 30/71f 3.600
SUBTOTAL 20,000
3. Engineering Fees and
Permits @ 5 Percent 1,000
SUBTOTAL 21,000
4. Contingency @ 25 Percent 5,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST 26,000
ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
(O&M) COST
Water Quality Monitoring 20,000

PRESENT WORTH

215,000




TABLE 25
DETAILED CCST ESTIMATE

+HOCOMORCO PONDWAND DISTHARGE ‘STREAM
'~ "HYDRAULIC DREDGING OF SEDIMENTS AND
DISPOSAL/TRIATMENT (HP-1A)

=T DISCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
(%) (S)

_CAPITAL COSTS

HOCOMONCO FOND

1. Site Clearing Lump Sum - $ 2,000

2. Dewatering Basin . 11,000 cy 1l/cy’ 121,000

3. Leachate Collection Tank Lump Sum - 30,000
. {20,000 gal)

4. Dredging 2,200 cy 35/cy 77,000

S. Leachate Treatment? 1,100,000 gal® 0.26/gal 286,000

6. Health and Safety Cost® S days 300/day 1,500
SUBTOZAL 518,000

DISCHARGE STREAM

. -Site:Clearing amnp iSum S - 1,000

8. Construct New Access Road 450/71£% S0/1f 22,500

! Cost derived from Temporary Storage Area (KP-4A).

RoCost Cdncludes transportation and vtreatment at an off-site -mastewater

- ospereatment ifacidity. - Duetothe volume ‘of ‘leachate ‘to'be treated, “granulated
activated carbon and discharge to sewage treatment plant are not feasible
alternatives.

3 Eased on veador information.

‘ Level B personnel protection during dredging.



TASLE 35
(Continued)

DETAILED CCST ESTIMATE
HOCO¥ONCO POND AND DISCHARGE STREAM

HYDRAULIC DREDGING OF SIDIMENTS AND
- DISPOSAL/TREATMENT (HP-1A)

ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST

(s) (%)
A
9. Diversion Channel

Excavation and Backfill , 890 cy S/cy 4,450
10. Stream Sediment Excavation 100 cy 15/cy 1,500
11. Dewatering Basin 100 cy ll/cy 1,100
12. On-Site Transportation - 100 cy 2/cy 200
13. Revegetation 1,000 sy 0.50/sy S00
14. Leachate Treatment' 4,000 gal 0.26/gal 1,100
15. Health and Safety® L 5 days 300/day 1,500

SUBTOTAL : 34,000

Total Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream 552,000
16. Engineering Fees @ 5 Percent 28,000

SUBTOTAL 580,000
17. Contingency @ 25 Percent 145,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST ¢ _ 725,000

PRESENT WORTH 725,000




TAELE 35
DZTAILED CCST ESTIMATE
- HOCOMINCO [POND AND DISCHARGT "STREAM

- “HYDRAULIC' DREDGTNG OF “SEDIMINTS 'AND
DISPOSAL/TREATMENT (HP-1B)

IT=Y DZSTRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
() ($)

CAPITAL CCSTS

“1."8ite 'Clearing " “Lump “Sum - “$ 2,000
' 2. Dredging and Filter Pressing 2,200 cy 75/cy 165,000
3. Leachate Collection Tank Lump Sum - 30,000
(20,000 gal)
4. Leachate Treatment'® 1,100,000 gal 0.26/gal 286,000
"5, Kealth and Safety* " 95 days "3007day - 28,500
6. Discharge Stream® Lump Sum - 34,000
SJUBTOTAL 546,000
7. BEngineering Fees @ 5 Percent 27,000
 SJETOTAL 513,000
8. Contingency € 25.Percent ' 143,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST ’ 716,000
PRESENT WORTH 716,000

! Cost includes transportation and treatment at an off-site wastewater
treatment facility. Due to the volume of 1leachate to be treated, GAC

adsorption and discharge to sewage treatment plant are not feasible
altematives.

~? Level B jpersonnel sprotection ;during dredging and pressing.
? See Table 35 for detailed Diécharge Stream dredging costs.

* Based on vendor informationm. ‘

586



TABLE 37
DEIAILED COST ZSTIMATE
HOCOMONZO POND AND DISCHARGE STREAM

MECHANICAL DREDGING OF SEDIMENIS AND
DISPOSAL/TREATMENT (HP-2)

ITE¥ DESCRIPTION QUANTIITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
. (s) ($)

CAPITAL COSTS

1. Site Clearing . Lump Su= - 2,000
2. Construct New Access Road 1,100 1f 50/1f 55,000
3. Pumping 25 days 200/day ’ 5.000
4. Dredging ' 2,200 cy 15/cy . 33,000
5. On-Site Transportation 2,200 cy 2/cy 4,400
6. Dewatering Basin 2,200 cy 1l/cy 24,200
7. Leachate Collection Tank Lump Sum - ' 30,000
(20,000 gal.)
8. Health and Safety’ 5 days 300/day 1,500
9. Leachate Treatment® é0,0DO gal 0.26/gal 23,400
10. Discharge Stream Cost’ Lump Sum - . 34,000
SUBTOTAL ' 213,000
11. Engineering Fees & 5 Percent 11,000
SUBTOTAL 224,000
12. Contingency @ 25 Percent 56,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST 280,000
. PRESENT WORTH 280,000

! Level B personnel protectioa during dredging.

2 Cost includes transportation and treatment at an off-site wastewater
treatment facility. Volume based on estimate of sediment moisture content.

3.See Table 35 for detailed Discharge Stream dredging.



. TABLE 38

DETAILED COST ESTIMATE

. HOCTONCO “POND AND “DISCHARGE "STREAM
CAPFING OF SEDIMEXNTS (HP-3)

PRESINT WORTH

17~ DEZSCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
. (s) (S)
CAPTTAL COSTS
. ‘Site Clearing Lz “Sum - 110,000
2. Censtruct New Access Road 700 1f 50/1£ 35,000
3. Backfill - 3,200 cy 5/cy 16,000
4. &-';-Sit'e Transportation 3,200 cy 2/cy 6,400
5.. Rip Rap 100 cy 21/cy 2.100
6. Pmping 30 days 200/day 6,000
7. .H.ealth.and Safety’ 10 days 300/day 3,000
8. Disc-:harge Stream? Lurp Sum - 34,000
N s:éroﬁr. 112,500
9:.Engineeting Fees 8 5 Fercent 6.500
SJUBTOTAL 119,000
30 . Contingency @ 25 Percent ©..:30.000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST 149,000
OPEZRETION AND MAINTENANCE O&¥) COST
- Surface Water Quality Bonitoring .5.000

196,000

! Level C personnel protection.

7 gee Table 35 For detailed Discharge “Stream-dredging-costs.



TABLE 39

DETAILED COST EZSIIMATEZ

0TIS STR=ZET

EMEANKMENT CAPPING (0S-1)

ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
- (S) (3)
CAPITAL COSTS
1. Site Clearing Lump Sum - 1,000
2. Eealth and Safety Cost 20 days 300/day’ 6,000
3. Embankment Cap 4,400 sy 22.50/sy’ 99,000
4. Pield Offices 3o 1,000/mo 3,000
5. Decontamination 1l mo 1.000/mo 1,000
"6. Ground Water Monitoring
Well Installation 120 1if 30/1f 3,600
SUBTOTAL 114,000
7. Bngineering Fees and
Permits € 5 Percent 6,000
SUBTOTAL 120,000
8. Contingency @ 25 Percent 30,000
TOTAL CAPITAL COST - 150,000
ANNU2L OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
(OsM) COST
Water Quality Monitoring 10,000
Cap Maintenance 1,000
Storm Drain Discharge Water
Monitoring $.000
TOTAL ANNUAL OS COST 16,000
PRESINT WORTH 301,000

) ypit cost includes Level C protection for site grading and clay layer

placement.

2 yrit cost breakdown for capping on Table 26 -

Also includes air monitoring as required.



T2BLE 40
TTAILED COST ESTIMATE

- OTIS SIREET
CSTORM (DRAIN BEMLING {0S-2)

ITEM CISCFRIFTION, QUANTITY UNIT CCST TCIEL CCST
' ; (3) (3)

CAPITAL COSTS

1. Storm'Drain Pipe Sealdng 1,025 Xf 25/1% 29,625
2. Health ané Safety .Cost 20 days 200/day’ 4,000
3. Groun? Water Mornitoring
Well Installation 120 1f ] 30/1f 3,600
SUB=ZOZAL 33,000
- 4. "Engineerizng Tees and
“Peraits-@ 5 Percent - +2..000
SUBTOZAL 35,000
5. Contingency € 25 Percent 9,000
TOTAL CAPITAL CCST . 44,000

ANNUAL OFZRATION 2ND MAINTENANCE
(O&M) COST

Hater Quality Monitcrin92

Sto-= Drain Discharge Water

Cuzlity Monitoring | 5.000
TOTAL ANNUAL O& COST 5,000
PRESINT WORTE | 92,000

1 T evel C personnel protectiom.

2Ground water gquality momitcring at the Otis Street Area will be
conducted as part of the Kettle Pond Area ground water quality
ii'onitoring program.



T23LE 41

DZIAILID COST ESTIMATE

OTIS STREZT
NO ACTION (0OS-3)
ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNIT COST TOTAL COST
i ($) ()
CAPITAL COSTS . -
1. Ground Water Monitoring
Well Installation 120 1if 30/1f 3,600
2. Contingency and Engineering
Fees 1,400
TOTAL CAPITAL COST 5,000
ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE
(O&M) COST
Water Quality Monitoring 15,000

PRESENT WORTH

146,000




Appendix B

Statement of Findings

‘Hocomonco Pond Site
- 'Proposed Remediail TResponse. Action

Former Lagoon Area

Septembexr 1985



In accordance with EPA policy and Executive Orders. 11988 and 11990
concerning Floodplains and Wetlands, the following Statement of
Finding has been prepared. The Statement of Finding is part of the
Record of Decision (ROD) for the Hocomonco Pond Site and further
serves to notify the general public and affected agencies that
proposed remedial response actions for the former lagoon area are
in or may potentially affect a base (100 year) floodplain and/or a
wetlands. The Statement of Findings include the following:

1. The reasons why the proposed action must be located in or affect
the floodplain or wetlands.

2. A description of significant facts considered in making the
decision to locate in or affect the floodplain or wetlands
including alternative sites and actions.

3. A statement. indicating whether the proposed actions conforms to
the applicable State or local floodplain protection standards.

4. A description of the steps taken to design or modify the proposed
action to minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain
or wetlands.

5. A statement indicating how the proposed action affects the
natural or beneficial values of the floodplain wetlands.

The proposed remedial response action in the former lagoon area
consists of site grading, capping and removal/relocation of the
storm drain that passes along the east side of the former lagoon.
The decision process leading to the selection of this action and a
detailed discussion of the action and other alternative actions are
documented in the ROD. The reason why the proposed action must be
located in or affect a floodplain or wetlands is that the area of
contamination and contaminant migration pathway is so located. The
proposed site grading and capping actions are not located in a base
(100 year) floodplain or wetlands; however, these actions could
affect the same, Actions necessary to the removal/relocation of
the storm drain are, for the most part, in an area such that the
actions could affect the floodplain and wetlands. The removal/
relocation action for a small section of the storm drain system,
drain discharge channel, is located in a floodplain and wetland.

The decision to locate in or affect a floodplain and wetland was
based on the fact the area of contamination and contaminant migration
pathway is so located. The decision to propose remedial action in
this area rather than take no action was based on the public health,
welfare and environmental risks associated with this area of
contamination. The health risks related to the accidental contact

or ingestion of soil contaminated with hazardous chemicals, creosote
compounds, was a significant factor considered in making this



Cecision. The action related to the storm drain is considered
necessary to protect the public health and environment. Migration

ct creosotevcompcunds~£onHocgmonco;Pondh via the. storm drain, has
fhatwandaﬁversewdmpact~©n'theﬁsmrfate-water,aﬂdﬂseddmemts in the pond
&nd its discharge stream and presents a potential hazard to public
health and the aquatic species in the pond. To reduce the potential
health risk-associated with contaminants in and migrating to the o
Eocomonco Pond, the pond has been closed to recreation. The proposed
action would, coupled with other actions to be proposed for the

pond itself (refer to the ROD, Hocomonco Pond and discharge stream),
Aaldow.forufmxurea:ecreational"nse;Uf?the:pond.

The proposed action in the former lagoon area is consistent with‘
State (310 CMR 10.00 Parts I and III) and local floodplain
standards. .

Design and construction activities related to the implementation of
the remedial response action proposed will include the best practical
méasures to minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain and
wetlands. . Initial design has considered (the need - to control adverse
wimpact$v'@rosion,«%edimemt=andwcontaminant migration, both dur ing
construction and resulting from topographic and subsurface drainage
changes necessary to the implementation of this action. Control
ezeasures will be considered in more detail during the final design
phase of this action.

Using the best practical measures to control potential adverse

impacts will reduce possible harm to the floodplain and wetlands

from siltation and further degradation from contamination. Successful
implementation of this action will eliminate the potential risk of
grouncwater contamination, surface water and sediment contamination

in Hocomonco Pond‘and,the.discha:ge,stxeam,upotentdai-admerse
ueffectsgon]@guatic*gpeciesaandwwi&ﬂmaliowu~MMen;noupleduwithuomher
proposed site actions, for the future recreational use of the pond.



Appendix C

Statement of Findings

Hocomonco Pond Site
Proposed Remedial Response Action

Kettle Pond Area

September 1985



. £loocdplain «or -wetlangs is that “the area of contamination is so

In accordance with EPA policy and Executive Orders 11988 and 11990
corncerning Floodplains and Wetlands, the following Statement of
Firding has been prepared. The Statement of Finding is part of the

'.Rﬁtordyofwnec@sion WROD).fo;mthewEocomonco,Ronﬁmsite%and further
‘E2Tve's ‘tonotify ‘the general public and affected agencies that

Ercpcsed remedial response actions for the former lagoon area are
17 or nay potentially affect  a base (100 year) floodplain and/or a
wa2tlands. The Statement of Findings will include the following:

1. The reasons why the proposed action must be located in or affect
the floodplain or wetlands.

2. 'A description of significant facts considered in mak ing the
Cecision to locate in or affect the floodplain or wetlands
including altermative sites and actions.

3. A statement indicating whethe> the proposed actions conforms to
the applicable State or local floodplain protection standards.

4. A description of,thehstepsdtakenAtoqdes@gmworsmodifyqthewprmpnsed
ect&on{to1m&nimi22¢pntemtielmhanm:mo,o:uudhhdn-xhewfloodplain
cr ws=tlands.

5. A statement indicating how the proposed action affects the
natural or beneficial values of the floodplain wetlands.

The proposed remedial response action in the Kettle Pond area
corsists of soil/waste excavation for disposal on-site in a landfill
designed to RCRA standards. The decision process leading to the
selection of this action and a detailed discussion of the action

&nc other alternative actions ave documented in the ROD.

;Ehemre@5ﬂmvmmegprapﬁs@dmactionﬁmust”be;loceteﬁ‘dm“or«affect a

located. Most of the proposed excavation in Kettle Pond area is a

wetland lying outside of the base (100 year) floodplain. However,

the proposed action could potentially affect a floodplain area.

The proposed excavation includes a small area lying within the base
(100 year) floodplain and a wetland.

The decision to locate in or affect a floodplain and wetland was

'wbasadmon:theﬂ&ﬂctfthe;%rea.mf:wpntamination~d5nso'Iocateﬁ-'zThe
“Gecision to ‘propose-remedial action in this area rather than take

no action was based on the public health, welfare and environmental
r isks associated with this area of contamination. The health risks
related to the accidental contact or ingestion of soil contaminated
with hazardous chemicals, creosote compounds, was a significant
factor considered in making this decision. The presence of groundwater
contamination was also a significant. factor .considered. .Excavation

vcf»tt@vc@ﬂtaminanms,.located'dnwgrounduame:afwddﬂ)facdlitate

Terecliation of ground water contzmination.



The proposed action in the Kettle Pond area will be implemented
in a manner consistent with State (310 CMR 10.00 Parts I and 111)
&n€ local floodplain standards.

Design and construction activities related to the implementation of
the renedial response action proposed will include the best practical
mezsures to minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain and
w2tlands. Initial design has considered the need to control potential
edverse impacts; erosion, sediment and contaminant migration, both
during construction and resulting from any topographic and subsurface
Crzinage changes necessary to the implementation of this action.
Control measures will be considered in more detail during the final
cesign phase of this action.

Using the best practical measures to control potential adverse

impacts will reduce possible harm from siltation and further degradatior
from contamination to the floodplain and wetlands, which are adjacent
to but not part of the area to be excavated. Successful implementation
of this action will eliminate the potential health risks. Potential
adverse effects on aguatic species in the Hocomonco Pond and

Cischarge stream will also be addressed.

Zlthough the proposed action could have potential adverse impacts

in the short-term, the action provides for long-term benefits for

the imnediate wetland area and adjacent wetlands. Upon completion

cf the excavation, the wetland will be restored. Restoration of

the wetland will include establishing necessary topographic conditions
to assure proper surface water runoff and infiltration characteristics.



Appendix D

- iStatement fof. Pindings

Hocomonco Pond Site
Proposed Remedial Response Action

Hocomonco Pond and Discharge Stream

September 1985



In accordance with EPA policy and Executive Orders 11988 and 11990

concerning Floodplains and Wetlands, the following Statement of

Finding has been prepared. The Statement of Finding is part of the

Record of Decision (ROD) for the Hocomonco Pond Site and further

serves to notify the general public and affected agencies that

proposed remedial response actions for the former lagoon area are

in or may potentially affect a base (100 year) floodplain and/or a

wetlands. The Statement of Findings will include the following:

1. The reasons why the proposed action must be located in or affect
the floodplain or wetlands.

2. A description of significant facts considered in making the
decision to locate in or affect the floodplain or wetlands
including alternative sites and actions.

3. A statement indicating whether the proposed actions conforms to
the applicable State or local floodplain protection standards.

4. A description of the steps taken to design or modify the proposed
action to minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain
or wetlands.

5. A-statement indicating how the proposed action affects the
natural or beneficial values of the floodplain wetlands.

The proposed remedial response action for Hocomonco Pond and discharge
stream consists of mechanical dredging of contaminated sediments

with on-site disposal. The decision process leading to the selection
of this action and a detailed discussion of the action and other
alternative actions are documented in the ROD.

The decision to locate in a floodplain and wetland was based on the
fact the area of contamination is so located. The decision to
proposed remedial action in this area rather than take no action
was based on the public health, welfare and environmental risks
associated with this area of contamination. The health risks
related to the accidental contact or ingestion of sediments contaminatec
with hazardous chemicals, creosote compounds, was a significant
factor considered in making this decision. To reduce the potential
health risk associated with contaminants in Hocomonco Pond, the
pond has been closed to recreation. The proposed action would,
coupled with other actions propose for the storm drain (refer to
the ROD, former lagoon area), allow for future recreational

use of the pond. .

The action proposed for the Hocomonco Pond and discharge stream is
consistent with State (310 CMR 10.00 Parts I and III) and local
floodplain standards.

Design and construction activities related to the implementation of
the remedial response action proposed will include the best practical



m2asures to minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain and

watlands. 1Initial design has considered the need to control

. potential adverse impacts; . erosion, sediment .and.contaminant
amig:ationwfbothﬁduring‘constvuction-amd»nesultimg:from@any~topo-

graphic changes necessary to the implementation of this action.

Control measures will be considered in more detail during the final

design phase of this action.- -

Using the best practical measures to contiol potential adverse

impacts will reduce possible harm from siltation and further
.degradation: from .contamination. -to the floodplain and wetlands,

wihich are part of .the:area :to be -excavated. Successful’ implementation
of this action will eliminate the potential health risks. Potential
adverse effects on aguatic species in the Hocomonco Pond and discharge
stream will also be addressed.

Although the proposed action could have potential adverse impacts

in the short-term, the action provides for long-term benefits for

the immediate wetland area and adjacent wetlands. Upon completion
- -0f the .excavation, the wetland will be restored.



Appendix E -

Statement of Findings

Hocomonco Pond Site
Proposed Remedial Response Action

Ot is Street

September 1985



In accordance with EPA policy and Executive Orders 11988 and 11990
concerning Floodplains and Wetlands, the following Statement of
F.irding has been prepared.. Ihe Statement -of Finding is part.of the
Kecord of Decdsdon '{ROD) -for <the :Hocomonco -Pond. Site -and fur ther '
serves to notify the general public and affected agencies that
prcposed remedial response action for Otis Street is in or may
potentially "affect a base (100 year) floodplain and/or a wetlands.
The Statement of Findings includes the following:
1. The reasons why the proposed action must be located in or affect -
~the floodplain: or :wetlands.

2. A description of significant facts considered in making the
decision to locate in or affect the floodplain or wetlands
including alternative sites and actions.

3. A statement indicating whether the proposed actions conforms to
the applicable State or local floodplain protection standards.

54,:fAﬁdesc:ﬁption»nfﬁthzyﬁtepswtwken:tbﬂdesignwbrﬁmoﬁﬁfy“the.proposed
action ‘tominimize “potential *harm to or within the floodplain
or wetlands.

5. A statement indicating how the proposed action affects the
natural or beneficial values of the floodplain wetlands.

The proposed remedial response action for Otis Street consists of
sezling the open-joint storm drain pipe that runs along the east
sice of the street. The decision process leading to the selection
cf this action and a detailed discussion of the action and other
glternative actions are documented in the ROD.

. The 'reason ‘the proposed.action -must. be located .in oraffect .a

£loodplain or wetlands is that this section of Otis Street and
contaminant migration pathway (storm drain pipe) are so located.

The proposed actions are located in a base (100 year) floodplain and
wetlands of the Assabet River. Activity necessary to the implementation
cf the remedial action could affect the floodplain and wetlands. -

The decision to locate in or affect a floodplain and wetland is
..based. on .the .fact that -Ot- is Streetand the contaminant smigration o
pathway .are 'so’located. The .dec.ision to propose remedial action in
this area rather than take no action was based on the public health,
welfare and environmental concerns. Potential adverse impacts to

the public health, welfare and environment related to migration of
hazardous chemicals to the Hocomonco Pond discharge stream surface
water was a significant factor considered in making this decision.

The remedial action will effectively provide adequate protection for
“guasbldc -heedlth-and the environment.

-n¢ proposed action will, coupled with other actions proposed for
the Hocomonco Pond site (refer to the ROD, Bocomonco Pond and



discharge stream), will help ensure that a significant wetland is
not adversely impacted by contamination. ‘

The proposed action in the Otis Street avea will be implemented
in a manner consistent with State (310 CMR 10.00 Parts I and III)
and local floodplain standards.

Design and construction activities related to the implementation of

the remedial response action pProposed will include the best practical
measures to minimize potential harm to or within the floodplain and
wetlands. 1Initial design has consideved the need to control adverse
impacts; erosion, sediment and contaminant migration during construction
Control measures will be considered in more detail during the final
design phase of this action.

Using the best practical measures to control potential adverse
impacts will reduce possible harm to the floodplain and wetlands
from siltation and further degradation by contamination.



APPENDIX F ~

' “KETTLE “POND “SOTL REMOVAL

EVALUATION



The objective of Kettle Pond remediation is to preserve the gquality

of a groundwater resource for current and potential users by reducing
soll and groundwater contamination to that which would result in
groundwater quality at the property boundary not exceeding background
guality, Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCL's) or Alternate Concentration
Limnits (ACL's).

The alternative recommended for remediation of the Kettle Pond
contamination involves scil/waste excavation for on-site disposal.
Groundwater is very shallow in the area of Kettle Pond and therefore
the area will be dewatered by use of a well-point system before
excavation. The effluent from this system will be treated via a
Granular Activated Carbon (GAC) treatment system before discharging
to Hocomonco Pond and the ground for recharge. Therefore, groundwater
treatment will occur over the period of excavation.

The primary limits of soil excavation for this ROD have been chosen
based on visual contamination criteria.

Pollowing is a discussion of the rationale for this limit of excavation
and for selection of additional incremental volumes of soil to be
excavated (supplemental ROD) upon completion of visual contamination
excavation and the Pond dewatering/groundwater treatment system.
Additional excavation beyond visual contamination criteria will be
based on an assessment of soil and groundwater contanlnant types

and concentrations present at that time.

The mobility and/or persistence of contaminants in the soil/groundwater
influence the environmental fate of these contaminants. Within

the soil/groundwater environment, various mechanisms take place

that affect the characteristics, concentrations and behavior of

the contaminants. Sorption onto soil particles, solubility, and
degradation by soil microbes are major factors affecting contaminant
concentrations. The factors affecting environmental fate are to -

some extent compound specific. The chemical and physical characteristic:
of a compound will influence the degree of adsorption, degradation

and mobility.

Soil type and pH also influences the extent of sorption to soil
particles. Table 3 and 4 are summaries of organic contamination at
the Kettle Pond.

The organic contaminants present on-site generally have low solubilities
and high adsorption (Kg) coefficients. However, some of the organic
contaminants (e.g. benzene and napthalene, 2-4 methyl phenol and

phenol) are highly soluble and have a low adsorption coefficients

(Kg),» making these the most mobile of contaminants below Kettle

Pond.

Anthracene, fluoranthene, chrysene, benzo (a) anthracene and benzo
(2) pyrene have very low solubilities and high adsorption
capabilities resulting in little mobility of these chemicals

in aquatic systems.



Data is limited on the specific contaminants and concentrations in
the soil horizon immediately below visual contamination. However,
this soil zone appears to be contaminated with .contaminants with a
range  of solubilitieswfrom-vexy;&ow_thhighf%e;gmﬂnapmhadenenand
anthracene). Also, data on the composition of waste (visible
contamination) in the Rettle Pond suggests that chemicals with a
wide range of solubilities and adsorption capacities are present.

As would be expected, groundwater quality data downgradient of Kettle
Pond detected mostly contaminants with high solubilities (e.g.
benzene, .phenol, .and napthalene).

With additional soil testing and analysis we will further ascertain
the chemical characteristics of the soil below visual contamination
to determine if soluble contaminants are still present, which will
contribute to future groundwater contamination.

Adcitional volumes of soil, beyond the visual level, will be excavated
if it is determined that this is necessary to reduce groundwater
-contamination.to -acceptabile -levels., Part -of this evaluation will

take .into.account the .effect of .the dewatering systen ‘on groundwater
contamination and whether excavation or further operation of the
system is the cost effective method to reach the groundwater
protection goal.

If it is determined that the contaminants present can be cost /
effectively flushed from the soil and treated in groundwater througt
the existing GAC system no additional soil excavation beyond visual
contanination will be necessary and the groundwater treatment

system will be continued.



RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY FOR THE HOCOMONCO POND SITE

I. Introduction

This responsiveness$ summary for the Hocomenco Pond Site documents for the
public racord conczrns &nd issues raised curing remedial planning, comments *-
rzisad during the comant period on the Feasibility Study, and the responsz2 of
EPA and tha State to those concarns. '

I1I1. Concerns Raised Prior to the Feasibility Study Coment Period

The following community relations activities were undertaken to solicit com-:
ments from and inform interested parties of the Feasibility Study process:

o The Community Relations Plan for the Hocomonco Pond Site was pre-
pared by EPA in August 1983. Prior to a field investigétion of the
site, EPA contracted with NUS Corporation which subcontracted
locally to TRC Environmental Consultants, Inc., to perform a
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) for assessment and
remediation of contamination at the site.

0 A press release announcing a public meeting on the work plan for the
Remedial Investigation was sent out in January of 1984.

o Information repositories were established at the Westborough Town
Hall and the Public Library in January of 1984,

0 The Remedial Action Master Plan (RAMP) and Detailed RIFS Work Plan
were Sent to the information repositories in January 1984. '

0 A public mesting was held Wednesday, February 15, 1934, to discuss’
EPA's involvement in the site and proposed response actions.

° Periodic contact between Board of Health and Remedial Project
Manager to update progress and plans.



0 A press release announcing public informational meeting on remedial
jnvestigation and public heering on the feasibility study was sent
cut.

Community interest in the Hocomonco Pond Site cates back to 1976, when the
former. lagoon are2 was breached during installzticn of a storm sewer which
dischargss to the Pond. In the summar of 1520, town officials were notified
by 2 residsnt 2bout an oily discharge from the storm sewer drainage pipe

| {Sommenity-oRelations Planfor Remedial dInvesticaticn and Feasibility Study-at

the Heczameacd ?and'Site. August 1983). Tne site was proposad for inclusion on

_the Nztional Priorities List (NPL) in Deczmber of 1982.

-Three mezin issues were raised by local officials and ci%izens during the RI/FS~

bhase and prior to the public comment period for the site. These were

e] Concern about the threat of groundwater contémination, which would
have the potential for affecting the Otis Street municipal well, was
expressed by local residents and local officials.

0 Local fisherman expressed displeasure over the loss of a recrea-
tional resource by the closure of the pond to fishing.

v0. . ‘Concern. was expressed by Smith Yalve Companyrepresentatives .over
the lack of technical information about the site which would
' conc]usively rule out the potential ljabi]ity of Smith Valve
Company, a major employer in the area.

As part of the site -remedial investigations EPA tested groundwater in the

v.wicinitybeﬂth!%ﬁtﬁSﬁﬁ&rEEt~méﬂ3;anﬁﬁtES%ed&fMEwwéTluﬁmarﬂﬁmséﬂfw - Thevresults

of these tests. indicated that the Otis Strest well is free of contaminants.
EPA T so. conducted a literature search on Cormonwealth of Massachusetts spon-
sored reszzrch on the fish population in Hocomonco Pond. Although results '
linking declines in fish populations with the creosote contamination were
Fneonclusive, -use 0f ‘the ;pond was-restricted for sthe isafety wof :the rlocal
resideats. Finally, in response to Smith Valve Company concerns over poten-
tial liability, EPA stated that the contamination problem appeared to be the



<
L]

result of wood-treating operations from the Montan Treating Company and
American Lumber and Treating Company. This does not, however, rule out the
potential for liability of Smith Valve Company.

111. Concerns Raised During the Feasibility Study Comment Period

The final RI/FS was released to the public on July 1, 1685. Copies of the
repcrt were placed at the westborough Town Hz1l and Public Library. A copy of
the report was also sent to the Smith Valva Company.

A pudlic me=ting was held on July 1, 1985, at the Westborough Town Hall at
7:00 PM for the purposa of explaining the RI/FS. Present at the meeting were
Jim Cirjzllo, Site Project Officer of the EPA Super‘und Branch; Bruce
Marshall, an EPA geologist; Debra Prybyla, Public Affairs Manager of the EPA
Superfund Branch and Patty D'Andrea, EPA project 1liaison. From the Common-
wealth of Massachusetts, Department of Environmental Quality Engineering was
project engineer Joe El1lis. From NUS Corporation, EPA's prime consultant on
the project were Ken Byrd, Matt Soltis and Jane Holderman. Representing TRC,
Environmental Consultants, Inc., NUS's sub-contractor, were Bill Beck, Paul
Burgess and'Scott Friedman. Approximately 20 people attended the meeting and
asked a series of questions pertaining to site activities. An eight-page fact
sheet on the RI/FS and the various alternatives was distributed at the
meeting. ‘

A public hearing was held at the Westborough Town Hall on July 10, 1985 at

7:00 PM to officially receive comments related to the FS and remedial action
from the community. Testimony provided at the meeting was recorded by a steno-
typist. Merrill Hohman, Director of the EPA Waste Management Division of
Region I, chaired the meating. Also in attendance from EPA was Jim Ciriello,
Site Project Officer; from the Massachusetts Department of Environmental
QuanLy Engineering was project engineer Joe Ellis; from NUS Corporation was
Geoff McSean. Testimony was provided by 2 town officials, 5 citizens, 1 s;ate
official, and 1 representative of a potentially responsible party (PRP). The
comment period was extended to July 24, 1985.



The hLealth risk assessment was submitted to the Town and PRP's for review on
September 4, 1985. At this time EPA opened a new comment period which ended
.September:23, /1683, to-allow e public. ‘to meview this “new information with
respect to alternatives presemted in the feasibility study.

khat fellows are a series of tzbles that 1ist community, State and PRP con-
cerns by topic type. o .
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Index to Community Comments

Offsite Disposal (EPA)
Hocomonco Pond Dredging (EPA)
tis Street Capping (EPA)
Future Responsibilities (EPA)
tability of Contamination Levels (NUS/TRC)
Ongeing Monitoring of Otis Stresst Wall (NUS)
Period of Testing (EFA)
Safzty of Pond for Humen Use (NUS)
Drinking Water Quality (NUS)
Testing Prior to NPL Listing (EPA)
Reverse Runoff (NUS/TRC)
EPA Involvement (EPA)
Westborough Liability (EPA)
Onsite Disposal (EFA)
Storm Sewer (EPA)
Water Drainage System Effects (EPA)

‘1l7. Site Fencing (EPA)



Cmnnunitj &oncerd

Respnngﬁ,

1.

Offsite Disposal

The Westborough Noard n? Salectmen squor
removal _(and {lsposal) of the materials from

the Former Lagoon and. Kattle Pond Arcas by the
most cost-effcctlve mdaﬁs. One local citizen
{s concerned about the dmount of material that
would have to he moved.

' ’

What s ostimated to ba 10, 00D cubic yards of
wasta matarial in the Formar Lagoan will nat be
removed, Monitoring well da€a lmmediately down-
gradient of. the Former Lagnnn Indicate that it is
not currentiy a source of groiindwater contamlna-
tion. Sincé groundwater coiitaminat on is riot
currently oécuring, the apprufiriate remedfal
response 15_to cap the arca tn ensure groundwater
contaiination does not oceur In the future, A

will be an effective tanfrol to protect
puglie hedlth, welfare, anidl Clic environment; The
storm drain which passes nexXt to the Former .-
Lagoon will be relocated Lo prevent Future ton-
taminant migration, via the drain, to the surface

water and s@diments of fllocomdiico Pond.

What {s estlmatcd to be approximately 24, 000
cubic yards of waste mater{dl in the Kettle Pond
arca will b@ excavated and disposed of in afi .
on-site 1andfi11 located next to Lhe Former B
Lagoon. Tha on-site landfl11 will he construéted
to accept waste from the llocoifonco Pond site -

onl Thesé remedial actiods are considered the
mos{ cost-effective remedles for the conditions
at this site. “Cost-effectiveé" as used in dis-
cussions of superfund remedial alternatives . i§
defined by 300.68(1) of the National Contingency
Plan to medn “the lowest cost alternative that is
technologically feasible and reliable and which
effectively mitigates and minlinizes damage to and
provides adefuate protection uf public health;
welfare, or the environment."



Comnunity Concern' : Response

2. Hocomonco Pond Drhdging ' ' .
The Board of Selectmen support the use of - The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency also
mechanical dredging. They conclude that hy- supports the use of mechanical dredging of con-
draulic dredging would have the potential for taminated sediments from llocomonco lPond.

contaminating the Town's water supply from the
Otis Street Well.



Camnunity COncern . o

3.

btls Slreet Cupphtl

knieqit
gsaez‘::gcs;ts%: g OpS f"%g&.f'z'kme.,:ae.m
An safety of the Iotai rasidents can be

ensured amd the cost of monitoring 1s borne by
some bther party,

Resphdsé

ghfﬁg of the east unhnnkment nf ntis Streei Is
cngidered the inost costseffuclive rcmed{ for

this drda; . Tha seloctdd temaly, SLul‘ng of the
stobm drain, will moat Lhe fiiblle health- amd:
environmental resgunse nhjeg vus hy ﬂrc:eht?nd
contaminant.migration intv :Ehy open=jddn
drainagd syttem and subseqdunt discharge of Eon-
taminatioh to surface water in the llocomonéo Pond
discharge ‘Stream, The cosb ﬁf tond toriny wod1d
horma1 13 be the responslb g of the Stata {f .
tha projact i futided hy uuurfundt hnwgver.
eiend iny,. oh. the outcord o Nngntiations and/or
1&1 gation With potentidl Fesponsitic rartles
(PRbs ),  the: PRPS could he 1|ah1a for tiie cost of
mor 1 torfh? “The sulIJec
responsib Iity/liah 11&{ 1s dddr?ssed in greater
deta11 in the response td Community Comnent 1tem

, future responsibiiitids,



Conmunity Concern

Response

4, Future ReSpons1b1*lties

The Board of Selectmen included the fo]lowin?
eight questions regarding the town's 1iability

in the event of future problems at the site:

a. Who would pay for the monitoring costs in
the future? With State and Federal budget
cuts, changes in administration, etc.,
funds might dry up to monitor the site.

b. Who would be responsible for any future
contamination caused by any number of
reasons, including natural disasters,
natural processes, vandalism, etc.?.

c. Who would be responsible for replacement
of the containment systems, including the
caps, lining of onsite disposal area,
etc.?

d. Who would be responsible if the designed
systems failed to provide the necessary
protection of the environment?

e. Who 'would be responsible if future Federal
or State requlations should require that
the hazardous waste contained on this site
be removed and incinerated, or the like?

f. Who would be responsible for future poten-
tial health problems that are undetected
because of present technology?

The 1iabilities of the Town of Westhorough for
the Hocomonco Pond site would arise from their
ownership and operation of the storm drain
running from Smith Parkway into llocomonco Pond.
Section 107 of CERCLA states that the owner and
operator of a facility is liable for all costs:
incurred at a Superfund site consistent with the .
National Contingency Plan. This plan is set out
at 40 C.F.R Part 300. Thus, if a court were to
determine that the Town was 1liable under the

Superfund act, the Town could be held 1iable for

costs of responding to hazardous substances at
the site. If the Town were not found to be
11able by a court, the following answers would
response to questions 4a - f,

a. BDefore remedial construction is initiated at
a Superfund site, EPA and the State enter
into a contract wherein the State assures
that 1t will provide all necessary operation
and maintenance for Lha expecled useful life
of the remedial action. Monitoring 1s typi-
cally considered an operation and maintenance
responsibility assumed hy the State. With
respect to adequate funding for monitoring,
the State is required to provide as part of
the contract an operatlion and maintenance
plan that addresses the source of funding for
its responsihilities.



Comﬁunitj-toncerh

4, future Responslh*l|tles (Cont'd )

go

Nho would be responsih]u for the uddcu
cdsts to Lhe Town under any scenario;.i.e.,
incFeased cost. of fiisurance, police protec-
tion, loss of insiirince coverage, testing
of wells, ctc.?

h. Nhat happens and whﬁ pays if conditions at

the site change; 1.&., higher water tables,
até.?

Responsy -

b,

e,

h.‘

¢, and d.

All Superfund sltes in the cnuntry
have baef placed on the National Prioritfés
List oii the hasis of the threat they pose to
public_h8alth, welfare anid Lhe environment.
So long 8s a site remains_on the 1ist, {t
would 1égally he ellgihléa For monies From the
Superfind for necessary fulure remedial
activiiies.

EPA has taken the posilibii- that CERCLA
remedial . actions are not logally subject to
the reQuirements of othaf Federal and state

environmental statutes, hut that as a matter

of policy, the Agency will select alterda-
tives that meet relevant and applicable
fedérai Standards.

See answers to b, ¢ and ﬂ abnve

lncreaéed costs to the Town would, under the
current Superfund leglslalion, be borne by
the Town: .

See answers to b, ¢ and i above.



N

. -Communify Concern

. . ' .

5. Stability of Contamination Levels
.o \ , .

A local citizen on the Westborough Conserva-

tion Commission inquired about the stability

of the contamination problem. Is the situa-

tion stable or 1s it getting worse?

. -

Response

The former lagoon area consisls of 'soil
contamination as a result of historic waste
disposal practices. The source area is generally
stable, however, contaminanl migration does oc:ur
through the storm daln into llocomonco Pond
following heavy rainfall.

The Kettle Pond soil contaminstion is not stable
in terms of the ongoiny contaminant leachate
production and the resulting groundwater con-
tamination downgradient of Lha area. :

The Otis Street area appears stable. lowever,
trace levels of groundwater contamination were
detected.

The contaminated sediments appcar relatively
stable in Hocomonco Pond. Water quality within
the pond was free of contaminants. The creoscte
compounds have chemical properties whereby they
are generally highly absorbed to sediments, and
therefore relatively inmobile. During high flow
conditions, erosion of contaminated scediments
could occur causing further downstrcam migration.
Some sediment transport downstream also occurs

“under normal conditions which may result in con-

tinued contaminated sediment transport down-
stream.



Cmnuunlt} Concern

Resporisd

6.

anoihﬁ‘MonltoriJh nfhﬁtis Street Well

A local resident askéd whether or not ongoing -

monitofing of the Ot{s Street Well will be
discussed in the final remedial action plan.

Based on_the results of Uiy hiydrogeological. In-
vestigatioh, It has been delermined that (hére g
no potcnf[al for contaminafyt migralion Into the
well. Firther, there Is no potential for Fiture
contanination assuming that the well continiies
pumping &t its present rals, . :

Addition.of supplies wells 4 that area may
change flow condit fons and_equifer response and
the connéctions to Hocomonco Pond would have to
be assessed at that time. . Continued water :
quality monitoring at Lhe OLis Streck well d&s
well as thé effects of constructing additional
supply wélls in that area woild necessarily be
addressed under the Massachusells Water Supply
Guidelines. :



Comnun ity Concera

7. 'Period of Testinh

A citizen questioned why *it (took) so long"
to determine the areas of contamination 1f

(al1 the) testing.was done between 1967 and

1980.

Response

Creosote, buried on-site, was discovered during
the construction of the 36" storm drain from
Smith Parkway in 1976. Subsequent to that dis-
covery, several studles were conducted by the
State and private parties on-site (refer to
Community Comment No. 10). These studies were’
conducted over the period of time from 1971 to
1982.

The EPA became involved in June 1982, during the
site evaluation conducted as part of the site
ranking process for ellgihltity for superfund
status. The site was ranked in October 1982,
according to hazards ldent!fled and the potential
health threat reclated to those hazards. As a
result of the ranking, the site was proposed for
fnclusion on the National Priorities List (Super-
fund sites) in December 1902. The site was
included on the NPL as the Hocomonco PMond Site.
The EPA conducted a general sile Inspection in
January 1983. A more detalled sile survey was
conducted for the EPA by the NUS Corporation,
Field Investigation Team, in May 1983. The site
inspection and survey provided Lhe information to
determine the scope of Lhe Remedial Investigation
and Feasibility Study conducted during the period
of February 1904 through the spring of 1985.

It is clear from the preceding discussion that
all the testing was not done hetween 1967 (19767)
and 1980. The reason “it took so long" is that
the process the EPA must follow (defined by the
National Contingency Plan 40 C.F.R. Part 300) is

.
)



Comnunitj,toncerh C Rasponse

7. '‘Period of Test[n} (Corit'd.) : '

very detai]ed and cmnrrehcnsivn. This procéss is
necessary to ensure that the extent and character
\ of the problem are properly defined in order to
select an appropriate and comprehensive remédial
response.

]

L ]



Comnunity Concerr

Safety of Pond fol lluman Use

A citizen questioned what criteria were used
to determine the Pond to be safe for public
swimming. A related question was set forth
regarding the length of time it would take to
clean up the "area".

Response

Prior to initiation of this study, the Pond had
already been posted as a no-swimning arca.
Therefor2, the study proceded from the standpoint
that the pond had previously heen determined to
be unfit for swimming by the Westhorouqgh Board of
Health. It has been determined that an actual
health risk associated with coming in direct
contact (i.e., dermal, inhalation, ingestion)
with the contaminated substances does exist.

| Tﬁrough implementing the remedial action

involving mechanical dredgling of Lhe contaminated
sediment, recreational restrfctions concerning
public use could be removed in the future. This
action would be effective and permanent since the
source(s) of contamination would he eliminated
through remedial actions at the former lagoon and
Kettle Pond areas.



Commm Ity Concern

Response -

9. ‘Drinkiﬁg’ﬂatvr Q&n]lty

A citizcn asked for retopendations regarding
the utility of the Otis Street Well in the

event that llocomonco Pontl is not cleaned. tp.
There was concern about the safety of water
usage in the aréa. Finally, the citizer asked
if EPA would recomnend the water resources as
suitable for human consumption.

The Otis Stredt Well is currentiy being used.
Additionally, .testing performid at the OLis
Street Well détected no organic contaminant.
Therefore, {t_1s considered a§ currently safd for
human use/canéumption. lloweviir; the groundwdter
in the Kettle-Pond Area Is not Fecomnended for-
human consuMpt1on since 1L is contaninated. The
risks involved with such use #re presented in the
Risk Assessmient section of the Feasibility Stidy.
(Such)use s ot taking p1nce at the present -

time .

Under present pumping conditlﬁns the Otis Street
well does not_draw water from llécomonco Pond of
the areas southeast of 1t (Keftle Pond). As .
previousty fioted, construction of additional.
wells in thé existing Otis Street well area may
change groundwater flow into that area and the
effects of this would be evaliialed at that time.



| PP

Cmnmﬁnty Concern'

Response

10. Testing Prior to hPL lListing

A citizen inquired about the names and dates -
of testing to determine the water resource
(Ot1s Street well). is fit for human consump-
tion prior to EPA involvement at the Hocomonco
Pond site. It s assumed then the citizen
wanted record of the agency (e.g., Common-
wealth) or firm name.

Several studies were conducled at the Hocomonco
Pond Site prior to U.S. EPA involvement. The
compahies involved and the purpose of the studies
are listed below:

July and August 1971 and August 1902 -
Massachusetts Department of Enviromnental Quality
Engineering (DEQE)“sampled fish from the

Hocomonco Pond to evaluale stock densit¥, repro-
duction and bioaccumulation of chemicals by

fish. .

November 1979 and 1982 - Massachusetts Division
of Fisheries and Wildlife Investigated fish kills
in Hocomonco Pond. ‘

1980 - Flynn Engincers, Inc. was retained by
Smith Valve Company, Inc. Lo locate Lhe source of
creosote and to study the feasibility of relocat-
ing the storm drainage pipe.

September 1981 - Whitman and lloward, Inc.
Rrepared a report, the Hesthorou?h Ground Water
esource Management Study, descrlbing Lhe town's
hydrogeology and ground water resources. This
study included work related tn Olis Strect well
and its development.

June 1982 - The EPA became involved during the
site evaluation conducted as a part of the site
ranking process. The site was ranked in October
1982 and proposed for inclusion on Lhe National
Priority List (Superfund sites) in Dccember 1982.

.
.
1



Community Concerh

10. ‘Testing Prior toMPL Ligting (Cont'd.)

Response

Jul{ and Ahgist 1962 - Massacliusetts Department
of Environinchtal Quality Englneering (DEQE)
sampled the oily Faction of the storm drain
discharge sntd water from thd pond outlet.

October 1982 - Flynn Enginedrs, Inc. completed’
another study of Lhe locomonco Pond site. This
study addressed the past histiry and proposed a
iathod of tleterminintg and ramoving and/or con=
taliing creosote on the §ita.



Community Concern
]

11. Reverse Runoff \

A citizen was concerned ahout "reverse" run-
off from the llocomonco Pond site affecting.
other areas.

(it is unclear {if "reverse runoff" refers to
surface runoff -(overland flow) or. to "induced
infiltration" of Hocomonce Pond water into the
Otis Street well. Doth are responded to
here.)

Response

A11 surface water runoff Ffrom Lhe site ltself
flows into Hocomonco Pond. Therefore, “runoff
from the site" {s nolt regarded as a pathway for
migration to other adjacent properties. Please
see response to related question nunber five
under Community Concerns.

As discussed in the response.tn Comment No. 9,
the Otis Street well under present operating
conditions does not induce waler from llocomonco
Pond. However, increases in pumping rates may
alter conditions and the amount of induced infil-
tration would have to be evaluated at that time.



Community Concern!

L Responsd

12. EPA Involvement

A citiied questioned when EPA became irvolved Refer to Item 7.
in the "exploration”, i.o., remedial activi-
ties, in the arca..



Community Concerh

13. Westborough Liabikity

A citizen quastioned what'the cost to the
Westborough taxpayer would be to clean up the
area. :

Response

The cost (if any) to the taxpayers in the Town of
Westborough cannot he determined at this time.
Since the town has been named as a potentially
responsible party, it 1s possible thal the town
may have some financial Ilablility. This matter
will be addressed in negntiatlons or litigation
with the U.S. EPA.  The resull of Lhe negotia-
tions and subsequent effect on the taxpayers
cannot be assessed at Lhls time.



Commin gy Concern

: |
14. Onstté;Disposnl‘

The Salectmen axpraésdd concern that on-site
disposal area would bd constructed to receive
waste from other sites as well as locomonco
Pond site waste. .

-

" Respanse

Tha alternntivas presentwd In the FS which
utilize on-site disposal are for waste from this
site only.. A landFI11 woiild, be designed and con-
structed oh the site accorillng to standards set
Forth in, the Resource Consérvation and Recovery
A?t (RCRA) to dispose of dnly waste from this
site. - :



Cmnnuhity Concern' ' Response

\

15. Storm Sewer .
A Selectman raised the concern that the Smith Ohjectives of the remedial investigatlon were to
Parkway Storm Sewer, which was installed in deternine the types, locations and extent of con-
1976 passes by Lhe.Former Lagoon area, is only tanination that exists today, past, present and
a minimal contributor to contamination in the future migration of contaminalion and fate of
Pond, while operations at the site were this contamination. Information on historical
putting (substantial quantities of) waste in use of the site was obtained early in the plan-
the pond during operations 50 years ag3. ning process to develop a fleld fuvestigation

program based on historical site use and disposal
practices. Indeed, each area that was previously
used for disposal was characterlzed. We recog-
nized that waste were put in the Pond during
operations 10 - GO years agn hut also find the
Smith Parkway storin sewer is a route of present
and future potential releases if nol addressed.



CommuﬂﬁyuConcern

Response

» i Lt l
16. Water Drainage System Effects
. - ‘ .

A comfentor stated that the long-term éon-
tamination of the llocomonco Pond would héve
broadér effects on tlie entire water drainage
system.

The effort to address Lhe ciinlamination at the
source will affect Lhe quallty of Lhe water In
the jlocomgnéo Pond and any blher water bodies for
which 1t Is a tributary in Lhe future. Effects
on downstredm water of Lha past pollution

~problems associated with llocasionco Pond cadnot be

addressed under the scope of Lhe presept action.



Community Concern

-7'

Site fencing

A citizen believes that there are few possible
effects upon health from contaminants in
Hocomonco Pond, and suggested fencing the pond
as an alternative to excavation.

Response

Refer to PRP comments, items 7 and 10, Risk
Assessment Data and Potential Contaminant
Exposure. Fencing of Hocomonco pond itself
would not adequately address the adverse

environmental impacts on Hocomonco Pond.



Index to State Comments

1. Econzmic Burden (EPA)



State Comnents !

Response

1.

"Economic Burden

A representativa of State Senator John llouston
stated that Lhe Semator is opposed to the idea
that the Town of Hcsthorou?h should shoulder
any significant amount of financial burden.

The financial burden to Lha Lown relative to the
Lown's status as a potantially responsible part)
(PRP) has yat to ho dotermined, The town's
financial burden will he determined elther by
negottations with the EPA and other PRPs, or
through litigation. '



Index of PRP Comments

0fisita Disposal - Former Lagoon (EPA)
OFfsit2 Disposal - Kettle Fond (EPA)
Kcconcneo Pond Capping (EPR)

tis Strzst Remedial Action (EPA)

Majustifiable -Alternatives (ZPA)
“FactuzY Tnaccuracies {NUSFIRC)
Risk Assessment Data{EPR)

Cost-Effective Remedial Acktion (EPA)

Deletion of State as PRP {EPA)

| "Potentiel Contaminant  Bxpasure {(EPA)

Pctentizl Use of Contaminzted Grouncwater (EPA)

Validity of Risk Assessrent (EPA)



PRP Comncnts | fesponse

1. Offsite Dispnsal E Former Laqoon .
In general the potentially responsible parties The U.S. EPA does not advocate off-site disposal
(PRPs) are opposed to offsite disposal. For of the wastes in the Former Lagoon. The remedial
the Former Lagoon Arca it was argued that response action selected for the Former Lagoon is
storm sewer relqcation would be a sufficient site grading and capping with relocation of the
remedy. This alternative was justified on the storm drain which is a migration route for con-
basis that there was no groundwater contamina- tamination entering Hocomonco Pond. '

tion detected In this area. They argued that
the natural bed of "relatively impervious...
sludges and slaked fines" serve as an adequate
barrier to migration of contaminants. A
second PRP recomnended both storin sewer
relocation and site grading and capping for
the Former Lagoon Area. This recomnendation
was made on the basis that this was the only
alternative that dealt directly with the storm
sewer. The PRP did however, note some
ambiguity in the FS as to the contribution the
storm sewer was making to the overall levels
of contamination.



PRP Comnets |

5. Offsite Bisposal -Meltlo Pond

In general; the PRPS arg opposed to of fsita
disposal. of contaminated materials from the .
Kettle Poriil Arca. .Eithdr a no-action or site
capping alternativa was recomnended. This was
based on the Fact that the "principal migrd=
tion routd of site contaiinants...is from the
Former Laghon Area and rfiot Kettle Pond". -
Furthermdre, PRPs argucﬁ?ﬁat since 10 yeafs
have pasgéd with no apparant groundwater con=
tamination. (even though tlie FS 15 ambiguoits on
this point), a lony~tarih_throat 18 not ingi=
cated. Consequently, ciipping would be suffi-
cient ta attain the ohjéctive of reducing the
potential for direct coiitact. This theory is
consistent with one PRP!s -ohjection to a
remedial response objective to reduce the -
1imited -gFoundwater contaihination associated
with thé Kettle Pond Area. The PRP argues
that the dbjective does fot follow from the
summary risk asscssment and it therefore
serves no public health Function.

Response .. .

The U.S. EPA does not advocalte off-site disposal
of contaminated materials Frow the Kettle Pond.
The selected rémedial response attlon includes -
excavation of tontaminated materials from Kettla
Pond and on-5ite disposal In a properly desigred
landFi11. This alternative has_hoen sclected to
address a condition which inclides a source of.
contamination in direct contact with groundwater
and contaminated groundwater. Broundwater coh-
tamination 1§ documented; the FS 1s not ambiguous
on this point. Refer to thu FS for data on watér
quality monitoring well no. 4 (shallow and deup).
Addressing thé groundwater prablem in the Kettle
Pond area 1§ based on EPA's resjionsibility to. .
provide adedudte protectlon of the public health,
welfare and.ervironment, "Environment® by defini-
tion under the statute and Lhé National Contin-
gency Plan in¢ludes groundwatéry Thus no public
health threat nceds to exisl to justify ground-
water proteétion. Site capplily or no-action
would not adequately address the effect of con-
tamination on the environment.



PRP Comments

3. Hocomonco Pond Cadbing

PRP recommendatfions for locomonco Pond reme-

dial actions are to take "no action" or to
"cap" the sediments. They argue that the
costs of dredging are unjustifiable in the
nabsence of a conclusive demonstration that
the pond sediments create a hazard that
requires control”. They argue that since
there is no evidence of contaminants in the
water of the pond itself, no risk of direct
contact would he presented. One PRP goes on
to state that if EPA does not choose either
the "no action" or the "capping" alternative,
mechanical dredging would be the least
"undesirable* of the two remaining
alternatives.

Response

The U.S. EPA does not recomnend the “no action"
or 9capp1ng: remedial alternatives. ODredging is
Justified to eliminate the hazard of exposure
(direct contact) and future potential migrations
to contaminated sediments. Direct contact could

- occur by wading in the area of contaminated sedi-

ments. An increased risk of exposure, via inges-
tion and inhalation, would exlst if agltation of
contaminated sediments resulted in contamination
of the surface water amd tha relecase of volatile
organic compounds. Clean-up of the llocomonco
Pond would in the future allow for the reopening
of the pond to recreatfon, i.o., swimming and
fishing. It would also tmprove the environment
for aquatic species in the pond. The sclected
remedy for Hocomonco Pond Is to remove contami-
nated sediments by mechanical dredging.



s e

PRP, Confinéints !

4. Otis Stf?ét Rgmcd!gl Aqfibn

PRPs recodmend a "no actlion" alternative far
the Oti$ Strecl cubankmgnt.  This recomncnda-
tion is.made on the basi§; that there are no
identified exposure pathways. It is added
that, 1f & remedy other than "no action" 1s
selected, the storm drain sealing would be the
preferred alternative because of its lower
cost. -

-

Response -

The selected remedy for OLIs Stroet (cast side)
Is storm draln sealing. The dhjective of this
action is to prevent contamindtion from entering
the open-Jointed drainage pipa and discharging to
surface waters in the pond discliarye stream,



PP Comnents

5. ‘Unjustifiable Altsrnatives

One PRP listed a series of unjustifiable
alternatives, which included the following:

a. ‘Excavation for Offsite Disposal

b. Excavation for Onsite Incineration

c. Excavation for Onsite Landfill Facility

d. Groundwater Contaimment Barrier

e. Groundwater Pumping and Treatment

f. Hydraulic Sediment Dredging and Dispo- -
sal/Treatment

The grounds for objections to these alterna-
tives were based on cost-effectiveness and/or
the adequacy of the technology in question.

At {ssue with respect to the landfill aiterna-
tive is a potential "taking" of property of
the Smith Valve Company.

ct 3

Response

The U.S. EPA would agree lhat alternatives

defined in Item 5, points a,b,d, amd F may not be
the optimel cholces for slte remediation. The
agency would disagree with the position that
excavation and disposal in an on-site landfill
facility, point ¢ and groundwater pumping and
treatment, point e, is unjustifiable as it
relates to the alternatives proposed for remedial
action in the Kettle Pond Area. Kettle Pond con-
tamination will be excavated and disposed of on-
site- in a properly designed Tandfill. This
alternative is considered a cost-effective remedy
for the problem in the Kettle Pond Area. The on-
site landfill would involve the use of property
owned by the Smith Valve Company. Waste material
from other sites would not he disposed of in any
facility construcled on the locomonco Pond Site.

As detailed in the Record of Decision, the
on-site landfi11 s necessary to meet environ-
mental objectives and is the cuost-effective
remedy for the Kettle Pond materials.



PRP Odmitents L

6. ﬁactual Inaccuracies

fwo issues weré called factdally inaccurate
by a PRP. First, the recogriition of creosote
fn 1976 at the drain outlet preceded the
1isting of the 23-acre National Priorities
1ist (NPL) site by several years. The PRP
geems to be goncerned both by an alleged
ambiguous reférence to the Boundaxies of the
NPS site and EK the time (1982) at which it
was notified that its propetty posed a

pollution problem for the Hocimonoo Pord.

A second indcéuracy cited the dimensions of
the site. The PRP wanted to document that the
Gmith Valve Manufacturing Plaht was distinct
fran the Hotaronoco Pond Supgrfund Site. The
PRP stated thét a portion of its property is,
however, included within the boundaries of the
Superfund Site..

Responhse

The report §ummarizes the chioriology of '
site activities beginning with the first

reported sité conta.ination following stomrm

sewer construction. Regulatory implications
of the sité liistory were not discussed nor
implied.

The Remedidl Investigation réport was amended
to note that the Smith Valve Manufacuring Plant
site is not within the boundaries of the
Superfund site. The Superfund. site does include
all the identified contamination areas and the
Jocations of past site operations.



PRP Caments

A PRP has evaluated EPA's risk assessment and
feels that it deals too much with calculations
without enough objective considerations of site
conditions and risks. The PRP is concemed that
the criteria used for selection of non-carcinogenic
critical ocontaminants is somewhat arbitrary.
The PRP also feels that, given EPA's list of
critical contaminants, there are uncertainties
associated with analytical data in the risk
assossment, and that there has been no attempt
to account for these uncertainties., Possible
exposure of the public to site contaminants

has been overestimated.

Fesponse

EPA believes that given the level of
toxicological data on site contaminants
and the existing data base, the Risk
Assessment presents a reasonable evaluation
of hazard characterization, dose-response
assessment, exposure assessment and risk
assessment. EPA recognizes that there is
always uncertainty associated with site
analytical data and toxicological data,
especially with respect to non-carcinogenic
compounds. EPA disagrees that the Risk
Assessment overstates possible exposure

of the public to site contaminants.



PRP Qryimonts

8.

- | Cost-Ef fecfii?e Remedial I\cﬂm

A PRP raised. the issue that  the remedial action
must be cost=effectively tailéred to the degree
of risk found at the site. THe PRP believes
Ehat the Rigk Assessment supports their earlier
Fecommendat fons for cost-effective remedial
alternatives and is coneernéd that implementation
of any of the more expensivé temedies presented
in EPA's RI/F$ (remedial investigation and
feasibility study) would vitlate both the
Comprehensivé Environmental Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act (CERCLA) ard EPA's National
Contingency Plan, which redquire implementation of
a oost-effective remedy.

ltd_siﬁ)nse

The final Risk Assessment Sets forth
calculatéd human health risks based
on available site data ard existing
1iterature: The feasibility study
disecusses environmental threats of
gourco contamination at tho site.
EPA's roicdial objective if to protect
public health, welfare, and the en-
vironmerit ;. The agency has determined
that the selected alternatives are
both cost-effective and necéssary for
adequaté protection of public health,

welfare, and the environment.



PRP Comments

9. _Deletian of State as PRP .

A PRP objected to the EPA'S deletion of the
Camonwealth of Massachusetts as a potentially
responsible party at the site. The PRP alleges
that as owner of Hocomonco pond, the state is
properly a PRP.

Response

The Cammonwealth of Massachusetts is

the Trustee of Hocomonco Pond. Identi-
fication of PRPs is an exercise of en-
forcement discretion. Recent law
suggests Trustee Ownership may not be

a valid justification for liability under
the Camprehensive Environmental Responso,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA).



PRP Quitnénts

0. Potential Contaminant Exposurd

A PRP questions the validity of frequency
assutptions and figures used in scenarios
of children oontacting of ingesting muck
ot dry soil. 'The PRP further states that
even 1f thero wAs exposure, it could be
curtailed by fericing the site and/or
providing security.

l«zsﬁﬁﬁfse

since fencing is clearly needéd and is’
recommended, :but continuous Seturity
beyond that ls infrasible fot the long
term. Fencing and security will, in
fact, reliéve the threats of human
contact with or ingestion of wasto only
if 100 percent effective, but . it does
nothing for future groundwatetr con-
tamination.



PRP. Oorments Response _

11. Potential Use of Contaminated Groundwater ' ,

A PRP believes that the use of contaminated groundwater It is true that there are prsently no users of
fram Kettle pond is speculative and that no current contaminated groundwater. Only constant, longterm
exposure exists fram this groundwater ocontamination. monitoring and aquifer use restrictions will ensur

no future use of this contaminated groundwatcr.

The assumption of potential future usc is valid,
The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensat
and Liability Act authorizes EPA, in its remedial
actions, to protect the environment groundwater, an
water supplies. This authority is in addition to t
protection of public health.



PRP Quiwicnts

12.

Vahdlty of Risk Nssegsment

A PRP states that the Risk Asse”gsnent
mborporates invalid assumptmn3 concernmg
frequency and. risk of fishing ahd swimming
il the pond, slhce use of Pond s restricted
by posting, ard there is currently limited
surface water eonteminations, Further,
reélocation of the Smith Parkwdy storm

seéwer which discharges to the Pond will
eliminate contamination in Hocofonco Pond
sediments.

Resibhse

Hoocomonoo . POnd sediments am contanmated, the

Pond is uged for fishing evén though the pond is
posted. Swimmers may contact contaminated sediments
which exist in the pond and will not be addressed

as a results of relocating the storm sewer.



~

The publ
RI/FS.

Public 1
was held

Public Comment Period

jc comment period started on July 1, 1985

with the release of the

During that time an 8-page fact sheet was prepared and distributed, 2
nformational Meating was held on luly 1, 1S€%, and a Public Hearing

July 10, 1985. Written comments could de

j083. Three letlers were receivad in suppoTe of ¢

Hearing.

4]

These wera from:
Sznz+sr John Houston.

The Board of Selectmen of the Towm oT We

-S'meitted Unti1 Ju1y249 .

sctimony given at the Public

stborough, Massachusetts.

Koppers Company, Inc., Science and Tectmology, 2 PRP.

Stephén D. Anderson, Esq., On behalf of Smith Valve Company, Inc.

Walter Ward, Citizen.

The issues.and concerns raised in these letters we
preceding discussion.

A supplementa1.pub1ic comment pericd was conducted

Septembe

relate t

One lett

0

re summarized in the

between September 4 and

r 25, 1985 to allow comment on the selection of alternatives as they
o the health risk assessment released to the public September 4, 1985.

er was reviewed at that time from

Virginia and Robert Ot%o, Citiz=ms.

-



Remaining Concerns

'A’poﬁﬁcy“tuncern”rE#Sedﬁby>both“nffﬁtﬁaﬂsﬂfrnm”the*wanUovaestborbugh.and by
Statz Senator John Houston was the jssue of financial burden for the cleanup
operztion. Both parties were opposed to shifting the burden of payment for
cepitzl costs and operation and mzintenance cos:s to the town.

c

A saca:a“mzﬁsaﬁﬁbywizymonﬁﬁi,sHélsh,’IbwnfSeTeztman,iwas*thEﬁpbtentﬁal
] =Y

jabiiity of American 0il, 2 national contracior.

Finally, an issue raisad by Stephen D. Anderson, £sg., on behalf of Smith
Vzlve Ccopany, Inc; was the fact that EPA had not released the section of the
R +that dezls with "Public Hez21th and EﬁVironmenta] Concerns® (RI. Seztion
wiﬁﬂavéurimg*thewpublﬁtz:mnmeht.perihd,?fHemstated that “"Smith Valve objects to
the reguirement that public comments be submitted prior to the release of this
sec=icn of the study."”
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